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Introduction 
 

     The late author John Walsh [The Shroud.  (New York:  Random House), 1963, xi-xii] made a 

statement about the Shroud of Turin, the reputed burial cloth of Jesus, which is often cited in 

Shroud literature.  The quote is:   

 

The Shroud of Turin is either the most awesome and instructive relic of Jesus Christ in 

existence... or it is one of the most ingenious, most unbelievably clever products of the 

human mind and hand on record.  It is one or the other; there is no middle ground. 

 

     The debate continues to rage about the Shroud, for which we have a solid documentary 

history starting in the 1350s.  According to a statement in a scientific peer-reviewed journal, 

“The Shroud of Turin is the single, most studied artifact in human history” (page 200). Many 

people, including scientists and researchers, are convinced it’s authentic.  They point to abundant 

scientific evidence, garnered mainly by a group of mainly American scientists known at The 

Shroud of Turin Research Project (STURP).  In 1978, that group was granted five full days of 

access (one-hundred-twenty hours) to do non-destructive testing on the Shroud.  The scientists, 

most of whom worked in the U.S.’ space and nuclear programs, were tasked with finding out 

how the image got onto the cloth.  Despite using state-of-the-art science and technology of the 

time, they could not determine how the image was made.  They published their findings in two 

dozen scientific peer-reviewed papers, and concluded that the image was not made by an artist.  

To see how medieval depictions of the crucifixion and burial of Jesus pale in comparison to the 

Shroud, see my article, “Comparisons Among c. 1260 and Later Depictions of Jesus’ 

https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/jres/109/2/j92cur.pdf
https://www.shroud.com/78team.htm
https://www.shroud.com/78team.htm
https://www.shroud.com/pdfs/STURP%20Test%20Plan%201978%20OCRsm.pdf
https://www.shroud.com/78papers.htm
https://www.shroud.com/78papers.htm
https://www.shroud.com/78conclu.htm
https://www.academia.edu/67389602/Comparisons_Among_c_1260_and_Later_Depictions_of_Jesus_Crucifixion_Burial_and_the_Shroud_of_Turin


Crucifixion/Burial and the Shroud of Turin.”  See also “The Feasibility of a Medieval Artisan 

Having Produced the Shroud of Turin – an Annotated English-Language Bibliography.” 

     However, many people, including Christians, atheists and agnostics, continue to believe that 

the Shroud was a forgery created by a medieval artist.  They usually cite: 

 

1) The fact that an imaged Shroud is not mentioned in the New Testament 

 

2) There is no clear history before the 1350s 

 

3) That particular time in history was rampant with fake relics 

 

4) A French bishop in 1389 asserted that his predecessor had uncovered an artist 

who had confessed to producing the cloth (the original French word is usually 

translated as “painted,” but it also can be taken to mean “depicted,” which 
expands the number of ways it could have been printed). 

 

5)  A 1988 radiocarbon (C-14) test produced results of AD 1260-1390 

 

While those at first glance seem formidable obstacles to authenticity, all of them are easily 

countered: 

 

1) One needs to remember that the New Testament was written during a period in which  

Christians needed to fear opposition from the Romans and the Jews.  It would not 

have been wise to call attention to such an object.  Some scholars believe there are 

references in the New Testament to the Shroud, but written in a coded language 

so that only Christians would understand the meaning.  For some excellent papers 

on this topic, see various papers by the scholar Larry Stalley at 

https://independent.academia.edu/LARRYSTALLEY.  

 

2) There are many references in history to Jesus’ burial clothes.  There are two 

well-known putative images of Jesus, the “Image of Edessa” and the 
“Mandylion.”  (Some historians believe those were the same cloth under two 
different names.)  Some historians believe this cloths was the same as the cloth 

kept in Turin today.  See my article, “Possible Post-Biblical and Pre-1350s 

References in History to the Shroud of Jesus – an English-language 

Bibliography.” 

 

3) While it is true that there were many fake relics in the period in which we have an  

unbroken documentary history of the Shroud’s whereabouts, that alone is not enough 

to discount the Shroud.  The Shroud needs to be evaluated based on its merits.  It is 

Significantly, scientists smart enough to build nuclear bombs and put men into space 

have not been able to discern how the image was imprinted on the cloth.  The 

preponderance of evidence in favor of authenticity indeed carries more weight than a 

generalization about the possibility of the Shroud being forged.  See my article, 

“Mending the Shroud: Responses to Doubts About Authenticity -- an English-

Language Bibliography.” 

