Dear Giulio, Barrie, Marcel, Helmut, Mario, Frank and all other researchers,

In response to your e-mails, thanks for reading and commenting on my paper "An Evidentiary Analysis of the Proofs Claimed by Ray Rogers," which I had completed before Ray suddenly died.  Prior to his death, I had sent my paper to some scientists and was waiting on their comments before I released it publicly.  The scientists did not find any errors in it and even commended me on some scientific points.  I waited over six weeks following his death before I released my paper on a subject that has been greatly discussed publicly throughout the world.

My paper clearly shows that the X-ray fluorescent analysis on thirteen threads from the Raes sample indicated they had roughly the same relative concentrations of calcium, strontium and iron that was found on the rest of the Shroud.  This is very significant because STURP attributed the relatively uniform concentrations of calcium, strontium, and iron that are found throughout the entire Shroud to the retting process in which the harvested flax plants acquire these elements from soaking for several days in nearby bodies of water.  If the Raes threads have the same relative concentrations of calcium, strontium, and iron as the rest of the entire Shroud, this not only indicates that the entire Shroud linen and Raes sample were woven together, but that the flax of which they're comprised could even have been retted very similarly or simultaneously.

Ironically, the X-ray fluorescence analysis is found in "Physics and Chemistry of the Shroud of Turin, A Summary of the 1978 Investigation," by L. A. Schwalbe and R. N. Rogers.  This analysis alone not only contradicts the main points in Ray's Thermochimica Acta paper (and the three points in Helmut's e-mail of May 19, 2005), but it also illustrates the narrow range of analysis, examination and proofs found in Ray's paper.

Ray did state in his paper that, "The disappearance of all traces of vanillin from the lignin in the Shroud indicates a much older age than the radiocarbon laboratories reported."  He went on to state the cloth's "vanillin loss suggests that the Shroud is between 1300- and 3000-years old."  Part of Ray's reasoning is that he speculated the center parts of the Shroud would not have become very hot in the fire of 1532.  My paper clearly showed with the aid of scientific evidence that the heat from fire of 1532 alone could have caused all the remaining vanillin in the Shroud to disappear.   Moreover, the Shroud was kept for centuries in unknown conditions in the Middle East and Europe where the heat frequently rises above the 20-25° C (68-77° F) constant range that Ray used to conclude the Shroud’s age range.  You do not have to be a scientist to understand this.  The vanillin test propounded by Ray was an important part of his paper, and it must be pointed out that this major point and its reasoning are, unfortunately, invalid.

Ray not only overlooked STURP’s X-ray fluorescence analysis of the calcium, strontium and iron concentrations in the Raes sample and the rest of the Shroud, but he also overlooked Adler’s subsequent elemental analysis of the radiocarbon sample as compared to the rest of the Shroud, or Adler’s explanation that the radiocarbon samples appeared to be an exaggerated composite of the Shroud’s water stain and scorch fibers.  I correctly pointed out that Ray basically looked through a microscope and subjectively interpreted most of the findings for his main points.  Where he did compare his findings to STURP’s work, it was on a secondary point (whose main point was not well-established or documented) and the comparison was to an unpublished study.  Where he could confirm a subjective observation such as the gelatinous red lakes, he, unfortunately, did not, even though he had to have known that fluorescamine testing can detect gelatin at the level of a nanogram, or one-billionth of a gram.

Dr. McCrone made a similar observation through the microscope that gelatin was present on the Shroud (as a medium paint binder), which was not confirmed by other tests.  Dr. Garza-Valdes primarily based many of his conclusions on observations through a microscope that were not seen or interpreted in the same fashion by others who have also examined Shroud fibers.  Both aspects of Dr. McCrone’s and Dr. Garza-Valdes’ work can be seen in Ray’s research.  Moreover, all three researchers and their findings rely primarily on microscopy or photomicroscopy, however, with a cloth as long and wide as the Shroud, that has incurred a variety of events and conditions over a long history, this scientific tool is best used in conjunction with tests that have also been performed on the cloth as a whole, which is another flaw these three gentlemen share.

