GUADALUPE




COVER:

Polychrome glaze tile image of Our Lady of Guadalupe
photographed on site, the northeast wall of the former St.
Ann’s School, built in 1927 in the 2500 block of South
Harwood Street, Dallas. Octavio Medellin was commissioned
by the Carmelite Fathers and the members of the parish to
create an artpiece suitable to enhance and commemorate the
social center wing added in 1946. The piece measures 40.5" X
72.0" and has a decorative border of typical Mexican design
surrounding the Image rising above the emblems of Mexico,
the Cardinal and the United States.

The Image was solemnly blessed in a candlelight service by
Samuel Cardinal Stritch of Chicago. Present were Bishop
Joseph Patrick Lynch, Ordinary of the Diocese of Dallas; Very
Rev. Monsignor John Gulczynski, Chancellor; Carmelite
Fathers, the Daughters of Charity of St. Vincent de Paul, parish
families, school children, priests, religious and devoted lay
people of the Diocese.

The parish church was built in 1925 and remained until 1975,
the center of Mexican American spiritual and social life, and
mentally preserved by the people as a "sacred site". On
December 12, 1975, "Guadalupe Chiquito" was officially
merged with the Sacred Heart Cathedral parish on Ross
Avenue and in 1977, consecrated Cathedral-Santuario de
Guadalupe, the only cathedral so named in the United States.

The red brick School building now houses Dallas SER Jobs for
Progress, Inc. and the Hispanic Child Care Center.

Artist:

Octavio Medellin was born in Mexico in 1908, studied at the San Antonio
Arts School. His works have been exhibited in the Witte Memorial Museum
in San Antonio and the Dallas Museum of Fine Arts. Mr. Medellin worked
and taught in Dallas 1942 ro 1977, having retained a studio at the Dallas
Museum of Fine Arts. His sculptures, paintings, mosaics and murals
enhance churches and temples, galleries and private collections throughout
the Dallas area. Honored by the Dallas Chapter of the Texas Fine Arts
Association with a lifetime membership, Mr. Medellin currently lives and
works in the hill country of south Texas.



INTRODUCTION

After the U.S. Bicentennial New Mexico Diamond Jubilee Event in
Las Cruces, NM, called Guadalupe ’87, the Guadalupe Institute and
others, encouraged by Martin Kelly, promoted five more annual
events; the last one in 1992. Edwin E. Sylvest, Jr., Associate Professor
of History of Christianity with the Perkins School of Theology,
Southern Methodist University, Dallas, Texas, presented a paper to the
Guadalupe ’90 Academic Symposium, St. Mary’s University, San
Antonio, Texas, on 13 October 1990. He published his paper, as “The
Curator’s Personal Statement”, page 117 of the Program of the
Nuestra Senora de Guadalupe: Mother of God, Mother of the
Americas exhibition, presented by the Bridwell Library of the Perkins
School of Theology, SMU, summer, 1992.

In his Curator’s personal statement, he posed several questions, one of
them: “Is God, with Mary’s cooperation, opening new horizons of
understanding of God’s own nature and strengthening the foundations
on which truly just and peaceful communities may be built?” He
concludes with a quote from Luke 1:46-55, the canticle known as the
Magnificat.

Also published in the Program, pages 1-20 is a history of Tonantzin of
Pre-Conquest Mexico, and a history of Guadalupe of Hispanic
Heritage. He states: “The Virgin Mary of Tepeyac can be fully
understood only in relation to Tonantzin and Guadalupe of
Estremadura. She is neither of them individually, nor is she a simple
amalgam of both. She is unique! She is Nuestra Senora de Guadalupe
of Tepeyac™.



His Excellency
Most Reverend Charles V. Grahmann, D.D.

Bishop of Dallas
Cordially invites you to attend and participate in
GUADALUPE ’92

Guadalupe ’92 honors Our Lady of Guadalupe as Mother of
God and Mother of The Americas. As part of the 500th
anniversary of Christopher Columbus’ discovery of the
Americas being commemorated in 1992, the events reverently
portray Her role in the encounter between Europe and this
Hemisphere. Please be our guest at one or all of the events
which highlight Guadalupan literary, religious, historic and
cultural traditions.

SCHEDULE
July 25 - September 19th Exhibition of Guadalupan
Call 692-3441 for Hours Documents and Artifacts. Southem
Methodist University, Bridwell Library
Galleries
September 12 (Saturday) Academic Symposium.
9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. Highland Park United Methodist Church,

Great Hall, Mockingbird and
Hillerest at SMU

September 18 (Friday) Liturgy of the Eucharist.

6:30 p.m. procession Cathedral-Santuario de

7:00 p.m. Mass Guadalupe

September 19 (Saturday) Despedida (Farewell). Southemn

5:00 p.m. Methodist University, Bridwell Library
steps.

Admission to all events is free. No reservations or tickets are
necessary. No gifts will be solicited.

Guadalupe ’92 is sponsored by the Catholic Diocese of Dallas
and the Guadalupe I[nstitute of Albuquerque, New Mexico. The
most generous participation of Southern Methodist University
School of Theology is also gratefully acknowledged.



GUADALUPE '92 PROGRAM
July 25 - September 19th. Library Exhibition

An exhibition entitled "Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe: Mother
of God and Mother of the Americas” will be held at Southern
Methodist University, 'Bridwell Library, Elizabeth Prothro
Galleries. An exhibition of pre-19th century manuscripts, texts
and religious artifacts brings together for the first time in the
United States a critical documentation of the origin and early
development of the Guadalupe tradition.. A comprehensive
catalogue accompanies the exhibition. Please call the Library,
692-3441, for daily exhibition hours.

September 12. Academic Symposium

An Academic Symposium will be hosted at Highland Park
United Methodist Church, Great Hall, comer of Mockingbird
Lane and Hillerest, at the SMU Campus. A panel of
distinguished scholars who have devoted substantial thought
and serious research will examine the documentary history of
the Guadalupe tradition.

9:00 A.M. ORIGINS OF THE GUADALUPE
TRADITION
Dr. Edwin E. Sylvest, Jr., Ph.D.
Professor of Theology
Perkins School of Theology
Southern Methodist University

10:30 A.M. NICAN MOPOHUA:CARDINAL
DOCUMENT OF THE GUADALUPE
TRADITION
Janet Barber, I[HM, Ph.D.
Department of Communications
Archdiocese of Los Angeles



Noon Break

1:00 P.M. MIGUEL SANCHEZ (1648): EARLIEST
CHRONICLER OF THE GUADALUPE
TRADITION
Rev. Martinus Cawley, OCSQ, Ph.D.
Our Lady of Guadalupe Trappist Abbey
Lafayette, Oregon

2:30 P.M. THE GUADALUPE TRADITION:
FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES
Dr. Sandra L. Zimdars-Swartz, Ph.D.
Professor of Religious Studies
University of Kansas
Lawrence, Kansas

3:30 P.M. RECEPTION FOR THE SPEAKERS
September 18. Liturgy of the Eucharist

A special Mass will be concelebrated by Bishops Charles V.
Grahmann of Dallas, Edmund Carmody of Tyler and (retired)
Thomas Tschoepe of Dallas in the Cathedral-Santuario de
Guadalupe, 2215 Ross Avenue at Pearl Street, Dallas, the only
Cathedral church in the United States dedicated to Qur Lady of
Guadalupe. The special Misa Guadalupana will begin at 7:00
P.M., preceded by the procession. Following the Liturgy the
Bishops will host a reception at Belo Mansion on Ross Avenue
and Pearl Street for all those attending.

September 19. Despedida

A "Despedida” or "Farewell Serenade” will be held beginning at
5:00 P.M. on the steps of the Bridwell Library, SMU campus.
Songs and Mariachi selections will attend the official closing of
the Library Exhibition, a concluding of Guadalupe '92 events
and a farewell to Our Lady of Guadalupe.



Additional Program Elements
A beautiful four color commemorative poster featuring the
image portrayed on the cover of this invitation will

be available free of charge on a first come, first served basis.

All events and ceremonies will be filmed on video for the
archives of The Guadalupe Institute.

Information

For information about events, please call the Guadalupe '92
Committee. (214) 321-6086, (214) 348-5759



SPONSORS

Lawrence E. Ackels, President, Dallas Diocesan Senior Citizens 4 Jeremy
deQuesnay Adams, Dept. of History, SMU ¢ Louis F. Adeimann ¢
Richard F. Aguire ¢ H. Michie Akin, Cathedral Santuario de Guadalupe
4 Felicitas "Fela" Alfaro ¢ Rod & Lupita Allen 4 Samantha Allen 4
Pat Allgeyer, Dallas Diocese Development Office 4 Erlinda Almanza,
Asociacion Guadalupana ¢ Rev. Ramon Alvarez, Chancellor, Diocese of
Dallas ¢ Lucy Amador, St. Elizabeth Guild 4 Irene Ammon 4 Rev. Jack
Angadiath, St. Thomas The Apostle Indian Catholic Church 4 Gloria
Arguello 4 Arthur & Virginia V. Arista ¢ Deacon Edward Armstead, Holy
Spirit # Henia G. Arreola, Grupo de Jovenes 4 KC Wayne D. Auer,
Alfred Nicholas Assembly #2139 4 Ella M. Bailey, Church Women United
# Sara S. Baldazo, Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Al R. Barbosa, Knights
of Columbus 4 Scott Barretto 4 Virginia Barrientos # Rosa Maria
Barry, Presidenta, Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Maurice J. Bates +4
Anthony J. Bauer, Sr. ¢ Boofie & Jim Beakey 4 Emestine Beauchamp
4 R. C. Becherer, KC Council #9303 4 Denise Bedard, Dallas Diocese
Justice & Peace Commission 4 Herbert J. & Margaret C. Bell 4 Rev.
John P. Bell, Matrimonial Tribunal ¢ John A. Bellamy, Art Images 4
Joseph F. Bianca, I 4 DD Richard Bodwin, Knights of Columbus 4 Mary
Jo Boidock 4 Rev. Dan Paul Borlik, CM., Holy Trinity Catholic Church
4 Charles & Wilhelmina Boudreaux # James P. Bradley 4 Robert P.
Brady 4 Albin J. Brezna, KCHS, Equestrian Order of the Holy
Sepulchre/Jerusalem ¢4 John & Mary Broderick 4 Rev. Kilian J.
Broderick, Catholic Charities 4 Dr. & Mrs. Donald P. Brotherman 4
Regent Barbara Brummitt, CDA, Court Qur Lady #2337 4 Miss Louise
Buhrer, St. Bernard of Clairvaux Parish 4 Ignacio Jack Burcie, Jr., UTA
Catholic Community Center 4 William T. Burke, Jr., Burke & Wright,
P.C., Attorneys 4 Jim Burnham, Jim Bumham Law Offices # Stephen
Cabrero, KUVN-TV-23 4 Therese M. Caffey, Dominican Laity 4 Fr.
Thomas M. Cain, O.P., Professor Emeritus, University of Dallas 4 Gloria
Davila Calhoun, President, Calhoun/Davila Bilingual Education Systems
4 Bill & Adelfa B. Callejo, Attorneys ¢ Teresa Camacho, Guadalupanas
4 Anthony J. Campagna, Knights of Columbus # Carole A Campbell,
Lamalie Assoc., Inc. 4 Rosie E, Campos 4 Joaquina Cantu ¢ Edward
L. Carranco, Grand Knight, KC Council #105223 4 Deacon Guadalupe
Carreon, Knights of Columbus #3593 # Teresa C. Carvajal ¢ Joe L.
Castafieda 4 Rev. Alfonso Casteig, OFM Cap., Cursillo Movement 4
Bonni Castellaw, The Pines Catholic Camp & Youth Center 4 Pete A
Catalina, Fr. Abram J. Ryan Assembly ¢ M. Carner Caudillo ¢ Bobbie
J. Cavnar, Community of God's Delight # Rev. John P. Cawley, CM,,
Holy Trinity Church 4 Michael Cervantes ¢ Rev. Michael E. Chesney, SJ,
Jesuit College Preparatory # Fr. Melchior Chladek, Cistercian Abbey ¢



Jong Hwan Choi ¢ Frances Navarro Cisneros, Guadalupanas, Ft. Worth
# Charles Clark, Jr. ¢ George & Judy Clark, Diocesan Family Life
Ministry ¢ Silvia Clausell ¢ Gertrude Claxron, St. Michael's Women’s
Guild 4 Mr. & Mrs. Jack M. Cleveland 4 Deacon Thomas Coffey, St.
Williams Catholic Church, Greenville ¢ John W. Coffman, Equestrian
Order of the Holy Sepulchre ¢ Marion F. Cole, Diocesan Seniors Council
4 Rev. David L. Colella, Pastor, St. Joseph’s Church, Waxahachie +4
Bertha Colli, Asociacion Guadalupana ¢ Fr. George R. Collina, Church of
the Incarnation (Episcopal) ¢ J. Jan Collmer, Collmer Semiconductor,
Inc. ¢ Peter & Isabelle Collora ¢ Robert C. Connor 4 Fred L. Cook,
Catholic Art & Gifts 4 Gary Cooper 4 Carlos A Coronado, Diocesan
Office of Religious Education ¢ Drs. Donald & Louise Cowan, Retired
Educators ¢ Roberta Cox 4 Mr. & Mrs. William D. Cox, Jr. ¢ Philip R.
Cramer 4 Jerry & Rhea Crane ¢ Rev. Robert R. Crisp, Good Shepherd
Parish 4 Mrs. Alfred Cuellar ¢ Mack & Yolanda M. Cuellar ¢ Marcia &
Frank Cueliar, Jr. # Sandra E. Cuellar, D.P.M., Park Cities Foot Center
4 Rev. Thomas E. Cumiskey, Holy Trinity Seminary 4 Ruth Dade ¢
Dallas Concilio of Hispanic Service Organizations # Dallas Peace Center
¢ Deacon Robert J. Dalton ¢ Kathy Damato ¢ Rev. Mr. & Mrs. Dean
Damall, St. Johns Church, Ennis ¢ Lisa Davidson 4 Frances L. Davila
4 Rev. Jenaro De La Cruz, Pastor, St. Mary of Carmel Parish 4 Carmen
V. Deckard # Jose & Dolores Delgadillo ¢ Douglas W. Denton ¢ Jim
Devine & Chris Diaz ¢ Fr. A Oscar Diez, St. Elizabeth Church ¢
Bernard DiFiore ¢ Bernard Dolenz, J.D., M.D. ¢ Marguerite Domatrti,
Council of Catholic Women # Cynthia Salinas Dooley ¢ Deacon & Mrs.
Timothy Dorsey ¢ Salvador & Rosalie Duca ¢ Rev. Mike Duca & Judy
Henneberger, Catholic Campus Ministry, SMU ¢ Fr. Leon Duesman,
Mary Immaculate Parish 4 Rev. T. Michael Dugan, Blessed Sacrament
Church ¢ Nancy Dunkerley, Prince of Peace Catholic Community 4 Julie
Dunn ¢ W. Addison Durborau, Executive Director, Dallas SER Jobs for
Progress, Inc. # Selma Earls, Knights of Peter Claver Ladies Auxiliary ¢
James & Ann M. Early 4 Rev. F. Eusebio Echarte, OFM Cap., Our Lady
of Perpetual Help Church ¢ Mary Edlund, 5th Centenary Committee,
Diocese of Dallas 4 Kay Elliott, President, Dallas Diocesan Council of
Catholic Women 4 Jane Endicott, Isabelle & Anne ¢ Sister Angela
Erevia, MCDP, Diocese of Dallas Chancery Office ¢ Maricarmen
Escobedo, Cathedral ¢ Elizabeth Espersen, Thanks-Giving Square ¢
Fred Espinoza 4 Alfonso Estrada ¢ Joe Michael Feist, Texas Catholic
4 Sister Maria Elena Fetrer, SSND, Religious Education Program/Cathedral
4 Leo Fetsch ¢ Dr. William M. Finnin, SMU ¢ Mary Fisk, Council of
Catholic Women ¢ Maria E. Fjeseth ¢ Dr. Juan M. Flores, DISD ¢
Dave & Mary Fox ¢ Voleta France, Catholic Diocese of Dallas ¢ Mr. &
Mrs. W. H. Fulkerson, Jr., Interior Design & Counsel ¢ Catalina E. Garcia,
M.D. ¢ Mr. & Mrs. Juan Garcia 4 Rebecca Garcia ¢ Santiago & Irene



