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Professor Giulio Fanti teaches at the University of Padua and has been a member of technical teams of  
various International  Space Missions. He is the author of the comprehensive and profusely illustrated 
book  La Síndone, una sfida alla scienza moderna as well as more than a hundred papers published in 
Italy and in international journals. In 2004 he and a colleague, Roberto Maggiolo, discovered the faint  
image  of  a  second  face  on  the  reverse  side  of  the  Turin  Shroud  using  highly  sophisticated  image 
processing techniques. The discovery received wide attention after media reports and was published as  
“The double superficiality of  the frontal  image on the Turin Shroud” in the peer-reviewed scientific 
Journal of Optics A: Pure and Applied Optics, of the Institute of Physics in London. It did not, however, 
appear to have received due attention in Turin and, for that reason, may not even have reached the right  
desk in Rome.  

One prominent Shroud scholar who has contested the finding is Professor Bruno Barberis, Director of the 
International  Centre of  Sindonology,  however  Fanti  is  only willing to  entertain such opposition if  it  
comes in the form of scientific proof against his published results. This need to transform claims into 
scientific findings was also seen by this author back in 2003, when told by Professor Avinoam Danin of 
Jerusalem’s Hebrew University, another giant of Shroud studies, that he would only answer the doubts 
raised over the presence of  Gundelia tournefortii pollen grains on the relic by Professor T. Litt if they 
came in published form. 

It is thus obvious that there is a lot more to be done in the realm of Shroud studies, a new analysis of the  
Shroud being the topmost priority, conducted of course by all the well-known Shroud scientists, whatever 
their points of view. After all, it is not a question of faith versus the Turin Shroud. Meanwhile, efforts are 
being made to unravel the mystery and in the following interview Fanti makes an in-depth and up-to-date  
analysis of the current state of knowledge.



In  1999 Shroud historian  Ian  Wilson  told  me  that  “the  Church has  indicated  its  readiness  to 
consider fresh testing after the year 2000, but much depends on who will be in charge, both in 
Turin  and  Rome,  at  the  start  of  the  next  millennium.”  Later,  at  the  3rd  International  Dallas 
Conference on the Shroud of Turin in 2005 Bishop Kevin Vann of Fort Worth, Texas read out the 
message of Pope Benedict XVI asking for more cooperation between Shroud study groups, also 
demonstrating that the pontiff believes the relic is genuine. We are now in 2010. Do you think the 
ecclesiastical authorities have not authorized anything so far because they are waiting for Shroud 
scientists to tell them about new developments in science?

From what I know, things are quite different. During the so-called “Restoration” in 2002 a lot of samples  
were collected from the Turin Shroud. Then, in 2008, 1649 high-resolution photomacrographs of the relic 
were taken using sophisticated means. Some of the data were studied but restricted to a group acting  
around Turin and have not yet been made public for scientific studies.

Many scientists from around the world have requested these data and samples, but they remain secret.  In 
2002, for example, I asked the authorities in Turin for permission to look at the ultraviolet photographs of 
the reverse side of the relic to verify my discovery of the presence of a second superficial image on it. I 
have not seen these very interesting photographs till today. Some of these photographs were published in 
a book, however the digital  form, useful  to a scientist, is  not  yet  available.  Even a request  by some 
members of the ShroudScience group, which has a membership of more than a hundred scientists, to see 
the 2008 high-resolution photomacrographs was turned down by the archbishop of Turin.

Carbon dating of linen is known to present many problems. What in your opinion skewed the 1988 
carbon dating results?

Perhaps the problems regarding the 1988 carbon dating of the Turin Shroud are not that many. There is a 
lot of confusion about these results simply because some errors were made and a few of these are not easy 
to explain to the public at large. Apart from some procedural errors,  the result of not adhering to the  
correct  protocol,  some  statistical  errors  published  in  Nature in  1989  lead  to  a  wrong  result:  the 
radiocarbon date of approximately AD 1325 with an uncertainty of +/- 65 years and a confidence level of 
95% is wrong. 

I and my colleagues recently remade the calculations using the published data in a robust statistical model  
and the result is very clear: the data show that the sample of the Shroud used for the tests was highly  
contaminated.  In  fact,  without using statistical  means it  is  clear  that  a difference  of about 200 years  
appears in only a few centimeters of cloth. This bias could lead to errors of tens of thousands of years in  
metres of linen fabric. There are some hypotheses about the source of the contamination which should be 
verified with new tests. Since the image was formed by a burst of energy, perhaps it is this energy that 
could be the cause of the detected bias.



Dr.  Christopher  Ramsey  of  the  Oxford Radiocarbon Accelerator  Unit,  one of  the  laboratories  
involved in the 1988 carbon dating test, has said that “there is a lot of other evidence that suggests  
to many that the Shroud is older than the radiocarbon date allows, and so further research is  
certainly needed.” One of the suggestions he is willing to entertain, although in a sceptical way, is  
that the carbon monoxide produced by the 1532 Chambery fire in which the relic was involved may 
have skewed the 1988 test. What is your point of view?

There are many hypotheses to explain the bias present in the 1988 data and the consequent contamination. 
Scientists have been studying for tens of years in order to try to find an explanation for the source of the 
detected  contamination.  Some people  have  said that  trickery  was  involved  and  accused  scientists  of 
switching the samples. As for the sources of contamination, several hypotheses have been proposed; one 
saying that it  was due to sweat from the hands of the men who held up the relic during expositions 
(before1840), another that the 1532 fire enriched the linen threads with new carbon atoms. The third one 
attributes it to invisible medieval mending in the samples and the fourth to some ambient factor such as a 
neutron radiation or exposition to conservative substances like Thymol,  which was used to eliminate 
mites  in  1988.  The  fifth  hypothesis  is  about  the  effect  of  an  energy  that  was  a  by-product  of  the 
Resurrection.

