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Introduction  

 Science and faith are in harmony. Not only do they mutually promote each other, but they 

also depend on one another. Einstein once said, ―Science without religion is lame. Religion without 

science is blind.‖
1
 Revealed faith often provides keys to difficult philosophical questions. Science, 

in turn, offers evidence that faith is reasonable. 

 In this essay, after clarifying our terms, I will show how truly scientific investigations about 

the origins of the universe and of life on Earth can lead one reasonably to conclude that there is a 

God behind these mysteries. Then I will explain how Judeo-Christian culture supplied the right 

frame of mind regarding the cosmos, and consequently under these conditions science was able to 

hatch and grow. Next I will delve into the debate about the Shroud of Turin, one of the most 

dramatic issues in the Western world’s dialogue between science and faith, to show that the truly 

scientific evidence points towards its authenticity. In the conclusion I will peer into the implications 

these reflections may have.   

 

Science, Faith, and Their Possible Relationships 

Reality is complex. It can’t be studied completely from just one point of view. We all desire 

to know, and we know through different means. Knowledge first comes to us through the senses. If 

we aid our senses with scientific instruments such as telescopes, microscopes, and x-ray machines, 

we can acquire more precise measurements of physical phenomena. We can also obtain knowledge 

by reasoning from already known premises to a conclusion, or simply by a complete understanding 

of the terms.   

Science clearly cannot explain all of reality. Science, which once meant ―certain knowledge 

through the causes,‖ is generally understood today as an enterprise that collects and organizes 

knowledge in the form of testable explanations and predictions about the world. This enterprise 

only deals with what can be measured. To borrow another quote from Einstein, ―Gravitation is not 

responsible for people falling in love.‖ Neither can science make an ethical equation and judge 

whether an action is good or evil. Science, then, is a valid means to help us know reality, but it has 

its limitations.   

Faith, as well, does not explain all of reality. The term faith has several meanings, and from 

the start we should know how to distinguish one from another. Faith in general refers to a state of 

mind in which the mind freely gives firm assent to something as true, on the grounds of the 

authority of others. Human faith is the kind of faith that we have in the weatherman when he says 

it’s not going to rain tomorrow. When tomorrow comes and it doesn’t rain, we no longer believe 

him, since we have proof. Faith would cease being faith if the object of belief were already seen 

clearly. That doesn’t mean, however, that faith is unreasonable. On the contrary, faith should be 

reasonable. It shouldn’t clearly contradict any other knowledge of truths. In this essay we will be 

dealing with faith in God. God’s grace weighs in and his authority is what counts for those who 

believe in him.  

Now that we have defined the crucial terms of this essay, the next issue at hand is to identify 

the possible relationships between science and faith.
 2

 One of the most common views nowadays is 

that science and faith are in conflict. Heated debates between die-hard materialists and inflexible 

fundamentalists in political arenas are the stories that make the headlines. While rationalism rejects 

the existence of any transcendent being, fideism places its sole trust in blind belief in God. 
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Rationalism tends to consider religion a thing of the past. Primitive peoples supposedly attributed to 

the gods whatever they could not explain. After centuries of scientific progress—they say—we 

know better. According to them, science is by now very close to explaining everything. Fideism, in 

contrast, fosters the kind of attitude that would more readily trust scripture than one’s own eyes.  

For Christian fideists, for example, taking the Bible seriously means interpreting its passages 

literally, such as the first chapter of Genesis on the creation of the universe in six days.  

Science and faith do not have to be in conflict, though. Some who see no conflict hold that 

science and faith are independent. This dualistic point of view implies that science and faith are 

irrelevant to each other. Finally, there are some who admit of an interactive harmony between 

science and faith. Such was the thought of Pasteur when he said, ―A little science might separate 

you from God, but a lot of science will necessarily lead you to him.‖
3
 Likewise, Stanley Jaki has 

argued that science developed in history thanks to the underlying notions of Christianity.
4
 It makes 

sense that the God who created the universe would also set humans on the right path to discover it 

through science. This last viewpoint has been endorsed by eminent Catholics since St. Justin in the 

second century, and it is by far the most convincing, as will be made clear throughout this essay. 