Martinez Garcia, El Fenix Corporation 4 Frank R. Garcia, Sr., Knights of
Columbus #3740 4 Carmen Baltasar Garcia, Office of Hispanic Ministry,
Fort Worth Diocese 4 Rev. Glenn D. Gardner, Vicar General, Diocese of
Dallas ¢ Mary B. Gartison, President, Church Women United # Fr. Juan
Cruz Gaston, Capuchin Friars 4 Marge Giangiulio ¢ Roger V. Gilbert,
Knights of Columbus 4 Monina Gilchrist, Monina’s Enterprises ¢ Rev.
Timothy Gollob, Holy Cross Church 4 John & Mary Helen Gonzales 4
Thelma F. Gonzales, Dallas Diocesan Tribunal 4 Barbara Renaud
Gonzalez 4 Maria Gonzalez ¢ Oscar Gonzalez, Braumiller & Rodriguez,
L.C. ¢ Fr. Eduardo Gonzalez, St. Cecilias Catholic Church 4 Deacon
Ralph R. Gordon ¢ Joan Grabowski, St. Andrew Catholic Church ¢ Mr.
& Mrs. Peter F. Graham 4 Sally Graham, Dallas Diocese Office of
Worship 4 Bishop Charles V. Grahmann, Catholic Diocese of Dallas ¢
Mrs. Ross Graves 4 Charles E. Green, Jr., FN, KC John F. Kennedy
Assembly #1122 4 Joanne Groshardt, Liz and Anne Badt ¢ Yolanda
Guajardo, Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Carlos & Luisa Guedes 4 Graciela
Guerra, Presidenta, Concilio de Associacion Guadalupanas ¢ Msgr. John
T. Gulczynski, St. Thomas Aquinas Church 4 Angelita G. Gutierrez ¢
Richard T. Gutierrez 4 Rev. Deacon Paul A. Gutting ¢ Mrs. Dorothy
Hafertepe 4 Vince Hagan, Vince Hagan Co. ¢ Meg Hanlon, Dallas
Museum of Art ¢ Mr. & Mrs. R. P. Hartmann 4 Fr. Gus Healy, OCD, St.
Mary of Carmel Church ¢ Mr. & Mrs. Paul A. Heemann 4 Robert E.
Helms, Jr. ¢ Dr. & Mrs. Albert F. Hendler 4 Daniel K. Hennessy, The
Highlands School ¢ Ignacio & Marilou Hernandez 4 Ines H. Hernandez,
Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Frank & Alice R. Hemandez, Jr.
KCs/Guadalupanas 4 Paulina Fuenzalida Hernandez, Office of The
Tribunal 4 Coleen Townsley Hager, Carolyn Bullard-Zarweck, Tom
Quigley, John Stoesz, Holsey O. Hickman, Greater Dallas Community of
Churches 4 Billy T. Hill, ¢ Clara Borja Hinojosa, Centro Cultural
Mexicano 4 Tony Hinojosa, Jr., Mayor, Cockrell Hill 4 Mary E. Hintz
4 Rosalie Hithe, Court Mary Immaculate #1719 4 Dist. Dep. Stephen A.
Hlubih, Knights of Columbus 4 Mary Hoefer, Dallas Diocesan Youth
Ministry ¢ John J. Hoffman, Music Ministries Director, Holy Trinity
Catholic Church 4 William David Holliday, American Indian Apostolate
4 Homeward Bound, Inc. 4 John M. Honaman, Catholic Relief Services
4 Smith W. Howard, Jr., Dallas Diocesan School Board ¢ Ms. Conover
Hunt, Museum Consultations 4 Darwin & Deborah Hutchison ¢ Ralph
& Carmen R. [barra 4 Deacon Juan lbarra, Cathedral-Santuario de
Guadalupe ¢ Fr. Fernando Iriarte, Qur Lady of San Juan Church 4 Bob
Ivey, Serra Club Metro # Christopher P, Jameson ¢ Mr. & Mrs. James
E. Jenkins, Sr. ¢ Rev. Ronny E. Jenkins, St. Thomas Aquinas Church 4
Mary Eva Jenner, Mary Eva's Interiors 4 Deacon & Mrs. Vincent
Jimenez 4 Rev. Msgr. Richard Johnson, Pastor, St. Patrick Parish ¢ Rev.
Msgr. Robert Johnson, St. Joseph Church, Commerce 4 Tammy Lynn



Johnston ¢ Eleanor L. Jones, Dallas Museum of Art ¢ Silas Jones, KC
Father Abram J. Ryan Assembly 4 Rev. Terence Jordan, Episcopal Church
of The Holy Cross # Lupe Juarez ¢ Gioia M. Keeney ¢ Caroline A
Keller, St. Elizabeth Teen Choir ¢ Martin C. Kelly, Director, Guadalupe
Institute 4 Mike Kennedy # Fr. Roch Kereszty, Cistercian Abbey ¢
Alma B. Kerl, Office of Black Catholic Ministry 4 Fr. Aloysius Kimecz,
Cistercian Abbey # Dorothy Klaczak 4 Ms. Barney Kohnert 4 Ann
Louise Konderla ¢ Fr. Rudy Kos, St. John Nepomucene Catholic Church,
Ennis 4 Mr. & Mrs. James M. Kramb 4 Grand Knight Leonard J. Labrie,
KC Council #7371 & Fernando LaClette, ATCI 4 Jean Lacy, Visual
Artist 4 Louise Lamberty ¢ Eda Lancione ¢ Barbara & Steve Landregan
¢ Jane & Duane Landry 4 Joseph H. Lang, Jr., 5t. Vincent de Paul Society
¢ Angel & Eunice Loredo 4 Jerry Lastelick, St. Thomas More Society ¢
Paul M. Lehner, Cintron Lehner Barrett # Patricia W. LeNoir, Dallas
Diocese Office of Worship ¢ Edward E. Leyden, Principal, Bishop Lynch
High School ¢ Crickett Lindgren, Arts District Friends 4 Eric Linton,
KC Pope Paul VI Assembly # Linda Everett Logan, Mary Kay Cosmetics
4 Susana Longoria 4 Candelaria G. Lopez, Asociacion Guadalupana 4
Deacon Larry Lucido # Carol Luker, Texas Catholic ¢ M. Luisa Lukic,
Mundo Cultural Hispano ¢ Francisco X. & Alejandra Luna 4 Paul T.
Lyczak, KC Council #6402 ¢ Scott MacDonald ¢ Felix & Aurora
Madrigal ¢ Agnes Mahon, Secular Order Discalced Carmelites ¢ Bobb
Mahrer, KC Council #7438 4 Deacon Robert G. F. Marrinan, St. Monica
Catholic Church # Patricia Martin, Archbishop Sheen Center of
Communication 4 Anita Martinez ¢ Maria del Pilar Martinez ¢ Rudy
Martinez 4 Simon & Helen Marie Martinez ¢ Teresa Martinez 4 Anita
N. Martinez, Founder, ANM Ballet Folklorico, Inc. 4 Anita Martinez,
Asociacion Guadalupana ¢ Henry & Lucy Martinez, Asociacion
Guadalupana 4 Norberta Martinez, Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Socorro
L. Martinez, Asociacion Guadalupana ¢ Servando Martinez, Dallas SER
4 Bishop Joel Martinez, United Methodist Church ¢ Joel Martinson, St.
Rita Music Ministry 4 Fr. Palmer Maxwell, OCD, Secular Order of
Discalced Carmelites 4 M. Carl Mayers, Office of Worship, Music
Subcommission ¢ Mrs. Roberta Mayfield, President, Our Lady of
Guadalupe Apostolate, Christ The King Church 4 Bronislaw D. Mayzurk,
KC Our Lady of Roses Assembly #1119 4 Sister Margaret A McCaffey,
OLC, Sisters of Our Lady of Charity ¢ Maggie McCarthy, Chairman, Arts
District Friends 4 Brian McGovern, Serra Club of Dallas ¢ Donald &
Bettye McLaughlin 4 Salem F. McLean, KC Fourth Degree ¢ Simona
Medina, Sociedad Guadalupana 4 Margie Medlin 4 Eva Medrano ¢
Joseph A. Mehan, Catholic Scouting ¢ Jakob and Sarah Meier, ¢ Estelle
Metzger, Diocese of Dallas-Archives ¢ Dr. & Mrs. Robert C. Middendorf
4 Paul L. & Hortensia R. Milan ¢ Maryann Miller 4 Nancy W. Miller
¢ Frances Miramontes, Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Missioneras



Catequistas de los Pobres 4 Brian J. Mitchell, Serra Club of Dallas ¢
Rev. George P. Monaghan, Immaculate Conception Church, Corsicana 4
Deacon Hugo Monsanto, St. Joseph Catholic Church, Italy Mission 4
Maria Luisa Montez 4 Rev. Marjorie Montgomery, Greater Dallas
Community of Churches 4 Mr. & Mrs. Herbert Moreno ¢ Irene A
Moreno, Asociacion Guadalupana ¢ Linda Moses, Catholic Formation
Center ¢ Maurice J. Murphy 4 Rev. Dr. Enrique Nardoni, University of
Dallas 4 Maria Navarro ¢ Ramon & Olga Navarro 4 Ray & Anita L.
Navarro 4 Ricardo Navarro 4 Roberto Navarro 4 Rolando Navarro 4
Sofia V. Negrete, Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Margaret Nigliazzo, Little
Flower Missionary Society 4 Raquel Nipp, Raquel’s Cleaning Service 4
Lyle & Sybil Novinski 4 Greg Nussbaum 4 Franci Nussbaum, Town East
Florist ¢ Fr. Dennis O'Brien, M.M., St. Pius X Church # Felicitas Ogas
4 Juan Olivares, Reporter, El SOL de Texas ¢ Eva Opiela, Texas
Catholic ® Jack P. Padian 4 Deacon Howard Palms, St. Jude, Gun Barrel
City 4 Sarah V. Pantoja, Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Winfred B. Paradis,
KC Our Lady of Roses Assembly 4 Rev. Edmundo A. Paredes, St. Cecilia
Catholic Church ¢ Gerald H. Pargac, KC Assembly #2151 4 Nanette R.
Pascal 4 Fernando & Elizabeth Pedroza # Hector B. Pefia ¢ Mr. & Mrs.
Joseph Pefia # Hector Rene Pefia, Children's TV Workshop 4 Edward
Perry ¢ Morena Petsch 4 William L. Phillips, GK, Knights of Columbus
# Rev. Larry Pichard, Pastor, Cathedral-Santuario de Guadalupe 4 Ed &
Joyce Plasek ¢ Judy E. Porter, President, Dallas Council Catholic Women
4 Ronald M. Powers, President, TCC Credit Union ¢ James & Joann
Pratt 4 Henry Anthony Punzi, M.D., F.CP. 4 Jesse & Maria Luisa
Ramirez, Asociacion Guadalupana ¢ Mrs. Margaret V. Ramos, Court
Mary Immaculate #1719 ¢ Bev Randolph 4 L. Raul Rangel, Encuentros
de Promocion Juvenil 4 Ray & Grace Rapp, Catholic Daughters of the
Americas ¢ Msgr. Robert Rehkemper, All Saints Church ¢ Frances Reyes
4 Modesta Reyna, Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Frank Ribelin 4 Edward
J. & Micaela Ricardez 4 Sr. Patricia Ridgiey, Maryknoll Education Center
4 Paul Riedo, Dallas Bach Society 4 Carol Robbins, Curator Textiles,
Dallas Museumn of Art 4 Deacon & Mrs, Jose R. Robles, Blessed
Sacrament Church 4 Helena Lightel Rockwall ¢ Jesse J. Rojas ¢ Sue
Gill Rose 4 Lynn Rossol # Mr. & Mrs. Guillermo Rubalcado ¢ Natalie
Rubio 4 Simona Alonzo Rubio, Court Mary Immaculate #1719 ¢
Jeanette (Gina) Sainz, International Good Neighbor Council ¢ Andrew
& Maria de Los Angeles Salinas 4 Elia Salinas 4 Lily Salvato, St. Rita
4 Deacon & Mrs. Robert Sanchez 4 Emily Sano, Dallas Museum of Art
4 John Sarlay, Our Lady of the Lake, Music Dept. 4 Dr. Robert F.
Sasseen, President, University of Dallas 4 Mamie G. Saucedo,
Guadalupanas 4 Fr. Paul Sauerbier, C.M., St. Elizabeth Church ¢
Curley Savoy, Knights of Columbus, Hurst ¢ Bob & Marge Schafer 4
Amy G. Schaffner 4 Dorothy L. Schroeder, Catholic Daughters of the