For the main points asserted in Mr. Rogers’ paper—that the radiocarbon and Raes samples are not original parts of the Shroud—photomicroscopy would best be utilized on the cloth itself.  Yet, Ray did not offer any photomicrographs to support his thesis.  You must keep in mind that thousands of photographs have been taken of the Shroud in various wavelengths and magnifications.  Furthermore, I have seen photomicrographs that clearly appear to refute his main point.  Moreover, textile experts and several other experts did not find any evidence on the cloth to support this thesis when the cloth was examined and restored for more than a month in 2002.  I also pointed out there is no record whatsoever from any source for any repair, nor would there be any reason to hide the record of a repair.  I noted an invisible repair would be unlike all subsequent and documented repairs to the Shroud.  I further noted that even if you made both such assumptions, you couldn’t explain how a medieval repairer could still fool modern photomicrographs and photographic enlargers, when they weren’t available in medieval times.

For the above and other reasons, Ray hasn’t come close to proving that the radiocarbon or Raes samples are not parts of the original Shroud.  Because Ray’s assertion has been discussed throughout the world since his paper was released in January of this year, I commented on it.  I would have commented on it whether he died or not.  My comments all concerned the validity of his proofs, evidence and methodology.  I did not impugn his character.  While I did compare his work to those of Drs. McCrone and Garza-Valdes, I did so in an accurate fashion, as they made similar mistakes.  If anything, read how at the end of several paragraphs in which I validly criticized Ray’s methodology, or lack thereof, I respectfully concluded:  “. . . but unfortunately, he did not.”; or “it’s unfortunate that fluorescamine testing was not discussed or applied to the Raes and radiocarbon samples by Rogers or someone on his behalf”; and “Unfortunately, these photomicrographs were not even discussed or considered by Rogers in his paper.”  I’m sure everyone who is familiar with Ray’s writings to the ShroudScience Group and elsewhere knows that none of the language in my paper is as harsh or disparaging as that which was used by Ray on numerous occasions.
Barrie writes in his e-mail of May 18, 2005, that my paper “was quite insulting to Ray’s memory, particularly in the timing of its arrival 5 weeks after Ray’s passing, when Ray was no longer able to defend himself or his work.”  I not only waited six weeks, but if I had waited six months or six years, Ray still wouldn’t be able to defend himself.  Surely, you don’t mean that people can’t criticize other people’s works, if the author has died?.  This is an important paper with important assertions that are of interest to people around the world.  In discussing my paper, Marcel writes in his e-mail of May 18, 2005, that “the arguments presented are so poorly minded that they don’t worth specific rebuttal [sic].”  In reply, I ask him what arguments did I present that you thought were invalid and why.  I have focused on the evidence, proofs, methodology and arguments in Ray’s paper concerning very important assertions, and welcome Marcel to focus on such in Ray’s paper and mine.  To the rest of his e-mail I might add, I think the Shroud is from the first century, is the burial cloth of Jesus, and much more.  I just disagree with Ray’s assertions and proofs.

In declining to publish my paper, Barrie’s e-mail goes on to say, “To be fair, I would be happy to publish any credible criticism of Ray’s work (and Ray would be the first to encourage this). . . .” then adds “Since Ray’s paper was written from well within his own professional expertise. . . I will only report or publish criticism from a qualified scientist, and preferably only once that criticism is also peer reviewed.”  Ray Rogers was not an expert in textile repairs, let alone medieval textile repairs.  Ray was not an expert in the history of the Shroud.  Ray was not known as an expert microscopist.  Ray was not an expert concerning vanillin loss and calculating age therefrom.  Ray did not even have a Ph.D. in any field of science.  These are not meant as criticisms, but they address themselves to the question whether the subjects within Ray’s paper were within his expertise.  I believe Ray also stated in an e-mail to the ShroudScience Group that he was color blind.  That, too, is not a criticism, but it is not necessarily a favorable quality for a microscopist to have.  Ray had been away from Shroud work from the early 1980’s until about the summer of 2001.  After I sent him a copy of my book, The Resurrection of the Shroud, Ray wrote to me in July ’01 that “you have managed to ‘resurrect’ our (he and Joan’s) interest.  It helps to have had a hiatus of about 15 years.”  (In reply to Mario and Giulio, while scientists and I requested some samples from Ray, we did not receive any.)
Yet, just because Ray was not an expert on the subjects within his paper, doesn’t mean he can’t write about them.  We should recall that Walter McCrone was one of the world’s most renowned microscopists when he studied the Shroud samples.  We should recall that the overwhelming number of people who criticized his findings and methodology, including myself, were not microscopists.  Scores of specialties or expertise within the general fields of medicine, science, history, archaeology, textiles and art are involved in the general study of the Shroud, and a number of these particular areas are necessarily involved in any discussion or paper on the Shroud.  If you have to be an expert in every field involved, a general discussion of the Shroud would be impossible.

