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      Introduction


      

      Irony and Inspiration


      

      The exquisite, perfect irony would have appealed to Leonardo da Vinci. It certainly appealed to us … When the Catholic nun

         Sister Mary Michael demonstrated against the filming of The Da Vinci Code – based on Dan Brown’s phenomenal bestseller – at Lincoln Cathedral in August 2005, declaring during her twelve-hour prayer

         vigil that it was ‘against the essence of what we [Christians] believe’1, she was clutching a photograph of the face of the man on the Shroud of Turin. The irony is that if we are right, and of

         course we believe we are, then the image she held so fervently to her bosom was not that of her beloved Jesus Christ at all,

         but actually the image of the old trouble-maker himself – Leonardo da Vinci. Sister Mary Michael’s holy talisman is – as we

         hope to demonstrate in this book – nothing less than the image of the ultimate freethinkers’ hero, and now the inspiration

         for the most-read book of the early twenty-first century, the very one that Sister Mary Michael was demonstrating against.

         (In fact, new and exciting evidence that Leonardo is the man on the Shroud is presented in this revised and updated edition.) Even in the twenty-first century,

         da Vinci clearly has a lot to teach us.

     


      

      There is another, similar irony in the presentation of full-sized reproductions of the front and back images of the Shroud

         in a side chapel of the important church of Saint-Sulpice in Paris, facing the Chapel of Angels with its enigmatic paintings by Eugène Delacroix (which also, it has been suggested, contain coded messages).

         Not only is the church a major location in The Da Vinci Code, but of course the Shroud is, we claim, a major hoax by da Vinci, one with its very own code for courageous seekers to unlock.

     


      

      The controversy surrounding both Dan Brown’s original book and the movie has ensured that the side of da Vinci that is conspicuous

         by its absence from school textbooks and worthy art-history tomes is now receiving unprecedented attention. Da Vinci (or ‘Leonardo’

         as he should be known) the heretic, the game-player and gleeful, irrepressible encoder now emerges into the limelight half

         a millennium after his death, entrancing countless millions with what may be termed his ‘sleight of mind’ – just as he delighted

         and bewildered his peers with demonstrations of his conjuror’s abilities of sleight of hand. His whole mindset was geared

         to causing misdirection – and even perhaps a form of psychological mayhem.

     


      

      Since the first edition of Turin Shroud came out in 1994, it is no exaggeration to say that our lives have changed immeasurably – mostly very much for the better

         – because of this book and the strangely fascinating world into which it led us. Not only did we become a proven writing team,

         but we travelled extensively, sometimes with film crews and sometimes with new friends. But although we have since written

         several other books on widely differing mysteries – including three with our late friend Stephen Prior, and Robert Brydon

         – we are particularly pleased to have had the opportunity to update this, our first joint book, and to present a wealth of

         new material that will hopefully fill in any gaps and inspire new debate.

     


      

      Since 1994, our two paperback editions have given us the chance to catch up with new developments in Shroud research – fresh

         claims, intriguing ideas and, of course, all the many reactions to our hypothesis. And since the first edition, after a gap of twenty years the Shroud itself has been displayed not once

         but twice – although this nearly did not happen, as a dramatic fire a few months before the first of the recent expositions,

         in 1998, threatened to destroy the relic completely. To many, the very presence of the sacred cloth was intensely reassuring,

         not only after the fire, but also after the carbon dating results of 13 October 1988 that revealed it to be a fake. Somehow,

         to the pilgrims, seeing its familiar haunting outline on the cloth was still almost like touching God himself, a tangible,

         physical manifestation of their faith. Seeing it seemed to give a lie to the bleak pronouncement of science, and hope lived

         again.

     


      

      However, blind faith alone cannot wipe out the shock of the carbon dating results. They happened – and we of all people have

         cause to remember them with something approaching gratitude, for although we had both been greatly intrigued by the Turin

         Shroud for some time, they finally galvanised us into active research on the topic. But we did not join the many scientists

         and professional ‘Skeptics’ who were queuing up to sneer at the imaged cloth, now derided openly as a fake, with more than

         a little of ‘we told you so’. To us, now that this strange and astonishing image had been shown to be man-made, it was if

         anything more, rather than less, fascinating. If, as we soon came to see for ourselves, it was indeed man-made, then who was the genius

         who had created it? And how on earth had he achieved the near impossible, somehow making an image that continued to baffle

         the best minds of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries?

     


      

      Strange as it may seem, it did not prove too difficult to answer both those questions (although we did receive some help along

         the way). Pointed in the direction of none other than Leonardo da Vinci by a man who claimed to belong to the same secret

         organisation as that Maestro, at first we were sceptical. But after a great deal of intensive research – not to mention many frustrating dead ends – we discovered that our informant had been correct. The world’s most famous fake turned

         out to be the world’s least known Leonardo! Yet the ‘Holy Shroud’ is not a painting, nor a brass rubbing, nor anything else

         one might readily ascribe to a Renaissance artist, no matter how prolifically endowed with genius. So what is it?

     


      

      Taking as a major clue the strange photographic characteristics of the Shroud which are shared by no other works of art, we were faced with an astonishing possibility. Had

         Leonardo da Vinci, working 500 years ago, actually created the world’s first photograph? Just confronting such a thought was

         intimidating – but, of course, very exciting. Supposing we were right? Supposing, moreover, that we could prove it is a photograph … So we decided to try to replicate all the characteristics of the Turin Shroud, using chemicals and equipment

         that would have been available to Leonardo. Embarking, at least at first, with more enthusiasm than skill – and enlisting

         the help of Keith Prince, without whom we would never have got past first base – we did it! At the time we had no idea that far away in South Africa Professor Nicholas Allen was doing pretty much the same thing –

         although with considerably more generous resources – but given our ad hoc experiments and completely amateur standing, we

         were very pleased with our results. And although we may not have been the first people to succeed in reproducing a Shroud-like

         image on cloth using a basic photographic process, we were the first to replicate all the characteristics of the Shroud.

     


      

      However, Shroud research never ceases, and we are pleased to say that our own has taken a new quantum leap forward. Although

         the details are given in the new Epilogue, suffice it to say here that fate handed us the first concrete evidence to link

         Leonardo with the Turin Shroud. And incredibly, that evidence had been staring us in the face for a decade.

     


      

      The other major changes to this book arose out of our subsequent research into more esoteric areas such as the interlinked

         network of heretical secret societies including the Knights Templar and certain forms of occult Freemasonry, and the origins

         of their apparently sacrilegious beliefs. This research has clarified, modified and – in some cases – corrected our original

         conclusions. Looking back, we now realise that writing this book was only an introduction into a much wider and more revelatory

         world, which we discuss in our sequel – The Templar Revelation: Secret Guardians of the True Identity of Christ, published in 1997 – and which later inspired Dan Brown’s depiction of Leonardo in The Da Vinci Code. In particular our understanding of the true nature of that most controversial secret society, the Priory of Sion, has developed

         almost out of all recognition: we now freely admit that originally we were somewhat naive in our dealings with them. As will

         become apparent from our 2006 book The Sion Revelation, our own discoveries about the Priory of Sion carry the whole subject to an entirely different level. The Priory of Sion

         is emphatically not what is claimed for it by many, but, nevertheless, it is dismissed at one’s peril …

     


      

      Originally, we tended to take its historical claims of an unbroken succession going back to the twelfth century more or less

         at face value, but since then our discoveries have led us to quite different conclusions and our attitude to the Priory of

         Sion has undergone something of a sea change. However, while its pedigree may not be what it claims, we have come to realise

         that the Priory still has some importance because of what it represents – an age-old tradition, whose deeply disturbing secrets may still threaten the very foundations of the Church. This is what

         lies behind the ‘real da Vinci code’: the Johannite movement, which, we now realise, holds the keys to many great mysteries

         not least that of the Turin Shroud – and indeed may also possess the answers to the most enduring questions about the founder of Christianity himself.

     


      

      This book represents the beginning of what was an extraordinary journey for us. We hope it opens the way for you, too.