Americas, #1719 4 Mr. & Mrs. Charles P. Schulze ¢ Rev. William R.
Schumacher, St. Patrick Church ¢ Rev. Mark J. Seitz, Holy Trinity
Seminary 4 Rev. James R. Sharp, S5t. Michael The Archangel 4 Rev. Mr.
Stephen Q. Sifuentez, Diocesan Deaconate Program 4 Mr. & Mrs. Johnny
Silva, Court Mary Ilmmaculate #1719 4 Emmy Silva, El Extra Spanish
Newspaper 4 Helen M. Sindermann, President, Ladies of Charity of Dallas,
Inc. 4 Jeanette Sliter 4 Michael Smerick, PFN, KC General Worth
Assembly 4 Betty Anne Smith, Smith & Guffey ¢ Benjamin J. Stabile,
Deaconate Program ¢ David R. Stadler, KC Council #9868 4 Mr. &
Mrs. Thomas A Stanzel, Co-Directors, Cardinal Mindszentry Fndn. of
Texas 4 Joseph A. Stibora 4 Marcos Nelson Suarez, El Hispano News
4 Regent Diane Sulak, Court Our Lady of The Bluebonnets #2268 4
Frances Sullivan 4 Walt & Orinne Sullivan 4 G. Dennis & Beverly
Sullivan, Sullivan & Ave, Attorneys ¢ Deacon Richard L. Sykora 4 Dr.
Edwin E. Sylvest, Jr., Perkins School of Theology, SMU 4 Lena M. Tardio,
National Council Catholic Women 4 Edwin Tecarro ¢ Dr. & Mrs. Marty
Thienet, KC Norte Dame Assembly ¢ Dr. Gail Thomas, Dallas Institute
of Humanities & Culture 4 James Tomassini, KC Council 5052 ¢
Juanita Torres, Cathedral Asociacion Guadalupana 4 Patt Torti, Court
Mary [mmaculate #1719 4 Esther Tovar, Sultanas of Dar Al Ruse
Caravan #209 4 Judith Trevifio ¢ Bishop Thomas Tschoepe, St. Joseph
Church, Waxahachie 4 Charles & Liz Tusa 4 William E. & May Tweed
4 Pat Ueckert, Court Mary Immaculate #1719 4 Mary Valderas,
Asociacion Guadalupana 4 JoeF. Valek, Order of Alhambra, Dar Al Ruse
209 4 Patricia A. Van Winkle, Court Mary Immaculate #1719 4 Deacon
Rudolph R. Vara 4 Mati Vargas, White Hercon Travel 4 Lewis F. & Jean
Vasel 4 Raymond J. Vasinda, Knights of Columbus 4 Ray Vasquez,
Danza Guadalupana ¢ Eliezar "Perry” Vecchio, Director, Finance-
Management, Dallas SER ¢ George & Maria Velasco 4 Nery & Liz
Velazquez ¢ Hope Verhalen 4 Rose G. Villanueva # Ronnie and Leanor
Villareal 4 Dr. Cris V. Villapando, Institute for Religious & Pastoral
Studies 4 Stanley E. Vrla, KC Fr. Abram J. Ryan Assembly 4 Katherine
Wagner, D-Art Visual Arts Center 4 William D. Walsh, KC Council
#7850 ¢ Mr. & Mrs. Cleal T. Watts 4 Daisy Watts 4 Rev. Joseph J.
Weinzapfel ¢ Rev. Msgr. Thomas W. Weinzapfel, St. Pius X Church +4
Feliciana Wesar 4 Eleanor Wetzel, Queen of Peace Center 4 Fr. Gale
White, Diocesan Family Life Minisry 4 Robert S. Williams 4 Stephen L.
Williams, Director of Music, Good Shepherd Church ¢ Rev. Robert
Williams, St. John Nepomucene 4 Ann S. Wilson, Community College
Ministry ¢ Mark & Monica Wischmeyer 4 Wolif Company 4 Estelita
Calderon-Young, Collin County Community College 4 Srta. Guadalupe
Zambrano 4 Rev. Donald F. Zimmerman, St. Monica Catholic Church ¢
Larry Zoppi, Grand Knight, KC Council #10879 4 Mrs. Anita B. Zuniga
4 Carolina Zuniga, Asociacion Guadalupana +4
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- Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe,
Nuestra Madre Cosmica:

The Curator’s Personal Statement’

A faint smell of wood smoke perfumed the crisp,
cool air. It was dark. Orion climbed over the
mountains to the east, following the path of his
eternal quest for Artemis—or was it the Pleiades?
The cobblestone streets of the village were almost
deserted. In my ears still resounded the melody
and wondrous words of the Salve Regina:

Hail, holy Queen, Mother of mercy;

hail, our life, our sweetness, and our hope.

Turn... your eyes of mercy toward us.

And... show unto us the blessed fruit of your womb,

Jesus.
O clement, O loving, O sweet Virgin Mary.

I had just walked down the steps of the basilica
of the Royal Monastery of Our Lady of Guadalupe
in the province of Estremadura, Spain. Like
Orion, I myself, was in quest. It was a quest that

, - began long before I was aware of it, a quest that,

even in that moment, I did not fully understand.

On the surface it seemed simple. A scholar in-
terested in the evident power of a popular devo-
tion to Our Lady of Guadalupe of Tepeyac had
traced a mysterious pathway from the fields and
vineyards of the southwestern United States
through the Valley of Mexico to a remote frontier
province of Spain. The surface journey, modern
and ancient, was simple enough. An important
Marian devotion, rooted in the struggle of medi-
eval Spanish Christians, came with Cortés and the
Franciscans to Mexico in the sixteenth century.
That devotion impressed Mexican converts to
Christianity and provided them concepts and
symbols with which to interpret their own expe-
rience of the numinous presence of the Mother of
God, whom they were coming to know in new
ways.

Blessed Juan Diego was surprised and over-
whelmed by the encounters at Tepeyac; this
scholar was surprised and overwhelmed at the

power of a humble, but strong woman to trans-
form him, a United Methodist researcher, into a
pilgrim. Like St. Thomas Aquinas after his beatific
vision, it has been impossible to speak of the re-
ality I have come to know through my own en-
counters with Our Lady. With much trepidation,
I welcome this challenge to speak to you from the
perspective of my own journey, of a wonderfully
complex woman whom catholic Christians since
the fifth century have called the Mother of God;
who, through her image on a United Farm
Worker’s banner, invited me to join her on the
road where justice is done, tender love expressed,
and the whole creation walks humbly with God.?
She invited me to creative participation in the
continuing task of loving the Cosmos. That
woman you and I know as Our Lady of
Guadalupe of Tepeyac is the Mother of God..She
is Our Cosmic Mother!

Although much can be learned about Our Lady
of Guadalupe through scientific investigation and
the critical reading of texts, she ultimately is
known only in personal relationship, as she gives
herself; and as we, with the courage of Blessed
Juan Diego, surrender our pretensions and let her
embrace us as our mother and our sister. Such a
claim can be viewed as a pretext for poor scholar-
ship and prejudicial writing. It must not be. Fidel-
ity to her and to her vocation demands credible
and accurate information and construction,
whether historical or theological. Our knowledge
of her must be assessed in terms of our best
knowledge about her, but she will remain only an
abstraction if our knowledge about her is not en-
livened by knowledge of her. Gustavo Gutierrez’s
definition of theology as “critical reflection on
the praxis of Christian faith” is as relevant to this
discussion as to any other aspect of the Christian
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theological enterprise.

In consequence, I offer you my own pilgrimage
with Our Lady and ask you to think critically with
me about what I am learning.

It is significant that the journey begins with
farm workers and their struggle for justice. Much
of Marian devotion through the centuries has el-
evated her to a pedestal remote from the actuality
of women’s experience of blood, sweat, and
children’s vomit. Mary, the mother of Jesus, was
not remote from the realities of human toil and
suffering, nor from the joys of intimate compan-
ionship with those whom she loved and who
loved her. Historical scholarship yields little ac-
tual information about the particularities of
Mary’s life, but our knowledge of her time and cir-
cumstances require us to take seriously the rude-
ness of her existence as a woman in Galilee.

Galilee was a region of the Holy Land not un-
like the frontier between the United States and
Mexico. Its people were marginal; its interests
counted for little in the centers of power; its cul-
ture, a rich blending of multiple traditions, was
despised and ridiculed by purists in Jerusalem and
elsewhere. Galilean Jews “were left out and ex-
ploited by everyone else. They shared the fate of
other peoples living on the margins of ‘better’
civilizations. [Who] looks for leadership from or
has high expectations of those who live in the
sticks, the barrios, the ranchitos, or inner-city
slums[?]”3

Mary lived in a marginalized mestizo world. As
a pregnant unmarried woman she was in jeop-
ardy. Her very life was at risk! Save for the com-
passion of Joseph, she would have been in desper-
ate straits. Indeed, her entire life experience as a
mother was filled with the concern and anxiety
that caring parents know as their children grow to
maturity. From the flight into Egypt until those
anguished moments at the foot of the cross, the
career of her son brought fully as much sorrow as
joy.

It was altogether appropriate that Mary should
have reached out from that Farm Workers’ banner
and beckoned me to her. She was in her place. She
was with her people! Her invitation was simple

and direct. “If you want to know me, come witp,
me. Come with me to the fields, to the picket
lines of la huelga, to the shanties where my people
struggle to nurture their children, their bodieg
and their spirits.” And so, slowly, haltingly, I went
to her. I began to understand the message of her
Son, “If anyone would come after me....”
1 heard her song:

Oh Virgen Morena,
mi Virgen Ranchera,
eres nuestra dueria,
Mexico es tu tierra
y tu su bandera....

How did that song relate to Mary’s hymn of
praise? “My soul proclaims the greatness of the
Lord... because God has done great things for
me.... God has pulled down princes from their
thrones and exalted the lowly. The hungry God
has filled with good things, the rich sent empty
away.” Mary’s song recalled the devotion of her
foremother Hannah whose son, Samuel, had
played such an important role in the life of her
people.

The woman on the banner was beckoning me
onto a path that extends forward and backward
through time and space, a path that begins before
the world begins and ends where it begins. It is a
spiraling path, a path that spirals in and out of
time, but a path taken in time. It is the path the
Mother of God walks with God’s Pilgrim People,
and all other creatures, in the Shalom which is at
once present reality and the hope of creation.

Though taken in time, the path challenges the
limits of time and space. In time, it moves
around, forward and backward; in space, inward
and outward. Like Dante’s descent into the in-
ferno and eventual ascent into the glorious celes-
tial realm, where he beheld the Queen of Heaven
and, at last, that “living light supreme” in which
“everything the will has ever sought is gathered...
and every quest perfected,” the trail leads into the
heart’s deepest places. Into “the dark night of the
soul” of San Juan de la Cruz, and the ecstatic de-
light of Santa Teresa de Avila.

The ancient Mexican creators of flor y canto
knew the trail as well. Through their poetry, they
struggled with the meaning of their lives:
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Must I depart only in this way,

like the flowers that perish?

Will nothing remain in my name?
Nothing of my fame here on earth?
Flowers, at least, and songs!

What can my heart do?

We have come here in vain,

we have sprung up on earth in vain.
The Region of the Fleeting Moment
is here on earth.

Is it also like this in the place

where one lives in a different way?
Is one happy there,

are there friendships there?

Or have we learned to know our faces
only here on earth?

As they felt despair at the contingency of life,
they also knew the grace-filled wonder of the lov-
ing embrace of companions and of Earth itself:

Oh friends, let us rejoice,

let us embrace one another.

We walk the flowering earth.
Nothing can bring an end here

to flowers and songs,

They are perpetuated in the house
of the Giver of Life.*

Around the path one goes beyond the history
of the Church, of Israel, of Egypt, of Sumer, and
all traditions antecedent to our own, and enters
into mysterious spaces within Earth itself where
our primal ancestors began their journey into his-
tory. Indeed, moving along the path leads beyond
the limit of Earth’s sky into the starlit darkness of
Cosmic space. It leads into the birth waters of the
cosmic womb where the Creation was formed by
the same Spirit that Mary welcomed with her
“Yes!”

Mary welcomed into her very being the Spirit;
and with her own flesh gave form to the One
whose love brings all things into existence and
fulfills their potential. In a wonderful synergy of
divine and human loving, humankind and the
Cosmos are embraced and brought to comple-
tion. The woman whom Christians call Mother of
God, the Theotokos, is intimately a part of the cos-
mic process of creation and redemption. The
Mother of God is the Cosmic Mother, the mother
of all, our Mother. The Mother of God simulta-
neously -carries in her genetic heritage the strands
of DNA that link her directly to the mother of our
species, that woman hidden in the mists of pre-

historic Africa, and also the codes that link Mary’s
Son to the progeny of Abraham and Sara. In that
wonderfully spiraling double-helix, the drama of
human creation and fulfillment is bound insepa-
rably to the history of Israel and to the entire hu-
man family. By the mystery of grace the fullness
of transcendent love is made immanent through
the flesh of Mary. Her nurture, with that of Jo-
seph, formed the human personality of the One
whom Christians call the Redeemer.

It is that woman, the mother of Jesus, the
Mother of God, who encountered Blessed Juan
Diego on the hill of Tepeyac. The mystery of that
meeting defies explanation; indeed, to attempt it;
trivializes the event. It was the experience of a
humble Indian man that, in the place where he
and his ancestors had paid homage to Tonantzin,
the Mother of the Gods and of all living, he was
invited by singing birds to an encounter that
changed his life. But it was not his life alone that
was changed! In that meeting the lives of all
Mexicans, and all others who can hear the echo-
ing song of the birds among the rocks of Tepeyac,
are changed.

Significant in the event at Tepeyac is the con-

" junction of cosmic elements. On rocky terrain

poured forth from the fiery center of the Earth it-

- self, the bloom of flowers reflected a brilliance

that overpowered the Sun. To the birds’ song was
joined the musical exchange between the myste-
rious woman and the awed, but undaunted, man.
On the human scale, it was a meeting of cultures
and religious traditions rooted in the beginning
of the race. And, of course, there was that recur-
ring synergy of the human and the divine. It was
an indescribable elemental convergence. No won-
der Bishop Zumarraga doubted! No wonder the
Franciscans were silent and anxious! Who could
possibly, even now, talk about such an event in a
convincing way? '

However difficult, it is important to the entire
human family that some things be said clearly
and carefully. Return with me to the path of my
own pilgrimage. Stand with me in the plaza of
Guadalupe, Estremadura. Look up into the sky

- and feel the mixture of awe and familiarity at see-
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ing the constellation, Orion, that in a few hours
would be over my own home in Dallas, Texas.
The stars were telling me something that I knew
intuitively.

