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SERIES € and D

The aro in the terminal curve of the small letter "t" is
wider in most of the imprints of this letter ih the Higs
Standards 46-B, 37 and TT than in the lmprinte of this
letter by #N230099, and the line of the curve follows a
different pattern. |
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SERIES C and D

t. The arc in the terminal curve of the emall letter “t" is
wider in most of the imprints of this letter 15 .the Hies
Standards 16-B, 37 and TT than in the imprints of this
letter by #8230099, and the line of the curve follows a

different pattern.
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SERIES E

The angles where the lower seriph and the loop,
x"upeotlnly,rmeet the right leg are dirrerent in
the imprints of #N230099 from those in the Hiss
Standards 46-B, 37 and TT.
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SERIES E (15X)

HISS STANDARDS
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SERIES F

n. The differences between the imprints of this letter in
the Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and TT, and the imprints
in the typing from #N230099, are most clearly shown in
the angles where the seriphs meet the left and right
leg and where the loop meets the left upright.
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SERIES A and B
The clear-cut sharp angles whlqh are almost always sapparent
at the juncture of the seriphs and the legs of the small
letter "y" in the Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and TT are almost
always blurred and indistinot in the imprints of this letter
by N230099. The left leg of the small letter "y appears to
mest the maln staff of the letter at a higher point in the
imprints o:'this letter in the Hiss Standards than in the
imprints made by #N230099. This difference makes the
descender of fhe small letter "y" longer in the Hiss Standards
than 1t does in the imprints from #N230099. There is a break
or cut in the type face of the terminal arc in the descender
of the small letter "y" in #N230099 which does not appear in
the other two sets of documents. This defeot helps to
obscurs the difference between the 1eng€h of the descender
of the "y* in the #N230099 machine and that of the *y" in
the Hiss Standards where the type face 1s continuous in
this terminal curve. It also tends to confuse mlorometric
eomparisons between the letter "y" as it appears in the
Baltinmors Documents and as it appears in specimens from

#N230099.
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SERIES F

The differences between the Eilp!‘int‘l of this letter in
the Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and T7, and the imprints
in the typing from #N230099, are most clearly shown in
the angles where the seriphs meet the left and right
leg and where the loop meets the left upright.
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SERIES E

u. The angles where the lower seriph and the loop,
respectively, meet the right leg are Adifferent in
the imprints of #N230099 from those in the Hiss
Standards 46-B, 37 and TT.
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SERIES € and D

t. The arc in the terminal ourve of the small letter "t" is
wider in most of the imprints of this letter 1h the Hiss
Standards 46-B, 37 and TT than in the imprinte of this
letter by #N230099, and the line of the curve follows a
‘different pattera.
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t. The aro in the terminal curve of the small letter "t* is
wider in most of the inprlnt- of this letter in the Hies
" Standards 46~B, 37 and TT than in the imprinte of thie
letter by #N230099, and the line of the curve roilova s

different pattern,
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SERIES A and B
The clear-cut sharp angles which are almost always apparent

at the junscture of the seriphs and.the legs of the small
letter "y" in the Hisa Standards U6-B, 37 and TT are almost
always blurred and indistinet in the imprints of this letter
by N230099. The left leg of the small letter *y* appesrs to
meet the main staff of the letter at a higher po;nt in the
imprints of this letter in the Hiss Standards than in the
imprints made by #K230099. This difference makes the
descender of the small letter *y" longer in the Hiss Standards
than 1t does in the imprints from #N230099. There 1s a break
or cut in the types face of the terminal aroc in the descender
of the small letter "y" in #N230099 which does not appear in
the other two sets of doocuments, Tpia defect helps to
obscure the difference between the 1ength“of the descender

of the "y* in the #N230099 machine and that of the "y" in

the Hiss Standards where the type face is continuous in

this terminal curve. It aleo fenda té confuse miorometric
comparisons between the letter "y" as it appears in the
Baltimore Dosuments and as it appears in specimens fronm
#N230099.
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SERIES A and B

y. The clear-cut sharp angles whiqh are almost always apparent
at the juncture of the seriphs and the legs of the small
letter "y" in the Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and TT are almost
glvays blurred and indistinot in the imprints of this letter
by N230099, The left leg of the small letter "y" appears to
meet the main staff of the letter at a higher point in the
1ipr1nta of this letter in the Hiss Standards than in the
isprints made by #N230099. This difference makes the
descender of the small letter *y" longer in the Hiss Standards
than it does in the imprints from #N230099. There is a break
or cut in the type face of the terminal arc in the descender
of the small letter "y" in #N230099 which does not appear in :
the other two sets of documents. This defect helps to 1
obsoure the difference between the length of the descender
of the "y" 4n the #N230099 machine and that of the "y" in
the Hiss Standards where the type face 1ls oontinuous in
this teraminal curve, It also tends to confuse micrometric

comparisons between the letter "y" as it appears in the

Baltsimore Doouments and as it appears in specimens from
~ #8230099.
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SERIES A

y. The clear-cut sharp angles which are almoet always apparent
at the juncture of the seriphs and the legs of the small
letter "y" in the Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and TT are aslmost
always blurred and indistinot in the imprints of this lotper
by N230099., The left leg of the small letter "y" appears to
meet the main staff of the lettar‘at a higher point in the
Amprints of this letter in the Hiss Standards than in the
imﬁrlnts made by #N230099. This difference makes the
descender of the small letter “y" longer in the Hiss Standards
than 1t does in the imprinte from #N230099. There is a break
or cut in the type face of the terminal aroc in the descender
of the small letter "y" in #N230099 which does not appearrin
the other two sets of docuaents. Tpia defeoct helps to
obscure the difference between the length of the descender
of the “y" in the #N230099 machine and that of the "y" in
the Hise Standards where the type face is continuous in
this terminal ocurve, It also fenda té confuse miorometric
oomparisons between the letter "y" as 1t appears in the
Baltimore Doocuments and as it appears in specimens from
#N230099.
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- mx sxmm mmcm betng duly sworn, “"”’“’

‘. Rig

Iy newe 1s tulyn Sti‘tnr Shrlich, I l}l.ﬁ at

;,h?l?’ Snnon strui, Boston. My married mo is Mrae Willlam
: xhrlich. I -'s gnﬂmto of the Unxnr:ity of Ponmylvanh
| 'wh;oro I studied uchimtum and received tie degres of .

Buholor of Fine Arts in 1929. Excepting for two years
during the war, from 1934 until 1951 -I was on the staff |
of the Fogg Museum gt" Art, Harvard University, as a part

‘time workers Whilée there, as a member of the Department

ot conurmtion and Rcaourch, my special field of activity

Il and invemtization n&s concerned with the technical oxamina-

tion and vonservation of prints, drawinga, manuseripjts and
éypogm‘phy. In the course of my work end undar the aunpion

|| of the Fogg luseum I was engaged from 191;0 to 1951 in an

intensive investigation concerned with the detection of

‘t,qu!"i,ous prints. In this connsction I devoted part of my

work to the ﬂovolbpmont of visual techniques of prosentationr

to fllustrate the pertinent technical details in the

detection of deceptive imprints and typography. I have
sumarized this print researcéh project in a boqk ontitled
"The Detection of Spurious Prints® which is now in manu-
script -rbm 1n.\ the hands of Harvard University.