https://www.academia.edu/49051090/The_Feasibility_of_a_Medieval_Artisan_Having_Produced_the_Shroud_of_Turin_an_Annotated_English_Language_Bibliography
https://www.academia.edu/49051090/The_Feasibility_of_a_Medieval_Artisan_Having_Produced_the_Shroud_of_Turin_an_Annotated_English_Language_Bibliography
https://www.shroud.com/nature.htm
https://independent.academia.edu/LARRYSTALLEY
https://www.academia.edu/45402479/Possible_Post_Biblical_and_Pre_1350s_References_in_History_to_the_Shroud_of_Jesus_an_English_language_Bibliography
https://www.academia.edu/45402479/Possible_Post_Biblical_and_Pre_1350s_References_in_History_to_the_Shroud_of_Jesus_an_English_language_Bibliography
https://www.academia.edu/45402479/Possible_Post_Biblical_and_Pre_1350s_References_in_History_to_the_Shroud_of_Jesus_an_English_language_Bibliography
https://www.academia.edu/50758710/Mending_the_Shroud_Responses_to_Doubts_About_Authenticity_an_English_Language_Bibliography
https://www.academia.edu/50758710/Mending_the_Shroud_Responses_to_Doubts_About_Authenticity_an_English_Language_Bibliography


 

 

 

 

4) The claim by the French bishop is not as cut and dried as it seems.  For one thing, he  

was upset that the owner of the Shroud who wanted to exhibit the Shroud had 

gone over the bishop’s head to ask the anti-Pope Clement VII (there were two 

Popes at the time, one in Italy and one in France) for the permission.  Also the 

bishop’s predecessor didn’t even name the supposed artist, which weakens the 
claims.  Modern science has been unable to discover any artistic means whereby 

an image similar to the Shroud can be made.  We have claims from the Middle 

Ages that the earth was flat, but that doesn’t make it true.  See my article, “The c. 

1389 d’Arcis Memorandum and the Authenticity of the Shroud of Turin – an 

English-Language Bibliography.” 

 

5) The 1988 C-14 dating test was not a simple and straightforward scientific test.   

Research has shown that the test was fraught with politics, personal agendas and 

egos.  See my eight-hundred-page book The 1988 C-14 Dating Of The Shroud of 

Turin: A Stunning Exposé.  I also have supplementary material in an online 

article.  Although it's a companion to the book, it can be read as a 

condensed/stand-alone version.  See:  “Supplement to (Book) The 1988 C-14 

Dating Of The Shroud of Turin: A Stunning Exposé.” 

 

     The reader can see how many documented sources I have cited in the material above.  I’m 
always struck at how many skeptics of the Shroud confidently assert, without much 

documentation, that the Shroud is a forgery.  Of course, anyone can have an opinion, but in the 

case of the Shroud, a person’s opinion of the Shroud is more often just based on their particular 
worldview as opposed to the historical, scientific, or even theological basis.  For those interested 

in articles I’ve published on academia.com see:  https://independent.academia.edu/JoeMarino.  

Additional papers can be found listed at:  https://www.shroud.com/library.htm#papers.  

     Several mores point regarding the plausibility of an artist having forged the Shroud:  while I 

have maintained in the past that the preponderance of evidence suggests the Shroud is authentic 

and that we would have discovered by now how it was done if it’s unauthentic, skeptics assert, 

while not unequivocally pinning down how the image was formed, that it will be eventually 

discovered how the artist accomplished it.  It has to be acknowledged that it’s possible that a 
method could be discovered; there are various mysteries from the Middle Ages accomplished by 

humans for which we haven’t yet discovered the means.  But the Shroud seems to be in a class 

by itself.  In addition, the Shroud image is optimally seen from a small range of just six to ten 

feet.  If one gets too close or too far away, it’s harder to make out the image.  If a forger made it, 

wouldn’t it make more sense for it to be seen easily no matter from what distance the onlooker is 

observing?  The debate will surely continue. 

     I will quote various researchers who have asked multiple questions related to the plausibility 

of an artist having created the Shroud.  In some cases, I will just refer to the link for the whole 

article.  The entries will be listed in order of the publication dates of the researchers’ works.  In a 

few cases, I have also added comments.  This article will be updated as needed. 

 

https://www.academia.edu/49761930/The_c_1389_dArcis_Memorandum_and_the_Authenticity_of_the_Shroud_of_Turin_an_English_Language_Bibliography
https://www.academia.edu/49761930/The_c_1389_dArcis_Memorandum_and_the_Authenticity_of_the_Shroud_of_Turin_an_English_Language_Bibliography
https://www.academia.edu/49761930/The_c_1389_dArcis_Memorandum_and_the_Authenticity_of_the_Shroud_of_Turin_an_English_Language_Bibliography
https://smile.amazon.com/gp/product/1734813032/ref=dbs_a_def_rwt_bibl_vppi_i1
https://smile.amazon.com/gp/product/1734813032/ref=dbs_a_def_rwt_bibl_vppi_i1
https://www.academia.edu/50836227/Supplement_to_Book_The_1988_C_14_Dating_Of_The_Shroud_of_Turin_A_Stunning_Expos%C3%A9
https://www.academia.edu/50836227/Supplement_to_Book_The_1988_C_14_Dating_Of_The_Shroud_of_Turin_A_Stunning_Expos%C3%A9
https://independent.academia.edu/JoeMarino
https://www.shroud.com/library.htm#papers