My participation with the old women, the
community of Franciscan men and women reli-
gious, and the few others who could free them-
selves from the demands of household and other
employment, was essential to understanding and
coming to know Our Lady of Guadalupe of
Tepeyac. _

In my journal, I said of the old women, whom
1 presumed to be widows, that their faithful
nightly participation in the Mass “held the uni-
verse in being.” The synergy of their participation
with the Mother of God in the perpetual memo-
rial of the Son and the affirmation that “in death
there is life” expressed a message probably be-
yond their ability to comprehend, let alone ar-
ticulate. Their nightly offering of themselves in
devotion as a living sacrifice restored to Mary a
dimension of her reality that centuries of well-
intentioned, but misguided, devotion had taken
away. They, in community with Mary, their
mother and sister, restored to her the wisdom of
age and experience. The soft, but hard-edged life-
givers also know the pain of life’s destruction. In
the widows the sorrowing Mother of the Pieta was
present, their black garments and wizened bodies
signs of death.

In the camarin behind the altar, Our Lady of
Guadalupe of Estremadura sits in court to receive
pilgrims surrounded by strong women of Israel,
among whom are represented Esther, Ruth,
Judith, and Jael, whose strength of will and com-
mitment led them to take life, risking their own,
for the sake of their people. That association of
the loving mother with such gruesome and vio-
lent reality was offensive to me, but it did register
forcefully the point that Mary, the mother of
Jesus, was a strong woman in whose veins flowed
the blood of other strong women. But the associa-
tion of strength with war and violent struggle ob-
scures the power of women to love new life into
being and to nurture it. Mary is the paradigm of
that power. Behind her was the power and

strength of an ancient human lineage, but also of
an Ultimate Reality that gives life and takes it
away.

The unsettling awareness that grew in me was
underscored by the sighting of Orion, although 1
didn'’t really understand it at the time. Orion, the
Hunter, was slain by the arrow of Artemis, the vir-
gin goddess. Artemis, or Diana, the sister of
Apollo, goddess of the moon, the wild, the hunt,
and patron of childbirth, was especially revered in
Ephesus. By tradition, Ephesus was the final
home of Mary, the virgin mother of Jesus. It was
in Ephesus that catholic Christians affirmed of
Mary that she was Theotokos, Godbearer—the
Mother of God. It was in Ephesus that Luke had
carved an image of Mary that came to be given by
Pope Gregory the Great to San Leandro of Seville.
That image, hidden from the Muslims, after sev-
eral centuries, miraculously revealed to a cow-
herd, had come to be venerated in Guadalupe,
Spain. Legend? Of course! But notice the connec-
tions.

Behind the image of Mary, as she became in-
creasingly important in the faith and devotion of
the Christian community, was the ancient god-
dess. In Mary some Christians saw mirrored those
qualities heretofore associated with Artemis. The
human woman came to share the aura of the di-
vine; but Christians were clear in their affirma-
tion of the humanness of Mary. It was that very
humanness that guaranteed the radical solidarity
of God with humankind through Jesus, Mary’s
son. Notwithstanding the clarity of those early
theologians concerning the humanness of Mary,

“"through her, dimensions of the divine were dis-

cerned and honored. She became the grand
Theotokos on whose lap sat enthroned her Son,
the Lord of the Universe, Savior of the World. Her
icon was clearly parallel, indeed a form of the an-
cient Egyptian image of Horus nestled in the lap
of his mother, Isis.

For a United Methodist trained to be suspicious
of devotion to Mary, this was unsettling in the
extreme. The Cosmic Mother whose head was -
crowned by the stars was leading me through the
stars into unanticipated levels of consciousness.
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Through her, intimations of hitherto unimagined
dimensions of the Divine Reality burst into my
' awareness. .

But what of Our Lady of Guadalupe of

Tepeyac? How does this experience in Spain relate
to her? Haven't we moved a long way from that
woman on the Farm Worker banner?

Our trip to Estremadura is important, not be-
cause I believe devotion to Our Lady of
Guadalupe of Tepeyac¢ is a transplant of the Span-
ish devotion. It seems clear enough that the
encounter at Tepeyac is a historically distinct phe-
nomenon. Yet, it must be recognized that among
the sixteenth-century friars and conquistadors,
notably in Cortés himself, there was a profound
devotion to Our Lady as she was known in
Estremadura; Columbus had sailed under her pa-
tronage; the Catholic Monarchs were regular pil-
grims to her sanctuary. When Spanish Christians
in sixteenth-century New Spain expressed their
devotion to the Mother of God, especially during
the period of initial contact with the indigenous,
it would very likely have been through Our Lady
of Guadalupe, a morenita, whose iconographic
representation is practically identical to that of
our own beloved Lady.

New converts to Christianity could not have
failed to notice that devotion, its icons, and ter-
minology. It would have been entirely natural
that Blessed Juan Diego, clearly a devout Chris-
tian, should express his experience with Our Lady
in the symbolic language with which he was most
familiar. No one need have attempted deliberately
to transplant the cultus of Our Lady of Guadalupe
of Estrernadura. Indeed, the friars were extremely
wary of Marian teaching in their catechesis, for
they were afraid that the indigenous would con-
fuse devotion to Mary, the Mother of God, with
devotion to the indigenous goddess, Mother of
the Gods. Early Marian devotion among the in-
digenous developed in spite, not as a conse-
quence, of missionary catechesis.

Something important was developing between
Our Lady and the conquered masses. She em-
braced them in unexpected ways, ways that were
problematic for the Church. The people embraced

her, for in her they found strength and compas-
sion. Mary took her own initiative. The friars in
their poverty lived in solidarity with those suffer-
ing the pain, physical and spiritual, of conquest
and destruction, but Mary embraced their flesh
and cultus of Our Lady of Guadalupe of
Estremadura. :

Return again with me to my own pilgrimage.
This time we stand in the old basilica of Our Lady
of Guadalupe in La Villa under the hill of
Tepeyac. The dimly lit space is alive. People of all
sorts—tourists with their cameras, guides, reli-
gious, penitents, some on their knees in prayer,
others moving slowly up the long aisle toward the
miraculous image hanging high above the altar
crowd together. Reverently, with deep devotion
and evident longing, people touch the images,
even the glass covering beloved paintings. Bells
announce the elevation of the host. Qutside there
are more pilgrims, many moving slowly along on
their knees, some assisted by friends or family
with blankets or pads to smooth out the rough
stones of the plaza. On a raised platform the
matachines move in menacing rhythm clearing
the space of any malevolent power. Huge flower
displays move through the plaza into the basilica
as if self-propelled, their banners announcing the
groups presenting them in homage. The scene
could be expanded to include vendors, photogra-
phers, a constant stream of people moving up and
down the steps on the hill. It is an incredible
assemblage, all drawn for various reasons to the
sacred precincts. How different from those De-
cember days in 1531!

What does it all mean? Of course you know.
You have been there yourselves. You know the
magnetic power of the Lady of Tepeyac. You
know the mingled senses of solidarity and soli-
tude that keep you transfixed with awe and won-
der. If there is that that repels you, it only serves
to manifest the holiness of a place shrouded in
tremendous mystery. Behind the hubbub, the
crowds, the serene presence of La Virgen, there is
mystery. The rocks of Tepeyac vibrate with the
presence of Our Mother. The hill resonates with
the ancient rites of peoples whose genetic imprint
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is indelibly a part of the contemporary crowd.
Those ancients gathered in this space because
Tonantzin, Our Mother, was here. At once you are
overwhelmed with the awareness that those an-
cients are still here, all around you, and that
Tonantzin is too. You are shaken, but not of-
fended. It seems right.

But how can it be right? Notwithstanding the
final form of the received tradition, you know
Bishop Juan de Zumarraga'’s reluctance to give cre-
dence to Blessed Juan Diego’s message was ex-
ceeded by the friars’ rejection of the growing
popular cult. You know that the grounds for that
rejection were precisely that new Christians and
uncatechized indigenous would tend to confuse
Tonantzin, their Mother, with Mary the Mother
of God. The ancient anxiety of Mediterranean
and European Christians that devotion to the
Mother of God might mask actual devotion to the
Goddess returns with force.

How can it be right that Christian devotion to
the human mother of Jesus be accompanied by a
sense of the presence of Tonantzin? The easy an-
swer is that it isn’t right, that romantic sentiment
and folkloric fascination need the discipline of
proper formation in the faith. However correct
that answer may be technically, it is not satisfying
experientially or theologically. Experience knows
the healing, community-forming power so mani-
festly present in the daily repetition of the scene
just described. Reflection on Mary’s own choice of
site for her manifestation in solidarity with the
people of Mexico is a crucial source for theologi-
cal reflection in the Americas. The experience of
the holy is always an appropriate and necessary
datum of theological reflection.

It is often assumed that Mary chose the hill of
Tepeyac as the place of encounter with Juan Di-
ego to demonstrate that devotion to her super-
seded that to Tonantzin, and that a sanctuary
dedicated to her on the site would suppress the
ancient cultus. Many who would deny the appa-
rition actually employ the argument that the
Church cynically chose the location to capture
naive indigenous devotees so that their primitive
devotion could be christianized and they brought

into the fold.

Could it possibly be that the Mother of God is
inviting her family to reconsider its formulation
of the basic tenets of belief concerning the God it
worships and serves? Could the Mother who
asked her Son to transform water into wine at a
wedding feast be asking her children to create
new wineskins to carry aricher vintage? Can it be
that the liberating power of God so wonderfully
expressed in Mary’s response to the Annunciation
extends not only to the structures of human soci-
ety, but also to the ideologies that hold those
structures in place? Is God, with Mary’s coopera-
tion, opening new horizons of understanding of
God’s own nature and strengthening the founda-
tions on which truly just and peaceful communi-
ties may be built?

My answer to that series of rhetorical questions
is, “Yes!” That is not an easy answer to give, for it
risks precisely the rejection that many before me
have met when they responded to requests made
by Our Lady. Yet, I cannot resist it, for I feel that
it is the response She is leading me to make.

Now our spiraling path moves us into the an-
cient cultures of Mesoamerica. Come with me
into communities of our ancestors in this hemi-
sphere, the original Americans. There is much in
their practice and belief structure to make us un-
comfortable. The Shadow is powerfully present,
especially in the gruesome practice of human sac-
rifice. We know that practice had become captive
to narrow political interests by the time our Span-
ish ancestors arrived in the sixteenth century. Re-
ligious values and institutions were made to serve
the power interests of indigenous imperialists in
much the same fashion that such values and in-
stitutions had come to serve the interests of the
Spanish monarchs. But our knowledge of abuse
and our horror at the thought of blood sacrifice
must not prevent our understanding a fundamen-
tal principle of Mesoamerican religion.

Our Mesoamerican ancestors were persuaded
that the cosmic process was maintained through
the synergy of divine and human action, a point
we have already established as basic to Christian
belief as it understands the creative, redemptive
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work of God manifest in the lives and action of
Mary and her Son. Offensive as may be the no-
tion that the spilling of blood—whether by rip-
ping pulsing hearts from the chests of sacrificial
victims, or by the ritual letting of blood, as we
now know was the vocation of the Maya rulers—
is necessary and efficacious for human well-being,
such action expresses a basic tenet of Christian or-
thodoxy: in death there is life.

Not only the well-being of the human commu-
nity, but the cosmic order itself depended on the
cooperation of the divine and human. One of the
clearest expressions of that insight relates to the
figure of Tonantzin and her role in the divine-
human enterprise. To clarify that role requires a
sharper definition of terms. The term, Tonantzin,
is not strictly speaking, a name, but rather a des-
ignation. It designates the divine mother by call-
ing her “Our Mother” in the same fashion that
the term “Our Lady,” or other synonyms, desig-
nates Mary. )

Just as names like Our Lady of Sorrows, Our
Lady of Perpetual Help, Our Lady of Mercy, all
express qualities of the one Blessed Mother, so the
term Tonantzin applies to Tlazoltéotl, Coatlicue,
Cihuacéatl, Teteoinan, and Toci. All these figures
represent different perceptions of the nature of
the ultimate mystery that surrounds and pervades
human existence in the cosmos. Indeed, as com-
mon amenability to the term Tonantzin suggests,
these divine figures are all ultimately expressions
of the one androgynous deity, Ometéotl, the one
in whom all things have their integrity, who is
expressed as the divine pair, Ometecuhtli-

“Omecthuatl. ,

Tonantzin was not some minor deity. At her
shrine at the hill of Tepeyac one was mindful of
ultimate mystery, was in touch with the life-giv-
ing and life-destroying forces of the cosmos. Pre-
cisely in her relation as patron of the human birth
process, Tonantzin, or in this case, more particu-
larly, Cihuacéat], signaled the participation of all
women in a cosmic struggle that produced life as
it also destroyed life. For that reason those who
died in childbirth were believed to go to the high-
est heaven to join those heroic warriors who,

themselves, had given their hearts in the ritual to
maintain the cosmic order and to insure the con-
tinued presence of the life-giving Sun.

Tonantzin was not only a life-giver. She also
moved about in the night crying and screaming,
reminding those who heard her that, as the great
frog Tlaltecuhtli devoured the sun at night, there
were forces at work to destroy life even after it had
been won in the birth-struggle. As Tlazoltéotl, the
devourer of filth, Tonantzin received the sins of
her people and consumed them; thus, while fear-
some and awful in herself, she offered the prom-
ise of cleansing and renewed life.

As Coatlicue, Tonantzin gave birth to the mi-
raculously conceived Huitzilopochtli, the fierce
war god who required the sacrifice of life to feed
the Sun; who, in order to defend his mother from
attack by his sister and brothers who were embar-
rassed that their mother had conceived secretly,
leaped from Coatlicue’s womb armed for combat.
The image of Coatlicue now stands in the
National Museum of Anthropology as the twin
serpent-headed figure dressed with a skirt of en-
twined snakes, adorned with a necklace of human
hearts from which hangs a skull pendant, and
whose hands and feet are eagle’s talons. Contem-
porary Mexican philosophers view her as “the
concrete embodiment... of the idea of a supreme
cosmic being who generates and sustains the Uni-
verse... which creates and destroys through
struggle....”s

Tonantzin, then, was a figure who represented
the ultimate promise of the fulfillment of life, but
also the threat of its ultimate destruction. Only
one with such powers could provide deliverance
from the forces that corrupted and destroyed life.
Our Mother was a powerful figure; she must have
been often in the minds of Mexicans as they ex-
perienced the destruction of their city, their lives,
their world. With the destruction of the temples
of Tenochtitlan, one could imagine that the hill

. of Tepeyac and deity who inhabited it must have
\achieved even greater significance than they held

earlier. If there were any hope for Mexico, Tepeyac
could have represented that possibility, even for
new converts to Christianity.
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In choosing the hill of Tepeyac as the place to
manifest her solidarity with suffering Mexicans,
the Mother of God also associated herself with
the power of the indigenous tradition. She points
beyond herself to Ultimate Reality itself and in-
vites Christians, who have actually transformed
the historic monotheism of Israel and Christian
teaching into a radical dualism of opposing
forces, to reconsider their concept of the divine,
especially the divine perfection. In creating a du-
alism of ultimately opposing forces, the unity of
God whose perfection is expressed precisely in the
capacity to embrace life and death, Creativity and
destruction, is broken asunder. In the process, the
figure of Mary also has lost the dimension of
Crone, the life-destroyer as well as the life-giver.
In Mexico itself, La Liorona emerges as a foil for
the Virgin of Guadalupe.