An articlo which I wrote and 1llustrated des-
eribing the use of photomicrography as a research tool for
tho doteqii'on of deceptive rare book facsimiles was pub- "
11shed in the Hervard Library Bulletin, Vol. IV, Wo. 1,

inter 1950, and Km'.s rqcentl_y reprinted in the Journal

0f the Natichal Archives of India, vol. IV, Hoe le

Klsseloff—24348
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,muuwummnn,mmsmmmwﬂ’

' In peeeers. wﬂ. T mmwfm@“"ﬂ
‘a@n&mmmmﬂmmnu;;
| mmaummmhmﬂu&&“m
_ﬂehﬂuhﬁhmmhm‘mmum |
have been possidle. for Whittaker-Glisabere to have hef A

fesaimile mmwmmammmh mmm

the wur-m e m:mmm&wm =

at-mp:.u-ﬂ.smmnmammmmm
it was the Hisms mammsmmm n-nm&
mammmmssxmmmmm mssu, /

mw.rmnhmmd-mahmwmaunmw
duplicats the typlug from the so-oalled Hiss mashins. o
teldmthntthemrkmthmm”mmtwtmm
but that his experts workiag on it felt that 1t wes quitsy
close to being m perfecs duplicatiom, sad thet ho nesdsd &

fresh eye to help him maks sure whother ho was on the right |

track. aouuammmrxmdmunmwm

gpeoimsns from the mmm-ummmwgmuh

told aparde . . fav '
' xweoumuwmmm1m¢w..

I.ano-antmsom zamples tmdmmmmmm%

and the faosimile masching uh.!.eh had besn altered to imitate
ite These mpleo vere not marked or upmted in any Wy

to indieate whish machins had been. used to type any indivie

dusl dooument. When I examined thm I was struck by the
axtraordinary doyeo of sinmilarity vhich had besn ashieved
in the typefacs of those two machinos. Howsver, whem I
exeanined the sarples more carefully under n.n&emsem
(magnifisation 30K) I found a fev oonsistent details of
difference which appeared to make 1t possible to sepurate
these samples imto two aw's-,-' Apart from these few mioro=
sgcopic deteile I found that an amaszingly faithful reprotug-

o2
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tion of the mal.hd Hiss mashine had been rmmm in -
Mtwwynwto

x made @ simllar exzamination of: farther mlas
mu@,masnc»mmmrn.xmmm
|| the same eonslusion. I scparated the saxples inlo twe |
groups and informed m'ohmorwmnltco" nmn'l foit
that. I had supcensfully differenticted the typing of the.
Mwh!ms,butonlymNubuuusﬁwmw
mmwmuem BRraapt for m« suditls detaldls, I ﬁmﬂ
,mtmumuop&mtimmmmhmmm_.
'mmm@mownmmxymxmmm
_mumupomueuxmamtmmmﬂmm
mnmimm .

After these pmndmry mﬁmta re Lane .
:mmammehmmmwwmmm
whlch frem tho othey (confirming the comelusiscas X hed
ﬂmadymw),mdmmry?gwﬂ,m”m
mmumamx«mwwmmsmw -
wwmsmmmmm-mnmml,
.mvmemarmmmwmwm 3
mmﬁmkmlvo mmhummmouh l‘%ﬂi
made oight to twelve photomicragraphs (7.6X) of: eashy mm
aammmmsm-ushowmofmmmw,
jmnﬂabyomueﬂmmﬂmbyﬂnom
These photemisrographs (7.6X), which are smzm

Wo, a nmmusns mierossope tadle lemp, and & Eand

Polarold eamers. Eash of the series of letters imlmﬁ ‘
ves photographed under identiecsl sonditions of magniffcaticmg| ‘
n_l.mlnuﬂm. and photographis processes and no Mlmr |

-3
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KRR ’mawt wile nm ot thase nanlrid a,umn. ovtno= |
\, B | mﬂt l’o);mm I‘i‘.lli Uﬂn tu useds 1 pmch;lon 2
L MR ;tontmh of the ‘u%mﬁds prmting and developing proceases
“\,:‘ - | An ths m& Poldroid cmra ‘and rils sllowsd for & seriel E
e :of ninﬂ.ar lottort i'rom vatioui docxmonta to bo photogruphed ’
jtmdor cbnaitiont a8 netrly ldontical aa is poui‘blo- By
 taking thﬁ phﬁﬁogrtphy of Lhese datails .through & microscopo
it wes possiblo ko obtain a mgniﬁ.ed mngo of each letter
without the usual, Xina of diatortion 'hich is inhorent in

'L—-

- ek

moat types of photographic anlarging and copying proceases.
| Dupllcato prints of Serles A were also copled |
| with a Polaroid camers and Polaroid film, This was done
“ _without any further enlargement of the photomicrogrnph,
made 1t pdaaibl‘o for a1l duplicate prints to be made with
the same preoision dontrolt of printing and dovelox:ing as
the originsls, However, it will be noted that the duplicates
(as in all photographs of photographs } do not show some of
the fine details which can be seen on the original photo-
nicrographs,

The original get of these photomicrographs of
aimnar characters from both machines is attached to the
original of this affidavit and a set of the duplicates is
attached to an exscuted carbon hereof.

1 have not indicated which machine was used to

type these individusl characters in Series A. However,
each of the photographs is identified by a number end 1
. have carefully noted the mechine used for its typing and .

the document from which the detail was made in fa-codé book
which is in my possession,

After this experiment was made Mre. Lane suggested
that I read the testimony given by the Government's exper‘:;,

¥r. Ramos C. Feshan, in the second trial in the Hlss case,

Kisseloff-24351




. | devintions in ﬁw tvo groups of docvmenty, ﬂu &h _svidense

| individusl characters from thess iws mashines in Series A
§ are used to 1llustrats a few of tls similap deviabions,

| sni’ fami1tamise wyonls i the o2 Muu

‘anmummmmw
mmmmmﬁammmw
:tnctonth-mmm xWMmmuuw
»mmt—ymtmumnum

.ﬁobmnta;uintbinin stun&udn mwwmm

he eonsluded that a single mashine had beex weed. It ll!!
opinion that ¥r, Lane’s two mashines sontain sy mere
similar deviatlions than' ths ten ‘!hhh | 28 Peehan Mﬂu
to justify his testimony at the trials The twelve mets or

It would be possible to previde a simllar weries for alwost
every uhnrwter on the mhinu. |
Ax a second prohlu. Mre Lane nhd »e i;o meke %

study of spociuenu from the so-callsd Hiss machine and o
| compare thu, ir pouibld, with tm of tht photéeo;ﬁu of
th,o Baltimore Doounouts and also ths ghotocoph- of the
Hiss documents which ;nro used @t lwon;mtnt standards. Foo
this purpose I was given photocopies of" the B;ltiao:u Doou=

and Peris, Feb, 16, “1938. I was slso ‘gvcn.phombplu of

the four Hiss documents which were used ‘a8 ‘Government .

standards, | ’ ’
Certain kinds of differences and similaritles

in a questioned document c'n%x be deduced from & photocopy

of the document used as a standard,; l.e.; alignment, slant,

spa¢ing, and position of the letter, However, I belleve
Kisseloff-24352
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. ﬁnt & final judjpment about ul‘.-‘i.hr deviitions and mm
sistent differences in typograpby can only be reliable u‘ '
| £t is based On & ecmparison of the questioned doswmien with ’

| the original sepy of fhe seterisl used as & standard, I

. umpmmmmpmsamchmmtmmm

g wwmwmawvmmmm
" bo work frome

‘of mhg from the sg-ealled 'Niss sachine im Ny Tanets

_Xiss machiie new in Mr. Lanets posmesitlon is wot fs MM

| ﬁuyhotuicmmplumw wmumxnhmf

bave not had asgess to the originel coples of ihe dvewsents 1
set¥ioned sbove; bntmkinganwm mmw