 

Disputes over the Origin and Evolution of the Universe and Life 

One of the hottest conflicts in the past century and a half has been waged between 

creationism and evolutionism. Creationists, usually consisting of fundamentalist Protestants, believe 

that God created the world exactly the way it is narrated in Genesis. Some have gone so far as to 

calculate the date and time of creation, based on information gleaned from the Bible. Evolutionists, 

in contrast, say that humans were not created, at least not directly, by a divinity, but that humans 

evolved, along with other animals, from a common ancestor. So who is right? Taken as the 

ideologies they have become, neither is. Each falls into unreasonable exaggerations of the evidence 

for its own position.  

A middle road is the most levelheaded mindset. Catholic teaching, for example, is 

compatible with both creation and evolution, as long as they are understood correctly. The doctrine 

of creation elucidates that God created the universe. Whether he did so six thousand years ago or 

fourteen billion years ago is not a dogma. The Catholic Faith does not depend on a literal 

interpretation of the first chapters of Genesis. The basic message of these chapters is to expound 

that the world is a product of creative Reason, a God who is Logos.
 5

  He intervened in a special 

way to form mankind in his image and likeness by giving each human person a spiritual soul, and 

when his humans soon rebelled against him, God did not abandon them. Although God could have 

created the universe in 4004 BC, complete with fossils in the Earth, it seems less reasonable that 

God would do so much to hide from us.
6
 Neither does he make his existence obvious, lest our 

freedom vanish, though it is possible for us to reason from effect to cause and thus demonstrate his 

existence.  

On Earth, fossil evidence supports the theory that there has been some sort of evolution of 

living organisms. Pope John Paul II even said that the theory of man’s evolution could not be 

considered a mere hypothesis.
7
 Belief in the theory of evolution is not the same as adherence to 

Darwinism, a materialistic evolutionary ideology. Although Darwin titled his famous book On the 

Origin of Species, he only attempted to explain the origin of new species from preexisting ones, not 
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the origin of living species themselves.
8
 The problem of the origin of life itself on Earth continues 

to puzzle scientists. It does not seem to follow necessarily from the laws of physics, and neither 

does sheer chance explain it.  

The origin of the universe poses analogous problems. Scientific evidence of the universe’s 

expansion suggests that almost fourteen billion years ago its size was minuscule. Measurements of 

the cosmic microwave background radiation even give a picture of the universe about four hundred 

thousand years after what has come to be called the Big Bang. The Big Bang is a scientific theory 

that agrees with great quantities of evidence; whereas creation, that is, creation out of nothing 

(creatio ex nihilo), is a philosophical and theological concept. The Big Bang, thus, is not equivalent 

to creation. There could have been other universes that preceded the Big Bang. Although these 

necessarily lie outside the scope of science, their theoretical existence still presupposes creation out 

of nothing.  

Today’s scientific theories sustain that in the first second the universe underwent a rapid 

inflation and then proceeded expanding. Most astrophysicists say that at the beginning it must have 

been a singularity. At a singularity, however, general relativity breaks down. No known physical 

law explains how singularities behave, let alone how a universe can come out of one.
9
 Another 

problem is how to interpret the assertion of an infinite density and temperature. Stephen Hawking’s 

no-boundary theory avoids the singularity, but includes even more problematic issues, such as 

imaginary time,
10

 a gratuitous ontological interpretation of Feynman’s ―sum over histories‖ 

method,
11

 and a creation by means of spontaneous quantum fluctuations.
12

 Consequently, there is at 

present no satisfying scientific explanation of how the physical constants (the value of gravity, the 

Planck constant, the speed of light, etc.) came out of this initial stage of the universe.  

What is interesting, though, is that these constants appear fine-tuned. If they were slightly 

different, the universe would look nothing like the way it does. Fred Hoyle, an agnostic cosmologist, 

said many years ago, ―A commonsense interpretation of the facts suggests that a superintellect has 

monkeyed with physics, as well as chemistry and biology, and that there are no blind forces worth 

speaking about in nature.‖
13

 One approach to this fine-tuning is called the Anthropic Principle. 

Although this principle has different formulations, its purpose is to affirm that if the highly 

improbable values of our universe’s physical constants were slightly different, we would not exist.  

Conclusions drawn from this statement reflect each individual’s personal philosophy. 