      

      Lynn Picknett and Clive Prince


      

      St John’s Wood,


      

      London


      

      17 January 2006


  






      

      

      1


      

      More Questions than Answers


      



      ‘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; there is no middle ground.’

     


      

      John Walsh, The Shroud (1963)1


     





      The modern Italian city of Turin is a sprawling industrial conurbation, a concrete hymn to the internal combustion engine.

         Yet it also is a place of pilgrimage, as it has been for many years – for Turin houses what has long been regarded as the

         most precious, inspiring and awesome of all Christian relics: the Holy Shroud of Jesus, miraculously imprinted with his image.

     


      

      For over 400 years the Shroud has been the jewel in the crown of Turin Cathedral, which is dedicated to St John the Baptist.

         Today, it rests out of sight, beneath a fireproof gold covering, inside a box-like altar in one of the side chapels, behind

         glass and for most of the time behind pale blue curtains. Inside the altar the Shroud is laid out flat – rather than folded

         as it was kept for much of its history – and an ingenious arrangement allows it to be swung out, encased in a metal frame

         with bullet-proof glass, when required for one of the infrequent public displays, or expositions.

     


      

      

      Such expositions are very rare, approximately once a generation. In the twentieth century, it was exhibited just four times:

         in 1931, for the wedding of the future King Umberto II (then Prince of Piedmont); in the Holy Year of 1933; in 1978 to commemorate

         the 400th anniversary of its arrival in Turin and in 1998 to commemorate the centenary of the first Shroud photographs – which

         was, as we will see, a major landmark in its history. It was also displayed in 2000 as part of the Holy Year celebrations.

         The Shroud is not due to be displayed again until 2025.

     


      

      The exposition in 2000, between August and October, was the longest ever – originally planned for ten weeks, it was extended

         by another week because of serious floods that hit that area of Italy – and attracted just short of a million visitors. Of

         course, this is a respectable number, but even so it only represents approximately half the attendees who filed past the Shroud

         during the eight-week display in 1998 and a third of the three million who attended the 1978 six-week exposition. The reason

         for such a marked decline can be summed up in two words: carbon dating. As most people are aware, the Shroud was finally put

         to the test in 1988 and pronounced a medieval or early Renaissance fake. Even so, a million is an impressive figure – clearly,

         to a great many Catholics, it is still the miraculous Shroud of Jesus. So why does that highly controversial piece of cloth

         still have such potent appeal? What did all those pilgrims see? What is the Turin Shroud?

     


      

      It is a length of pale biscuit-coloured linen, over 14 foot long by 3½ (4.25m by 1m). It bears various folds and blemishes

         accrued throughout its long life. Most conspicuous are the marks of a fire, in 1532, which burned through one corner of the

         cloth (which was then kept folded), damaging it in several places, notably through the shoulders of the image. There are other

         isolated burns from specks of molten silver from the same fire.

     


      

      There are also four sets of three round burn-holes dating from before the 1532 fire – they can be seen in earlier copies –

         which are generally known as ‘poker marks’, because that is what they are widely thought to be. The four sets line up when the cloth

         is folded, proving that they were made at the same time, possibly in an attempt to test the Shroud’s authenticity by subjecting

         it to ‘trial by fire’. One wonders what conclusion the poker-wielding vandals came to after the cloth burnt in the normal

         way. A less melodramatic explanation might be that the ‘poker holes’ were caused by a dripping torch.2


      

      However, the burn marks, whatever their provenance, are not the reason that the pilgrim looks upon the Shroud. It is to the

         image that all eyes are drawn, and upon which all devout hearts feast, for is it not truly the image of the Lord Jesus Christ?

     


      

      Down the centre of the cloth, taking up just over 13 feet (4m) of its total length, are two images showing the front and back

         of a naked, remarkably tall man, ‘hinged’ at the head. The cloth is believed to be a winding sheet, which means the corpse

         would have been laid on one half, and his front covered over with the other.

     


      

      The man is bearded, with very long hair hanging down past the shoulders at the back, and stopping at shoulder-length at the

         front. The hands are crossed modestly over the genitals. The sole of one foot, dreadfully darkened with what appears to be

         blood, is clearly outlined on the image of the back.

     


      

      The eye is drawn unmercifully to dark lines and splotches on the body; apparently blood from several atrocious injuries. There

         are small, pierced wounds on the head, and a round one on the only visible wrist – as if a nail had been driven through it.

         There is what appears to be a large stab wound in the chest, blood from which also runs across the small of the back, and

         there are small flows of blood on the front of both feet and a larger one on the sole of one foot. Some believe that the face

         appears to be swollen and contused, and over one hundred scourge marks have been counted on the back, wounds that also curl

         around the front of the body and legs.

     


      

      

      Obviously, judging by these horrific marks the man on the Shroud was – or was supposed to be – Jesus Christ.


      

      Under the Microscope


      

      There are millions in the world who still believe in the sanctity of the man on the Shroud. At the forefront of the faithful

         is the international Shroud community, or ‘sindonologists’ (from the Greek sindon, a shroud), but who are known with more or less affection as ‘Shroudies’.

     


      

      Of the many organisations formed to study the Shroud throughout the world, most are overtly religious and primarily concerned

         with the ‘message’ of the cloth, such as the Holy Shroud Guild of the USA. Others were founded with – supposedly – more objective

         and scientific principles in mind, such as the Shroud of Turin Research Project, Inc (STURP) in the USA, the Centro Internazionale

         di Sindonologia in Turin itself, the Centre International d’Études sur le Linceul de Turin (CIELT) in France, and the British

         Society for the Turin Shroud (BSTS) in the UK.

     


      

      Over the years there have been dozens of books, pamphlets and articles written about the Shroud, and the above groups regularly

         add to the literature with their own publications, the most important being Sindon (published by the Centro Internazionale di Sindonologia) and the Australian Shroud News.

     


      

      Despite a characteristic reluctance on the part of the Savoys and the Church authorities to release part or all of the cloth

         for scientific research, it has nevertheless been subjected to such scrutiny several times. Experts from many different disciplines

         have been involved in studying the Shroud: historians, textile specialists, physicists, chemists, photographers, artists,

         art historians, anatomists, surgeons and forensic scientists – even botanists. It has been subjected to a whole host of tests,

         including X-ray photographs, infrared light and ultraviolet light, examination under a microscope, ultraviolet spectrophotometry, infrared

         spectroscopy and X-ray fluorescence. Samples have been taken and given a variety of chemical tests.

     


      

      Despite all this, the Shroud has steadfastly refused to give up its secrets, although many clues have surfaced.


      

      It must be remembered that serious interest in the cloth is little more than a century old. It had previously been viewed

         as a curiosity because the image is too faint to make out clearly with the naked eye; the body seems impossibly tall and thin,

         and the eyes look positively owl-like as if the man were wearing dark glasses.

     


      

      But in 1898 a lawyer from Turin was asked to take the first photographs of the Shroud – Secondo Pia, a local councillor and

         keen amateur photographer. As the Shroud was being displayed as part of the festivities to mark the fiftieth anniversary of

         the unification of Italy at the time, this seemed a fitting and unique addition to the celebrations.3


      

      Pia’s ten Shroud photographs (although it was thought until recently that he only took two),4 were undoubtedly the most significant of his career: seen in photographic negative for the first time the image suddenly

         leapt into focus. Instead of a vague outline of a bearded man, there is a massively detailed photograph of a terribly wounded,

         terribly real body.

     


      

      It is a horrific, graphic catalogue of the grisly business of crucifixion; every nail-hole, every lash of the Roman scourge

         cries out for our compassion. However, although we are looking at the brutal proof of man’s inhumanity to man writ large,

         even given the evidence of our own eyes we could well be making too many assumptions by immediately supposing that the man

         was actually Jesus Christ.

     


      

      Yet all eyes are drawn to the face of the man on the Shroud. Long, lean and bearded, with a prominent and long nose (which

         some believe is even broken), it is a face of rather gaunt dignity. Moreover, to many it is an image of stunning and memorable beauty, its very serenity revealing a triumph over the worst of deaths.