Furthermore, the feminine aspect of the Divine
has vanished from Christian concepts of God.
While the need to recognize that dimension may
actually figure importantly in the evolution of
Marian devotion, orthodox Christianity, except
insofar as it considered the figure of Wisdom,
maintained its distance from any such notion as
it applied to God, Perhaps the Mother of God in
her appearance at Tepeyac is pointing to new pos-
sibilities of understanding, not claiming divinity
for herself, but inviting her children to consider
the potential for an expanded and more adequate
view of the nature of the Divine Reality. Since the
human possibility is the mirror image of the Di-
vine Reality, she also invites a reconceptualization
of the human. Is there any reason in principle
why the implicit philosophical concepts of
Mesoamerican religious experience could not be
as useful in the constructive tasks of Christian
theology as Aristotelian or Process metaphysics?

Along with the invitation to fundamental
theological reconstruction, there are some other
immediate and concrete affirmations to be made
of the significance of Qur Lady’s appearance at
Tepeyac. These affirmations project a vision of
future possibilities that are claimed with hope in
the present.

The pregnant image of Our Lady of Guadalupe

suggests a vision that grows from the theological
affirmation that Mary as the Mother of God is the
mother of all living. As the Mother of Jesus, the
Logos Incarnate, she bears a new reality, a new
humanity—a humanity in which differences are
aftirmed and valued, in which conflict is received
as an occasion for growth rather than for mutual
destruction, in which none live in want because
all are wanted and cared for. This is a humanity
which recognizes the artificiality of political
boundaries, a humanity which lives with the
Earth and all its creatures and shares its resources
in such a way as to sustain and preserve it.

Our Lady of Guadalupe is a concrete sign of the
liberating power of Love expressed in the life of a
woman whose faithfulness and concern for the
“little ones,” los de abajo, mirrors God’s choice of
the poor as the instruments through which jus-
tice will be done and true liberation accomplished
for all persons.

In Our Lady of Guadalupe there is the hope
that the sexual conquest of the Americas through
the rape and subjugation of indigenous women
will be mourned and overcome; for until the
poorest, most subjugated woman is free, and her
children joyously welcomed, there will be no jus-
tice or peace in the Americas.

Finally, one can hope that through Our Lady of
Guadalupe a church might be born in the Ameri-
cas: a church with the courage to risk its life so
that the least might live, a church with the cour-
age to prophecy in the face of injustice, a church
with the patience and grace to nurture those who
don’t understand, a church that can say with
Mary:

My soul proclaims the greatness of the Lord

and my spirit exults in God my savior;

because he has looked upon his lowly handmaid.

Yes, {rom this day forward

all generations will call me blessed,

for the Almighty has done great things for me.

Holy is his namne,

and his mercy reaches from age to age

for those who fear him,

He has shown the power of his arm,

he has routed the proud of heart.

he has pulled down princes from their thrones,

and exalted the lowly,
The hungry he has filled with good things,
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the rich sent empty away.
He has come to the help of Israel his servant,
mindful of his mercy
—according to the promise he made
to our ancestors—
of his mercy to Abraham
and to his descendants for ever.5

We have come a long way along a path that I
have defined as my own. You have been my com-
panions for an hour. We have spiraled around
from Orion to the fields, from deep interior space
to outer space, from the southwestern United
States to Spain to Mexico. The journey is a chal-
lenging one. New vistas lie just beyond the hori-
zon. The Lady on the banner beckons us onward.
She is there ahead of us, and She is here with us.
She is Our Cosmic Mother, Our Lady of
Guadalupe. Que viva!

! Previously presented by Edwin E. Sylvest, Jr. to the
Guadalupe '90 Academic Symposium, St. Mary’s University,
San Antonio, Texas, on 13 October 1990.

2 Micah 6:8.

3 Virgil Elizondo, Galilean Journey. Maryknoll, New York:
Orbis, 1983, p. 53.

* Miguel Leon Portilla (ed.), Native Mesoamerican Spirituality.
New York: Paulist Press, 1980, p. 267.

$ Miguel Leon Portilla (ed.), Native Mesoamerican Spirituality.
New York: Paulist Press, 1980, p. 52.

¢ Luke 1:46-55. The Jerusalern Bible. Garden City, New York:
Doubleday & Company, 1966.
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FOREWORD

Bridwell Library of the Perkins School of Theology is pleased to present the exhibi-
tion, Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe: Mother of God, Mother of the Americas. The Virgin
Mary is venerated by a majority of the world’s Christians and devotion to the Virgin
of Guadalupe is the bedrock of Hispanic piety in the Southwestern United States. It
is appropriate that scholarly expertise and commitment to serve the ecumenical
church should utilize resources available to the library of a theological school to ex-
amine this tradition.

Appreciation and thanks are due Professor Edwin E. Sylvest, Jr., Associate Pro-
fessor of Church History specializing in Hispanic Christianity of the Perkins School
of Theology faculty. Professor Sylvest wrote the catalogue and serves as curator of
the exhibition. We are also indebted to the Guadalupe Institute, and the institu-
tions which have loaned items to create this exhibition. Their cooperation has en-
abled us to assemble in The Elizabeth Perkins Prothro Galleries these monuments of
Guadalupan studies, including the first book published on the tradition.

The streams which flow into devotional practice rise from many sources. This
is the story of such a convergence.

Dr. James E. Kirby, Dean
Perkins School of Theology
Southern Methodist University
July 1992
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Nuestra Senora de Guadalupe:
Mother of God, Mother of the Americas

Beginning with a series of mysterious events which occurred from 9-12 December 1531 during
which a native Nahuatl-speaking Mexican, Juan Diego, and his uncle, Juan Bernardino, expe-
rienced the presence of the Virgin Mary who asked to be known as Cenquizca Ichpochtzintli
Santa Maria de Guadalupe (The Perfect Virgin, Holy Mary of Guadalupe), a popular devotion to
the Virgin developed among the native and mestizo (mixed blood) peoples of Central Mexico.
The primary symbol of the devotion was an image of :
the Virgin, believed to have been imprinted miracu-
lously on a tilma (maguey-fiber cloak) by the flowers
that Juan Diego had wrapped in the garment to offer
Bishop Juan de Zumarraga as evidence of the Virgin’s
appearance.

The miraculous image hung in a sanctuary at the
hill of Tepeyac where the apparitions occurred.
Tepeyac, in the sixteenth century, was on the northern
shore of one of the lakes that surrounded the Aztec
capital, Tenochtitlan (present-day Mexico City), and
was a major site in the cultus of Tonantzin (Our
Mother), the Mother God of Nahuatl-speaking
Mexico. '

The Virgin Mary was already known to many Span-
iards by the name Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe be-
cause of a popular devotion focused on another
miraculous image in the sanctuary of Guadalupe in
the Spanish region of Estremadura. Hernan Cortés and
many conquistadors and missionaries were natives of
Estremadura.

Out of the cataclysm of the sixteenth-century Span- S e s B L
ish Conquest of Mexico emerged the figure of Nuestra Juan Diego, Exhibit 50
Sefiora de Guadalupe of Tepeyac. Born out of a rich matrix of devotion and symbol represen-
tative of the cultural heritage of the two alien worlds that converge in her, she became the pre-
eminent symbol of national and personal identity for most Mexicans during the seventeenth
and eight-eenth centuries.

For many Mexicans, as well as others in the Americas, Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe even
now expresses their sense of personal and cultural identity. Her dark skin reflects a convergence
of Spanish and Native American heritages, a complex blending of symbol systems and gene-
pools creating a reality of which it can be said, “Non fecit taliter omni nationi.”*
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The wuniqueness of Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe is expressed in her history, a story that
begins in the mystery of the cosmos itself, and
finds concrete expression in the histories of Spain
and Mexico. This catalogue and the exhibition
which it documents illustrate the ways in which
ancient traditions of the peoples of Mexico and
Spain became transformed through an encounter
still in process, and they present certain features
of these antecedent traditions, suggesting a way
of understanding the emergence of the historic,
as well as the contemporary, cultus of Nuestra
Sefiora de Guadalupe.

There are those who look upon Nuestra Seriora
de Guadalupe as a “christo-pagan” figure, a sym-
bol masking an ancient devotion to the Nahuatl
Mother God, Tonantzin. Non-Catholics, Mexican
and non-Mexican alike, wonder not only about
the continuance of pagan rites in the Mexican
cultus of Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe, but also
about veneration of the Virgin Mary. They mis-
trust both Roman Catholic dogmatic definitions
regarding the Virgin Mary and Marian devotion
itself. Indeed, many suspect that Roman Catholic
and Orthodox devotion to the Virgin Mary risks
idolatry and may be a continuation of ancient
Mediterranean goddess worship.

The analysis in this essay presupposes the ap-
propriateness of Marian devotion and recognizes
the Christian term Mother of God as a proper
means of speaking of Mary, the mother of Jesus.
All Christians, who accept—however uncomfort-
ably—the definitions of Trinitarian orthodoxy as
established in the ecumenical councils of the
fourth and fifth centuries, recognize the term
theotokos (God-bearer) as having been proclaimed
at the Council of Ephesus in 431. The term af-
firms that Mary’s son, Jesus, was at once both
fully divine and fully human. Mary, as mother of
Jesus the Christ, was mother of the one in whom
the eternal Logos became incarnate from the mo-
ment of his conception. This fundamental under-
standing of Mary and her relationship to the di-
vine, through her son Jesus, always undergirds
any Christian discussion of devotion to her.?

As a living symbol, Nuestra Seiiora de

e Qe

Guadalupe continues to embody the mestizaje
(hybridization) resulting from the encounter of
alien cultures. In her, the Christian Mother of
God also embraces Tonantzin and her children.
Through Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe the
struggles of a people to forge a new existence out
of the ruins of conquest and colonial oppression
come to fruition. She represents the new reality of
Mexico and is a sign of hope for victims of injus-
tice everywhere in the Americas. She signifies the
profoundly Christian affirmation that God’s love
is made effectively present for people of every cul-
ture and land.

The story of Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe can-
not be fully expressed in an essay or an exhibit
that depends solely upon literary monuments
and scientific analysis; it unfolds in the devotion
of those in whose hearts it is written.® Neverthe-
less, an historically plausible account of how
these two ancient systems of devotion converge
to form another must be attempted.

Pre-Conquest Mexico

NAHUATL HERITAGE

The Nican Mopohua and other contemporary
sixteenth-century testimonies associate the ori-
gins of devotion to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe
with the hill of Tepeyac, a rocky prominence on
what was in 1531 the north shore of Lake Texcoco
in the Valley of Mexico. Tepeyac was no ordinary
hill! It was a holy site dedicated to Tonantzin.* To
understand the significance of the hill of Tepeyac
for native peoples requires asking, “Who was
Tonantzin?"

Tonantzin

Bernardino de Sahagin’s (1499-1590) investi-
gation of Nahuatl culture suggests that the term
Tonantzin (Our Mother) can appropriately be
applied to several feminine deities designated by




Henry B. Nicholson as the Teteoinnan (Mother of
the Gods) complex.> These figures actually per-
sonify different aspects of one deity who repre-
sents the earth itself as both creator and destroyer
of life. In the feminine mode, that earth deity was
commonly represented by Cihuacéatl (Woman of
the Snake), Coatlicue (Woman with the Serpent
Skirt), and Tlazoltéotl (Devourer of Filth, the God-
dess of Carnal Things); but, as we shall see, there
were other deities related to the life-giving, life-
destroying powers of the earth that might also be
called Tonantzin.%

For the Nahua all reality possessed both mascu-
line and feminine qualities. Those qualities joined
and were symbolized in the divine pair,
Ometecuhtli-Omecihuatl (the Lord and Lady of Du-
ality). In their conjunction they were known as
Ometéotl. Ometéotl comprehended ultimate reality,
all the irreducible and inseparable polarities of
cosmic existence: birth and death, male and fe-
male, motion and stability, sky and earth, sun and
moon, etc. The multiplicity of names and forms
in the Nahuatl pantheon manifests an effort to
express religiously the significance of all aspects
of cosmic reality. Human beings, the gods, plants,
animals, earthquake, wind, and fire—all played
essential roles in the cosmic economy. Without
the sacrifice of human life, the sun would cease to
shine; without the sun, the earth would die.” The
divine and the human, bound together in
perpetual symn-
ergy, cooper-
ated to keep
the cosmos
in being. 3

Tonantzin ﬁ*
represented oe,
the femi- ._i:l
nine aspect
of the creative
and destructive
duality Ometecuhtli-
Omecihuatl. She was
not only Our Mother,
the mother of human
beings; she was the

wigiosi, Cadtvar sat Loca.
lnh-hum h'-nur-ﬁd #“Tg{:
chamcay condinens ceanan loucas,

Mother of All. The related names, Toci (Our
Grandmother) and Teteoinnan (Mother of the
Gods), were also synonymous with Tonantzin.
The Nahuatl Teteoinnan (Mother of the Gods)
complex constituted the indigenous Mexican
matrix within which devotion to the Christian
Mother of God, rtepresented symbolically
through late-medieval iconography of the Im-
maculate Conception of the Virgin Mary and un-
der the Spanish title of Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe, evolved. To appreciate fully that in-
digenous matrix and the qualities it brought to
the Virgin Mary in the cultus of Nuestra Sefiora
de Guadalupe of Tepeyac demands a brief sum-
mary of various personifications of Tonantzin.

Tonantzin as Cihuacoatl:
The Mother of All

In the main plaza of Tenochtitlan, Aztec capi-
tal of Mexico, the temple of the great god of

Mexico, Huitzilopochtli (The War God), ad-
joined that of his sister, Cihuacéatl. She was the

principal feminine deity of Mexico.