Believers in the existence of a transcendent being do not hesitate before concluding that this is 

evidence for God’s intervention. An alternative solution has been introduced, however, based on the 

Many-Worlds Interpretation of quantum mechanics, which appeals to materialists and other 

individuals who acknowledge nothing beyond immanent reality. This interpretation holds that 

whenever a microcosmic event with different possible outcomes occurs, all outcomes are obtained, 

each one in a separate universe.
14

 If in this ―multiverse‖ there are an infinite number of universes, 

then there is no need to postulate a Creator who fine-tunes the initial conditions, because from an 

infinite set all possibilities must be actualized. With no Creator, our existence, if not a fluke, 

becomes something that was bound to happen anyway. In other words, we shouldn’t be surprised 

that we exist.  
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The flaw behind this reasoning is the same hasty fallacy by which the Big Bang is equated 

with creation. However awkward the Many-Worlds Interpretation may be, it can account for the 

existence of life in a predominantly hostile universe. Nevertheless, it presupposes a universe. It does 

not explain why there is something rather than nothing, whereas the God hypothesis does. The 

Many-Worlds Interpretation cannot be verified or falsified, but God’s existence can be proven in 

several ways.
15

 These two statements are thus on different levels.  

While Earth appears to be a rare oasis of life, the unjustified assumption that there are many 

universes seeks rather to reaffirm the so-called Copernican Principle and put down what they see as 

the conceited delusion that we are important. Named after Copernicus, the sixteenth century Polish 

ecclesiastic who taught that the Sun, not the Earth, was the center of the Universe, the Copernican 

Principle asserts that our planet is not privileged. Optimistic astronomers speculated that there could 

be millions—even billions—of planets with life. Today, however, these numbers look naïvely 

optimistic. Unsuccessful hunts for extraterrestrial life and ever-increasing data about the surprising 

conditions that played a role in Earth’s formation suggest that life could in fact be a rare 

phenomenon in the Universe. Out of the 1235 probable extrasolar planets surveyed in NASA’s 

recent Kepler mission, only five of the sixty-eight approximately Earth-sized planets orbit their stars 

within the circumstellar habitable zone.
16

 If the existence of these planet candidates is confirmed, 

they still need to fit a surprising amount of criteria for us to consider them habitable. They need a 

stable axial tilt, which Earth has thanks to our unusually large Moon; plate tectonics, which have yet 

to be discovered on any planet other than ours; a strong magnetic field for protection; a stable 

planetary system; a sufficient quantity of the elements on which life is based; and an increasing 

number of other conditions.
17

  

 Scientific research suggests that Earth was formed about 4.5 billion years ago, and the first 

traces of life seem to date back to four billion of those years. In the early 1950s University of 

Chicago chemists Stanley Miller and Harold Urey produced chains of amino acids in a laboratory 

out of chemical substances. No one, however, has successfully produced ribonucleic acid.
18

 The 

change from a non-living conglomeration of elements to a living organism is an evolutionary leap 

that yet defies satisfactory explanations. The many transitions from unicellular organisms to 

primates took millions of years. Nevertheless, fossil evidence does not support the gradual 

progression theory originally proposed by Darwinists. One may call to mind the enigma of the 

Cambrian Explosion (580-500 million years ago), more like an abrupt burst of evolution.  

The highly unlikely character of this unique event, as well as that of the mass extinctions 

recorded on our fossil record that have been conducive to our mammal-dominated planet, screams 

to heaven for a greater explanation than pure chance. Here we can see the rationality behind 

finalistic evolution, as opposed to Darwinism and neo-Darwinism. Materialistic evolution—

Darwinism—rejects purpose and appeals to natural selection. Darwin, the father of the materialistic 

ideology of evolutionism (not the authentic father of evolution, which had already been proposed by 

Lemarck in 1809) relied on two external chance factors to explain evolution: natural selection and 

individual variations. Neo-Darwinists, accepting the contribution of Hugo de Vries, have substituted 

genetic mutation for individual variations. Despite their many unsuccessful predictions, Darwinism and 

other forms of evolutionism have not been discarded, a historical fact that hints at their non-scientific 

nature. These materialistic ideologies have long cast their spell on students, especially in English-

speaking countries, spreading the myth that non-Darwinian biologists are practically non-existent.
19
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 The materialism that penetrates the thought of some contemporary scientists is largely 

unjustified and illogical. In The Grand Design, a recent book by Stephen Hawking and Leonard 

Mlodinow, the authors argue that free will, actually non-existent, is only employed as an effective 

theory. They begin with the assumption that if we have free will, it must have developed somewhere 

during the evolutionary process. Such a statement is not too unreasonable. Their ―proof,‖ however, 

consists of a list of organisms that do not exhibit human behavior: blue-green algae, bacteria, multi-

celled organisms in general, mammals in general, chimpanzees, cats, and roundworms of the species 