MMM rebnrrucmwnm
of the letters im this doswemmt and the siugle WW o
She seesailed Niss mashine in Mp, Lane's p-mm I -',:j -

mmmmmm:wmmpm-e i
Seriel by the sepylag pretess MtMMWWﬁ

, xmm:;mﬁlwmﬁt“wtjv
crthnuutundtrd Wmm’anw-n)mm:;

Mu. wmmnwmﬁﬁw
»mm that it is entirely wnfbh that the so-eelled

Mu.mdﬂtﬂimnﬂlm IM.W‘.' |
eomalnsion on my sbservakbn of eerbala differsnces whieh : | -
Mntumwmymr-d.m,wnmnmm 1
1diosymerasies. To illustrate sbese differenses I have

at higher mniﬂcatlm (16X and 1§ X)« These are
a,tw as Series B-l through B=7»

Kisseloff-24353
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. X wibi, fer sxample; the fellowing differencess

Thows 15 wm lwterrup t!m in the typeface of the
deseender of the maall letier 'y"nifxm of the
Isprints of this Jetter by the so-called Hiss

nathing. There ix no sapparent break in the :

_ déweandsr of this letter "y” type in the imprint

of thiszs letter seen in the photos of the
Higs standurd, prio nop;r

M photemierographs, Series Bel, -

Phere is & complets break in the descender of the

main slement of the small letter "p” in about 904
of the times which thiz letter ‘?:urp in the
ssaples typed by the sosdalled Hiss machine., The
photosopies of the Hiss document give no indiecation
3:‘*&!1.{1 particular deterloration in the small leéetter
P s

8¢e photomiicrographs, Series B-2,

In almost &1l of the imprints of the letter "m™ in
the photocopy of the Hiss document the highest

, s of the loops appears to be farther to the
right and s)lightly different in shape than the
more rounded loops of the small letter "m"™ in the
samples fyped by the so-called Hiss machine.

Scu_photon'icrograbhs s Series B-3,

The lawer right seriph of the small letier "u"
appears to be horizontsl in almost a third of ‘the
times which thls letter appears in the photocopy
of the liss document, while it appears to be con~
sistently slanted downward at an anglé in the
imprints of this letter made by the so-called Hiss
machine, 7The Attachment of this lower rizht seriph
to the main element o0f the letter appears abnormal
in the sowcalled Hiss machine. The printing suirface
of this seriph seems to ba set on a lower level
than the typeface of the rest of the letter., The
upper seriphs of this letter also often appear
slanted at a different angle in the imprints of
this letter in the Hiss document from those made by
the so-called Hiss machine, .

See photomicrographs, Series Beli.

The seriph at the foot of the terminal element of
the small letter "d" is manifest horizontally,
apparently at full length, in about a third of the
imprints of this letter in the Hiss document., This
seriph-at the foot of the right side of the letter
"d" is manifest only occasionally, and then very
short in length, in the imprints of this letter
found in the samples typed by the so-called Hiss
machine, ‘

See photomicrographs, Serles B=5,
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¢ EIRERERuSERaS S
' ‘of this
Hiss doswment than in the imprints of this letter

,uuwmmmun-m

Bee mmm Saries B8,

qn.‘m:c:n pniiuri;h Mcrthn’uthr*ﬂ'
) be hmlmm i.n the rinks of this

. lﬂ. rin‘:ginrﬂ : hmi ?do by n-muu
TR soriph is almest always
. :hntoa at w WIJ‘F aHglne

See photimlcrographs, Series B-T,

However, for the ronscns alr-m itttcd; ny

'obniutimqauid be more souplets if I fré& in & position
to examiue the original dpsuments, I shenld sdd that In

|| exsmining the similer deviations mentlioned by Mr. !nhln ‘

on the photosopy of the Hiss doamut. whioh wis %hs only one

of those furnished to me that was u slear enough photocopy
for me to make any use ofy I observed that the deviations

|| descrived .for some of ¥r. Peshan's shossn sxamplen were not

|| constistent throughout this standard, Two of the deviations
‘[ were not sonsimtent for over thirty pesr cent of the times

I tne letter was used go far us was nppmnt froe this

; docxmeut.

‘ &ﬂ‘fu 3.1 uon

Sworn to before me this

22£’ \’5 day of January, 'J?S&

, Klsseloff—24355

RGARET L BUXTON
‘P‘tbhcfutho&lteomcwm
Qualmed in NewlY«k Coply

Cetts. Fited mth Co. Clks., Kings and
dw t City R2S. .Y, andw
mk(l)ao':gal? L5} !lE; vy 2ch30,199 3
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SECORD SUPPLENENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF CHESTER T, LANE
SUPPORT F LICTION F V2N TRIAL

UNITED STATES DISTRIGT COURT
SOUTHSRN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

- W @ W W @G @ O W @ e W S @ W W - e

UNITED STATES OF ANK-RICA,

-againste

ALGER KISS,

Defendant,
SPTATE QR LY YORK )
2 SS8e¢
)

COTaTY O™ KIF I0RK

CESTER T. LANE, beins d-1ly sworn, Gecposes and. says:
I an an attorney at law, a =wember of the firi of Leer,

Ricnards, Lane * Haller, attorneys for £Al-er liiiss, tne

!

Criminal WHo. ¢-1231=402

. ————— e - v e

defendant herein, anu am in charge of this case for my firm..

This is my second supplemental affidavit in support of the
defeudant's pending motion for a new trial on iite ; round of
newly discovered evidence under Rule 33 of the Pederal Rules

of Criminal Procedurc. Kisseloff-24357

THE BALTI!ORE DOCUMENTS

The Camning evldence in this case--the evidence with-
out wilca there would have been no case worth cousldering--

was tne so-called *2ltil -ore Documents. These four small

handwritten notes -on scratch-pad paper and sixty-five type-

written sheets, dopying or paraphrasin~ or suwmarizing State
Departnent documents dated 1In tl.e first three months of

1933, were Chambers's bombshell in his defense to the libel




-

~defense conceded Alger Hiss's handwriting on the four small

action which Alger Hiss had brought against him.in the
federal court in Baltlmore. They were part, he said, of

the fruits of an esplonage opefgtion in which he and Alger
Hiss had been engaged together from 1934 to 1938, The
hendwritten notes (Raltimore Documents l-l) were apparenfly
in Alper Hiss's handwriting, and Alger, hé claimed, had giv=
en tnem to himjy the typewritten pages (Baltimore Documents
5=47) he saild had been typed by Priscilla Hiss for Alger

on the family typewrliter from State Department documents

Alzer had brought home overnight for the purpose, The

nemoranda, and dld not contest the Government's expert testi-
rony that tie typed sheets had been typed on the same machine
as had been used for the so-called Hiss Standaprds--letters,
etc., unquestionably written on the Hiss family typewrlter
from 1931 to 1937e. | ,
There was, of course, other evidence., Thére were the
two developed microfilm strips that House Committee investi-
gatérs found, wrapped one in another in wax paper, in the
hollowed out pumpkin to whicn Chambers led them at his
Jestninster, Maryland, farm on December 2, 1948 (R. 703-9,
713)s Racia of tae fifty-eight frames in the two strips
was a phiotosraphned page of an origipgl State Department
cocument. These wlcrofllms were melodrametically effective;
documents of state, found at nizht by Congressional investi-
gators in a pumpkin patca, presented such an exciting ine-
congrulty that all of Chambers'!s "proofs" of his charge,
including the typed and handwritten sheets he produced 1@