Plan of Mexico City, Woodcut. Nuremberg: 1524 (Photo courtesy of the DeGolyer Library)



But Cihuacéatl was not only the primary femi-
nine deity of the Aztecs, she was also the patron
goddess of Xochimilco and was revered in
Colhuacan where she was better known as Toci.®
Indeed, it appears that the earth deity cultus, of
which Cihuacéatl is one important symbolic
manifestation, may have been acquired by the
Aztecs during their sojourn in Colhuacan, “the
community from which stemmed the Tenocha
royal dynasty and which... exerted a very power-
ful cultural influence on its Mexica (Aztec) off-
shoot.”? The wvaried personifications of the
Mother of the Gods, Tonantzin, among Nahuatl
sub-cultures throughout Central Mexico may
help to account for the extensive spread of the
later cultus of the Christian Mother of God,
Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe.

Cihuacéatl's attire and the manner in which her
image was kept emphasize her identity as an earth
deity. Bernardino de Sahagtn describes her as a
woman with shoulder-length hair arranged in
front so as to resemble two crossed ergots (club-
shaped herbs). She was said to appear frequently,
dressed completely in white as a lady of the court.
Diego Duran (ca. 1537-1588), describing the im-
age kept in her temple, added the detail that
Cihuacéatl had a “huge, open mouth and fero-
cious teeth.” Such a mouth, reminiscent of the
gaping maw of Tlaltecuhtli, the great frog that de-
voured the sun as it vanished in the West,
represented the destructive forces that had to be
satisfied to maintain life on earth. The pitch-black
room, Tlillan (Place of Blackness), in which the
image was kept, carried out its symbolic associa-
tion with the night which every day consumed

the sun. Cihuacdatl was dressed in yellow and

white, colors symbolic of the West where the sun
vanished.1°

Cihuacéatl’'s association with the West entailed
an important relationship with the souls of
women who died in childbirth, the Ciuateteo. At
death the Ciuateteo went to the West where they
became warriors of Cihuacéatl. Having lost their
lives in the battle to “capture” a child at birth,
they returned on certain days and took possession
of children. It was believed that convulsions and

epileptic seizures, as well as wanton behavior,
adultery, and suicide were all produced by these
ghostly, wounded warriors. Their behavior mir-
rored that of Cihuacéatl who “at night screamed
and bellowed in the air” and “caused adversities
such as poverty, depression, and work."”!!

A benevolent, life-giving quality balanced the
harsh and fearsome shadow-side of Cihuacdatl.
She originated among the yellow and white flow-
ers of Tamoanchan, the birthplace of Cinteotl
(God of Maize). Also known as Cincalco (Maize
House), Tamoanchan was an earthly paradise
where the various peoples of Mexico had lived in
unity before separating to populate the land.
Tamoanchan was the place “where the children of
mortals are made.” There, Cihuacéatl with
Quetzalcéatl took bones given them by
Mictlantecuhtli (God of the Dead) and formed the
human beings who repopulated the earth in the
Age of the Fifth Sun.'? That Cihuacdatl herself

originated among the yellow and white flowers
of Tamoanchan underlined her role in giving and
sustaining life.1?

As Mother of All, Cihuacdatl symbolized the
struggle for life. Warriors, who fought to gain sac-
rificial victims whose hearts and blood sustained
the life of the sun, as well as women in childbirth
and midwives knew Cihuacéatl as their patron.
Women who gave birth risked their own lives as
in battle to “capture” a child. Sahagan reports the
words of the midwife to a woman who has just
delivered:

My beloved daughter, valiant and courageous woman,
you have performed as an eagle and as a tiger; coura-
geously you have used the shield in battle, valorously
you have imitated your mother Cihuacéatl, or Quilaztli;
therefore our Lord has placed you upon the dais and in
the chairs of valiant soldiers....

Giving birth is like a battle in which we women endan-
ger ourselves; this battle is like a tribute to death which
our mother Cihuacdatl, Quilaztli, requires of us.'*
Mothers in bearing children found inspiration
and encouragement for their struggle to bring life
into the world through the labor of Cihuacéatl,
the Primal Mother. Cihuacéatl as the cosmic war-
rior goddess (Yoalticitl) supported all who contin-
ued her struggle. The Cihuateteo, the divinized




souls of those who died in the fray, reminded the
community that giving birth was an act of cosmic
significance, a participation in the work of
Cihuacoatl herself.!s

Tonantzin as Toci: The Giver and Healer
of Life

The life-giving and nurturing qualities of
Tonantzin are amplified in the figure of Toci. Doc-
tors, surgeons, blood-letters, and midwives re-
vered her as the goddess of medicines and medici-
nal herbs. Patron of diviners, she was also known
as Goddess of the Baths (Temazcalteci). Lepers
knew her as Atlatonan through whom they found
relief. In contemporary terms, Toci would be pa-
tron of healers and the healing arts.'®

A note of interest regarding Tonantzin and Toci:
Not realizing that Tonantzin (Our Mother) and
Toci (Our Grandmother) were aspects of the same
deity, Juan de Torquemada (ca. 1563-1626) re-
ports that churches dedicated to the Virgin Mary
and her mother, St. Anne, were erected at two
ancient cultic centers. A church dedicated to the
Virgin Mary, Mother of God, was erected at
Tepeyac, and one dedicated to St. Anne, grand-
mother of Jesus, at Matlalcueye, a site important
to the cultus of Toci (Our Grandmother), thus
indicating an appreciation of the parallel relation-
ships between the two women of Christian tradi-
tion on the one hand, and the two native deities
on the other.’”

The feast of Ochpaniztli (Time of Sweeping)
held in honor of Toci offers other important in-
sights into the nature of Tonantzin. On the first
day of Ochpaniztli, the eleventh month of the
Aztec calendar, a major ritual began the feast. Ev-
erything—houses, streets, baths, and all posses-
sions—was cleansed by sweeping.!®

Anyone who has been on the streets of Mexico
City in the early morning and seen the general
attention given to sweeping what can never be re-
ally clean can imagine the scene, on a brisk au-
tumn morning in the fifteenth or sixteenth cen-
tury, as preparations were made for the festival of
Our Grandmother, Toci. Indeed, one might appre-
ciate the sentiment of Diego Durédn, the anxious

missionary:

This custom has remained in the country. The people
sweep the lots and the streets [daily], but they leave the
inside of the house so dirty and filled with rubbish that
it looks like a stable. I believe that they do not sweep
the inside of the house except on this day, because it is
an ancient rite. [ consider this to be evil; [ have fought
against it; I have opposed it in some places. [ have ex-
plained that it is a superstition, a pagan custom, but I
do not know whether this has done any good.'?

Actually, preparations for the celebration had
begun forty days earlier when a woman of forty to
forty-five years was selected to personify Toci and
later to be sacrificed to Toci during the fiesta. Lest
the chosen one become sad and unhappy with
her role, an augury of death for warriors and
women in childbirth, the women staged a mock
combat among themselves to entertain her.
Armed with balls of cotton, nopal leaves, and
cempoalxochitl (marigolds), the women, both
young and old who were involved with healing,
divided themselves into two groups and for four
days “stoned” each other. When the battle was
over, “Toci,” who had initiated the attack, was
given a farewell tour of the tianguiz (market) and
delivered over to the priests who guarded her.

At midnight “Toci” was taken to the temple for
her rendezvous. The occasion was a solemn one.
“Even though everyone went with her, there was
a great silence, and no one spoke or coughed. And
when they arrived at the place where they had to
kill her, one [of the priests] took her on his shoul-
ders and they quickly cut off her head. Then,
[while she was still] warm they skinned her...."”20

First the skin was removed from a thigh and
taken to the temple of Cinteotl, God of Maize and
son of Toci, where it was placed on a statue of the
deity. Then the strongest of Toci’s priests was
dressed in the dead woman'’s skin, and he and the
skin-clad statue of Cinteotl, escorted by four per-
sons as well as by a group of priests and soldiers
who engaged in mock combat, were taken to the
temple of Huitzilopochtli.

Before the image of Huitzilopochtli, the priest
enacting the role of Toci gave birth symbolically
to Cinteotl. After the priest-representative of Toci,
along with the statue of Cinteotl, returned to the
temple of Toci, the people made offerings, prison-




ers were sacrificed, and weapons and ornaments
of war distributed by “Toci” to the soldiers.

The newly outfitted soldiers danced for two
days. After this ritual the priests of Chicomecdatl
(Goddess of Sustenance), standing on a “small
temple called the Table of Huitzilopochtli, threw
white, yellow, red, and black maize,” to the
people standing below. Finally, the festival ended
when “Toci” in mock combat gave chase to the
soldiers until “she” arrived at Tocititlan (the
wooden house of Toci) at the southern edge of the
city, on the causeway to Colhuacan. There the
skin of the flayed victim was removed and left
hanging.

Diego Duran describes two additional symbols
significant to the central motif of giving and sus-
taining life. One is visually represented in the
Codex Borbonicus.?! First, Duran describes a rite
during the sacrifice of captives in which the blood
of those sacrificed was collected in a bowl into
which the impersonator of Toci stuck his finger
and sucked the blood which adhered to it, where-
upon the earth trembled, or so all seemed to

think, and everyone put a finger on the ground
and ate the earth clinging to it. Duran reports that
this was a common practice which signified hu-
mility and reverence towards the gods. This par-
ticular aspect of the ceremony ended when one of
the principal warriors dipped his finger in the
blood and provoked a skirmish in which there
was bloodshed. Duran believed this was a form of
self-sacrifice.

The representative of Toci enjoyed the protec-
tive escort of a group of individuals representing
the Huastecas, the people with whom Toci seems
most intimately related. Codex Borbonicus depicts
a scene in which a group of figures wearing coni-
cal Huastec hats, holding in one hand a broom
and in the other erect phalluses, encircles the rep-
resentative of Toci, the deity. These features in the
total context of the festival accentuate the life-
giving role of Tonantzin.

As a group, the ritual symbols of Ochpaniztii
seem to reflect essentially the same understand-
ing of Tonantzin and her relation to the life
struggle as that represented in the Cihuacéatl
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tradition. The celebration of the birth of Cinteotl
during the feast offered the Nahua a potential
parallel for understanding the role of the Virgin
Mary in giving birth to the Son of God, the Incar-
nate Logos, through whom Christians affirmed all
life was created.

Toci, sometimes known as the “heart of the
earth,” clearly manifests the earth deity in a femi-
nine mode. She was dressed in white, color of the
West, the women's quadrant of the heavens. The
broom and the unspun cotton in her headdress,
as well as the tianguiz (market) all symbolized
women and women’s functions in ancient
Nahuatl society.?2 The “battles” enacted by both
women and men were apparent parallels to the
battle to give birth, in this instarice to the struggle
of Toci to birth Cinteotl (God of Maize) in
Tamoanchan. Ochpaniztli was an occasion on
which the Aztecs symbolized their participation
in the cosmic process and fulfilled their responsi-
bility to maintain it with their own blood. Spill-
ing and eating blood and the earth which it fertil-
ized expressed the on-going battle to produce and
to preserve life.

The responsibility to battle for life demanded
moral purity so as to be worthy and able to per-
form one’s task. In another of her identities, as
Tlazoltéotl, the Mother God held particular signifi-
cance as one to whom mortals could make con-
fession and do penance so as to be cleansed and
purified.

Tonantzin as Tlazoltéotl: Goddess of
Carnal Things

The Goddess of Carnal Things, Tlazoltéotl
(known also as Tlaelquani, Devourer of Filth) had
the power to provoke persons to luxurious living
and to sexual excess. But she who had this power
to provoke evil also had the power to devour sin,
and through her priests she meted out penance
and cleansed those who confessed their evil do-
ing. Those guilty of sexual offense, especially
adultery, found forgiveness through Tlazoltéot!
and her priests; for it was the priests of Tlazoltéotl
who kept and interpreted the tonaldmatl, a book
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of divination that told the day most auspicious
for doing penance.

Confession and penance under the supervision
of a priest of Tlazoltéotl resulted not only in divine
forgiveness, but also in judicial pardon, a fact
which Sahagiin reports to have caused some dif-
ficulty for Nahuatl Christians who, having con-
fessed to a Christian priest, wanted a signed war-
rant clearing them of legal liability.??

As Tlazoltéotl, Tonantzin's role in giving and car-
ing for human life included a dimension of grace.
Because of her own participation in carnal things
and the “filth” of life, she was able to bear the sins
of her supplicants and to become for them a
source of forgiveness and protection. Since
Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe is represented by
iconography of the Virgin Mary’s immaculate
conception, the Nahautl stress on the goddess’s
participation in sin will require particular atten-
tion to understand the syncretistic process that
produced the Mexican cultus of the Virgin Mary.
The Virgin Mary had, herself, during the Middle
Ages in Europe, became the one to whom sinners
might especially turn for relief.2*

The sources establish Tlazolteét!l's identity with
Toci and Cihuacéatl. Portrayed as a birthing
woman, she also wears a flayed skin, the unspun
cotton head-piece, and spindles characteristic of
Toci. The broom prominent in these representa-
tions, especially in the Codex Borbonicus, clearly
relates her to the Ochpaniztli festival. The
Cihuateteo, Cihuacéatl’s heavenly companions, are
also associated with Tlazoltedtl in giving sanction
to works of penance.?’

While Tlazoltéotl was the popular manifesta-
tion of Tonantzin among the Huastecs, Coatlicue
occupied that position among the Mexicans.
Thus, a final comment on one remaining domi-
nant image of Tonantzin, namely, Coatlicue.

Tonantzin as Coatlicue: Mother of the
Principal God
Coatlicue was mother of the principal Mexican

god, Huitzilopochtli (God of War). The story of his
miraculous conception contains elements remi-



niscent of the birth narratives of Jesus in Chris-
tian tradition.

On the mountain of Coatepec near Tula lived a
widowed woman named Coatlicue, mother of four
hundred sons, the Centzonhuitznahua (The Innu-
merable Stars), and one daughter, Coyolxauhqui
(The Moon). Every day the woman did penance
by sweeping on Coatepec. One day as she swept,
a ball of feathers, like a ball of knitting yarn, fell
in front of her. She picked it up and put it under
her skirt next to her abdomen and kept on sweep-
ing. Through with her work, Coatlicue placed her
hand under her skirt to retrieve the feathers only
to find they had disappeared. Soon, it was discov-
ered that she was pregnant, apparently through
the agency of the mysterious feathers.

The Centzonhuitznahua, angered to discover
their mother’s pregnancy, wanted to know who
was responsible, who had shamed them. Their sis-
ter, Coyolxauhqui, beseeched the brothers to kill
their mother in retribution for the shame she had
brought upon them all by secretly becoming
pregnant.