     


      

      Small wonder that Secondo Pia was one of many to look on the face of the man on the Shroud and become transfixed. Hitherto

         an unpersuaded churchgoer, the Turin worthy abruptly took to his religion with a passion. For surely this image, this torn

         and tortured man, could only be Jesus himself. The power of the Shroud is never to be underestimated.

     


      

      Others also reacted quickly to the photographic image. It was now increasingly hard to dismiss the cloth as a crude medieval

         forgery, for several reasons.

     


      

      No artist could have created what is known as the ‘negative effect’ (indeed, several abortive attempts have been made to replicate

         the image using standard artistic techniques).5 And no known medieval artist had either the skill or the anatomical knowledge needed to create such an image; besides, realism

         was not part of their artistic canon.

     


      

      There are many other practical reasons why the image could not have been painted, particularly its faintness when seen close

         up – which means that the artist would not have been able to see what he was doing.

     


      

      For much of the century between Pia’s discovery and the present day, researchers have had to be content with his photographs

         plus a second set taken by Giuseppe Enrie in 1931.6 As it was not until 1969 that the Church allowed hands-on investigation of the cloth itself, researchers had to confine their

         studies to the physiology of the man on the Shroud and speculations about what kind of process might have caused the image,

         with its spectacular negative effect.

     


      

      Enrie’s photographs – generally deemed to be superior to Pia’s – included several close-ups of different areas of the cloth,

         of good enough quality to be blown up. These were seized on for detailed study of the cloth, the image and the bloodstains.

     


      

      Later landmark studies included those of Paul Vignon, a wealthy French biologist and friend of the future Pope Pius XI who attempted to replicate the image-forming process. Another

         notable early Shroudie was the Parisian anatomist and surgeon Pierre Barbet, who in the 1930s devoted himself to studying

         the effects of crucifixion, using corpses. Although both men’s work has a lasting interest, neither actually cracked the code

         of the Turin Shroud.

     


      

      Then in 1969, Cardinal Michele Pellegrino, Archbishop of Turin, assembled a team of experts from various disciplines to report

         on the state of preservation of the Shroud; the team usually referred to as the Turin Commission.

     


      

      The 1969 examinations were a preliminary investigation only; further tests were recommended, and were carried out four years

         later, the day after the Shroud was exhibited on live television on 23 November 1973. It was on this occasion that Swiss criminologist

         Dr Max Frei took his now famous pollen samples (see below), and when for the first time strips, approximately 1½ inches by

         ½ inch (40mm by 10mm), were taken from the main cloth and its side strip, plus fifteen individual threads from both image

         and non-image areas.7


      

      Curiously – but characteristically – the work of the Turin Commission was carried out in strict secrecy. There seems to be

         no obvious reason why. When rumours of the 1973 tests leaked out, the authorities denied that anything more than a routine

         examination had taken place. Only in 1976 was it admitted that the cloth had been tested, and those who had carried out the

         tests were named. This information was even withheld from King Umberto, then the Shroud’s legal owner.

     


      

      The 1970s saw a quickening of scientific interest in the Shroud, particularly in the USA. In 1977 two key bodies were founded:

         the BSTS in the UK, and in the USA, following a conference on the Shroud held in Albuquerque, New Mexico, STURP. This last

         organisation went on to conduct the most extensive tests yet on the cloth, in 1978.

     


      

      

      It was a major year for Shroud studies. The Shroud was exhibited to the public between 26 August and 8 October, which led

         to a wave of popular interest, prompting several books on the subject to be published. Most notably, Ian Wilson’s seminal

         The Turin Shroud was hailed as a significant breakthrough in making the Shroud a household name, and became an international bestseller. There

         was also the BAFTA-award-winning documentary film The Silent Witness by Henry Lincoln (later co-author of The Holy Blood and the Holy Grail), from an idea by Ian Wilson.8 The book and film between them raised the profile of the Shroud among Catholics and non-Catholics alike; the cloth became

         a topical point of discussion among people everywhere in Christendom, and the face of the man on the Shroud looked out from

         thousands of bookshop windows, with the haunting appeal of its curious serenity, straight into millions of faces – and perhaps,

         secretly, into as many hearts.

     


      

      Wilson’s contribution to Shroud studies should never be underestimated. Driven by an inner certainty that the cloth was indeed

         the winding sheet of Jesus Christ, he rarely allows that view to show too obviously in The Turin Shroud, and argues with intelligence and style – if little conviction – that there may be other explanations for its origins. To

         this day, his public pronouncements on the Shroud are largely models of reason and balance, but perhaps it would be naive

         in the extreme to be too swayed by such an appearance of objectivity. His original script for The Silent Witness was tellingly entitled He Is Risen: The Story of the Holy Shroud of Christ.9


      

      But for those of a strictly scientific bent, the most important event of 1978 was STURP’s series of tests, undertaken in conjunction

         with a small team of Italian scientists and Max Frei. For five days immediately following the October exposition, STURP was

         allowed full access to the Shroud, and even to take samples for later analysis.10


      

      STURP’s primary objective was to discover what the image was made of, and whether or not it was of human manufacture. Despite all their efforts, however, they failed. They examined

         it under X-rays, infrared light and ultraviolet light, as well as by more conventional methods such as microscopy. Samples

         were taken by the simple expedient of sticking adhesive tape to the cloth and testing the loose threads that came away with

         it. Most of these tests were designed to reveal the presence of artificial pigments. In all, they spent more than 100,000

         hours analysing the data, and the whole project cost around $5,000,000.

     


      

      The conditions were far from ideal: the STURP scientists had effectively to take the laboratory to the Shroud and not vice

         versa, and there was a strict time limit that meant not only that they might easily have missed something crucial, but also

         by the very nature of the work, it could not be checked as the tests could not be repeated.

     


      

      Date with Destiny


      

      Only one of STURP’s proposed tests was rejected by the Church authorities. STURP had wanted to radiocarbon date the cloth,

         the ultimate test of its authenticity. The Church feared that a large portion of cloth would be destroyed in the test, and

         permission was not granted. However, it was pointed out to the Church authorities that samples already taken by the Turin

         Commission in 1973 would do perfectly well for the purpose. On hearing this, the Church demanded that the samples be returned,

         whereupon they were locked up in Turin Cathedral. When they were loaned out to STURP in 1979 a legal document prevented the

         fragments from being carbon dated.11


      

      Eventually, however, the Church ran out of excuses and had to give in to the pressure. In October 1986 Pope John Paul II,

         after a meeting of representatives of seven laboratories (later reduced to three to minimise damage to the cloth) with the Pontifical Academy of Sciences in Turin, gave his approval to the

         tests – if not exactly his blessing.

     


      

      Carbon-14 is a radioactive form of carbon that is produced in the upper atmosphere by the action of cosmic rays. It is absorbed

         by all organisms and can be detected in them. The rate of absorption is constant during that organism’s life, and when it

         dies, the carbon-14 decays over a great length of time and at a constant rate. The carbon dating process measures the amount

         of carbon-14 in a given sample; as the amount that would have been present in the living organism can be calculated, the difference

         between that and the existing amount shows the age of the sample.

     


      

      It was only after intensive lobbying from several interested parties – including Ian Wilson – that the Vatican finally gave

         permission for the cloth to be carbon dated. Three laboratories were involved: the University of Arizona in Tucson, the Oxford

         Research Laboratory, and the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology in Zürich. The bluntly sceptical (and ultimately dismissive)

         Professor Teddy Hall of Oxford was appointed as spokesman.

     


      

      Typical Church secrecy surrounded the taking of samples; although officially scheduled for 23 April 1988, the event was switched,

         with little warning, to 4 a.m., 21 April, when the Italian President was in Turin, diverting Press interest. Representatives

         from each of the laboratories, including Teddy Hall, were present, and the operation was overseen by Michael Tite of the British

         Museum Research Laboratory.

     


      

      A piece approximately four square inches (25cm2) was cut from one corner, and in turn three samples were cut from that. They were sealed in special containers, along with

         control samples, and one was given to each of the laboratory representatives. The whole process was videotaped.