the Daltimore libel sult, became popularly and inaccurately

-2« Kisseloff-24358




known as the "Pumpkin Papers". But intrinsically, and
evidentially, the microfilm strips were insignificant,.
There was only Chambers's word for it that tne or&ginals
which were photograbhed had come to him from Alger Hisse.
Ten frames (coverinz Baltimore Exhibits 5l and 55} were
photograpiis of coples of three State Depariment cables
winich had passed through Alger Hiss's office and been
initialled b him. The other forty-elght were photographs -
of a group of papers related to a proposed trade agreement
with Cermany; the subject matter fell in the province of
Alcer ilss and his calel, Assistant Secretary Suyre, but
the particular coples photograjhed were not the ones which
would normaelly have gone through the Hlas-Sayre office (see
Defendant!s Brief on Appeal, pp. 14=20), The microfilms by
themselves would have been negligible as proof that Alger
Hiss was giving out State Department secrets; they were

Importsnt only as the capstone of the edifice which Chambers
had sterted to bulld with the typed Raltlmore Documenta,.

There was the typewriter, too. In sy £first and second

affidavits in support of this motion I hgve spoken of how
the Government used the typewr%ter as &famatic visual evi-
dence of Hissts gullt--even thouzh thé Govermment mads no
effort at the trlals to show that this particular typewriter
in evidence (Woddstock i#N230099) was the oripinal Hiss
typewriter.: Thie typewriter was awfully e%fective.

And there was Bdith Murray--the mysteriocus meid kept
under wraps by tﬁe Government until the last day of the
second trial, when the defense wouid have no chance to find
out, and show the jury, whether what she sald was truth,

or imaginatioﬁ, or distorted recollection. Edith Nurray

Kisseloff-24359
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sald she had seen the Hisses and the Chamberses visit
together fourteen years earlier; she‘said she saw Alger

at Chambers's home for three or four minutes, ance, that.
long ago, and certainly remembered zim. She wgs effective,

tooe

But these evidences were only effective beceuse they

tended to confirm Chambers's basic proofs, the Baltimore ;
Documents=-~the typed and nendwritten documents that Chaﬁbers '
finally ot up at tae libel sult deposition hearins in '
Ealtinore. Handwritien notes like Taltimore Documenﬁs 1~ i
mizht easily have been stolen off sonreonet's desk, or out of :
soreone's wastebaskel; but thie t;pewritten sk ets were rsally

important. They seemed to have been typed on tne hiss fawlly

typewriter--tie one friscil;a nad been ziven by her rfataer
in 1932 or 1933 and walch shke and Alper had certainly had
around until late 1937 or early 1933, The Zoverment expert
said th.er had vteen. The defense liad no proof taat tuey had !
not bheen, The jur _oﬁviously concluded that they néd been,
and fnr that reason coavicted Alrer rlss, ,

i ¥y earlicr affidavits in support ol tiis :otion liav !

de=lt at len~t  wit: tne tipewriter. I wave s :0sn tiiat

Clembers co:ld heve c.ected a Take typewrlter t» forze is |
Paltimore Jocurients witii, snd wow .;e could lidve done soe I ¢
have olfered proof 1ot only that tie macliine in esvidence, :
oodetock 11230099, is ust t.e originael iiss f{anmily type-
writer, h»t that it 1s itself a deliberately faurlcated ;
machine--leavili no possible inferencs but that t.e typed
Raltimore Documents.are forgeries. I have tendersad svidence

that 3dith urray's rscollection is, to say the l-ast, un- |

trustwortay, and tast Chambers himself nad gone 1lnto hlding

Kisseloff-24360
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‘of tie hearing on the ground that he needed more time to

[ [ - - s sy Yo s e woamer  wme W @ e

from the Communist Party weeks before the dates of nany of
the State Department documents which he claimed Alger had
had, copled for him on the Woodstock. Ny earlisr affidavits
ere, I believe, compulsive towards the granting of a new
trial. |

But in those earlier affidavits I could not present
proofs ba;ed upon study of the Baltimore Documents them=-
selves. The defense had ppotographs of sorie of them; but
these had heen taken early 1ln the case, before m& experiments
had exposed the tec. mniques by which forgery by typewritér
could be--and in this case undoubtedly was--accomplished., I
had asked the Government for access to the originals for
expert examination and photography, as well as for testing
of their paper content and condltion, Ny request had heen
refused, and in my first supplemental affidavit I gave noticd
that at tne hearing on the motion I would move in open court
for an order allowing me to make such an e;aﬁiﬁation.

Alter my first supplemental affiuavit was filed, the
United States Attorney asked me to consent to an adjournment
study the affldavlt and its supporting waterial.e I sald I
had no objectlon, tut felt that I should not be requlred to
defer ny subsidiary motion for leave éo examing the
ori~inal documents. I su:gested that we take both points

Kisseloff-24361
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At our conference with Judge Goddard in chambers on.
March 218t a new time schedule was set for the hearing of
the motion,l/ and tixe United ftatesz Attorney withdrew his
objection to my reguested examination. The documents were
aecordingly produced 2t my request in Boston on April lst,
and, under contirmuous “EI supervision and subject to reason-
able limitatlions as o working hours, were made avallable
to iy expefts when aﬁd how they were needed, for a period
of & little oéer two weeks., I commend the cooperation wi%h

which toth the United States Attorney and the FBI carried

out the spirit of ths égreament under which tne documents

.were to be made avallable for examinatione

1/ Tie motion was originally made on Jamuary 2, 1952, re-

Turnable for hearing on February L, 1952, the next regular

availavle criminal motlon day. I 'consented to an adjournment
to February 25th, and later a confersence was held with Judge
Goddard in caanbers on the United States Attorney's request
for a further adjournment. At thls conference, on February
1Gth, the motlon was set down for argument on April 3th, the
Governmment!s counter-affidavits to be filed and served on
Karch 24th, and memoranda of law to be filed and exchange on
March 3lst,.

At the conference mentioned In the text, at which the
United States Atiorney withdrew his objection to my proposed
examination of the documents, he requested that he be given
not less than four weeks in which to answer such further
supplemental affidavits a2s T wl;/ht file as a rosylt of the
exaiination, as well as my earlier affidavits. This arrange-
ment was acceptable to me and was approved by Judge fGoddard,
and at & further conference in chambers oa March 31lst, after
I had had an opportunity to consult with my .experts, the
dates were set as follows: “

Further affidavits in support,

of motion April 21
Governmont's countere~affidavits May 19
Interchange of memoranda of law Xay 26
Hearing on motion June 2,

.g/ Three subsidlary requests I made of the United States

Attorney were refused by him on what seemed to me to be
unnecessarily technical grounds. These will be mentioned
below, .