Caenorhabditis elegans.
 20

 Because none of these organisms exercise free will, they imply, free will 

doesn’t exist. Why not just consider human beings and leave the rest of living organisms alone? By 

sloppy induction, these scientists have neglected the only species worth investigating for signs of free 

will. Implicit in this argument is the unjustified supposition that there was no evolutionary leap between 

non-rational animals and rational humans. In other words, Homo sapiens sapiens is just another species 

of animals. They conclude that although everything we will do is already determined, it would take too 

much time to calculate how our brains make us behave. In this way we can talk about free will, as long 

as we are aware that it is just an effective theory.  

Our brain does not determine what we do, although materialists would have us believe that. Not 

only our free will, but also our intelligence belong to an immaterial reality and cannot be explained 

away by complexity in matter. The term ―intelligence,‖ when restricted to human beings (as it ought to 

be), refers to the capacity of abstraction, of forming concepts and judgments, and of reasoning. When 

people started talking about the ―practical intelligence‖ animals are said to have, they were clearly not 

talking about the same thing. Some animals can solve a few specific problems, adapt to new 

circumstances, repeat useful experiences, or even form instruments. So-called ―artificial intelligence‖ 

is an even more notorious abuse of language. All it indicates is the capacity to receive information, 

elaborate it, and give a response.
21

 By using the same word to describe a human capacity and a 

capacity we can infuse into inorganic material, materialists imply that not only is Homo sapiens 

sapiens just another species, but that in the final analysis all living beings are just complex machines. 

Underlying these materialistic tendencies is an implicit philosophy of immanence, ever 

bound to be at loggerheads with the only other option, a philosophy of transcendence.
22

 Every 

person at some point comes to ask himself philosophical questions: ―Why do I exist?‖, ―What 

determines right and wrong?‖, ―What happens after death?‖, ―Why is there something and not just 

nothing in existence?‖ In the face of countless problems of the same philosophical nature, all 

individual responses can be broken down into two: philosophies of immanence and philosophies of 

transcendence. At least analogous, though nearly parallel, is the unremitting struggle between faith 

and unbelief that Pope Benedict XVI spoke about in his recent Easter Vigil homily, which also 

introduces us into the next section of this essay: 

  

[The creation account in the book of Genesis] tells us that, far from there being an absence 

of reason and freedom at the origin of all things, the source of everything is creative Reason, 

love, and freedom. Here we are faced with the ultimate alternative that is at stake in the 

dispute between faith and unbelief: are irrationality, lack of freedom and pure chance the 

origin of everything, or are reason, freedom, and love at the origin of being? Does the 

primacy belong to unreason or to reason? This is what everything hinges upon in the final 

analysis. As believers we answer, with the creation account and with Saint John, that in the 

beginning is reason. In the beginning is freedom. Hence it is good to be a human person. It is 

not the case that in the expanding universe, at a late stage, in some tiny corner of the cosmos, 
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there evolved randomly some species of living being capable of reasoning and of trying to 

find rationality within creation, or to bring rationality into it. If man were merely a random 

product of evolution in some place on the margins of the universe, then his life would make 

no sense or might even be a chance of nature. But no, Reason is there at the beginning: 

creative, divine Reason.
 23

 (italics added)
 
 

 

It may be necessary to point out that what the Pope says faith rejects is not the theory of evolution, 

but only of dysteleological (random) evolution. Teleological evolution (tending toward an end) is 

compatible with faith in a transcendent being, admitted by the philosophies of transcendence. The 

facts that scientific cosmology and the other natural sciences have brought us do not contradict 

teleological reasoning. On the contrary, teleology makes evolution not only more probable, but the 

expected process by which a higher intelligence would naturally guide living beings to superior 

forms. It is sensible, then, for individuals to conclude that some transcendent being governs the 

cosmos, and this being we generally call God.  

 

Science and Belief in Progress  

Science does not always succeed in explaining its allotted portion of reality. More often than 

one would expect, scientists behold what believers call miracles. When mysterious occurrences 

cannot be explained by science, they too often just get ignored. Such is the case for over a hundred 

incorrupt bodies of saints, hundreds of Eucharistic phenomena, and thousands of healings, just to 

name a few examples. Hawking and Mlodinow, for instance, do not consider the existence of 

miracles a serious hypothesis.
24

 Science is possible, according to them, because miracles are not. 