     


      

      (Curiously, after the samples had been cut off, Giovanni Riggi, the microanalyst appointed by the Church to remove the samples, secretly – but with the consent of the Shroud’s official custodian,

         Cardinal Anastasio Ballestrero, Archbishop of Turin – removed some threads from the bloodstains on the head, which he deposited

         in a bank vault. Why he did this and why it was done in such secrecy remains a mystery. In late 1992 Riggi released them to

         Texan paediatrician and Shroud enthusiast Dr Leoncio Garza-Valdès in order that the blood could be tested for DNA. Apparently

         even Ballestrero’s successor, Cardinal Giovanni Saldarini, was unaware of the existence of these samples until Garza-Valdès

         sent him a copy of an article about the DNA tests in 1996. Not surprisingly Saldarini furiously declared that Riggi had no

         authority to release – or even possess – the samples and demanded their immediate return. He also made it clear that the Church

         would deny the validity of any scientific tests carried out on the samples.12)

     


      

      The results of the carbon dating were released on 13 October 1988, although they had already been ‘leaked’ beforehand. (This

         was the tenth anniversary of the final day of STURP’s examination.) They were first announced by Cardinal Ballestrero in Turin,

         and later that day by Dr Tite at a Press conference at the British Museum.13


      

      The carbon dating showed that it was 99.9 per cent certain that the Shroud originated from the period 1000 to 1500, and 95

         per cent certain that the cloth dated from between 1260 and 1390.

     


      

      The Holy Shroud of Turin was a fake.


      

      To say believers in the Shroud’s authenticity were plunged into a state of shock is to put it mildly; their very world was

         being hammered by the iron fist of a reality too brutal to bear. The Shroud was so much more than a mere relic to them; it

         was the perfect and unique reminder of their Lord, and absolute proof of his holy, redemptive death. But now the deathly hush

         of shock spread throughout the Shroud community, its fragility being reinforced by Professor Hall’s insensitive comment to

         the Press: ‘Somebody just got a piece of cloth, faked it and flogged it. I don’t think the Shroud of Turin is of much interest

         any longer.’14


      

      The Church did not pronounce officially on this result, but appeared to profit by its Jesuitical streak when Professor Luigi

         Gonella, scientific advisor to the Vatican, said: ‘The tests were not commissioned by the Church and we are not bound by the

         results.’15


      

      Almost immediately rumours began to circulate about conspiracies among the researchers, and the cream of the Shroudies, including

         Ian Wilson, began to issue statements that typically included such phrases as, ‘While we have the greatest regard for scientific

         testing …’ Their implication was that carbon dating could be wrong, terribly wrong, and that this had been the case where

         the Shroud was concerned.

     


      

      Sceptics whooped with joy and more than a touch of ‘I told you so’, while the believers licked their wounds. Of course some

         merely left the Shroudie world without a backward glance, granite-faced with disappointment. Others were angry at being taken

         for a ride, at being duped at their most vulnerable level, that of religious faith – but who could they blame except the unknown

         medieval hoaxer? Those whose sole concern was to believe at all costs and damn-the-evidence began to regroup, although not

         without a huge loss of credibility.

     


      

      The full significance of the test results was not lost on them; for the dates they had suggested pinpointed exactly the same

         period in history when a Holy Shroud first appeared, unannounced. To many Shroudies, this happy coincidence seemed deeply

         suspicious.

     


      

      The post-carbon dating world of the Shroudies was very different from the one that preceded the devastating announcement of

         13 October 1988.

     


      

      For the Shroudies, the worst thing about the carbon dating was the ridicule. Cartoons began to appear, and jokes about it

         crept into television programmes, such as the irreverent satirical show Spitting Image. A full-length transparency of the Shroud was later to figure in the British Museum’s exhibition ‘Fake: the Art of Deception’.

         When Ian Wilson gave a talk to the Wrekin Trust on 5 November 1988, and was introduced as ‘being best known for his book The Turin Shroud, the large audience of respectable, intelligent people laughed. He may have smiled back, but one does not have to try too

         hard to understand his feelings.

     


      

      After the Fall


      

      It is at this point that our own story begins, for the carbon dating intrigued us greatly. We had both been fascinated for

         some time with the Shroud, and the new information, as far as we were concerned, merely added to its appeal. We had previously

         taken the rather vague line that the cloth may have been imprinted with an image through some unknown form of energy release,

         but of course this in itself did not prove that the Shroud was Jesus’ winding sheet. To us, the carbon dating simply added

         to its fascination. If there was any one moment when Picknett and Prince became Shroudies, the carbon dating was it.

     


      

      We found ourselves rather ironically going along with the believers – at least in one respect. It seemed to us to be outrageous

         to dismiss the Shroud totally, overnight. There were an enormous number of questions to be answered – more, in fact, now it

         had been shown to be a fake. What about the negative effect? If it was a painting, as the carbon dating implied, then where

         was the paint? Had the man whose image it bore actually been crucified? And if so, who was the unhappy model? And what medieval

         faker had the skill, the brains – and the nerve – to have created such a shocking joke for posterity?

     


      

      Above all else, there was a sense of shock involved, even for those like us, whose spiritual centre had not been violated. This was no crudely botched daub; this was no relic that would

         blend in seamlessly with the tons of fake splinters from the ‘True Cross’. You could not even call it a ‘work of art’, for

         whatever art was involved in its creation was totally unknown.

     


      

      In fact, we realised that, as a fake, the Shroud of Turin had become the ultimate heretical relic, something created with a kind of perverse love for the job, an incredible eye for detail and a skill that was matchless

         throughout history. If you could stomach the implications, it was nothing short of wonderful.

     


      

      We were hooked.


      

      Yet here we must add a personal note that, despite rumours to the contrary, we would have preferred not to. Unfortunately,

         however, it is crucial to this story.

     


      

      On the day that Ian Wilson was being laughed at for his apparent gullibility about the Shroud, Lynn was part of the Wrekin

         Trust’s audience. To cut a long story mercifully short, within three weeks of meeting there they had begun a two-year on/off

         relationship. The only reason for mentioning this painful episode is to show why Lynn became even more interested in the Shroud

         in the year following the carbon dating.

     


      

      It must be remembered that Wilson had been vociferous in his support of the carbon dating before the event, writing in his

         1978 bestseller: ‘… there is one scientific test … that could at a stroke determine whether the Shroud dates from the fourteenth

         century, or is indeed much older.’16 Two years before the tests he wrote emphatically: ‘A consistent fourteenth-century date … should certainly be decisive enough

         to cause a massive rethink among those who, in common with this author, support the Shroud’s authenticity.’17


      

      Yet this was the same man who, three years after the carbon dating, in Holy Faces, Secret Places, quoted Deuteronomy 6:16, ‘You must not put the Lord your God to the test’, adding: ‘In a very real sense they [the scientists

         involved in the carbon dating] were aiming to demonstrate whether God had shown himself in the form of the Turin Shroud. Is it too much to suggest that God

         might have pulled down the blinds?’18


      

      When something beloved dies – be it either a person or a dream – there must be a time of bereavement, a period of adjustment.

         But as the Shroudies never admitted there was a death in the first place, is there any wonder that in the years following

         the carbon dating their intensifying bitterness and fear turned them into a veritable mafia? It is only too significant that

         all the doubts about the technique of carbon dating have surfaced since, not before, the actual tests.

     


      

      Take the words of the late Rodney Hoare, then BSTS Chairman. Before the tests he wrote: ‘Carbon dating would enable an estimate

         to within an accuracy of 150 years in 2000 … the refusal of the Roman Catholic Church custodians to grant permission is difficult

         to understand.’19 But in a letter to Clive in 1993 he wrote: ‘The carbon dating is likely to be too late rather than too early, if contaminants

         were “pressure-cooked” into the fibres by the fire of 1532 …’20 And in that same year he wound up an unusual AGM by appealing to members for suggestions on how the carbon dating might be

         wrong.

     


      

      Nevertheless, it is instructive to review the Shroudies’ objections to the tests. As we have seen, many believers immediately

         fell back on allegations of conspiracy. The right-wing luminary of La Contre-Reforme Catholique au XXe Siècle, Brother Bruno

         Bonnet-Eymard, claimed that Dr Michael Tite switched the samples for parts of a late thirteenth-century cope (a ceremonial

         cloak).21 He also hastened to point out that Tite got Professor Hall’s job at Oxford when the latter retired. In fact, the cope was

         used, but only as a control sample.