Kisseloff-24362

t




RESULTS OF THE EXAMINATION OFF THE DOCUMENTS

This, my second supplemental affidavit, deals with
the results of the examination of the documentss The exam=

ination has been rost fruitful., I believe that it leaves

no vestige of doubt but that Chambers's whole story 1s false,

and that his fraudulent plot now stands exposeds

RBackzsrounds Chembers's Story of ‘the
Origin a d History of the Documents

As I have sala, Priscilla Tilss was supposed to havz
typed the documents on the family machine, as Alzer was no
typist. According to Chambers's story, tce ordinar; ;lan
was to have Alzer brinc nome oririncl uocuments overni, b,
so that Priscilla could meke t;ped copies or swuwries.
Every ten days or iLwo weelts ClLambers would cowus avouﬁd to
plek up tre trped material, tosether with oririnals w.ich
Al -er i 0t nave Lroucat :ome on that particalar nar,
Cihanters would taxe t..e copies and orizinals to Taltiore

* 3

thet nicrat, to .aave ‘them plioto~rapied; later the sae nl ht
ne would core back to Jastiia-ton nnu wvetur: tire ori: inals
to Aler. 1’12 UTped copies or sgwuwraries fie woald burn,

or some reason never yet couvincingly explained,

the cirop ol tr.pec papers which Chambers produced in Faltiusore'

he kept, instea of buruin t.em. He broke witn tue Party,

and abandoned ~.is document conspiracy, around April 1Y, 1933,
+

Ti.e papers which e haa kept, Instead of Lurning, he put

I
into an envelope, wiich he gjave for safekeepin, to nls wifetls:

nephew, f{atuan Levine, in Yay or June of that year. Levine

put tiue envelope in an 0ld dumbwalter saaft in ais wmothor's
house 1in “rooklrm, anda for ot about 1t, H4e .28 no idea

. - e i«l- .
what was in it. Kisseloff-24363




There the documents are sald to have rested for more
than ten years, On November l, 1943, at the deposition heare
ing in Baltimore, Chambers was asked to pfoduce any corres-—
pondence or other papers that he might have recélved from
any member of the Hiss familys He produced none the next
day, and t%e hearing was adjourned. It was resumed on
ffovember 15 for testimony by Mrs. Chambers. On the followe
inz day Chembers reappeared, with the documents. uow, for
the first time in his many officlal gtorles, he ssserted
that tae comnsplracy had actually involved the coOpylng of-
official State Departwent papers. fie told how e had recol-
lected tie exlstence of tnn snvelope that ne had riven so

nany Tears hefore to et en Levine; how he liad asked Levine

l.or 1t; ow thew hcd -one together on lovember 1llith to the
ouse ia Prookl:n and Levine .ad pilled the custesncrusted
onvelope out of tis dumbwalter siaft and ~lven It to uimg
lLiow e Li2d opened it by nimself In tne kitclhien, whils Levine
was cleauiag ap the dust that hiza rallen on the floor; and
' | how e was emarzed at finding that the envelope contained
tiinse éypewritton sheets, wlich he nad for otten all about,.
Xiti. the typewritten sheets were other things, he saild,
There were the stort handwritien memoranda. There were some
i yellow sheets supposedly in the hanawriting of Harrjy Dexter
suiites  Tiere were two strips of deveibped microfilm, and

Ithree cylinders of microfilm, unadeveloped. And, according

| !
| {0 Cuanborsts article in tue 3aturda; Lveanlns rost for April b,

il?SZ, tsere were "one cor two smaller lteus of no particular

liimportanca".

4;3/ Tnis account neceisarlily telcscopes Jhanbers'!s varyling
+ glorles 1u tlae nalil e wepositlion nearing, the flrst and
,%secouu Lrials, and .nis Baburcay Lveninr rost articles.

'1 Kisseloff-24364
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Hatzan Levine made clear, ei.éd Chambers has repeatedly
made clear [or Lim, that Levine never knew what went into
the envelone, and never c&7 what came out of it. ke knew
only that e nad put-it in the dumbwalter shaft for-
Cnambers in 1933; taat ae had gotten it out for him in
October, 1947 (cn cross-examination he corrected this to
Novenber 1k, 1943); toaat it was sealed; and that 1% was
bulky. '

The handvfitten end typawritten papers Coambers pro-
duced in Caltlaore three days lster, on I'ovembsr 1Tth. The

developed microfilm ne dld not; he held it for tue Iouse

(23

£ 2e really found

(¢

Committee, hidden in the pumpkin. thy,

thew all tozether in the envelowe, 1z still a mystery.

g/ feo Levine's testimony at R. 726-731; also hiz testie-
mony on Dece-ber 10, 154J, before the House Committoe.

As in so many cther respects, Chambers Las made a

elated atteuwpt in s Saturday Zvenlng Post articles to
plvg. tais particular hole in uis story. Xystically, he
explains thnat "the meaning of the pumpkin” is "the heart
meaning of the case", and taoat e was "moved by a sub=-
conscious intuition" tc put ine microfilms in 1it. (Satur-
cgy %voning Post, April 5, 1652, pe. 72). Etlrangely
enouyzh, oven this explanation deels only with the three
c¢ylinders of undevslopsd microfilin; for Lis decision

"on tie lovel of consciousness" was te divice tite evidence
"in order to try to find out what was on the undeveloped
£film" (ivicd.)s. There 1s still no explanation of his
failure to produce the developed film ir Baltimore.

Kisseloff-24365 .




Foregrounds What the Documents
Themselves SHow

If Chambers is telling the truth, the typed Ealtimore
Documents must have been typed by one person (Pfiscil%a '
Hiss), on one typewriter (the Hiss family .Jjoodstock),
currently over the three months period represented by the
dates of the underlying State Department documents (Janu-
ary 5, to April 1, 1938). They must have been kept together
in one envelope, a specific envelope, for ten &ears, over
8 disused dumbwaiter in Brooklyn., They wmust have rested

there, In taat envelope, with three cylinders of undeveloped

microfilm and a "little spool of developed film (actually

two strips)®, as well as with the "lons memo on rellow
foolscap in the handwriting of Harry Dexter ¥nite [ahgg

one or two smaller items of no particular importance.™

é/ “.altimore 10, a precis ol a lon., ‘er I:epartment HID
report routed to I'r, Hamilton, ol the Tar “astern bilvision
of the ~“tate Uepartment, was orviously not written on” the f
same typewriter as tue others, ana the Uovernment riade no ;
contention tuhat it was (R. 1097-1101); Lut ~hsmters still ;
pressed nls recollection: "1 telieve Alzer hiss rave me
that paper". (R. 655, contrast R. 532).

Z/ Thiis particular description comes from pare 736 of an
advance copy of Chambers's apologia, "witness”, suaortly to
te published. His April 5, 1952, article in tle Saturday
Evening fost speaks of "two strips of ceveloped microfilm".
Iis second trial testirnony (R. 292) empnasizes thut while the
undeveloped fila was ia cylincers, tie developed film was
not. ‘hen *-eat Anpell of the #:I reached in.ana found 1t
in tne ;reen pumpkin on Lecember 2, 19,3 (or when Chambers
"took o0ut tue documents and hanceau tuem over'--whichever may
be the fact--see R. 709=Tll; 2. 295), tney were still not in
cylinders; accordin~ to A-ent Appell, ther weve "wrapped one |
in aaother, wrapped in wax paper",

§/ T.:is description is from his «pril Y, 1952, Saturcay ]
“venine Post article. The texl of tle "memo on Fellow fool-
scap" aserited to lLarry Zexter W.ite was read into the
Con~ressional Record for January 30, 1950, by lepiresentative
¥ixon, &1¢ t.ae memorandum was tuere describeu as consisting
of el~ut pagese.

