I received the following request from Mark Antonacci on Monday, 23 May 05.  “

Art posted my attached reply on the Shroud Science group site.  Please spend a few minutes reviewing it. Any discussion you could now add on the merits of Ray’s research and paper would be timely and appreciated.”

Accordingly, at his request, I have the following comments, which are also shared by my colleague, Keith Propp. I can understand how some in the Science group might have thought that Mark was attacking Ray Rogers personally in that he probably overused Rogers’ name more than was necessary. Nevertheless, I think that Antonacci’s reply to such criticisms was quite professional and, in fact, a good model of how professional discussions can take place without venturing into the realm of the personal. Like Antonacci, I do not wish to be thought of here as being critical of Rogers personally, for that is not my intent.

The thesis that the radiocarbon sample site was a medieval reweave would be an excellent solution as to why the radiocarbon date yielded a medieval date. However, this thesis is, in my opinion, profoundly incorrect and this can be demonstrated to be so using available data that was collected by STURP in 1978.  I do not believe, for archaeological reasons (See for example our paper “On the Late Byzantine History of the Turin Shroud”, Proceedings of the 1999 Shroud of Turin International Research Conference Richmond, Virginia, pgs 185-195), that the radiocarbon measurement has provided us with an accurate calendar date of the Shroud. I have long concluded, however, that the reason for this discrepancy cannot be due to a fabric reweave in the vicinity of the radiocarbon site. Reasons for disputing a reweave hypothesis can be found in the paper that Keith and I presented also at the 1999 Richmond Conference, “On the Scientific Validity of the Shroud’s Radiocarbon Date” – specifically the section of that paper entitled, “Was the radiocarbon sample taken from a re-weave repair region of the Shroud?,” page 288.

In addition to the discussion presented in those proceedings, I think that Antonacci’s argument that the  density ratios of the calcium, iron, and strontium in both the Shroud and the Raes samples, as commented in Note 6 of the paper by Schwalbe and Rogers - “Physics and Chemistry of the Shroud of Turin” in Analytica Chimica Acta 1982, is a compelling argument that the fabric of the radiocarbon site is very likely not due to a fabric that is alien to the Shroud. Another piece of evidence can be seen by considering Figure 7 of the above Analytica Chimica Acta paper, which shows a 1978 radiograph of what would be ten years later the site of the radiocarbon sampling. The authors Schwalbe and Rogers in 1982 concluded that the side strip must be of the same material as the main body of the Shroud because alternating high and low material density bands, that probably correspond to different weft lots, can be seen propagating across the seam that joins the side strip to the main Shroud. This argument can also be applied to test the hypothesis of a reweave. If a reweave has occurred, then surely the continuity of the radiographic bands would be disrupted at the reweave intersection with the Shroud because the reweaved fabric would have different radiographic properties. Such a discontinuity is not observed anywhere in the Figure 7 radiograph, and therefore we must conclude unambiguously that there has been no reweave whatsoever surrounding the radiocarbon sample site.
I think that the Figure 7 radiograph as published is good enough that any reader can confirm this analysis for themselves, as we have ourselves done on the original radiograph of 1978. While I am critical of the reweave conclusion proposed in Rogers’ recent Thermochimica Acta paper, I should note that I am not critical of the two important x-ray fluorescence or radiographic conclusions, cited above, that are contained in his Analytica Chimica Acta paper. It is just that these two earlier conclusions happen to work against the reweave conclusion of his later and most recent paper.

I suggest that the direction of Shroud research with respect to the radiocarbon dating problem should be to try to determine why the radiocarbon result of 1988 came out medieval, if indeed it is thought that the Shroud fabric is First Century. There are a variety of good ideas that could be pursued.
Sincerely, 

John Jackson 