 

 

QUOTE:  No pigments, paints, dyes or stains have been found on the fibrils. X-ray, fluorescence 

and microchemistry on the fibrils preclude the possibility of paint being used as a method for 

creating the image. Ultra Violet and infrared evaluation confirm these studies. Computer image 

enhancement and analysis by a device known as a VP-8 image analyzer show that the image has 

unique, three-dimensional information encoded in it. Microchemical evaluation has indicated no 

evidence of any spices, oils, or any biochemicals known to be produced by the body in life or in 

death. It is clear that there has been a direct contact of the Shroud with a body, which explains 

certain features such as scourge marks, as well as the blood. However, while this type of contact 

might explain some of the features of the torso, it is totally incapable of explaining the image of 

the face with the high resolution that has been amply demonstrated by photography. 

The basic problem from a scientific point of view is that some explanations which might be 

tenable from a chemical point of view, are precluded by physics. Contrariwise, certain physical 

explanations which may be attractive are completely precluded by the chemistry. For an 

adequate explanation for the image of the Shroud, one must have an explanation which is 

scientifically sound, from a physical, chemical, biological and medical viewpoint. At the present, 

this type of solution does not appear to be obtainable by the best efforts of the members of the 

Shroud Team. Furthermore, experiments in physics and chemistry with old linen have failed to 

reproduce adequately the phenomenon presented by the Shroud of Turin. The scientific 

concensus is that the image was produced by something which resulted in oxidation, dehydration 

and conjugation of the polysaccharide structure of the microfibrils of the linen itself. Such 

changes can be duplicated in the laboratory by certain chemical and physical processes. A 

similar type of change in linen can be obtained by sulfuric acid or heat. However, there are no 

chemical or physical methods known which can account for the totality of the image, nor can any 

combination of physical, chemical, biological or medical circumstances explain the image 

adequately. 

Thus, the answer to the question of how the image was produced or what produced the image 

remains, now, as it has in the past, a mystery. 

We can conclude for now that the Shroud image is that of a real human form of a scourged, 

crucified man. It is not the product of an artist. The blood stains are composed of hemoglobin 

and also give a positive test for serum albumin. The image is an ongoing mystery and until 

further chemical studies are made, perhaps by this group of scientists, or perhaps by some 

scientists in the future, the problem remains unsolved. 

SOURCE:  “A Summary of STURP's Conclusions.”  1981. 
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*[Author’s note:  see full article.] 

 

SOURCE:  Rinaldi, Peter M.  “On Disproving the Shroud of Turin.”  1982.   
COMMENTS:  In a pamphlet article published by the Holy Shroud Guild, Rinaldi responded to 

two articles in the Spring 1982 issue of The Skeptical Inquirer by Steven D. Schafersman and 

Marvin M. Mueller. 

 

 

 

QUOTE:  The fact that the exact manner of image formation is not and may never be known 

does not pose a serious obstacle to establishing the Shroud's authenticity.  The absence of a 

satisfactory explanation of the image formation does not, as Mueller (1982:27) argues rather 

curiously, rule out natural processes and leave only human artifice or the supernatural.  Rather, 

the information obtained from medical studies and direct scientific testing establishes the 

framework for the issue:  the Shroud was used to enshroud a corpse, and the image is the result 

of some form of interaction between body and cloth and does not derive from the use of paint, 

powder, acid, or other materials which could have been used to create an image on cloth.  

Whatever process gave rise to the image, the necessary conditions may have prevailed 

accidentally during a forger's attempted use of a corpse to stain the cloth at in an actual burial.  It 

is virtually unimaginable that a forger of any period would have known of a secret "dry" method 

(as proposed by Nickell 1979) to produce such an image, a method apparently used only once 

and evasive of the most sophisticated modern means of detection.  The evidence certainly points 

very strongly toward a natural though extremely unusual process, possibly aided by substances 

placed with the body and linen at the time of contact.  (Online article reproduction is 

unpaginated.) 

 

QUOTE:  In summary, the evidence from anthropology, archaeology, and art history 

corroborates in a compelling manner that of medical and scientific analyses.  It should now be 

considered well-established that the Shroud is indeed an archaeological document of crucifixion 

- a conclusion reached by STURP and most serious students of the Shroud since the 1930s.  

Attempts to interpret it as a painting (McCrone), a wood-block print (Curto 1976), a bas-relief 

rubbing (Nickell 1979), a scorch from a hot statue (Papini 1982), or a colored "clay press'' 

(Gabrielli 1976) are untenable, derive from consideration of only a small portion of the evidence, 

ignore the vast array of data to the contrary, and need not be discussed further.  The confirmation 

by archaeology of numerous details found in the image and of hypotheses deduced therefrom - 

nailing of the wrist, single nailing of both feet together, seesaw motion on the cross, coins on the 

eyes, burial posture, and Middle Eastern origin, even the UCAI "misspelling" - give the Shroud 

an undeniable ring of authenticity as an archaeological object. 

