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Introduction 

As most people know, the Shroud of Turin, believed to be the burial cloth that wrapped the 

historical Jesus, was carbon-dated in 1988 by three labs to A.D.* or CE** 1260- 1390.  If the 

dates are accurate, it could not be the authentic burial cloth of Jesus, who lived in 

http://thierrycastex.blogspot.com/


the first-century A.D./CE.  However, many researchers and scientists believe those tests of tests 

do not accurately reflect the actual age of the cloth.  In 1978, the Shroud of Turin Research 

Project (STURP), a group of mainly American scientists who worked in the U.S.A.’s nuclear 

and space programs, concluded that the images were not produced by an artist. They  published 

their findings in the scientific peer-reviewed literature. At one point, one of the STURP 

scientists was quoted as saying it would be more of miracle if it were a forgery than if it were 

Jesus’ actual cloth.  The reader can find copious amounts of pertinent material at  

www.shroud.com. 

Most researchers who believe the Shroud is not authentic accept two major points: 

1) the 1988 C-14 dating accurately reflects the true age of the cloth and 2) it is perfectly 

plausible to accept that a medieval artist produced the front and back images found on the 

Shroud.  Proponents of the Shroud’s authenticity assert that the accumulated scientific, historical, 

and art history evidence makes it virtually impossible to conclude that the Shroud is merely a 

fantastic medieval creation. 

Shroud proponents believe that the images are too elaborate, complex, anatomically and 

physiologically correct (including numerous doctors and surgeons) for a medieval artist to have 

produced.  While there are no shortages of proposed methods of how the Shroud was  produced, 

there is no consensus among the skeptics on the actual method used to create the images.  One of 

the first questions that needs to be asked is:  why would a forger have had to use such elaborate 

means to produce his work, in an age when very simple things were constantly being passed off 

as authentic – with most Christians readily accepting most of the claims? 

In times past there was the saying, “a picture is worth a thousand words.”  It doesn’t seem to 

be said much in our digital age, but I feel that the saying might apply here.  So my focus is to 

present numerous depictions of Jesus’ crucifixion and burial, starting with the earliest date given 

by the C-14 labs (1260) (but with a few exceptions), so that the reader can compare those with 

the Shroud images, and decide for themselves whether they think a medieval artist was capable 

of producing what is seen on the cloth in Turin today and its photographic negative. 

After each photograph or groups of photographs I will list the source and also add comments.  

Unfortunately, I was unable to list the photos in exact chronological order due to the uncertainty 

of the exact year of their production and because some pages shown had a wide range of dates 

for the representations.  This article will be updated as needed. 

https://www.shroud.com/78conclu.htm
https://www.shroud.com/78papers.htm
https://www.shroud.com/78papers.htm
https://www.shroud.com/78papers.htm
http://www.shroud.com/
http://www.shroud.com/
https://www.academia.edu/50848702/Individual_Medical_Doctors_Viewpoints_on_the_Authenticity_of_the_Shroud_of_Turin
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


 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as IX. 4, 5, 6, 7. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS: Figure 6: 11
th 

century (much earlier than the earliest C-14 date of 1260. Other 

depictions are 12
th 

century (shortly before the earliest C-14 date), 1528 and 1576.  Although 

O’Rahilly’s book wasn’t published until 1985, it had been initially intended for publication in 

1956. 



 

 
 

 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XII. 45, 46, 47, 48.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Figure 46:  circa 1200.  Other depictions are from 1230, 1250 and circa 1365. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XII. 64, 65, 66, 67. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are 12th century, 14
th 

century, 1649 and 1659. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XI. 15, 16, 17.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Figure 17:  circa A.D/CE 1500.  Other depictions are 1217 and 15
th 

century. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VII. 51, 52, 53, 54.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are from 1336, 1455, 1475 and 1534. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VII. 47, 48, 49, 50.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  The bronze crucifix pre-dates the A.D./CE 1260, but not by too much. The 

other three depictions are from 1398 and the 15
th 

century. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VIII. 9, 11, 12. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Figure 9:  The fresco is believed to have been done circa A.D./CE 1225. The 

other depictions are 1554 and 1679. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XII, 39, 41, 42. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Figure 39 is 9
th 

century, which is too early to be too relevant.  Other depictions 

are 1236 and 13
th 

century. 



 

 
 

 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XII. 64, 65, 66, 67. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are 12
th 

century, 14
th 

century, 1649 and 1659. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VII. 35, 36, 37, 38.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions from 12
th

/13
th 

century, 1480, 1500 and 1517. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XII. 76, 77, 78. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS: Depictions are circa 1250, circa 1300 and circa 1325. 



 

 
SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VIII. 6, 7, 8. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.) 
 

COMMENTS:  The depictions are 1320, 1455 and 15
th 

century. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XII. 79, 80, 81. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  The depictions are circa 1370, 1459, and circa 1460. 



 

 
 

 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XII. 49, 50, 51, 52.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  The depictions are circa 1440, circa 1460, circa 1480 and circa 1528. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XI. 20, 21, 22.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Date of figure 22 is unknown.  Other depictions are circa 1450 and 1547. 



 

 
SOURCE:  Vignon, Paul.  The Shroud of Christ. New Hyde Park, NY:  University Books), 

1970, pg. 100. 
 

COMMENTS:  From 14
th 

century.  Although this edition of Vignon’s book wasn’t published 

until 1970, it was originally published in the early 1900s. 



 

 
 

 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XII. 53, 54, 55. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Figure 55:  circa 1900.  Other depictions are circa 1517 and circa 1640. 