With a similar purpose in mind, Barrow and Tipler attempt to show the incoherence of fervent 

eighteenth-century scientists. These scientists, they explain, used Newton’s equations of motion and 

gravitation to argue that God too was a mathematician, while at the same time others cited ―the 

breakdown of their constancy, or miracles, as the prime evidence for a Deity.‖
25

 It should not strike 

believers as contradictory, though, that God could momentarily suspend some of the physical laws 

that he himself had fine-tuned. If Jesus had not performed miracles during his public ministry, 

would it have been reasonable for anyone to believe in him? In normal people’s lives, however, 

miracles are quite rare. What usually leaps out more at us is the regularity we observe in nature.  

Einstein once said, ―The most incomprehensible thing about the universe is that it is 

comprehensible.‖ This underlying rationality of the cosmos is a hint at God’s existence. For this 

reason Galileo (before Newton) said that nature was written in mathematical language. ―Indeed,‖ 

writes our present Pope, ―in the magnificent mathematics of creation, which today we can read in 

the human genetic code, we recognize the language of God.‖
26

 Antony Flew, previously a big critic 

of theism and of the universe’s rationality, converted to theism in the first years of the millennium 

after reflecting on recent scientific discoveries. It makes sense to say that few scientists doubt the 

universe’s comprehensibility; otherwise, why would they become scientists? But where did this 

common notion of nature’s intelligibility come from? Typical textbooks of the history of science 

begin with the ancients and then skip to Descartes, Galileo, and Newton. These titans of modern 

science did not start from scratch, though. Besides being Christians themselves, they are above all 

indebted to Medieval Catholics such as Gerbert d’Aurillac, John Buridan, Nicholas Oresme, and 

Albert the Great for Arabic numerals, the impetus theory that went against Aristotelian physics, and 

developments in many of the sciences. 
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The affirmation that the universe is not only intelligible, but also good, and that humans are 

the pinnacle of the created universe was once particular to Judeo-Christian culture. It was precisely 

this culture’s predominance in Medieval Europe that enabled science to arise in Western culture. 

Another significant impediment to the development of science was their notion of time as an 

unending cycle. If forgetfulness would inevitably return to humanity and bring people back to a 

primordial state, what was the point of progress? Judeo-Christian culture, on the other hand, 

introduced the notions of creation out of nothing (creatio ex nihilo) and linear time. In Christianity, 

the same God who created time along with the universe entered time in order to show humans the 

way to eternal life. The Incarnation, Death, and Resurrection of the Son of God were singular and 

unrepeatable events in history.
27

 Nothing could have been more important. Nothing could have been 

more unexpected. Nothing could have been more profitable to humanity than a divine Redeemer.  

 

The Shroud of Turin in the Light of Science and Faith 

Jesus has always been a sign of contradiction, as was prophesied of him in his infancy.
28

 He 

dedicated three years to public ministry, in which his aim was not to please the crowd. Rather, he 

came to speak the truth, 
29

 the truth that would set us free.
30

 No wonder his enemies, preferring their 

own self-righteousness to the truth, put him to death by crucifixion. Their incessant war against 

Jesus, however, would not be soon over. He said he would rise on the third day. If he had stayed in 

the tomb, the Christian faith that spread over Europe in the next centuries would have been in 

vain,
31

 but he did not. While Christianity continues to be the most persecuted religion in the world, 

a crucial debate between science and faith revolves around the Shroud of Turin. 

Could the Shroud have been the authentic burial cloth of Jesus? Well documented evidence 

traces its history back to Lirey, France in 1354, where it was found in the possession of Geoffrey de 

Charny. There was another cloth in the East, known under different names, such as the Image of 

Edessa (Mandylion – ), the cloth ―folded in four‖ (Tetradyplon – ), or the 

image ―not made by hands‖ (Acheiropoietos – ). Discovered in Edessa in 525 when 

a flood forced inhabitants to reconstruct the city, it was taken to Constantinople in 944 so that it 

could be better protected from the threatening Muslim hordes. During the sack of Constantinople in 

1204, the climactic crisis of the Fourth Crusade, the Mandylion disappeared. Its sighting in Athens 

in 1206 counters the possibility of it having been burned in the chaos of Constantinople’s 

catastrophe. Because Pope Innocent III condemned the sacking of Constantinople, no one wanted to 

be caught with such a valued relic. For this reason we should not wonder why it was never again 

seen, unless perhaps this cloth was the same one that would come to be known as the Shroud of 

Turin.  