 

QUOTE: Therefore, applying standards of proof no more stringent than those employed in 

other archaeological/historical identifications, one is led, I submit, to an almost inescapable 

conclusion about the Shroud of Turin: it is the very piece of linen described in the biblical 

accounts as being used to enfold the body of Christ.  The pattern of data revealed by the Shroud 

Rinaldi%201982%20response%20to%20Schafersman%20and%20Mueller.pdf


is unquestionably unique, it concurs in every detail with the record of Christ's death and burial, 

and it is unfakeable.  The combination of premortem, postmortem, and postentombment 

information cannot be matched with any other known or hypothetical series of events.  In 

eliminating other explanations of the Shroud's origin, I have put greatest weight on the most 

firmly established evidence - the uniqueness of the body image phenomenon and the pathology 

of the wounds.  The former has defied the most sophisticated technological investigation, while 

on the latter there has been unanimous agreement and such force of medical opinion that it 

cannot be questioned without dramatic new revelations.  But every detail of the Shroud, from the 

pollen to the scourge marks, accords with or does not run counter to authenticity, which may be 

considered as "reasonably well established," at least in the same sense that many other facts of 

history or archaeology are established by the interpretation of documents and material evidence. 

Its authenticity should be accorded a degree of certainty comparable, for example, to the 

identification of ancient city sites such as Troy, Ur, etc., to the dating of the Lascaux cave 

paintings, or to the description of the death of Nero - all of which rely on a complex and 

seemingly unfakeable pattern of data.  The Shroud's authenticity is a matter for expert rather than 

personal opinion and certainty not a matter of faith; it involves a "judgement of fact" than a 

"judgement or value" (after Mandelbaum 1938.) 

 

SOURCE:  Meacham, William.  “The Authentication of the Turin Shroud: An Issue in 

Archaeological Epistemology.”  Current Anthropology, June 1983, 24:283-311.  (Online 

article reproduction is unpaginated.) 

 

 

 

QUOTE:  As will be recalled from the transmitted-light photography, unlike the blood, the body 

images seemed to have insufficient substance to act as any form of barrier to the light.  As also 

noted, even the highest magnifications with the Wild Photomakroscope by Pellicori and Evans 

revealed no particles or other solid matter that might be construed as responsible for the image, 

each image fibril appearing quite separate from the next, with nothing appearing to bind it to its 

neighbor in the manner of the gelatin argued for by Dr. McCrone.  It was as if there was nothing 

there, the only visual indication that the body images had some difference from those without 

image being their straw-yellow color when seen at high magnification. This discoloration, which 

itself was very difficult to distinguish, affected only the very uppermost fibrils of a thread, to no 

more than one or two fibrils' depth. As Adler has wryly commented,  

 

"That's an awful light touch this artist has got." 

 

Intrigued, Adler applied test after test to body image fibrils in an endeavor to get some form of 

identifying reaction.  Archaeological chemist Professor Max Saltzman of the University of 

California, Los Angeles, has produced a series of solvents spanning the entire solubility range by 

which the presence of any known dye, ancient or modern, synthetic or natural, can be isolated 

and its type determined.  Not one of these had any effect on the Shroud body image.  The 

protease tests, which had been so responsive in the blood image areas, proved consistently 

negative when applied to body image samples, another indication of the error of McCrone's 

failure to make a proper distinction between the body and blood image areas.  Most strong acids 

also failed to change the body image color, the only substances able to bleach it proving to be 

https://www.shroud.com/meacham2.htm
https://www.shroud.com/meacham2.htm


hydrazine, alkaline peroxide, and diimide, all three superstrong bleaches.  The substance most 

meaningful in respect of the body image chemistry turned out to be sulfuric acid.  If this was 

added to a body image fibril, the fibril turned darker.  If it was added to a nonimage fibril, the 

fibril acquired an appearance indistinguishable from the body image.  This implied that whatever 

was responsible for the Shroud's body image was something strongly dehydrative and strongly 

oxidative; i.e., affecting the cloth in at least some manner closely akin to sulfuric acid's 

chemistry.  One possibility to which this gives rise, inevitably, is the idea that an artist somehow 

painted in sulfuric acid.  One can only boggle at what use of such a medium might have done to 

anyone's brush, but quite aside from such considerations, Adler has pointed out one further 

constraint that the hypothetical artist put upon himself.  As noted by Jumper, there is very little 

variation in coloring between one Shroud body image fibril and another, the apparent "shadings" 

the eye sees on the Shroud being composed simply of greater or lesser numbers of relatively 

identically toned image fibrils--just as light and shade on a newspaper photograph is created by 

greater and lesser numbers of tiny dots.  As remarked by Adler,  
 

This tells us something immediately.  It tells us the thickness of the artist’s brush.  It has 
to be one fibril wide.  That’s less than the thickness of a human hair.  Now he (the artist) 
has another problem.  He has to keep track of the number of fibrils he discolors per unit 

area to produce the reversed image . . . it is impossible for someone to make such an 

artistic rendition by painting it. 