. Kisseloff-24366
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I attach affidavits of experts who have gt last had

anlbpportunity to exaﬁine“and analyze the orizinals of* the

“Baltimofﬁ-Documents'and the Hiss‘étandafds. Their qualifis |

cations have been'set out before, in my earlie# affidavits

1

and in thelr affidevits which I annexed to mine, MNrse.

- gvelyn S: Ehrlich is an expert in the uss of photbhicro-.
sraphy to detect printiny forgeries. Miss Eli%abeth
Yegarthy is an expert in the examination of quégtione&
documenis, aaaduritten and typewritﬁen. Dr. Déniel P.
Horran-lg an expert in physieal and chemical aﬁ&lysis 6ﬂ
peper, metals and other materiels, They have éxami#ed thg'

Taltimore Documents, separately, sccording to thelr several. |

expertﬁasses. They have recorded their findings in their
affidavits, which I number | %

Exhibit 28=I:  Elizabeth HcCanthy
Exnibit 2S-II: Bvelyn 3. Eurlich

Exnibit 28-III: Daniel P, Norman

ﬁ : Tner finc, - and will testify at a new trials

" 1. That bue Daltimors Documents were nol typed by
one person, but by two, and probably more, and that there-

fore pPriseills Ilias cannot nave typed all of theém, as -

yw;dwﬁ/ Chambers sall she dld. (Hxhinit 28=I)

) |
; Cﬁﬁ;pﬁ 2e That Priscills llss .1d wot type any jof the
Y/ . - i
f& . o o . ‘

RPaltimore Documents. {(@xiibit 28-I) . - -
ﬂ( ;1

. R s s —
3« That nelther Priscllla nor Al:er u1§7 nmade

the pencil corrsctions ou the laltlmore Documonts. (Exhibit

23=1)
>{ Lo That the Paliimore Locumapts, physicélly“ob—
servéd,.rall Into two categories of size, one qf which 1is
ﬁ@é;i» made up of sioetba apparently cut down to a particular size’
- : -11=

Kisseloff-24367




(2pproximately g x 10L") after the typing had been done,
but before the penciled corrections were made. (ZExnibit 28~
I1I)

5, ©hat the same two categorles show such different
characteristics of aging and discoloration that they éannot
have Seen stored ﬁogether for ten years in & single envelope,
snd therefore cannot all have been kept in‘the envelope |
which Chambers'recovered from the dumbwaiter. (ExhibitxZS-III)
6. That the envelope in which Chambers salid the docu~-
ments had been kept 1s most peculiar in itself; 1ts observa-
ble stains, toth outside and in, aﬁd the condition of its
flap, and of the two parts of the label which presumably
once sealed 1it, pose questions which defy logic8al explana-
tion. (Exhibit 28-IIT, especially illustrative Figures 5,

6 and 7). '

7. That none of the Baltimore Documents can have
been kept in that envelope; they ars devold of the stains
and pressure marks which they would have had to show if

they had been in the envelope. (Exhibit 28-III)

8. That the ebsence of stains and pressure marks on

the Raltimore Documents cannot be explained by the presencs

2/ Spectrographic analysis of the typewriter ink at the
edges of the pages which were cut off in the middle of
line-end letters might have enabled us to prove more effec=-
tively that the cutting was done after the typing. The
Government would not let us meke the exclslons necessary
for this analysise.

Kisseloff-24368
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{ not given to Caambers by Almer Hiss., They were not put

| undeveloped microfilm, There is another marking, made ap-

of other protective material, since the envelope could not
have held all these sad the mic?ofilms—too.lp {Exnibilt 25~
III) q .

9. That the Baltimore Documents are a triéky set of
pagers, typed on a wachine, or machines, clossly reseubling:
the 6riginal IIiss machine, but witi miscellaneously aiffer-
ent typewriter ribbons and fsked typoer-raphical errors,
plainly desirned to confuse. (Exhibits 28-I,.-23-I1 and 23=
II1)

10. ‘That tue trpewrliter in eviceace {¥oodsbock
~23009%) was certainly not the original Hiss machine,

although it probably was the machine made to forge the

Raltimore Documents. (Trzhibits 25-~II and 28=-III) *
In snort, the typed "altl:ore Docunents wepre not

typed b, Priscilla Giss, or by any one person. Taey were

in tuiie envelope snd kept in the dumbwaiter lor ten long

years., Taey are an inrenious set .f forgeries,

CONCLIS IUN

After 21l my investication, I still do not *now

exactly what C..ambers did, or lLow .e did it, or exactly

what wotivated uim to frame *lrer Glss. 3o~e si~ns point

.

10/ 1 uave myself examined t.e 2nvelops, and seen 1n it
narkiigs wiailc.e mi~ht well have becen mede by the cylinders of

parently br ine presence ol a syuarisn box or carton, Zpprox-
imately 3" x 3", T:ils marly, fron 1is snape and size, cannot
be the mark of Chembers's "little spool of developed filu'";
and therefore even tne "Pumpiia rfape.s” microfilm may well
not have Wveen in tue envelope, Onfortunately, the United
States Attorner would not permit us to split the envelope so |
that w#e coula demonstrate pnoto;raphically the interior
markings and stains, The United States Attorney would not,
either, let us see the 3 pages of "foolscap" on tue ground
that it had not been formally adumitted as'an exihibit at the
trial--even thiough 1t had been produced in court, and its
text has since been mads puvllic by Representative Nixon in
the Congressional Record. :hetner or not tlie foolscsp shows
stains or pressure marks, 1i{ could not .aave adeguately pro-
tected the Baltimore Documentse Kisseloff-24369
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to the concluslon that, though‘his personal interest may
have been largely to protect himsglf in the 1ibel suit,

bthe availability to him of the means for such self=protec=
tion may ﬁave been part of a much larger scheme, involving
other people, and fer largzer objectives than the mere
framing‘of Al=~er Hiss. This, however, is speculation,

For purposes of this wotion it s4ould be enough that I
present proof fhat every lmportant point of tho “overnment's
cage at the trlals is vilnerable., Chasmbers was the Gd&ern~
ment's witn;ss, i1ts only real witness; and everything

that s sald, or did, or sald he did, is tainted with

fraud and forgery. The Government nay present evidence

to countervall some of my proffaered proofs; if so, that
will create issues. Those issues should be congidered. anew,
by a jury. UYherever the truth may ultimately be found,

in all its details, we have surely borne_éhé burden

of sowing that on the proofs that went before the last
jury a grave .slscarriage of justice has ocecurred. e

should be given a chance to rectify this at a new trial.

Sworn to before me this

Kisseloff-24370
121st day of April, 1952.- | ' *
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LY 23=-1

COMMORWEAL 'H OF MASIACHUSHPTS )
H ne, !
COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

W-i\\\\\\\\\ I, TLITAB TH MOCARTHY, of Bogton, Suffolk County, Hasss-

/

chugetts, on octh drnoge and say:
T pegide at 16 Porter Street and have an office at 4o
Court Sérent. both in said Boston.