     


      

      What would be the motive of such a conspiracy? Bonnet-Eymard thinks it is an attempt by scientists to undermine the Christian

         religion. Leading sindonologist Professor Werner Bulst goes further, and has spoken on German television of a ‘Masonic anti-Catholic plot’.22 In 1988 Cardinal Ballestrero stated his belief in an interview for a Catholic magazine that Freemasons had been behind the

         carbon dating.23 However, it is difficult to see what the conspirators would hope to gain. Discrediting the Shroud would do little to shake

         the faith of most Christians – especially in the last century, the Church has been careful to avoid endorsing it as genuine.

         On the other hand, proving the Shroud authentic might conceivably attract more followers into the fold. It is easy to imagine

         a conspiracy aimed at proving a first-century date, but not so easy to imagine the scientists risking their reputations and

         careers by plotting to brand it a fake.

     


      

      In 1992, however, German researchers Holger Kersten and Elmar R. Gruber, in their The Jesus Conspiracy (published in the UK in early 1994), advanced a bold – and novel – variation on the conspiracy theme. They believe that the

         carbon dating was rigged by the scientists in collusion with the Vatican.

     


      

      Kersten and Gruber believe that pieces of fourteenth-century fabric were switched for samples cut from the Shroud. This happened,

         they claim, when Michael Tite sealed the samples in their containers before handing them over to representatives of the three

         laboratories, as this was (suspiciously) the only part of the operation that was carried out in private and out of sight of

         the video cameras that were recording the event.

     


      

      They base their belief on the apparent discrepancies in and vagueness of the scientists’ reports regarding the size of the

         samples they received, and the apparent differences in the samples before and after they were sealed up.

     


      

      Unfortunately, the samples themselves were destroyed by the testing process, and so Kersten and Gruber had to rely on photographs

         taken in Turin Cathedral when the samples were first cut from the cloth and on photographs taken at the laboratories. They

         claim that it is impossible to match the pieces of cloth as seen on the two sets of photographs, which should have been identical. However, such comparisons are not as easy to make as might be first thought: it was not simply a matter

         of the original piece being snipped into three equal bits. The samples were cut from the middle of the piece, leaving material

         to spare.

     


      

      Gruber and Kersten’s cynical reconstruction of the sample-cutting has been challenged – for example by sindonologist Eberhard

         Lindner, who has shown that the samples can all be matched up.24 Kersten and Gruber’s suspicions were raised by the inordinate length of time that Michael Tite and the Vatican representatives

         were closeted away while cutting the samples. It does seem that they were there for quite some time, but surely they would

         not have needed very long to switch samples either, if that was what they were up to.

     


      

      The most unlikely part of this scenario is the alleged alliance between the scientists – some of whom, like Teddy Hall, were

         vehement atheists – and the Vatican. Kersten and Gruber realise that the conspiracy they suggest can only work on the assumption

         that such a collusion actually took place, since Tite was accompanied when the supposed switch took place.

     


      

      Their suggested motive is ingenious and intriguing: they assert that the Church wanted to discredit the Shroud because it

         proves that Jesus was alive when laid in the tomb, and that the Resurrection – the cornerstone of the Christian creed – never

         took place. The Church, they argue, had long been keen to acquire the Shroud so they could discredit it, but until it was

         bequeathed to them by King Umberto in 1983, they were powerless to do so.

     


      

      This idea is not a new one. It was first published in the 1960s by a curious individual called Hans Naber. He claimed that,

         in 1947, he had had a vision of Jesus, who told him that the Resurrection never happened and that a study of the Shroud would

         prove it, and thereafter Naber saw it as his mission to bring this message to the world. He first achieved international publicity

         in 1969, when he learned of the Turin Commission’s secret investigations and claimed that the Church intended to use the Commission

         to destroy the cloth in order to hide its secret.25 

     


      

      Since then, Rodney Hoare has promoted a similar thesis in books such as The Turin Shroud is Genuine (1994). His ideas are discussed later.

     


      

      Kersten and Gruber, like Naber, point to the way that the blood appears to be still flowing from the wounds as proof that

         Jesus was still alive when the Shroud image was formed. However, there are weaknesses in their theory.

     


      

      First, although the Church authorities did not legally own the Shroud until 1983, it was still in their power, so they could

         easily have arranged for it to be destroyed, say in a fire. In fact, there have been several attempts to steal or burn the

         Shroud, all of which have been foiled by the Church guardians. There was no need to go to such lengths to enter into a conspiracy

         with the scientists. Secondly, as we will see, there is a strong case against authenticity. And Kersten and Gruber never consider

         the possibility that the image might have been created by someone who was deliberately aiming to show that Jesus did not die on the cross.

     


      

      Apart from allegations of conspiracy, since the 1988 carbon dating results the believers have been desperately trying to find

         ways to discredit them, coming up with a host of different processes that could have distorted the results – with varying

         degrees of plausibility (often quite the opposite). They include the effects of the 1532 fire, contamination from the handling

         the Shroud received during its various public expositions, and Dr Leoncio Garza-Valdès’ hypothesis of the presence of a ‘bioplastic

         coating’ of bacteria and fungi. Effectively, this claims that what the carbon dating dated was this coating, not the Shroud.

     


      

      At the beginning of 2005, much publicity was given to a new theory of how the carbon dating was botched: it was alleged that the scientists mistakenly took samples from a repair patch added in the Middle Ages or later and dated that, not the actual Shroud. In other words, the dating was accurate, but the cloth was wrong.

     


      

      The idea was first proposed by Joseph G. Marino and M. Sue Benford at a conference on the Shroud held in Orvieto in August

         2000. Their suggestion was that the samples cut from the Shroud included threads from a (hypothetical) repair. The presence

         of the more recent threads threw the carbon dating out, producing a date that was an average of the original two-thousand-year-old

         Shroud and the later repair. The reason for such a blunder, they suggest, is that the threads were from an ‘invisible mend’

         and so were not obvious to those who cut the sample.26 

     


      

      There is much assumption-making and circular reasoning in their argument. There is no documented evidence of a repair at that

         place at any time (it was not damaged in the 1532 fire). And their conclusion that if the 1988 results are revised to exclude the repair material, then the date would have come out at the first century, is circular

         reasoning of the highest order since they have to guess at the amount of later material in the sample and its date (which

         they assume to be sixteenth century). And their claim can never be checked, as the carbon dating process destroyed the samples.

         For these reasons, Marino and Benford’s theory was not taken particularly seriously.

     


      

      However, their idea was followed up by STURP scientist Raymond N. Rogers – a chemist retired from the Los Alamos Research

         Laboratory – who published his own variation on the theme in the journal Thermochimica Acta in January 2005, a few months before his death. Rogers’ credentials are such that his claims were taken much more seriously

         than Marino and Benford’s.

     


      

      Rogers was the custodian of material removed from the Shroud on three occasions: during the 1973 Turin Commission examination; during the 1978 STURP tests; and when some loose threads, given to him by Professor Gonella, were taken from

         the carbon dating samples in 1988 before they were handed over to the laboratories. Not only were the latter the only surviving

         pieces of the carbon dating samples – potentially providing a means of testing Marino and Benford’s hypothesis – but the earliest,

         1973, material was taken from an area immediately adjacent to them. (The 1978 samples were from other parts of the cloth.)