Coatlicue, learning of the scheme, feared for her
life, but the child in her womb comforted her and
told her not to be afraid because he knew what
to do.

It happened that one of the brothers decided to
subvert the plot. He went to Huitzilopochtli, still in
the womb, and worked out a plan whereby he
would keep Huitzilopochtli informed of the devel-
oping scheme. When the attack began, the un-
born child was given a continuous account of
where the wicked brothers were. At the last in-
stant Huitzilopochtli leaped from his mother’s
womb armed for combat. First he killed his sister
Coyolxauhqui, burning her and tearing her into
pieces with a fiery snake. Then he took on the
brothers and killed all but a few who ran away.
Thus, the Mexicans (Aztecs) took Huitzilopochtli as
their god of war.?¢

During the Late Post-Classic period, 1200-1500
C. E., an unknown artist carved a large stone
statue of Coatlicue. That statue, now located in the
Mexica Room of the National Museum of Anthro-
pology in Mexico City, presents an awesome im-

Caoatlicue (Photo courtesy of Carolyn Brown)

age of the Mother God. As her name (Woman
with the Serpent Skirt) indicates, she wears a skirt
of entwined serpents. Around her neck hangs a
necklace of human hearts and hands to which a
skull pendant is attached; her feet and hands are
giant talons, and two mammoth serpent heads
face each other to form her head. The image be-
fits so important a figure as the one who holds
such creative and destructive power as the Mother
of All, Coatlicue.

Coatlicue continues in the twentieth century as
an important figure in the thought of sophisti-
cated Mexican philosophers. Justino Fernandez
(1904-1972), in a book-length study of the esthet-
ics of the image, maintains that “Coatlicue is the...
embodiment of the cosmic-dynamic power that
bestows life and that thrives on death in the
struggle of opposites, a struggle so compelling
and essential that its fundamental meaning is
war....” The motif of giving and sustaining life
through struggle, the battle to give birth, pre-
served in stone, continues to be significant.
Coatlicue is the “concrete embodiment... of the
ideas of a supreme cosmic being who generates
and sustains the Universe..., who [also] creates
and destroys through struggle....”?’




SUMMARY

Who, then, was Tonantzin? She was a complex,
multiform symbol representing in its feminine
aspect the ultimate dimension of reality as under-
stood by the ancient Mexicans. She was, at once,
Tonantzin (Our Mother), Toci (Our Grandmother),
Cihuacoatl (Woman of the Snake), Tlazoltéotl
(Goddess of Carnal Things), and Coatlicue
{(Woman with the Serpent Skirt). Tonantzin repre-
sented not only the promise of the ultimate ful-
fillment of life, but also the threat of its ultimate
destruction. Only one with such powers could
provide deliverance from the forces that cor-
rupted and destroyed life. Our Mother was a pow-
erful figure; she must have been often in the
minds of Mexicans as they experienced the con-
quest and destruction of their cities, their lives,
and their world. With the destruction of the
temples of Tenochtitlan one could imagine how
the hill of Tepeyac may have achieved an impor-
tance even greater than it had held earlier—even
for native peoples newly converted to Christianity.

How Tonantzin relates to Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe unfolds as we examine the antecedent
Guadalupan devotion rooted in medieval Spain.

Hispanic Heritage

FRANCISCAN OPPOSITION TO THE
CULTUS AT TEPEYAC

When the Spaniards came celebrating the Mass
in the name of the triune God and singing the
Salve Regina in honor of the Mother of God, indig-
enous peoples with their background of devotion
to Tonantzin (Our Mother) might readily have ap-
preciated the figure of the Virgin Mary, whom
they may well have seen as a Spanish cultural cog-
nate for Tonanizin. Indeed, the fear that such con-
fusion could occur led the friars, especially the
Franciscans, including Bernardino de Sahagin
and Francisco de Bustamante (1485-1562), to re-
sist and openly to protest the promotion of a
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cultus to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe at
Tepeyac.

Sahagtn, anxious lest the indigenous confuse
Tonantzin with Dios Nantzin (the Spanish mission-
aries’ hybrid Spanish-Nahuatl term for the Chris-
tian Mother of God), held great reservations
concerning the evolving cultus of Nuestra Sefiora
de Guadalupe at Tepeyac. The Franciscan Provin-
cial, Francisco de Bustamante, created a stir when
he challenged the archbishop’s promotion of the
devotion. In 1555, Archbishop Alonso de
Montuafar, a Dominican, established an ecclesias-
tical benefice at the little hermitage that had been
erected at Tepeyac. He required Saturday and Sun-
day masses to be celebrated there, made it a par-
ish church for several native barrios, and initiated
a campaign to raise funds for the construction of
a proper edifice on the site. Montufar preached
a sermon laudatory of Nuestra Serfiora de
Guadalupe and the devotion at Tepeyac on 6 Sep-
tember 1556.28

Bustamante was incensed. On 8 September, the
Feast of the Nativity of Mary, at that time the cus-
tomary date for the festival in honor of Nuestra
Sefiora de Guadalupe both at Estremadura in
Spain and Tepeyac in Mexico, he preached a ser-
mon challenging the archbishop. He argued that
the devotion was pernicious for the natives. Had
not the missionaries inveighed in their sermons
against worship of images of wood and stone?
And, it was obvious that the Indians were wor-
shipping the image of Nuestra Seriora de
Guadalupe at Tepeyac—something the missionar-
ies had spent much time trying to change. With
the circulation of unproven stories of miracles
being performed by the image of Nuestra Sefiora
de Guadalupe, the challenge of countering this
false worship was all the greater. Further, while
this worship was bad in itself, it was not the only
evil related to visiting Tepeyac. Alms and food left
there by the natives would better be given to the
hospital treating venereal diseases or to needy
persons. Finally, Bustamante threatened to preach
no longer to the native peoples if devotion to the
image of Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of Tepeyac
continued without examination.?®



Given such strong opposition on the part of
the Franciscans, who were the first missionaries
and whose confrére Juan de Zumarraga (ca. 1468-
1548) was Bishop of Mexico when the 1531 appa-
rition was reported, how could such a vigorous
devotion as that which evidently existed by 1556
have developed?

FRANCISCAN DEVOTION TO THE
VIRGIN MARY

The Franciscan friars had their own marked
devotion to the Virgin Mary, however reluctant
they may have been to promote such devotion
among the native peoples. Those Franciscan pi-
ous practices could not but have been observed
by the indigenous Mexicans. Even more particu-
larly, the twelve Franciscans who arrived in New
Spain in 1524 were linked directly with a history
of devotion to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of
Estremadura. Further, Hernidn Cortés, the con-
queror of Mexico, was born in Medellin, only a

Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of Estremadura
(Photo courtesy of the World Monuments Fund)

few miles away from the Estremaduran shrine; he
and other conquistadors were devotees of Nuestra
Sefiora de Guadalupe of Estremadura. They were
deliberately open with native peoples about their
devotion to the Virgin Mary. The actions of these
Spaniards had great impact on the frightened and
curious Mexicans. The Spaniards’ private devo-
tion, if not their public instruction, undoubtedly
became a major element in the cultural mestizaje
of post-Conquest Mexico.

NUESTRA SENORA DE GUADALUPE
OF ESTREMADURA

Devotion to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of
Estremadura, shared both by missionary and con-
quistador at the time of their discovery and con-
quest of the New World, was the most important
Marian devotion in the Crown of Castile, if not in
all of Spain. It centered on a wooden statue of the
Virgin Mary believed to have been found through
a miraculous disclosure and apparition to a cow-
herd, Gil Cordero. The image was of a small, dark
woman seated and holding the Christ-child. Ac-
cording to legend, it had been carved by St. Luke
the Evangelist in Ephesus; over time it supposedly

Basilica of Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of Estremadura
(Photo courtesy of Carolyn Brown)
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came into the possession of Pope Gregory the
Great (ca. 540-604), who in turn gave it to San
Leandro of Seville {d. ca. 600).

The little statue had remained in Seville until
the Muslim invasion of the Iberian peninsula;
then it had been taken into the mountains of
Villuercas (Estremadura) near a stream called
Guadalupe where it remained hidden until its dis-
covery by Gil Cordero in the thirteenth century.
By 1327 a crude hermitage had been constructed
at the site where a regional devotion to the Virgin
Mary had begun as early as the mid-thirteenth
century. After victory over the Muslims at Salado
in 1340, King Alfonso XI of Castile (1312-1350),
in gratitude for the assistance of Nuestra Sefiora
de Guadalupe, took the shrine under royal pa-
tronage and ordered construction of a church and
priory. In 1389 a royal monastery was established
and placed in the hands of the Order of St.
Jerome, the Jeronimytes, who controlled it until
1835. Today the monastery and shrine are in the
care of the Franciscans.30

COLUMBUS AND NUESTRA SENORA
DE GUADALUPE

Our Lady of Guadalupe of Estremadura figures
significantly in Spanish contact with the Ameri-
cas. King Ferdinand (1452-1516) and Queen
Isabella (1451-1504) often spent time in
Guadalupe and apparently were there in 1486
when Christopher Columbus (1451-1506) trav-
elled with the Court to persuade the Catholic
monarchs of Spain to underwrite his adventure.
Columbus, himself a devotee of Nuestra Sefiora
de Guadalupe, vowed to make a pilgrimage to
Guadalupe in thanksgiving for her protection
during a severe storm on his first voyage. While
he probably did not fulfill that vow until 1496, it
is certain that he was then at the shrine. The bap-
tismal register of Guadalupe shows that on Friday,
29 April 1496, two American natives, Cristobal
and Pedro, were baptized at the shrine.3!

Columbus also evinced his devotion to the Vir-
gin Mary in the naming of his ships and the is-
lands he encountered. On the initial voyage he
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named the second island he touched Santa Maria
de la Concepcidon. On the second voyage, appar-
ently at the request of the monastic community
at Guadalupe, he named an island (Guadeloupe)
in honor of Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe. That
same voyage he also named the island of
Monserrat in honor of the Virgin revered at that
shrine in the Kingdom of Aragon. Other Marian
titles were used at other landfalls.??

CORTES AND NUESTRA SENORA DE
GUADALUPE OF ESTREMADURA

Of greater immediate importance to the devel-
opment of the Guadalupan cultus in Mexico are
the connections of Hernan Cortés, as well as the
Franciscan friars, with the Estremaduran devo-
tion. Cortés grew up only a short distance from
the village and monastery of Guadalupe. He
surely knew the place as a young man. His devo-
tion led him to make offerings supportive of the
monastery and in special gratitude to Nuestra
Seriora de Guadalupe for recovery from a scorpion
bite in 1528. That same year he also made a pil-
grimage to Guadalupe “to make a novena.”33

Bernal Diaz del Castillo (1492-1581), who
accompanied Cortés in the conquest of Mexico,
attested to Cortés’s devotion to Mary. Cortés, ac-
cording to Diaz, promised the leaders of Cem-
poala his support in their resistance to the “Mexi-
cans” and requested that they place “... on their
altar a Great Lady, who is the Mother of Our Lord
Jesus Christ, in whom we believe and whom we
venerate.” He also urged that they take her as
[their] “Lady and advocate.”3* What image of the
Virgin Mary was left on that altar cannot be
known, but, given Cortés’s affiliation with
Guadalupe, it could well have been one of that
tradition.

FRANCISCAN MISSIONARIES AND
NUESTRA SENORA DE GUADALUPE
OF ESTREMADURA

By the time Cortés conquered Tenochtitlan in
1521, two Franciscans were already in New Spain
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{Photo courtesy of the Museum of the American Indian)

and others were eager to come. The group most
closely related to the evolution of Guadalupan
devotion in Mexico was led by Martin de Valencia
(ca. 1473-1534), an Observant Franciscan with a
passion to be in mission to the “infidels.”35 At the
time he was sent to work in New Spain, Martin de
Valencia was Provincial of San Gabriel, a province
of rigorously reformed Franciscan houses, deeply
affected by the Spiritualist movement inspired by
the apocalyptic writings of Joachim of Fiore (ca.
1130-1201) and by strong commitments to the
ideal of evangelical poverty.3¢

The Minister-General of the Order of Friars
Minor who sent the twelve missionaries to New
Spain in 1523 was Francisco de los Angeles,
Quiriones (1480-1540), who had been a part of
the Observant Custody of the Holy Angels,
formed under the leadership of Juan de la Puebla
(1453-1495).%7
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Juan de la Puebla, the common link among
these Franciscan elements, had lived in the mon-
astery at the shrine of Guadalupe while he was a
member of the Order of St. Jerome (Jeronimytes).
He was deeply devoted to Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe and took her as his special “advocate
and mediator with her Son.” It is related that on
one occasion she had appeared to him and asked
him to assume the habit of St. Francis. At Juan’s
request in 1480, the Jeronimytes consented to his
departure from Guadalupe and from their Order
so that he might become a Franciscan. After a
time with the Franciscan Observants in Italy, he
returned to Spain in 1487 where he founded the
Observant house of St. Mary of the Angels.3®

It is reasonable to assume that some number of
friars in community with Juan de la Puebla would
have been influenced by his devotion to Mary.
Andrés de Guadalupe (d. 1668), historian of the
Holy Province of the Angels, reports of Quifiones,
the future Franciscan Minister-General, that “he
was most devoted to the Most Holy Virgin.
Formed in [the house of] Santa Maria de los An-
geles, he drank in the devotion from his begin-
nings [with the Observant Franciscans], especially
of the mystery of her most pure immaculate
conception, free from primal guilt in the first in-
stant of her ‘animation,’ and prepared by grace
for preservation [in that sinless state].”3 Such a
description reflects the widespread Franciscan de-
votion, not only to Mary, but to her immaculate
conception and advocacy of it. Clearly, the twelve
friars sent to Mexico under the leadership of
Martin de Valencia were men whose religious for-
mation was steeped in such a tradition.

Furthermore, those first Franciscans, again
through the influence of Juan de la Puebla, had
direct links to the Marian devotion at Guadalupe
in Estremadura.*

NUESTRA SENORA DE GUADALUPE
OF TEPEYAC: AN IMAGE OF THE
IMMACULATE CONCEPTION

Whatever reservations these friars may have
held concerning the promotion of Marian devo-

tion among the indigenous peoples of Mexico,
they certainly had their own devotion which
could not be hidden. It is highly probable that the
images used in their devotions would have been
in the iconographic genre related to the Virgin
Mary as Immaculate Conception.

While it appears that reproductions of the im-
age of Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of
Estremadura were relatively rare in the Americas,
Jacques Lafaye argues that a replica of the miracu-
lous Estremaduran statue may have been the
original image of Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe
placed in the shrine at Tepeyac.*! If that be so, it
is even conceivable that the Spaniards may have
begun a shrine at Tepeyac, perhaps in gratitude
for the Conquest, even before the reported appa-
ritions of 1531. That could account for the name
Guadalupe and its association with Marian devo-
tion at Tepeyac.