I am B qualified =xanminer of quergtiened docvmente, I
have stated my aitalifications in this respest in an offidavit
executed Jamary 22, 1952, for tiling in comnection with a motion
for a ney triai éf Alger Hiss on the ground of nrwly discoversd
evidence,

. My affidavit of Jamuary 22nd deslt with the results of
an experiment deing 6onductea by the attornays for Alger Hiss to
detarmine th; extent to whisch it wouid be posnible as a practical’
natter to butld or adant a Sypewritsr which would so nesrly

duplicate the typing of another maehine that qualified document

exaniners, comparing specimenk of tyning from the two machin-s,
would be Yed by ordiﬁary atandarda'dt domparison to convlude
that only a single machine had been used,

Whan I first agreed to agsiet in tﬁa &xperineng, I told
Mr, Lane, Mr, Hiss's attornsy, that I doubted very ﬁueh'vhather
such a machine sould be made, but that if 1% eould the knowledge
that such a thing was vnosgible would be so important to the
profegeion of Ascument sxaminers, as wrll as‘to the nudlio at%
large, that T thuug@t,! wmld be doing a public service by zasigt-
ing in tha expariment, )

As my ~ariier affidavit shwﬁa, Hr. Lan«'s axperiment, in
torma of preglar duplication of the typing of anr maschine by

another, was carried to a point of perfeotion which I had not
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suppored possible, I 11lustrated this by attaching to my affl-
davit speoimons of typing from the tuo maohines, It may be thot
Government dooument examiners, approaching theee tvo aets of
spegimensa with the knowledgs that some of them weﬁe tynnd on &
nechine deliberately fabricsted go se tn produee Tyning rna?mbiing
that of annther meohine, have becsuse of their forsvwarning t.oen
able to distinguish the producte of the twe mzchlinee; =8 of now,'

of coursa, I have no way of knowing how Tar they mey have been

successful in making such a distinetion. T do.belleve, however,
that th- axp:rirﬂnt wee errried tn » valnt so clos= to g mLete

dunlication that any esrsful document sxaminav vhe from h=re »nn

L engaz-# tn compare (uedtioned ty-ing with semnl-~g, in » situstlon

where the background fecte «llow th: —eseibllity thet s dum lorte
nschine night hove bhean pgonstructsd for forgery mirmac-g, et
take that neelbility 'nto account, snd must he prenar-d o he
gonfrantei with a Aunlieatinn sn substantlally e-m 1nte pa to
defy dertection, | |
ceently, v, Jans tald n- thrﬁ the Noy~paaent had
finally sgracd to 31-t hil- hav~ on ~vpert exswinotlon mode of the
orizinnlg af the jo—0311b& R-14tmar- Doonmente wbleb had b-on

introducai in ~yldence in the Flaa trinte, ag well ~p the mo-enll=d

Figs Stanlrrds witk which i'r. ¥ -hen, th Governm-nt'e docun-nt

srnert, ho@ gomnered them, ™e rcglisd me ta gonnr ee thias twn a-ta

of documente with epch nthepy, and =100 with“swrcmnwns of ty-ing
fron the go-called Hlgma nseprine in his «opa- seion——that i=, the
machine whiech had baen intreducsd int» the trizie g= being th»
machine owned by the HWiegea in the 1030'e, andl whiel had been
used ac the atendcrd mpehtne in the exprriment of trying to
ercete a Aunllantc,  He 8a1d e uysnted ny onininn s £~ whether’
all thres aets of documents had be~n tvped on on~ msehine--in
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which oase, of course, the machine would n.cesparily bes the so-
colled Hiss machine--or whether more than one machine was used,’
and, 1f ao, how many.

1 heve never examined Hr, Lane's so-oalled Hiss maohine,
my work in connection with the conatruotion of the duplicate

havine been limited to examination of specimens of typing from

' 1t and from the duplicate machine., THowever, since the experiment

in duplication vwas finished and I made my January affidavit sbout
1%, I have resd r, Danle). Norman's affidavit of Mereh Tth 4n
which he'ﬂescribéa,and i1llustrates the results of his physical
pxamin~ticn of the machine, and the grounds for his conolusion

thnt 4t 13 a deliberately nltered machine, I have made ny

rxamination of the three sets of documents in the light of sy -

knowledgze of DBr. Yorman's findings, as well as my own experience

in atudyine the typing results of A machine deliberateiy orcated

for thrae ourpoae of showing th-t forgery by typewriter would be

——t——

posgible,
M

%¥ithout consldering the possibility of forgery, 1 should
hsvae concluded, by all standari tests ordinarily applied by

aucstioned dccument examiners, that all three sets of documents

ware typed on the saue machine., I should not have based this
conclusion merely upon ae inconsequentinl number of relatively

identical pecullarities, but upon the more convineing faot that

%/ 1 have in mini the ten similarities of typing impression be-
tveen the Baltimore Documents and the standards which ¥r, Feehan,
the Z“overnment's expert at the aseocond trial, relied on as a basls
for his orinion that they were typed on the game nachine. I oall
them jnconaecuentinl not only because Hr., Feehan gave no teati- .
mony 28 t- the 1dentity or 1iasimilarity of the pther seventy=-
four char~efors, but becau«e elght of the ten pesullaritiss which
he picked are of a kinl which sre moit likely to ocour in old
tyrewriters, rarticularly Voodstocks of this vintage, For ex-
ample, I have seen at least fourteen Ynodstooks of this periocd,

211 of which had a-mewh-t eimilar dAam»ge st the right side of the
lowar loop of the "g", ~The final upatroke of the %e“ {s one of

/ the =03t vulnerable small pleces of tyve in the whole keyboara,

and *e often rush=d to the right or left out of 1ta perfect arec
in much-used wachinea, T could ocontinue the catalogue in detall,

/[M"?{if%f_& ""’"ﬁé‘é’e“l’éff—zzﬁ?ﬁ%"‘“‘f ~




I find no substantifl’gggg;atent deviations in type impresalons

ag among the three sets of documents,

has shown me that it ia possible, by oareful work on a machine,

" to eliminate almost completely the deviationa which would nore

_.—-——

aally have developed betwaen 1ts typing snd that of another
machine, and therefore, while I cannot say definitely thg& all

three sets of documents were not typed on the same machine, I

i A bEiIZ;Q“IE“EG;; as posatble, 1n the 11ght of the cbaervable
f%Qﬁa&f“ facts,. ?yat the Bgltimore Documents were typed on e maohln?
;L} which was not the original Hiss machine used for the standards, .
) but anothsr machine made to type like the original Hiss machine.
Lg:ﬁce the typing of the Baltimore Doouments so closely resembles
ﬁ‘d the typing of the specimens from the so-oalled Hias machine, and
wt°ﬂﬁ 74m¢7 since Dr. Norman has furnished evidence that that machine is a
?bw4w° Wﬁ” deliberately fabricated one, I can only conclude that, as be-
x»;: F'”é y tween the two poseibilities, the forgery of the Baltimore Doou~
B2 h ments is the more likely. ' If the Baltimore Documents are forged,
/ﬂ'&;jw *"| the.forgery 1s s good one, but it ia no better than I know would
ﬂﬁaﬂﬁbgn4*“ be possible with careful vorﬁmannhlp.
&gv#ﬂJ .
L ]

I have not confined my examination of the documents to a
comparison of the typing for purposes of trying to reach an
opinion as to how many machines were used, Nhgn Mr. Lane asked
me to make this comparison he told me that. there were additional
points on which he wanted my opinion. He saifl thnt, while the
defsnse hsd on earlier occaslons been allowed to photograph the
documents in one way or another, the originals hal never, so far
28 he knev, been made avallable for close and detalled expert
atudy. He told me that according to Chambers's testimony at the

trial all the typswritten Baltimore Documents had been typed by
Kisseloff-24374
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Noecumentsa,

Frigcllla Hise and given to him by Alger Hiss at some time be-
tween January 5 and April 15, 1938, He nsked me to examine the
original documents closely snd give him my opinlon =& %o whether
thie testimony was correot. \ | _
' I have done 80, and aw satisflsd that Chswbers's testl-
mony on thile point cannot possibly be correcct. The followlng
are my more alipgnificant conclusions; I am gprevercd t¢ upport
and i1llustrate each of them in detall on the etand AL siven an
ovportunity. 7

1. No one person typed the Jaltinore focuzenta,. Tﬁere
were certalnly two typists, whose work varlied sharply in even-
ness of nreraure, typing skill, meshanleal un-erstanding =nd
control of the machine, style habits, and other similar resnests.
Yo one verson's work gould exhitit such Aifferasnces. It ia 1u1fa
pogsible thaet more than. tve tynists were $nvolved.