 

SOURCE:  Wilson, Ian.  The Mysterious Shroud.  (Garden City, NY:  Doubleday), 1986, pp. 96, 

97 and 99. 

 

 

QUOTE:  A microscopist does not have to be an expert in art anatomy.  Dr. McCrone makes a 

natural mistake regarding art anatomy when he states that the arms of the Shroud Man are too 

long -- a mistake a medieval artist made painting the Shroud. His error provides us with further 

proof of the true position of the body on the Shroud. 

The arms would be too long if the Shroud Man would be flatly reclining.  The arms, however are 

entirely parallel with the surface of the Shroud and we see them in linear full length.  The torso, 

the thighs, the lower legs on the other hand we see shortened by geometric perspective and not in 

full length.  They stand at an angle to the surface.  Actually, Dr. McCrone comes to our aid 

again.  The discrepancy in the length of the arms he points out proves that the body on the 

Shroud is not in a flatly reclining position. 

The professional arts cannot find any such discrepancies and distortions in the anatomy of the 

Shroud Man, which cannot be explained experimentally and which would prove it to be a 

painting. 

I deliberately do not include here the testimony of art history, because it is a very lengthy and 

complex study and also, because in some of its aspects it would have to include religious 

descriptions.  Also, I chose not to make suggestions as to what may have caused the image on the 

Shroud, since it is not a painting.  As a physicist I may have one or two suggestions, but here I 



am not speaking as a physicist, but as a trained, professional artist.  It is not the task of the arts to 

speculate what has created the image on the Shroud. 

The task of the arts merely and narrowly is to answer with authority only they can have:  Is the 

Turin Shroud a painting? 

The study of the support, ground, the paint mediums and their related techniques and decay, 

handedness, style, directionality, light focus, art anatomy and geometrical perspective and 

experimental art all exclude that the object called "the Shroud of Turin" could be a painting. 

In view of future conservation and restoration efforts it was mandatory to clarify that the Turin 

Shroud is not a painting.  The conservation of paintings and their restoration involves methods 

which would destroy something which is not a painting, in this case the Turin Shroud, a unique 

and irreplaceable item.  (Article is unpaginated) 

SOURCE:  Piczek, Isabel.  “Is the Shroud of Turin a Painting?”  1995.  (Article is unpaginated) 
 

 

 

QUOTE:  1. The forger first painted the bloodstains before he painted the image.  

 

2. The forger integrated forensic qualities to his image that would only be known 20th century 

science.  

 

3. The forger duplicated blood flow patterns in perfect forensic agreement to blood flow from the 

wrists at 65° from vertical to suggest the exact crucifixion position of the arms.  

 

4. The forger “painted” the blood flows with genuine group AB blood that he had “spiked” with 
excessive amounts of bilirubin since the forger knew that severe concussive scourging with a 

Roman flagrum would cause erythrocyte hemolysis and jaundice.  

 

5. The forger “plotted” the scourge marks on the body of the “man in the shroud” to be 
consistent under forensic examination with two scourgers of varying height.  

 

6. The forger also duplicated abrasion and compression marks on the scourge wounds of the 

shoulders to suggest to 20th century forensic examiners that the “man in the shroud” had carried 
a heavy weight following the scourging.  

 

7. The forger, against all convention of medieval artistry, painted the body he was “hoaxing” as 
Jesus of Nazareth, nude to conform to genuine Roman crucifixions.  

 

8. The forger, as the forensic genius he was, illustrated the nails of crucifixion accurately through 

the wrists rather than the hands as in all other conventional medieval representations.  He also 

took into account that the thumbs of a crucified victim would rotate inward as a result of median 

nerve damage as the nails passed through the spaces of Destot.  

 

https://www.shroud.com/piczek.htm


9. The forger was clever enough to “salt” the linen with the pollens of plants indigenous only to 

the environs of Jerusalem in anticipation of 20th century palynological analysis.  

 

10. The forger was an artist who surpassed the talents of all known artists to the present day, 

being able to “paint” an anatomically and photographically perfect human image in a 

photographic negative manner, centuries before photography, and be able to do so without being 

able to check his work, close up, as he progressed.  

 

11. The forger was able to paint this image with some unknown medium using an unknown 

technique, 30-40 feet away in order to discern the shadowy image as he continued.  

 

12. The forger was clever enough to depict an adult with an unplaited pony-tail, sidelocks and a 

beard style consistent with a Jewish male of the 1stcentury.  

 

13. The forger thought of such minute details as incorporating dirt from the bare feet of the “man 
in the shroud” consistent with the calcium carbonate soil of the environs of Jerusalem.  
 