     


      

      After comparing these samples, Rogers reached an even more extreme conclusion than Marino and Benford: he believed that the

         whole of the sample cut from the Shroud for carbon dating came from a repair patch. (As so often in Shroud research, Rogers played

         down the fact that his conclusions are incompatible with Marino and Benford’s; the pro-authenticity literature makes it appear

         that the two theories support each other, whereas in reality they are mutually exclusive.) This was because he found significant

         differences in the visual and chemical characteristics, on the one hand, of the 1973 and 1988 samples, and on the other, the

         1978 samples. In particular the former had a coating of madder root dye in a gummy residue that he thought was probably gum

         arabic, and which was absent from the latter. Rogers suggested it was a dye added to a repair patch to make it the same colour

         as the rest of the Shroud. (Rogers also found minute cotton fibres stuck to the 1973/1988 samples, suggesting, he proposed,

         that the linen came from a loom that was also used for cotton, something conspicuously absent from the Shroud as a whole.)27 

     


      

      On the other hand, those who did the carbon dating are adamant that they specifically avoided cutting the samples from any

         patches or seams. (The location for the sample was selected by two specially-chosen textile experts to ensure that it was

         genuinely part of the original cloth.) Both Marino/Benford’s and Rogers’ conclusions involve a serious questioning of the

         competence of the scientists and experts involved, who either failed to spot the presence of threads from a repair (in Marino

         and Benford’s scenario) or who did not notice an entire patch of repair material (in Rogers’ scenario).

     


      

      The problem, as Rogers’ critics have pointed out, is that he is basing his far-reaching conclusions on tests carried out on

         such tiny samples – just a couple of threads left over from the 1988 testing, given to him in circumstances that remain somewhat

         unclear – and comparison with the 1973 material.

     


      

      Significantly, when Rogers’ results were published, many Shroudies who had argued for years that the carbon dating results

         were wrong because of contamination of the samples and such-like, now quite happily admitted that the tests had been accurate

         after all – but the wrong piece of cloth had been tested!

     


      

      While it must be admitted that carbon dating is by no means totally reliable, the most that Shroudies can ever hope to do

         by challenging it in this case is to prove that the carbon dating tests are invalid. But even by disproving them they would

         still fail to prove that the Shroud is 2000 years old.

     


      

      The best that can be said is that some uncertainty remains about the carbon dating, which can only be resolved by repeating

         the process, something that seems unlikely to happen in the near future – if ever. However, as we were to find as our investigation

         into the Shroud proceeded, the carbon dating is not essential to see that the alleged relic is not genuine but is the product

         of human ingenuity.

     


      

      But it was in the light of the carbon dating that we began our research, looking for the identity of the author of this extraordinary

         hoax in the evidence of the cloth itself, and in its complex and vexed history. It was perhaps rather like the little boy

         who saw through the emperor’s new clothes setting out to write a history of fashion, but we certainly came to Shroud research

         with a new eye.

     


      

      So what are the hard facts about the Shroud? What has all that meticulous scientific research actually established? We went back to basics.

     


      

      Facts and the Figure


      

      The fabric is bleached pure linen. The cloth measures 14 feet 3 inches by 3 feet 7 inches (4.4m by 1.13m) and is one thousandth

         of an inch (0.03mm) thick, with a 3½ inch (8.9cm) strip on its left-hand side. This strip is almost an exact match, and appears

         to have been added to centralise the image; it has therefore been assumed it was sewn on when the Shroud was put on display.

         The weave is known as ‘three-to-one herringbone twill’ (the same as in denim jeans), an unusually elaborate and costly weave

         for a cheap fabric like linen. There is no evidence either way for it being compatible with cloth produced in first-century

         Palestine.

     


      

      One of the details much quoted by believers is that of the evidence of the pollen. Dr Max Frei, a famous Swiss criminologist

         and the only non-Italian member of the original Turin Commission, took samples of pollen from the cloth in 1973 by the simple

         method of attaching sticky tape to the cloth and pulling it off. The particles were analysed under the microscope.

     


      

      Frei published his results in 1976, claiming that he had found – besides the expected European pollen – samples from plants

         unique to Palestine, the Anatolian steppes and Turkey, leading him to conclude that the Shroud had at some time been in each

         of those areas. Despite the claims of some, Frei’s work cannot be used to date the Shroud, and in any case, as we will reveal

         in Chapter 2, there are serious difficulties with his conclusions. We consider that his findings were remarkably selective,

         to put it mildly.

     


      

      The body image is so faint that many find it extremely difficult to make out at all. All photographs – not just negatives – effectively enhance the image, partly because they are reduced

         in size and therefore focus the image, and partly because film emulsion intensifies the contrast. Up close, or under a magnifying

         glass, the image seems to disappear.

     


      

      All the tests have failed to establish what produced the image, although they have eliminated many possibilities. No substantial

         traces of pigment, ink or dyes have been found on the cloth (except by Dr Walter McCrone, see Chapter 4), although minute

         traces of pigment have been detected. This is said to be because painted images are known to have been placed on it to ‘sanctify’

         them.

     


      

      Under the microscope the colour of the image shows no sign of soaking along the threads (capillary action), as would most

         paints. No foreign matter adheres to the threads. The parts of the image next to the 1532 burn marks do not change in colour,

         neither do the parts where the tidemarks (where water was used to put out the fire) cross it.

     


      

      Rather than being caused by something being added to the cloth, the image seems to have been created by something being taken

         away, some degradation of the structure of the linen. STURP scientists observed that the imaged parts of the cloth are structurally

         weaker than the non-image areas, and under high magnification the fibres can be seen to be damaged, with a corroded appearance.

         Some have likened the damage to that caused by a weak acid.28 

     


      

      The image does not penetrate the cloth. It is hard to imagine any artistic technique that would prevent the paint soaking

         through something that is just one thousandth of an inch (0.03mm) thick. Even individual threads can be seen, under the microscope,

         to be coloured on one side only.29 

     


      

      The image is completely uniform in colour. The impression of contrasting areas is an illusion due to the variation in the

         number of coloured threads per square inch. (It is hard to equate this with the artistic forgery so beloved of the dismissive sceptic.)

     


      

      The negative effect is still the most puzzling, and the most fascinating, characteristic of the Turin Shroud. It is a concept

         that would have been completely alien to a medieval forger, besides being totally pointless when it could never have been

         appreciated in photographic negative.

     


      

      There have been suggestions that the image might have been painted in positive and the effect of ageing turned it negative

         – something which happened to a fresco in the church at Assisi – but in the case of the Shroud the dark background of the

         negative is the cloth itself. For an Assisi-like effect the cloth would have had to have been dark at first and then changed

         colour, and the image would have had to be lighter than the cloth to start with.

     


      

      In fact, sceptics have a hard time trying to explain the negative effect, and can only really do so by denying that it exists.

         They claim that it was merely a by-product of the artist’s efforts to reproduce the contact points – the areas where the body

         met the cloth. Walter McCrone wrote: ‘I feel the negative character of the image is a coincidence resulting from the artist’s

         conception of his commission.’30 

     


      

      Equally intriguing, or so we once thought, is the claim that the image apparently exhibits ‘3-D information’. This means that

         there is a direct, measurable relationship between the intensity of the image and the distance of the cloth from the body.

     


      

      This was first noticed by Paul Vignon at the turn of the twentieth century, and was demonstrated by two US Air Force physicists

         who were later instrumental in setting up STURP, devout Catholics John Jackson and Eric Jumper. Their most dramatic demonstration

         of this effect was when they used the VP-8 Image Analyzer, originally developed for NASA, which produced 3-D images. This

         effect is impossible to create with ordinary paintings as the unequal density of the colour fails to give the Image Analyzer anything to work on.

     


      

      This 3-D effect is believed to be a highly significant characteristic of the Shroud image, although what it actually means

         is acknowledged to be unclear. To believers, it is proof of some form of radiation emitting from the body of Christ. Our own

         research, however, was to reveal something quite unexpected about this ‘3-D information’ – as we will see.

     


      

      From the earliest studies it was realised that, if authentic, the image was caused by a more complex process than simple contact

         between body and cloth. For example, Paul Vignon proved that if the cloth had been draped over a body that had been covered

         in paint, the image would be grotesque and bloated-looking when the cloth was straightened out.

     


      

      The image shows parts of the body that could not even have touched the cloth. For example, the nose would have formed a ‘tent’

         from its tip to the cheek, yet the image shows the nostrils and part of the cheek distinctly. In The Shroud of Christ (1902), Paul Vignon declares that the image is ‘the result of action at a distance’, or ‘a projection’.31 

     


      

      There are a number of small flows of blood – or dark patches that appear to be blood – from the scalp, both back and front,

         which appear to be consistent with wounds caused by the Crown of Thorns. Blood also runs down the arms, and seeps from an

         apparent nail-wound in the sole visible wrist. There is a large patch of blood on the chest, which matches the centurion’s

         spear-thrust in the Biblical account. Blood has gathered in the small of the back, perhaps pooling when the body was laid

         flat on the Shroud. Blood also leaks from wounds in the feet, and seems particularly concentrated on the sole of one foot.