Given the scarcity of images reproducing the
original at Estremadura, a representation of the
Virgin Mary with iconography of the increasingly
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Immaculate Conception, Basilica of Guadalupe Estremadura
(Photo courtesy of the World Monuml::ﬁ Fund)
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popular genre of the Immaculate Conception,
rather than of the original (Madonna and Child),
might well have been displayed in a shrine dedi-
cated to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe at Tepeyac.
Just such an image had been commissioned and
placed in the choir at the Monastery of
Guadalupe, Estremadura, in 1499.

Franciscans committed to the propagation of
the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception and
with ties to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of
Estremadura, as were the first missionaries to New
Spain, might well have displayed a replica of the
1499 image in their own devotion and in a
church dedicated to the Virgin of Guadalupe at
Tepeyac. In any event, native peoples could have
been familiar with representations of the Im-
maculate Conception and might have associated
such a representation with Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe.

Nuestra Senora de
Guadalupe of Tepeyac

It is noteworthy that the extraordinary experi-
ences of Juan Diego (1474-1548) and his uncle,
Juan Bernardino, occurred precisely during the
octave of the Feast of the Immaculate Conception
in 1531. Chances are they had seen an image of
the Immaculate Conception of the Virgin Mary
venerated by the Franciscans. Given the impor-
tance among the friars of devotion to Mary Im-
maculate and to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe,
the name Guadalupe associated with the appari-
tion by Juan Bernardino and the image on the
tilma of Juan Diego have apparent religious and
iconographic antecedents.?

In short, native peoples who had lost their
“mother” in the destruction of their culture, found
another in that of the conquerors. They saw in
Spanish devotion to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe
of Estremadura a figure who seemed to bear many
of the qualities they knew in Tonantzin. Since the
traditional symbols and rituals related to Tonantzin
were suppressed, it was natural that people who
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needed the succor of a powerful mother would
have responded when they found one in Christian
piety. Reluctant to preach devotion to the Christian
Mother of God, the friars” own pious practices inad-
vertently spoke even more powerfully and directly
to the native peoples.

An indigenous cultus began to form around a
new symbol at the site of the old. Ancient tradi-
tions were reinterpreted in terms of a Christian
faith that was offered as the means of deliverance
from the “satanic” powers of the native deities.
While the indigenous Mexican peoples probably
found the power of their conquerors to be more
“satanic” than their own deities, in the end
the symbols of Christian faith provided a focus, a
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center around which to construct a new culture
and new identities from the ruins of the old. Hid-
den from the eye that sees only the form of the
brown-skinned Immaculate Mary is another and
new “Coatlicue.” This “Coatlicue” results not from
the embrace of two giant serpents, but from the
embrace of Tonantzin and the Theotokos, the
Mother of All and the Mother of God.

A distinctively Mexican culture combining the
heritage of Catholic and Nahuatl monarchs,
Spanish and native peasants took form and grew.
The new culture grew first in lives of native and
mestizo peoples, Juan Diego’s people. In the eyes
of Europeans, whether born on the Iberian penin-
sula or in the Americas, mestizos and their culture
diminished an Old World heritage which they
valued and believed to be the highest expression
of human creativity and divine inspiration.

The conviction held by Sahagin and the
Franciscans that the ancient Nahuatl cultus was
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satanic made them wary of any practice in which
even remnants of the old ways survived. Therein
lay the resistance of Father Bustamante to devo-
tion centered on the image of Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe at Tepeyac. His opposition clearly in-
dicates the existence of the cultus to Nuestra
Sefiora de Guadalupe prior to 1556. In the
quarter-century that had lapsed between the
wondrous events of 1531 and 1556—when Busta-
mante felt the imperative to challenge Arch-
bishop Montuafar—a popular cultus rooted in the
mestizo population had emerged. Montufar want-
ed to affirm it, the Franciscans wanted to reject it.

In response to Bustamante’s challenge, the
Archbishop undertook an investigation of the sta-
tus of the cultus at Tepeyac. This resulted in a yet
more vigorous support for the growing devotion.
A campaign to raise funds succeeded and a new
sanctuary was built between the years 1561-1566.
The devotion grew among the populace, native as
well as Spanish. Despite the resistance of the fri-
ars, especially the Franciscans, Tepeyac continued
to develop as a center of popular piety, not only
for the Valley of Mexico, but for surrounding ar-
eas as well. Under the leadership of Montufar, the
church definitively embraced Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe of Tepeyac and her cultus.*?

The heated controversy between Bustamante
and Montuafar with its attendant investigation
gained further impetus from the report of another
miraculous intervention and apparition at
Tepeyac in 1555. That event, recorded in the
Nican Motecpana, a companion manuscript to the
Nican Mopohua in the Monumentos Guadalupanos,
provided an important connection to the Spanish
elites. A young relative of Don Antonio Carvajal,
mayor of the City of Mexico in 1533 and later
holder of other important administrative posts,
was thrown from his horse while riding near the
hill of Tepeyac. His foot caught in the stirrup, and
he feared for his life as the horse ran away. He
appealed to Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe who
appeared and calmed the horse, saving the young
man’s life.#

Bustamante and the Franciscans would
certainly have wanted to challenge the Carvajal




incident; they had labored hard to control the de-
velopment of the Guadalupan cultus among na-
tive peoples. Now, with a miracle to give impetus
to the cultus among the peninsular elites and
with the support of the Archbishop, their task had
become impossible. No wonder the emotional
outburst of Bustamante in his sermon!

This incident also illustrates the process by
which the local church and its diocesan clergy
gradually succeeded in gaining control over a mis-
sionary church established by the friars. The friars
were conceded extraordinary ecclesiastical au-
thority for the task of evangelization. In their
missions, they enjoyed much autonomy and
functioned in some respects as bishops.*s As ordi-
nary episcopal authority was instituted in the de-
veloping church, the older pattern faded, but not
without resistance.

The obvious political advantage to an arch-
bishop in affiliating with and promoting a popu-
lar cultus invites a cynical view of the events of
1556. The official church, thus, could be viewed
as simply manipulating devotion to Nuestra
Sefiora de Guadalupe in order to establish its con-
trol over the faithful. Such a view is not without
reason, it repeats a pattern that began in the early
Catholic church with the evolution of the cult of
the saints, but it discounts too much the depth
and importance of people’s devotion. What does
not exist cannot be manipulated!4¢

What occurred in the church also developed in
civil society. When the Spanish Viceroys entered
the City of Mexico they made a practice of stop-
ping at the shrine in Tepeyac.’ Devotion to OQur
Lady of Guadalupe began to emerge as an impor-
tant symbolic means by which to identify the in-
stitutions of royal authority with the people and
the physical space of Mexico. In the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries that identity of cultus,
people, land, and authority would provide an
ideological basis for the developing political con-
sciousness of Mexican criollos (Spaniards born in
America). It was no accident that Padre Miguel
Hidalgo y Costilla (1753-1811) seized the banner
of Our Lady of Guadalupe as the standard of the
War of Independence in 1810.48

CRIOLLO GUADALUPANISMO

If the events of 1531 established Our Lady of
Guadalupe in the hearts of the Nahua and other
indigenous peoples, and those of 1555-1556 in
the hearts of the Spanish elite, developments of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries served
to anchor the devotion among criollos, especially
criollo intellectuals. Beginning with the publica-
tion in 1648 of Miguel Sanchez’s (1594-1674)
Imagen de la Virgen Maria, Madre de Dios, de
Guadalupe...,* the Virgin of Tepeyac became in-
creasingly a symbol of Mexican national identity.
Criollos, restless with restraints on their political
and economic power within the colonial system,
searched for means by which to distinguish them-
selves from that system and from Iberian penin-
sular culture. A Guadalupan devotion centered on
Tepeyac, rather than on Estremadura, offered
such a means.

Mexico City, having been built in the midst of
a complex of lakes, experienced severe flooding
during the years 1629-1634. The tilina bearing the
revered image was removed from the sanctuary at
Tepeyac and placed in the Cathedral in the center
of Mexico City until the waters had receded,
whence it was returned with great ceremony to its
accustomed place. During the period of the flood
many had appealed to Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe for deliverance. She was credited with
saving the city.>° Fidel de Jests Chauvet (b. 1908)
maintains that the strength of popular faith in
the Virgin of Tepeyac during that disastrous pe-
riod served to weaken the resistance of the friars
to the cultus and to give it wider currency within
the entire community. Public evidences of devo-
tion began to proliferate not only at the shrine,
but also in the publication of images and devo-
tional literature.>!

Miguel Sanchez’s book occupied a privileged
place within the growing body of criollo literature.
He put in print for the first time the story of
Tepeyac, recounting the fabled events of 1531
and linking the Tepeyac tradition with the
Woman of the Apocalypse of Revelation 12, a fig-
ure powerfully associated with the newer iconog-
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raphy of the Immaculate Conception. He pre-
sented the apparitions at Tepeyac as fulfillment of
divine prophecy: Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of
Tepeyac was the woman of whom St. John the
Evangelist wrote. Her appearance in Mexico dis-
tinguished it among all nations. Pope Benedict
X1V (1675-1758) gave official sanction to the con-
cept “Non fecit taliter omni nationi” in 1754, but
the idea was first asserted by Sanchez in 1648.

The entire drama of creation and redemption,
beginning with the first parents, came to fruition
in Mexico. Jesus was the New Adam, born in
Judea; divine providence had prepared a new
paradise, Mexico, within which to give birth to
the New Eve who came to share in the redemp-
tion of the New World. These themes resonate the
millennialism of the twelve Franciscan “Apostles”
of Mexico who viewed the land as the place
where the millennial kingdom of Christ, the reign
of God, would be manifest.’? Spain had played
the important role of opening the new paradise to
Christian faith, but Mexico became the arena of
the consummation of the Divine Will for human-
kind!

On the title page of Sanchez's book appeared
an unusual image of the Virgin Mary. The ele-
ments of this icon challenged conventional pre-
sentations of the image of Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe, but they underscored Sanchez’s
point. Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe was a criollo
woman. Mary stands upon a nopal cactus, and
the wings of the Hapsburg eagles become her
wings, the ones that will deliver her and carry her
in safety to the desert (Rev. 12:14).5% Above her
own crown, floats the triple crown of the papacy,
the keys of Peter cross behind. In her, all power,
political and spiritual, in heaven and on earth, are
joined. The nopal links the Virgin to the physical
reality of Mexico. Her wings, as those of the eagle
in the ancient symbol of Aztec power, hold her as
she hovers over the cactus. Clearly, Sinchez inter-
preted the image of the Mother of God, with her
apparition in “the city of Mexico,” as the new
emblem of a criollo nation. “I noticed,” he said,
“that when the Apocalyptic Woman was on earth
she was dressed with eagle’s wings and feathers in
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order to fly; that was to tell me that all the plumes
and qualities of the eagle had to be composed and
conformed into wings in order that that prodi-
gious and holy criollo woman might fly.”>*

Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe became that
“holy and prodigious criollo woman.” She mani-
fested the political and spiritual power, not only
of Europe, but of Mexico as well. Through her,
history reached its fulfillment. The final battle
was joined. A new heaven and a new earth were
born in her. Mary had become a Mexican! She
should no longer be confused with Nuestra
Serfiora de Guadalupe of Estremadura.

Miguel Sanchez’s fancy fed the hunger of his
criollo compatriots and inaugurated a tradition of
interpretation expressed in poetry, sermon, and
historical prose. Francisco de la Maza (1913-1972)
said of Sdnchez that he, along with Luis Lasso de
la Vega (fl. 17th cent.), Luis Becerra Tanco (1602-
1672), and Francisco de Florencia (1619-1695),
were the “four evangelists of the Virgin of
Guadalupe.” Each of these men contributed
significantly to the literary expression of
Guadalupan devotion, especially in its criollo
mode. While de la Vega and Florencia wanted es-
pecially to include the indigenous peoples and to
ground the tradition in their reality, nevertheless
one suspects that their deeper motive was less
that of embracing native peoples and their
struggles and more that of distinguishing their
own devotion from that of Spain.

Florencia was forerunner to the Jesuit criollos
who, exiled by their expulsion from Spanish ter-
ritory in 1767, would write with such nostalgia of
their homeland and of their “mother,” Nuestra
Seriora de Guadalupe. According to Lafaye, Jesuit
writers such as Francisco Javier Clavijero (1731-
1787), Andrés Cavo (1739-ca.1794), and Rafael
Landivar (1731-1793) among others, became “un-
conscious midwives of the Mexican ‘nation.’”®
These Mexican Jesuits may actually have been
more propagandists than midwives, given the
clear heritage of Mexican criollo nationalism that
began with Sdnchez. Incontrovertibly, they
played an important role in the formation of
Mexican national consciousness.



1709 Basilica of Nuestra Sefiora of Tepeyac
{Photo courtesy of Carolyn Brown)

Jesuits within the Vatican were certainly instru-
mental in bringing to fruition the process begun
in 1666 of having Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe
proclaimed Patron of Mexico. That recognition
came in stages: first, by the City of Mexico and
the Viceroy Archbishop in 1737. Finally, in 1754
Pope Benedict XIV decreed that Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe “be recognized, invoked, and vener-
ated as Principal Patroness and Protectress of New
Spain,” and that the annual liturgical Feast of
Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe “of the Twelfth of
December be celebrated and solemnized in perpe-
tuity.”37?

Ecclesiastical recognition had followed the de-
votion of the people. Veneration of Nuestra
Sefiora de Guadalupe of Tepeyac clearly exempli-
fies the principle that spirituality ultimately forms
belief—lex orandi, lex credendi. Nuestra Sefiora de
Guadalupe has been the companion of Mexicans
in times of flood and pestilence, in the struggle
for justice during the 1821 War of Independence,
and the 1910 Revolution. Mexican American
farmworkers and others in the struggle for eco-
nomic justice in the United States have found in
her a champion. These links with the oppressed
peoples are ultimately more important signs of

her importance than are official recogmtlons or
artistic and literary monuments.

Many faithful Christians in Mexico and else-
where believe that Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe
is the Mother of God. Many in the Americas also
revere her as their mother. She has roots in the
Hispanic as well as in the Nahuatl past. The Vir-
gin Mary of Tepeyac can be fully understood only -
in relation to Tonantzin and Guadalupe of
Estremadura. She is neither of them individually,
nor is she a simple amalgam of both. She is
unique! She is Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe of
Tepeyac.
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