14. This forger was such an expert in 20th century biochemistry, medicine, forensic pathology 

and anatomy, botany, photography and 3-D computer analysis that he has foiled all the efforts of 

modern science.  His unknown and historically unduplicated artistic technique surpasses all great 

historical artists, making the pale efforts of DaVinci, Michaelangelo, Raphael and Botticelli 

appear as infantile scribblings.  

 

15. The forger somehow encoded three dimensional information into the image, without having 

any means to test this for accuracy, since the VP8 analyzer that can detect this 3D information – 

was not invented until the 1970’s. (pp. 7-9 of online version) 

 

SOURCE:  [Kilmon, Jack.]  “The Shroud of Turin:  Genuine artifact or manufactured relic?” 

The Glyph, September 1997, no. 10, December 1997, no. 11 and March 1998, No. 12, pp. 1-13. 

(on pp. 7-9 of online version) 

 

 

 

QUOTE:  (…) However the shroud was created—and the method of its making remains 

mysterious—it was surely a sophisticated process.  Given the madness of the Middle Ages for 

relics—mementos not only of Jesus but of anyone associated with him—why would the 

inventors of this technological marvel stop at forging a Jesus shroud?  Why not other images of 

Jesus?  Or Mary?  Or James?  Or any of the apostles?  Surely any of them would have fetched a 

hefty sack of shekels. (pg. 322) 

 

QUOTE:  (….) Even if the thing was slapped together by a mischievous monk who wanted to 

create the ultimate relic (big business in those days), the question remains—how?  The 

extraordinary detail and realism of the image seems atypical of the era, and if the image is not a 

painting, what is it?  For that matter, if it is a painting, why paint a negative? 

     And what about the blood all over the cloth?  According to chemist Alan Adler, quoted in that 

prestigious journal or religious archaeology, Time magazine, the blood has not only been proved 

https://www.kolbecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/Kolbe-Holy-Family-Apologetics-Shroud-of-Turin.pdf


to be real in chemical tests; it actually contains a fluid that only comes from clotted blood.  Of 

course, the mad monk of the hypothetical painting scenario could have decided to add extra 

realism by bleeding on the cloth.  But would he wait for his blood to clot before secreting it onto 

the bogus shroud?  Back then on one even knew what a blood clot was, much less that it 

contained substances different from ordinary blood.  Our mad monk must indeed have been 

ahead of his time. (pp. 328-329) 

 

SOURCE:  Vankin, Jonathan and John Whalen.  The Seventy Greatest Conspiracies of All 

Time.  History’s Biggest Mysteries, Coverups and Cabals.  Revised, Updated and Expanded.  

(New York:  CITADEL Press Books), 1998, pp. 322, 328 and 329. 

 

 

 

QUOTE:  The conclusion that the ‘blood’ is actual blood concurs with and meshes with the 

consensus of medical community members that have studied the image that 1) the body image is 

anatomically and medically realistic to an extraordinary degree, and 2) production of the body 

and ‘blood’ images involved an actual human body. The red color of much of the ‘blood,’ the 
high bilirubin levels detected therein, and the body image  lend strong support to the view that 

the ‘blood’ came from a beaten individual. In light of the foregoing, forging the Shroud would 
have required the use of a body beaten and crucified precisely after the manner of Jesus’ 
crucifixion. Such a requirement makes more unlikely the possibility that an individual went to 

the trouble of forging the Shroud. In short, it is highly likely that the ‘blood’ on the Shroud of 
Turin is not paint and is blood. Though this conclusion does not mean the Shroud of Turin is 

authentic, it does mean that the Shroud is less likely to be a forgery. (pg. 19) 

 

SOURCE:  Ford, David.  “The Shroud of Turin’s ‘Blood’ Images: Blood, or Paint? A History of 
Science Inquiry.”  2000. (pg. 19) 

 

 

 

QUOTE:  If we accept the argument that the mere existence of certain raw materials is reason 

enough to believe someone actually used them to invent a technology that was still 500 years in 

the future, we should start searching archaeological sites around the world for the remains of 

medieval cellular phones, microwave ovens and nuclear weapons! Just because the raw materials 

for these highly advanced technologies existed, doesn't mean someone actually created them, 

particularly before human knowledge advanced enough technologically to truly make this 

possible. (pg. 6 of online version) 

 

SOURCE:   Schwortz, Barrie.  “Is The Shroud of Turin a Medieval Photograph?  A Critical 

Examination of the Theory.”  Presented at The Orvieto Worldwide Conference "Sindone 2000," 

August 27 - 28 - 29, 2000, Palazo del Capitano del Popolo, Orvieto, Italy, pp. 85-91. (pg. 6 of 

online version) 

   

 

 

https://www.shroud.com/pdfs/ford1.pdf
https://www.shroud.com/pdfs/ford1.pdf
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QUOTE:  Donald Lynn, a member of the STURP team in considering the incredibly difficult 

task of artistically creating the Shroud image, concluded, “It would be miraculous if it were a 
forgery.” (pg. 4) 

 

SOURCE:  Sorenson, Richard.  “Summary of Challenges to the Authenticity of the Shroud of 

Turin.” 2007. (pg. 4) 
 

COMMENTS:  This article goes into much detail regarding the difficulties of an artist 

producing the image. 