     


      

      However, there are significant differences between the image of the body and the image of the blood. Although the bloodstains

         appear to be similar in colour to the body image in indoor lighting, in natural light the blood is seen to be distinctly different

         – a vivid red. The bloodstains themselves do not exhibit the negative effect.

     


      

      Under the microscope the fibres are matted together by, and encrusted with, the ‘blood’ that can clearly be seen to have been

         added. The ‘bloodstains’ do penetrate the cloth, and there are signs of capillary action along the fibres (although not as

         distinct as it should be with liquid blood).

     


      

      The conclusion is crucial: since the two images – the body and the blood – are so different, then they must have been created

         by separate processes. Indeed, to the (unbiased) naked eye, the blood does seem to have been rather crudely added, as if overlaid

         somehow on the body image.

     


      

      The Shroud literature often states as an established fact that there is no body image on the cloth underneath the bloodstains.

         If true, this would imply that the Shroud had been in contact with a body, and the blood itself would have prevented the image

         from forming. No forger would have applied the bloodstains first and then painted the image around them. However, this so-called

         ‘fact’ is based on a test by STURP scientist Alan Adler on a single fibril taken from the Shroud – it takes more than a hundred

         of these to make up just one thread. In order to determine whether the blood is genuine Adler took just one ‘blood’-coated

         fibril and applied a chemical that would dissolve any blood protein present. The ‘blood’ did dissolve – suggesting, but not

         proving, that it is blood – and afterwards Adler observed that the fibril showed none of the discoloration found on the body

         image.32 However, to extrapolate from this that there is no image at all under the blood is to exceed the data by miles. We have already

         seen that many individual fibres within the imaged areas are not coloured. Other STURP scientists have admitted that this

         question is open.33 

     


      

      But is it blood? Real blood dries brown, not red – in fact, tests by STURP concluded that it was not blood. However, when

         Italian scientists claimed to have proved that it was, and had also isolated the blood group (AB), STURP changed their minds and agreed that it was blood after all.

     


      

      The question of blood on the Shroud has led to some remarkable claims about human DNA being discovered on the relic.


      

      In 1992 Dr Leoncio Garza-Valdès took the samples given to him by Giovanni Riggi to Dr Victor Tryon, Director of the Center

         for Advanced DNA Technologies at the University of Texas. Tryon was able to isolate gene segments indicating that the samples

         contained DNA from a human male. However, because of the very degraded nature of the samples, it was not possible to go further

         and determine any of the other characteristics of the individual concerned, such as their hair or eye colour. Nevertheless,

         Garza-Valdès has had no compunction about describing this as ‘the DNA of God’, although his book of the same title does admit

         to a question mark.

     


      

      (Incidentally, if the Shroud is genuine, the presence of both X and Y chromosomes in the Texan DNA would tend to show that

         the individual was the product of normal human procreation, and not a miraculous Virgin birth.)

     


      

      The existence of DNA in samples taken from the bloodstains on Shroudman’s foot in 1978 was also announced in 1995 by a team

         at the Institute of Legal Medicine in Genoa. These results are usually given short shrift in the Shroud literature, partly

         because of their customary bias in favour of American research but mostly because the Genoa team reported that they had found

         both male and female DNA. Cardinal Saldarini quickly distanced the Church from these conclusions, saying:

     


      

      



         The DNA findings may well have been based on minute samples which were taken, with official consent, in 1978. But the presence

            of feminine DNA on these, even if it is accepted, cannot be regarded as a significant finding. All it shows, as is already well known from the Shroud’s history, is that the Shroud has been handled by a variety of people. In 1534, for example,

            it was for two weeks in the care of the Poor Clare nuns of Chambéry, in order for them to repair the damage caused by the

            1532 fire. To pinpoint any particular DNA on the Shroud as definitely deriving from the crucifixion would be a very long shot

            indeed.34 

        


     





      

      Saldarini may have a point. A nun may have cried over the cloth – indeed, it is likely that hundreds of nuns would have sobbed

         at the sight of that horribly tortured body over the centuries. However, in accepting the validity of Dr Tryon’s research,

         Shroudies such as Ian Wilson argue that his results can only be wrong if someone had happened to bleed on exactly the same

         spot as the original bloodstains – a most unlikely eventuality. But the Genoese results are dismissed out of hand, because

         of course, to them, the Shroud cannot contain female DNA.

     


      

      Although nothing here is absolutely conclusive, the weight of evidence is that the bloodstains on the Shroud are, or at least

         contain, real human blood. But there are still many questions to be asked about this: does the blood necessarily belong to

         the same individual whose image appears on the cloth? And does it confirm that the Shroud was once in contact with a real,

         bleeding human body?

     


      

      The answer to both questions must be no. If the Shroud is a forgery its creator may well have used real human blood to add

         verisimilitude. The blood might have been taken from several people, which would account for the presence of both male and

         female DNA and, as we will see later, there are several anomalies with the bloodstains that strongly suggest that they were

         added artificially.

     


      

      

      The Eye of the Beholder


      

      The image has been studied by many anatomists and forensic scientists who agree that the physique is consistent with a real

         human body. Some have gone so far as to say that it is too flawless to be the work of an artist.

     


      

      The man on the Shroud is generally taken to be around 5 feet 11 inches (180cm), but there are estimates as low as 5 feet 4

         inches (162cm) depending on assumptions made about the lie of the cloth – and, as we will see, evidence that he was much taller …

     


      

      The physique is usually taken to be that of a healthy well-developed male, who was not given to manual labour. Harvard ethnologist

         Carleton S. Coon pronounced the features to be ethnically those of a Sephardic Jew or an Arab, but it is impossible to be

         dogmatic on this issue. This assumption has been added to by the ‘evidence’ of the long hair on the back image, which is often

         described as being the ‘unbound pigtail’ of the young Jewish male of the first century.

     


      

      The man appears to be between forty and fifty years old; it is possible, according to one school of thought, to make a case

         for Jesus having been older than the accepted thirty-three years at the time of his crucifixion.

     


      

      Pierre Barbet, working on freshly amputated arms, demonstrated that the only way that the weight of a nailed body can be supported

         is by nailing it through the wrists (the ‘space of Destot’), as here. He also discovered that the nail hit the median nerve, which causes the thumb to contract

         into the palm. The thumbs of the man on the Shroud are invisible.35 

     


      

      However, it would be untrue to say that this somewhat specialist knowledge is modern; the nailing of the wrists was actually

         mentioned in the first work specifically devoted to the Shroud, by Cardinal Gabrielle Paleotti, Archbishop of Bologna, in

         1598. He wrote that this was ‘proved by the experiments carried out by talented sculptors on corpses with a view to making a picture.’36 Van Dyck (1599-1641) and Rubens (1577-1640) also depicted Jesus as being crucified in this way. It was not, however, known

         in the pre-Renaissance period in which the Shroud is assumed to have been faked.

     


      

      Analysis of the angles at which the blood flowed on the arms shows that it is consistent with that of a man being crucified

         with his arms held above his head, forming a ‘Y’ shape rather than the usual ‘T’ shape of artistic depiction. The blood flows

         along the arms, with occasional downward drips due to gravity. These run at two slightly different angles from the line of

         the arms and there have been claims that this fits exactly what would have happened in crucifixion.

     


      

      There are two main theories as to how crucifixion kills. Pierre Barbet believed that death is caused by asphyxiation, as it

         would be impossible to breathe with the arms in that position unless there is support for the legs. The victim could only

         raise his chest by pressing down on the nails in his feet, which in turn would be agonising, causing a sort of see-saw motion:

         rising to draw breath, falling from the pain, rising from pain to yet more pain. Barbet claimed that the two angles of the

         blood flow are consistent with the two positions. It does, however, require that the only lower support for the body is the

         nail or nails in the feet, there being no crotch support (sedile).37 

     


      

      Another school of thought, supported by Rodney Hoare, is that there was a sedile, and that death was caused by some other

         factor.38 The arms would be kept in one position while the victim was alive, changing as he lost consciousness and slumped to one side.