 

 
 

SOURCE:  Vignon, Paul.  The Shroud of Christ. New Hyde Park, NY: University Books), 

1970, pg. 37. 
 

COMMENTS:  From 15
th 

century.  Vignon noted, “It may be interesting to our readers if we 

reproduce an example of work from the hand of a skilled artist showing the treatment of this 

subject, if it be only to realize how difficult it is for a painter, even when aiming at realism, to 

faithfully depict such a scene, if it has not actually come under his eyes.” 



 

 
SOURCE:  Vignon, Paul.  The Shroud of Christ. New Hyde Park, NY: University Books), 

1970, pg. 165. 

 

COMMENTS: Vignon does not supply a date for this but the Shroud was in Chambery off and 

on between 1465 and 1578 so this painting presumably dates to this time. 



 

 
 

 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred. The Crucified. (Dublin: Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VII. 59, 60, 61, 62. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Figure 59:  Heaphy was active in the 1860s; the date of the image in Rome was 

not given O’Rahilly, but seems to have originated in the earliest Christian centuries.  The other 

depictions are from 1476, 1528 and 1530. 



 

 
 

 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred. The Crucified. (Dublin: Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VII. 64, 65, 66, 67 (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS: Figure 67: “Veronica” image is believed to date back as far as 705 (copy by 

Heaphy in mid to late 19
th 

century). Depictions of others are 1488, circa mid 19
th 

century and 

1898. 



 

 
 

SOURCE:  O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as I.2, II, 4 (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.) 

 

COMMENTS: From 1516. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VII. 39, 40, 41, 42 (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are from 1524, 1614, 1682 and 1686. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VII. 55, 56, 57, 58 (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are from 1528, 1530, 1586 and 1640. 



 

 
SOURCE:  Vignon, Paul.  The Shroud of Christ. New Hyde Park, NY: University Books), 

1970, frontispiece. 

 

COMMENTS:  Vignon mistakenly attributed this painting to Clovio.  It was done by 

Giovanni Battista della Rovere (1561-1627). 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VIII. 13, 14.   (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are from 1636 and 1910. 



 

 
SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as XI. 24, 25  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are from 1640 and 1674. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as X. 17, 18, 19, 20. (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Figures 17 and 18 are from a book published in 1911 but probably date much 

earlier.  Other depictions are 1641 and 1646. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VIII. 15, 16.   (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are from 1660 and 1682. 



 

 
SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as II. 7, 8.   (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are from 17
th 

century. 



 

 
 

SOURCE:  Vignon, Paul.  The Shroud of Christ. New Hyde Park, NY: University Books), 

1970, pg. 73. 

 

COMMENTS: From 1624. See 2019 article by Paola von Wyss-Glascosa titled “Between  

Erudition and Faith:  Jean-J acques Chifflet’s Trac t on the Shroud of Bes an con (1624) .”  
Although believed by some at the time to be authentic, the Shroud of Besancon, was clearly 

only a copy of the Shroud of Turin. 

https://jrfm.eu/index.php/ojs_jrfm/issue/view/8
https://jrfm.eu/index.php/ojs_jrfm/issue/view/8
https://jrfm.eu/index.php/ojs_jrfm/issue/view/8


 

 
 

 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as VII. 43, 44, 45, 46.   (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  Depictions are from 1642, 1688.  The Francke depiction is from circa 1430 and 

the School of Roger van der Weyden drawing is circa 1450. 



 

 
SOURCE:  Vignon, Paul.  The Shroud of Christ. New Hyde Park, NY: University Books), 

1970, pg. 65. 

 

COMMENTS:  From 1694.  As noted in the previous entry, some believed the Shroud of 

Besancon to be authentic, but I believe most people today would have a hard time believing that 

the two pictures above that anyone could be convinced of such of thing. Again this emphasizes 

that the putative forger of the Shroud of Turin would not have needed to go through all the 

trouble he did. 



 

 
 

SOURCE:  Vignon, Paul.  The Shroud of Christ. New Hyde Park, NY: University Books), 

1970, pg. 133. 

 

COMMENTS:  These were done circa 1900. 



 

 
 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as IV. 1, 2, 3, 4.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  These are dated to 1939. 



 

 
 

 

SOURCE: O’Rahilly, Alfred.  The Crucified.  (Dublin:  Kingdom Books), 1985, on page 

designated as IV. 5, 6, 7, 8.  (Section in back titled “Representations of the Shroud.”) 
 

COMMENTS:  These are also dated to 1939. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 
It seems reasonable to conclude that all of the depictions of Jesus’ crucifixion and burial do 

not exhibit the precision, clarity and complexity of the image on the Shroud, including by some 

of the famous artists whose representations have been shown here: Giotto, Ruebens, Van Dyck, 

Van Eyck, and others.  In an article titled “If It Is A Fake” recently authored by Simone Scotti di 

Carlo, who believed if the Shroud had been forged, it would have to have been done by multiple 

artists as no single person would have talented enough to have produced it individually, she 

concluded, “Awaiting the proofs, on one hand we have those who believe in the authenticity of 

https://sindone.it/museo/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Sindon-04.pdf?fbclid=IwAR1BQVaL_ayM9MxSTNNyL380F248jXWYcKe0aFnpfVtHTP3Et-1-CJvLn_Y


the cloth, on the other hand those who believe in the super team of forgers.  In either way, it is 

about believing in something we still cannot demonstrate.” 

 

 

*Anno Domini, Latin for “in the year of the lord,” referring to the birth of Jesus 

**Common Era; equivalent to “A.D” 
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