Considerable scientific evidence, systematically ignored by adherents to the dogma of 

radiocarbon’s infallibility, supports the claim that the Mandylion is the same cloth as the Shroud of 

Turin. An artistic image of Jesus’ burial in the Hungarian Pray codex, dated between 1192 and 

1195, captures suggestive details of the Shroud, such as the herringbone weave (unknown in 

Medieval Europe) and the sets of L-shaped holes. Bloodstain coincidences between the Shroud of 

Turin and the Sudarium of Oviedo, which has been in Spain since the seventh century, leave little 

likelihood that they came from two different men. Iconographic comparison also suggests that 

artists used the face of the man of the Shroud as a model for their paintings of Jesus, even as early 

as the fourth century.  

If skeptics dismiss these arguments as non-scientific, then all the more so should they doubt 

the carbon-14 dating, which concluded that the linen of the Shroud came from sometime between 

1260 and 1390. Was the radiocarbon sample from the original Shroud? Joe Marino together with 
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Sue Benford, and then later the chemist Ray Rogers, have presented objective evidence that it was 

not. Marino and Benford showed three different American textile experts pictures of the corner the 

sample was taken from. The experts replied that it was herringbone weave, but manipulated in some 

way, maybe rewoven. Marino and Benford published their paper in 2000, concluding that a 

significant portion of the sample was actually a patch of sixteenth century material.
32

 Ray Rogers, at 

first skeptical of Marino and Benford’s studies, later examined the evidence on his own and found 

that they were right. He presented his findings in a scientific article in 2005, arguing that the 

radiocarbon date was not valid for determining the age of the Shroud because the sample was not 

part of the original cloth.
33

 The radiocarbon dating done in 1988, therefore, was not a scientific test.  

Nevertheless, science has indeed investigated the Shroud. Perhaps the most rigorous and 

thorough scientific investigation of the Shroud was done on October 8-13, 1978 by the Shroud of 

Turin Research Project (STURP). Twenty-four experts, most from the United States, spent 120 

hours doing experiments one after another on the Shroud. One of their first findings was that it 

could not possibly have been a painting, for there was not a drop of pigment, ink or anything else 

that could have been used. Some object that iron oxide, which was found on the Shroud, was used 

as a pigment in Medieval Times. It was, but only with cobalt and manganese, which were not found 

on the linen of the Shroud. Because retting (soaking the flax plant for linen) produces iron oxide, it 

is logical to declare that that iron oxide comes from the linen itself. Furthermore, even if all the iron 

oxide found on the Shroud were heaped up into a pile, a microscope would still be necessary in 

order to see it. These facts considered together exclude the possibility that the image was a painting. 

Neither could it have been a photograph, for there was no silver found on it, not to mention that 

photography was invented in 1818. Moreover, the Shroud image contains three-dimensional 

information. The brightness of the image is proportional to the distance the body would have been 

from the cloth. With the help of a VP-8 Image Analyzer, first applied prior to the STURP 

investigation, scientists have been able to produce a three-dimensional replica of the body that the 

Shroud must have wrapped. 

Another interesting find concerns the bloodstains. Fluorescent x-rays, ultraviolet rays, 

radiography, and other sophisticated means were used to verify the presence of human blood. The 

blood on the Shroud has not darkened, but has remained red, due to an abnormal abundance of 

bilirubin, evidence that the man of the Shroud was tortured. Ultraviolet fluorescent photography 

detected around the side wound a stain of serum, invisible to the naked eye.  

Although a lot of claims are made about what can be found on the Shroud, it is not all to be 

believed. The only place to look for truth to the highest degree of certainty of which we are capable 

about any archeological object is in peer-reviewed scientific articles. The STURP team produced 

peer-reviewed science that points unanimously towards the Shroud’s authenticity. 

Determining the prospect of the Shroud’s authenticity corresponds to science and not to faith. 

Science says the man of the Shroud died a violent death by crucifixion. The Gospels tell us of Jesus, 

who was beaten, crowned with thorns, and crucified. The Catholic Church will not declare that the 

man of the Shroud is Jesus. It is up to individuals to make that connection or to look for another 

explanation for the apparent congruence. God created us free, and he means to preserve our 

freedom. 