         This school also claims that the angles of the blood flow support their view.

     


      

      The course the blood has taken does seem to be realistic. The most noticeable of all the flows, which forms the shape of a

         figure ‘3’ on the forehead, for example, behaves exactly the way blood wells up from a puncture-wound, and even shows changes

         of direction over the furrows of the brow. Some have even seen signs of the separation of serum from the blood – although it could equally

         well be the separating out of the components of artificial blood.

     


      

      Some have seen the clearer patches in the middle of the chest wound as indications of the ‘blood and water’ that is said to

         have issued from Jesus (John 19:34), and have even worked out medical explanations for just how it happened. However, any

         forger working from the Biblical account would have been careful to have included this detail.

     


      

      The spear wound is curved on one side, apparently corresponding to examples of the Roman lancea, the weapon specifically referred to in John’s Gospel. Although frequently cited as evidence for the Shroud’s authenticity,

         it is inadmissible as no-one has ever shown that the wound does not match those caused by weapons of any other place or period,

         such as Renaissance Italy. No-one had ever thought to look. (However, even a cursory glance through an encyclopedia of weaponry

         shows that similar lances were used in almost every period – there are, after all, limited possibilities for the design of

         such an object.)

     


      

      The facial wounds are a contentious area. Most researchers agree that the man shows signs of violence here, but they disagree

         as to how much his face suffered.

     


      

      Secondo Pia’s original photographs seem to show a far greater degree of bruising and swelling than those since. Giuseppe Enrie

         found that this was because Pia had failed to lay the cloth flat, distorting the image. His own view, interestingly, was that

         the face shows no marks of violence at all.39 At the other extreme are those such as Dr David Willis (a British physician, and devout Catholic, who made a special study

         of the wounds), who lists a horrific catalogue of facial injuries, such as swollen eyebrows, and a torn eyelid – an injury

         virtually impossible to sustain, even in the most severe beatings.40 

     


      

      In fact, this is a perennial problem: while the image is astoundingly life-like, attempts to focus on minute detail only result

         in very subjective interpretations, rapidly becoming a kind of Rorschach inkblot test. The weave of the cloth itself acts as

         a barrier – beyond it no detail can be seen, although this does little to prevent many seeing the most amazing patterns, which

         their minds then transmute into proof of their own hypotheses. Another problem is that researchers always use hugely enlarged

         photographs, never the real thing, and there are of course limits as to how far an image can be blown up while preserving

         the detail. Not only does it become progressively more blurred, but the grain of the film itself can make deceptive patterns.

     


      

      Over one hundred marks, as of scourging, can be detected, mainly on the back of the image. Forensic scientists have been able

         to calculate the number, height and position of the scourgers. The claim has been made that the shape of the wounds matches

         that of the Roman flagrum, a whip with dumbbell-shaped metal tips. However, no comparable studies of scourges used in other

         times and places have been made, although it is known that the Flagellants during the Black Death in the fourteenth century

         used very similar whips,41 and from the mid-fifteenth century onwards the ‘Florentinian Flagellants’ provided rich street theatre with their al fresco

         demonstrations of athletic masochism.

     


      

      Different explanations have been offered as to why we can see the sole of one foot. Some, such as Rodney Hoare, assume that

         the body was lying completely flat, and speculate that the cloth was folded up around the feet, which were pressed against

         the wall of the tomb.42 Or it may be that the body simply retained the position it held on the cross, with its knees raised slightly, allowing the

         feet to be placed flat on the ground when taken down.

     


      

      The Hungarian-born American religious artist Isabel Piczek has made a special study of the Shroudman’s anatomy, particularly

         with regard to the apparent foreshortening of the image. She concluded that the body shows the position of crucifixion, presumably

         retained by rigor mortis, with the arms being forced down across the body. The foreshortening is accurate to a degree that

         argues against it being the work of an artist of merely average skill.

     


      

      The VP-8 Image Analyzer work caused great excitement when John Jackson claimed that the 3-D images showed what appeared to

         be small coins over the eyes. Soon, an enthusiastic researcher, Francis Filas (a Jesuit theologian from Chicago), claimed

         to be able to read part of an inscription around the edge of a coin – just four letters, UCAI, which could be the middle of

         a Greek version of ‘Tiberius Caesar’ (Tiberiou Caisaros). He was the emperor in Jesus’ day, and this was an inscription known from leptons in use during Pilate’s governorship. However,

         most other researchers ascribed this to Filas’ imagination, and when STURP made a special search for the coins, they could

         not find them.43 

     


      

      Perhaps surprisingly, a believer in the Shroud’s authenticity, a retired priest, Father Charles Foley, criticised Filas’ claims.

         He pointed out that he had used enlargements of Giuseppe Enrie’s 1931 photographs and that his film was very grainy, which

         would have been exacerbated by the process of enlargement. Foley believes that Filas simply imagined a shape in these grains.44 This conclusion is supported by the fact that the photographs taken by STURP in 1978 using better quality film do not show

         any trace of coins. A leading supporter of Filas – and, as we will see, of many other extreme claims concerning the detail

         of the Shroud image – Dr Alan Whanger, argues that this is because the threads in the eye area had been ‘pulled or rotated’

         during the 1973 examination.45 Not only is this somewhat desperate, but very unscientific – if details can only be seen on one set of photographs and not

         on others, then scientifically speaking, they must be invalid.

     


      

      We are back to the problem of trying to see patterns in the weave of the cloth and enlarged photographs – a process very similar to seeing recognisable shapes in the clouds. This problem also pertains to another set of widely publicised claims

         made in 1997: researchers at the Institute of Theoretical and Applied Optics in Paris claimed that they could discern Greek

         and Latin letters on the Shroud. Even diehard Shroud supporters were unimpressed. Leading BSTS member Mark Guscin, in a report

         on the 1997 Shroud Symposium in Nice at which the French researchers delivered a paper, said that it was ‘most unconvincing’

         and that ‘the so-called “letters” they “see” could be anything with a bit of imagination.’46 

     


      

      However, this did not prevent Swiss enthusiast Maria Grazia Siliato, based on the French research, claiming that she could

         read the Greek words for ‘Jesus’ and ‘Nazareth’ on the cloth in one-centimetre-high (0.39 inch) letters – and that this proved

         that the Shroud is authentic … While obviously little comment is required, how a label, which could have been written at any

         time, proves the Shroud’s authenticity, is beyond us. (In fact, it would even argue against it, as it is now generally recognised

         that ‘Nazareth’ is a mistranslation of ‘Nasorean’, meaning member of a specific sect. The town of Nazareth did not even exist

         in Jesus’ day.47)

     


      

      Such extreme claims aside, however, there are still many enigmatic features about the Turin Shroud: the ‘negative effect’,

         the anatomical perfection and the sheer realism of the image.

     


      

      Refusing to Lie Down


      

      So we are faced with an astonishing enigma. The carbon dating tells us that the Shroud is a fake, but if it has been pronounced

         dead then this is one relic that resolutely refuses to lie down. In fact, most of the above characteristics are as incompatible

         with a fourteenth-century origin as they are with a first-century date.

     


      

      

      Although we were determined to solve the mystery of the Shroud, at first our task seemed daunting, to say the least. If it

         were not for the carbon dating, we might have been tempted to fall in with the believers, for the evidence – as listed above

         – still appeared to be on their side. And had it not been for the astonishing events that were to come our way, we might still

         have been part of that uneasy coterie whom the rest of the world too glibly describes as ‘flat earthers’.

     


      

      But first we had to look at the known history of the Shroud, to glean from an often biased and selective story where the most

         awesome relic in Christendom could possibly have begun its career. Had it actually originated in a cold tomb in first-century

         Palestine – or was it created much nearer to our time, and even nearer to us geographically?

     


      

      Where did the Turin Shroud come from?
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