 

 

 

QUOTE:   […] [T]he essential problem with most forgery hypotheses:  the fundamental 
inartistic quality of the Shroud.  Medieval artists were not merely incapable of representing 

Christ as realistically as he appears in the Shroud; they had no wish to represent him that way.  In 

medieval art Christ’s face, an unalterable sign of his divinity, remained perfect even after the 
Passion.  The rugged Shroud-face is completely different, displaying clear signs of injury.  The 

nose is disjointed, and medics are agreed that this represents ‘a clear separation of the cartilage 
from the nasal bone.’  There is also a severe swelling just below the right eye.  It seems as if the 
face was struck a heavy blow, breaking the nose and wounding the area of the right cheekbone.  

This is consistent with its being the imprint of a bruised and battered face; it is not consistent 

with its being based on an artistic model of the Middle Ages. 

     Besides the stylistic difficulties, the proposed technique is inherently unlikely.  Nickell 

supposes that instead of simply painting a cloth – a method that satisfied plenty of other relic-

mongers and relic-consumers in the Middle Ages – some eccentric genius invented an expensive 

and laborious image-making process that lessened his control of the final image and involved the 

production of a disposable, 14-foot-long-bas-relief.  The imagined sculpture would have been 

extraordinary:  it would have been vast compared with any other bas-relief of the time; it would 

have portrayed Christ naked, which was virtually never done; it would have shown his face 

disfigured; and it would have been without any discernible trace of medieval style.  This unlikely 

object was then allegedly used as the basis for an unprecedented, undocumented rubbing 

technique, which has not been adequately demonstrated and is itself artistic, rather than 

automatic.  Supposing for a moment, that all this could have been accomplished, why would the 

artist have left the frontal figure incomplete, omitting the feet?  Why would he have produced 

just a single fake relic when, using the same bas-relief, he could have produced dozens?  And 

why go to such trouble to produce an item so extraordinary that it was bound to be considered 

suspect? 

     Nickell implies an art-historical episode so bizarre, speculative, impractical and anachronistic 

that it is quite unbelievable.  The Shroud is not the rubbing of a fourteenth-century sculpture, any 

more than it is a painted icon.  In fact, as many skeptics have now realized, given its astonishing 

life-likeness and dissimilarity to any medieval work of art, the image can be the automatic 

likeness of a real human body. (pp. 138-139) (….) 
     (….) The idea of a medieval proto-photo (…) is extremely dubious.  And the practical 
problems inherent in producing the particular image on the Shroud – a life-size image of a dead 

man – make the scenario even less likely.  To get enough focused light entering the room, 

Allen’s hypothetical forger would have needed to have fitted the aperture with a very special 

Summary%20of%20Challenges%20to%20the%20Authenticity%20of%20the%20Shroud%20of%20Turin
Summary%20of%20Challenges%20to%20the%20Authenticity%20of%20the%20Shroud%20of%20Turin


lens, long before the earliest recorded use of a lens in a camera obscura.  Moreover, as Antonacci 

comments, ‘Since optical-quality quartz lens do not appear historically until the nineteenth 

century, Allen has the burden of demonstrating how a 7-inch, optical-quality, biconvex, quartz-

crystal lens without any imperfections’ could have been made in the Middle Ages.  Once the 
equipment had been assembled, including this unlikely optical tool, the forger would have had to 

procured a dead body and prevented it from decomposing over the course of an eight-day 

exposure.  If he knew how to do this, he knew more than modern doctors. (pg. 141) 

 

 

 

SOURCE:  De Wesselow, Thomas. The Sign. (New York, London, Toronto: Penguin), 2012, 

pp. 138, 139 and 141. 

COMMENTS:  References to figures and footnotes in the above quote have been deleted.  De 

Wesselow, an art historian specializing in 14th century art, was interviewed by many outlets 

upon the occasion of the release of his book and made some striking statements: “"It's nothing 
like any other medieval work of art. There's just nothing like it. From an art historian's point of 

view, it's completely inexplicable as a work of art of this period” 
(https://www.livescience.com/19522-shroud-turin-spread-christianity.html). 