Needless to say, anyone who has viewed Barrie’s website knows that numerous comments and publications on subjects beyond individuals’ expertise clearly appear on his website and they have not been peer reviewed.  Ironically, my paper was peer reviewed by scientists with much longer histories and greater expertise on the Shroud than Ray.  (I am not disparaging Ray by this comment.)  It is also interesting to note that a Ph.D. scientist and myself submitted a short paper to Barrie for posting on his website that very professionally commented on Mr. Rogers’ work two years ago, but Barrie has never posted it.

While commenting on my paper, Barrie further states, “Anecdotal attacks from individuals stepping outside their own fields of expertise do not have the credibility to challenge peer reviewed science.  They tend to cloud the true issues and force us all to spend an extraordinary amount of time in discussing and disputing them.”  My friend Barrie is missing some very fundamental points.  In my paper, the primary scientific evidence to refute Ray’s claim that the radiocarbon and Raes samples were not part of the original Shroud is found in the X-ray fluorescence analysis, a peer reviewed publication by Schwalbe and Rogers.  Another major scientific point in my paper is that the loss of vanillin cannot be used to calculate the age of the Shroud.  Scientific support for that came from John Jackson (and Dr. Propp) who is clearly qualified to comment on the fire of 1532, or any other scientific aspects related to the Shroud.  The other comments regarding temperatures in the Middle East and Europe do not require expert meteorologic evidence.  Dr. Adler’s elemental analysis of the radiocarbon samples and the rest of the Shroud, that are found in my paper, are also relevant.  Al Adler was clearly qualified to make his comments and his paper had been published for years.  Probably the most damaging evidence against Ray’s thesis are the first-hand observations on the Shroud itself by Dr. Mechthild Flury-Lemberg and Professor Giuseppi Ghiberti, both of whom are clearly qualified to make their observations and statements.  I don’t have to have conducted the scientific studies or have made the observations in order to cite these primary sources.  If I have cited them incorrectly, or misquoted them, or analyzed them inaccurately, then point this out; but these papers and observations (including Ray’s) were made for the benefit of the public and they should be discussed and debated.
I invite everyone to read my paper.  It focuses on the merits of Ray’s evidence, proofs, methodology, or lack thereof, and his claims.  It does not contain any anecdotal attacks.  Moreover, I have not stepped outside my own field of expertise.  The Shroud necessarily involves a great amount of evidence from a wide variety of fields.  Moreover, the validity of the extensive evidence, its relevance, its value as first or second hand evidence, its authenticity, reliability and comparability are all issues that lawyers are trained to analyze from a variety of perspectives.  This expert analysis (if you will) can be utilized in all areas of Shroud study, as they are in all other subject matters of society.  I happen to think a lawyer is an excellent background to have for Shroud studies, especially since no one could begin to be an expert in the vast number of specialties and sub-specialties involved in the total study of the Shroud.

I have extensively studied all fields of Shroud research for almost twenty-five years consecutively.  It is my primary area of focus professionally.  If you read my book, The Resurrection of the Shroud (which is easiest to obtain overseas on Amazon.com) you will see that I am comprehensive in my approach.  You will also see that I have attempted to analyze and cite every major point or article concerning the Shroud.  It was in that vein that I analyzed Ray’s claims and methodology, and will analyze his sapanora/diffusion hypothesis, along with some of the other methods that have been proposed since my book was published.  You will see that my analysis of his claims, proofs and methodology are consistent with my analysis of the works of many others.  I think the more information you understand about the Shroud, makes it easier to analyze new material because you have an extensive base of knowledge (some of which is fluid) with which to compare and analyze it.

Barrie concludes his e-mail by honestly, and inaccurately, stating he is not qualified to debate Ray’s work with me.  Many people are qualified, including Barrie, and Rays’ proofs, claims and arguments should be debated and discussed, as should all evidence concerning the important subject of the Shroud.

I have not done anything improper by analyzing Ray’s paper.  I have merely entered again the time honored debate and discussion on another important and public aspect of the Shroud of Turin.  I think my friend Barrie was still distraught, and understandably so, at the time of his e-mail, because he lost a colleague and friend whom he had known well since the 1970’s.

Mark Antonacci
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