Christians who believe that the man of the Shroud is Jesus often think his image on the 

Shroud is proof of the Resurrection. Because the formation of the image of the man still puzzles 

scientists, the most common theory among believers is that a burst of radiation at the instant of 

Christ’s Resurrection left the image on the Shroud. The vaporograph theory, however, does not 

presuppose the Resurrection, but still explains how the image could have formed. First proposed by 
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Paul Vignon in the early 1900s,
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 discarded by STURP, but then resurrected by Ray Rogers, the 

vaporograph theory says that a vapor emitted by the corpse, first from the nose and mouth, then 

from every pore, reacted with certain chemicals on the cloth and produced the marks by a Maillard 

reaction. Because the vaporograph theory uses known physical laws, it should be testable, although 

no one has yet succeeded in repeating an image closely like the one of the Shroud without omitting 

important details. A resurrection, on the other hand, cannot be repeated in a laboratory. Science 

cannot verify or falsify the supposed effects of Christ’s Resurrection that could have caused the 

image on the Shroud. Such an event lies outside the sphere of science.
35

 It is a matter of faith. 

Christian faith and belief in Christ’s Resurrection depend neither on the source of the man’s image 

nor on the Shroud’s authenticity. They are based on the Gospels, not on the Shroud. Consequently, 

if the image was duplicated or if science were to demonstrate that the Shroud were a fake all along, 

belief in the Resurrection would remain intact. Faith would not be shaken.  

 

Conclusion 

 Although science is not essential to faith, it can bolster it by providing evidence compatible 

with it. Galileo once said that two truths can never contradict each other.
36

 By the nature of true 

science, if an objective scientific fact disagrees with a belief, faith has to give way. Conversely, 

whenever there could be opposition and is none, faith can come out strengthened.  

As we have seen, there are sectors of reality that science does not encompass. Because 

science by itself cannot know all truths, there is room for faith in each person’s life. Although 

contemporary cosmology approaches the very beginning of the universe, it can neither prove nor 

refute creation by a superior being. Although fossil evidence of evolution disagrees with a literal 

interpretation of the first chapter of Genesis, it does not preclude teleology. Rather, evolution 

guided by a superior intelligence is far more reasonable than random evolution. The intelligibility of 

the cosmos reflects such a higher intelligence that must have fashioned it. Christians call this the 

God who is Logos, the Word who became Flesh.
37

 Jesus did not depart this world without leaving 

us an enigmatic portrait to know him by, whether it be his own or that of someone else who suffered 

an equally spine-chilling death. If what the Gospels tell us is true, Jesus rose from the dead and is 

now alive, though in a different ontological dimension, entirely outside of space and time, which are 

limited to the material universe.  

 Science tells us that the universe will eventually come to an end, whether it be by a Big 

Crunch, a Big Chill, or a Big Rip. The expansion of the universe could slow down and reverse. 

Space would recollapse and a final black hole singularity would engulf all matter. Although that 

might not mean the end of everything, it would definitely be the end of this universe. Observations 

of supernovae in 1997, however, suggest that the universe’s expansion is actually accelerating, and 

in that case no future collapse is foreseen. Implications of the second law of thermodynamics will 

inevitably lead to a fading frequency in the formation of galaxies, stars, planets, and—in short—all 

material structures. Stars will burn all their fuel. Black holes will vanish after they release Hawking 

radiation. As the universe continues expanding, it will cool to the point that its average temperature 

approaches absolute zero. This would be the heat death of the universe. If there really is dark energy, 
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however, and the universe’s expansion continues to accelerate to the point that infinite distances 

diverge in a finite amount of time, all structures would be torn apart. One way or another, this 

universe is doomed.  

What then will be left? Is our existence an absurdity? Steven Weinberg would say so. In his 

closing remarks to The First Three Minutes, he stated, ―The more the universe seems 

comprehensible, the more it also seems pointless.‖
38

 If our thirst for knowledge will never be 

quenched, if material reality is all there is, if death is the end, then what is the purpose of it all? In 

the end, if we don’t have faith, we don’t have anything. Faith in eternal life, a reality that goes 

beyond the confines of this universe, gives meaning to our lives; it gives meaning also to science 

and to reason.  

  

Faith and reason are like two wings on which the human spirit rises to the contemplation of 

truth; and God has placed in the human heart a desire to know the truth—in a word, to know 

himself—so that, by knowing and loving God, men and women may also come to the 

fullness of truth about themselves.
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