 

 

 

QUOTE:  The closer I looked at the image the more I began to perceive a depth of visual 

information which had previously eluded me. Although the image of the face on the shroud still 

appeared flat and mask like, there began to appear a very complex network of dark and light 

shapes, especially within the darker regions, that seemed much more like an actual photograph 

than an artist's creation. [pg. 3] 

 

SOURCE:  Basset, Roger W.  “’Portrait’ from the Turin Shroud An Artist's Study of the Shroud 
Image.”  2014, [pg. 3] 

 

 

 

QUOTE:  It is the author’s opinion that the shroud image is authentic and not the work of an 

artist or any other human agency.  Clearly what is known about the shroud and the shroud image, 

historically and scientifically, give strong support to it being authentic.  In addition to what is 

empirically known, the countenance and overall ‘portrait’ is totally unique, both in the 

constructive elements of the image and the resulting specific likeness as compared to portrayals 

of Christ from the past 20 centuries.  The asymmetrical shapes and unpredictable nuances of the 

shapes that constitute the image all conspire to reveal a remarkable countenance of poise and 

balance no artist has ever produced, much less in the negative. [pg. 2] 

 

SOURCE:  Basset, Roger W.  “ADDENDUM to: ‘Portrait’ from the Turin Shroud:  An Artist's 

Study of the Shroud Image.”  2014, [pg. 2]  
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*[Author’s note:  see full article.] 

  

SOURCE:  Smith, John.  “On the Bias of Shroud-Skeptics.”  2017.   
COMMENTS:  Smith is a physicist.  He had a site:  www.shroud-physics.com, which is no 

longer active, but some of his articles are still available through a web-archive site. 

 

 

 

*[Author’s note:  see full article.] 

 

SOURCE:  Smith, John.  “On The Failure to Replicate the Shroud of Turin 1.0.9.”  2017.  
COMMENTS:  Smith is a physicist.   He had a site:  www.shroud-physics.com, which is no 

longer active, but some of his articles are still available through a web-archive site. 

 

 

 

*[Author’s note:  see full article.] 

 

SOURCE:  Smith, John.  “How Not to Fake the Shroud.”  2018.  (Video.)   
COMMENTS:  Contains clips of the Italian Professor Luigi Garlaschelli showing his attempt to 

reproduce the Shroud.  Smith makes no commentary except to add a laugh track at the end of the 

video. 

 

 

 

* QUOTE:  Perhaps the most interesting point from the technical-scientific point of view of the 

Shroud research concerns the body image that to date is neither reproducible nor explainable in 

all its very particular characteristics.” (pg. 30) 

 

SOURCE:  Fanti, Giulio.  “Why is the Turin Shroud Authentic?”  Global Journal of 

Archaeology and Anthropology, November 2018, 7(2):29-32. (pg. 30) 

 

 

 

*[Author’s note:  see full article.] 

 

SOURCE:  Fanti, Giulio.  “Why is the Turin Shroud Not Fake?”  Glob J Arch & Anthropol. 

2018; 7(3): 555715.  DOI: 10.19080/GJAA.2018.07.555715. 

 

 

 

QUOTE:  *The Shroud of Turin has a long history before the C14 date of 1260 to 1390 AD.  

 

*There is no historical evidence that precludes the Shroud of Turin from being the authentic 

burial cloth of Jesus.  

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20181001173047/http:/shroud-physics.com/2017/11/on-the-bias-of-shroud-skeptics/
https://web.archive.org/web/20181007015351/http:/shroud-physics.com/2017/12/on-the-failure-to-replicate-the-shroud-of-turin-1-0-0/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ovsiCHHlp88
https://juniperpublishers.com/gjaa/pdf/GJAA.MS.ID.555707.pdf
https://juniperpublishers.com/gjaa/GJAA.MS.ID.555715.php
http://dx.doi.org/10.19080/GJAA.2018.07.555715


*The uncertainties in the above sequence means that the historical quest does not currently prove 

that the Shroud of Turin is the authentic burial cloth of Jesus.  However, there are legitimate 

options within the above sequence that the Shroud of Turin may be the same cloth that Peter and 

John found when they entered the tomb in Jerusalem.  

 

*The historical evidence, when combined with the results of the scientific investigation of the 

Shroud, is sufficient to convince most Shroud researchers that the Shroud of Turin is very likely 

the authentic burial cloth of Jesus. 

 

SOURCE:  Rucker, Robert A.  “Explaining the Mysteries of the Shroud.”  2018. 

 

 

 

*[Author’s note:  see full article.] 

 

SOURCE:  Glover, Dale.  Christian Evidence #1 – The Shroud of Turin.  2018.  (This is an 

online-only book-length chapter.  To access, scroll down in the hot link in the “Source” above to 
“part-40-good-final-book-version-shroud-argument” and then click on “download.”  It’s the most 
extensive and thorough treatment of artistic hypotheses regarding image-formation.) 

 

 

 

*[Author’s note:  See full article.] 

 

SOURCE:  di Carlo, Simone Scotto.  “If It Is A Fake.”  Sindon, January 2022, No. 4, pp. 31-34.  

(Translated by Anna Rachele Scotto di Carlo).  (NOTE:  Some of the text from page 31 was 

inadvertently duplicated on page 32.) 

 

 

 

CONCLUSION 
     If STURP and many people who accept their findings are correct and the Shroud is NOT the 

product of an artist, then, as Walsh maintained, the conclusion would be that it’s “the most 

awesome and instructive relic of Jesus Christ in existence.” 
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