My point of view is that we should state only what we now know and propose hypotheses that must be 
verified with new tests. We now know that the 1988 results are not reliable; they clearly show a bias due 
to external contamination, probably due to ambient factors, and there are many hypotheses that must be  
verified.

Are you in favour of fresh tests or do you prefer to wait?  

Wait for what? Why to wait again if it will be a well-planned one? Some samples have clearly been taken 
from the Shroud and it is perhaps these that can be used.

Once in a while someone comes up with what is called a reproduction of the Shroud image, however 
none of these “reproductions” have been accepted. One big problem with these “reproductions” is 
that not a single one has been able to reproduce a body image on top of blood images. In your view 
what are the other features that no one has been able to reproduce?

Professor Luigi Garlaschelli recently presented the first copy of the whole Turin Shroud and his work is 
interesting  because  he  reproduced  many  characteristics  of  the  body  image,  especially  from  the 
macroscopic point of view. The big problem in reproducing the relic is that, in agreement with a paper 
entitled “Evidences for testing hypotheses about the Body Image Formation of the Turin Shroud,” the 
body image has many special characteristics, both at the macroscopic and microscopic levels, which are 
still impossible to reproduce together. Therefore the recent copy is good from the macroscopic point of 
view but lacks many of the details seen at microscopic level on the relic. To give you an example, the  
Shroud image is very superficial. It only resides on the topmost linen fibres of a thread, but the medullas 
of each fibre-image are not coloured. Only the so-called primary cell wall of the linen fibre, about 0.2 
micrometres thick, is coloured all around the fibre, having a diameter of about 15 micrometers. Then, the 
body image is not present under the blood stains, which means that the blood stains were transposed onto  
the cloth before the body image was formed. Obviously these and other characteristics are not reproduced 
in Garlaschelli’s copy.

Radiation and dematerialization are two among the various theories that have been proposed to 
explain how the extraordinary image was created.  Do you accept this or do you still feel that the  
corona discharge about which you have written is the best explanation?

I  think  confusion  may  result  when  some  hypothesis  is  proferred  and  compared  with  another  one. 
Radiation has been proposed as the source of the body image because we know that the image also 
resides where body-cloth contact is not possible, for example in the zone between the nose and the cheek 
or  between  the  hands  and  the  belly,  therefore  I  agree  with  it.  There  is  also  the  hypothesis  of  



dematerialization of the body because one cannot find any smears in the blood traces or any crust rupture 
that would have been present, especially in relation to the dorsal image, if the body was removed from the 
Shroud, so I also agree with this.

Others hypothesize that a corona discharge caused by a piezoelectric effect of quartziferous layers, with 
an earthquake as the triggering mechanical cause, explains the formation of the body image, but we know 
that that there are no quartziferous layers in the Jerusalem region. Some also make reference to radon in 
the tomb to justify corona formation, but in this case also it is known that there is not much radon in the  
tombs in Jerusalem.

Still others, and I am among them, suppose that corona discharge explains the image formation. But this 
phenomenon was caused by a particular fact such as ball lightning, which does not exclude another fact,  
correlated to what is described in the Gospels as having happened on that Sunday morning.
 
That said, I have to clarify that this last, corona discharge hypothesis does not go against  a radiation  
source because it is also a form of radiation. In the same way the dematerialization hypothesis does not 
clash with a radiation source.

Can you explain the double superficiality of the Shroud image, particularly what was the cause? 

The double superficiality consists of a second superficial image on the back of the Turin Shroud in some  
areas like the face and the hands. This second image corresponds in shape and position to the frontal body 
image, however it is less evident. I cannot say what was the cause with certainty,  but I would like to  
invert the problem to reach a better scientific conclusion: Do we know of any other sources of energy that 
are able to produce such an effect?

Well, corona discharge is a phenomenon which typically produces two superficial images on both sides of 
a cloth exposed to such electric energy because the image formation is linked to the electric field variation 
in this area. I do not know of any other phenomenon capable of imprinting a doubly superficial image 
leaving the inner volume of the fabric as a non-image area.

When I began my Shroud studies I was thinking of light as the most probable source of energy, but the  
fact is that light is not able to produce such double images. The light emitted by an incandescent object is  
not only orthogonal to the emitting surface, it is also scattered in all directions according to Lambert’s  
law.  Corona discharge has the strength lines only normal to the emitting surface, which would be needed 
to produce the Shroud image.

Do  you  believe  the  Shroud  really  wrapped  the  body  of  Jesus?  Since  the  Resurrection  as  a  
supernatural  event  could  not  be  subject  to  direct  observation,  would  you  say  that  it  can  be  
indirectly observed on the relic?

These questions require long discussions, which can be summarized as follows: Scientific aspects must be 
separated from religious ones. From a religious point of view, I am sure that the Turin Shroud wrapped 
the body of Jesus Christ, also because I had personal proof. From the point of view of science, we do not 
see Jesus’ signature on the relic and even if it is there it could be fake. On the other hand, there are  
hundreds of facts in favour of authenticity and independent probabilistic studies have reported that the 
probability of the Shroud having wrapped the Jesus of history is 100%, with a negligible uncertainty. 

If we speak of the Resurrection we immediately go beyond the scientific point of view because it is an  
event that is not reproducible. From the point of view of religion, the Turin Shroud better explains and 
completely agrees with the Gospels, which also say that Jesus Christ resurrected from the dead. What 
reason is there, therefore, for not believing that the Man of the Shroud was resurrected from the dead? 
Additionally,  the  Resurrection  could  be  the  cause  of  the  energy  source  necessary  to  explain  the 
scientifically impossible image imprinted on the Shroud.

 













































 