?. 8ince certainly =ore than one pargon ty»21 the

Baltlmore Documents, Prisailla Higs cannot have tyled them all, 5

Furthermore, the characteriatics of her 'ty ing msze 1t nerfectly
clear that she wae not either of the two rrincinil tyrviste ila- |
volved. I bage this ooneluslon to < considersble extent uson
such factors, not oieerly obsarvable except from the uriz’ial
documents, as tyming rhythm, wreseure habitsa ﬁnl viriations,
auallty T toueh, pace of typing, relotive cornetence of She

two hanis, =nd fhe 1lke. *y concluglon from thesa factors s
borne out by many other (Afferentiating ehar-etaristic= in such
mrtters 18 style, mechaniecal skill, and Hablts of cinl, crige

cilla Hies 414 not in my opinion Tyrs any of the Ialti-ore
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- | 3. The respsctive tendencles towards certain kinds of s

typing errors and corrections are slso extreaely important.
%&7#Q&t ia a common habit of most typists, when an incorresct letter
/////1s-ztruck, to.puah the carriage back and strike over the wrong
letter with the right one. The normal and almost universal
tendency, in doing this, 1s to strive the second, correot,
letter wore heavily, so as to obliterate the first, incorreot,
impression.
oo ‘In the Baltiamore Documents I‘find from examination of
the originals n» lega than twenty-seven instances where the
ordinary Qabit is reversed, and the inocorrect letter ls struck

- /- wore heavily than the correct one. There is o such instance

in mny of the Hiss standards, N\fb: .
. 2z
Thie difference foes far to support the conolusion VCf

'

that I'rlaelilla Hiss d1d not type the Baltimore Documents, Bufiyg4,
s T7

1t hns an 2d71tional, far-reaching aignifiocance. The phenomonon&{l‘
S LI

18 not isol~ted; 1t avpears on ssvanteen pages of the Baltimore . v

Fv
AN
-

Documents, anl in the work of both of the clearly different =3
tyniats, 90 that 1t cannot be a personal idlosynorasy. It 1s
sueh’ an extraordinary phenomenon, so lacking in raﬁion&l explané-‘
tion 4ir the work of nny ordinary tynist, that it ﬁan scaroely
be exrlained on any other buasle than that the typlatse of the
Baltizmore Documents elther were attempting to make precise and
intentlonal coples of someone plse's unintentional typing errors,
cr were attenpting to siﬁulate the work of asome other relatively
inaccurete typist. " Kisseloff-24376
i, 4Yhile on the subject of typing errorsz, I feel I should
corment on the atatesent of the nroéecutor, re Murphy, to the
Jury, that the Jury could draw conclusions as to the identity
dr the t&pist by observing three "oommon typing errors", namely,
the combinationa “r' for "1, *£* for "g', ani "f* for "d*, and
nntine thet they appeared both in the Baltimore Documents and 4n
-Be




two of the standards, Government Exhiblts 3l and U6-B.

In ny opinion thils observation was grossly uiuloading(

. The oombination “r* for Wa® aoes not appear at all in the

standards, in the sense of being s confusion between the two
letters. The instance Er. Nurphy_obviouﬁly had in @ind is in
the word “transcript® in Government Exhiblt 34, where the
typiat, having originally written the letters “transri®, notloed
the omission of the “¢",. and went back to type the letters "or®
over the letters "ri", thus sureriaposing the ip* on the "1,

The "oombinations® *f* for "g* and "f" for ¥i" are the
commonest kind br typing srrors, comaitted by every tyrist
becsuse of the proximity of the letters on the keybonrd. Even
£ My, Kurphy's selection of vhat he calls *sonmon typing
srrora® were correot--which they are not--or were unusualee
which they are not-tth'are totnlly'inaignirlcant against the ¢
faot that the Baltimoré Doouments contain gt least £ifty typing
errors of & find which 40 bear on the personslity of the typist
and.whlch do not appear anywhere in the standards, while on
the other hand nine errors of that nature appearing in the
standards never occur in the Baltimore Doocuments. Only four
ervors of this kind are common to the two sets of documents,

5. Entirely apart from the typing of the Bsltimore Doou=
ments, my examination of the originals has given me an opportuni-
ty to draw certain conclusions from the pﬁnolllod correstions
and proof-resding marks appearing Kissekf®@d377’
| A striking fact is that, whereas the Baltimore Documents
are clalmed to have been typed currently from day to day over a
period of about three months, the pencilled ocorrections give

the appearance of having'been~made in one continuous operstion
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rather than at the separaste times when the separate pages should
_have been typed. The corrections and proof-reading marks were

made with a‘'soft, grayish-black pencil, 1n\approx1mately the

sare condition of wornness and bluntness throughéut, snd are

quite inconsistent with the ldea that the same or dlfferent

penclls were used at o number of different times over a three

months perlod,
Ap to the handwriting and the correcticnal or vroof-

reading hablits, they show that the penell notatiocne were care-

fully done, at one time, by one person, nulte 3robably with
stenogravhie training, I have studled numerous asamples of the

handwriting of Alger and Priscilla Hisg, as well as samples

of documents furnished to me =g taken from Slger.Hi=a'a files
in the 1930's and showing his correctional ardproof-reading :
habits. In my opinion neither Alger nor rrigellla #dlas could
have done the pencll marking on the documents, !
6. Although the pencil corrections wouli appear, as I
§33 have said, to have been made in one operation, éxamin-t;oh of
the ribben i~print a:rearing on the original docuéenta makes
1% seerm extremely unlikely that the documents wer ty-~ed in
a norcal gincle contlinuous operation, or even oonsecutively by
the «are rerson over a veriod of three months. I baze thiy
observation on the faet that t'e ink on documents d-ted on thre
aome day somstimes A1ffers radleally in color, doousients 1ated

within a few days of esach other livewige show ink of different

shadaa, ond documents typed monthg sapart show ink of mueh the j
seme color. At least four, ani nrobably wore, ribbona 7ere used,

end 1 the documents sare tyve® consecutively according t+ their
dates it woul” Appear that these four or more ribbons were

nlternntely beinz out on and tmken off the wachine, sometizes

Kisseloff-24378
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dally, or everﬂv aay or.sc. The best ribbon, making the bh‘ok‘nt&
and olesrest impression, was used only once, in Baltimore Dotu-
ment Yo, 9. I do not undertake to sug est any btplanatl,:on as

to why this alternation of ribbons may have taken place, dbut
merely polnt out that it aproars entirely inconsistent with the

normzl use of a tyvewriter,

1

?l.é;&ms@ﬁ

Gworn tn before me this

/?T("ay of April, 1950,

et

Tota Pablie

My commission expires November 7, 1953.
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EXIIRIT 25-IIT

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS )
s 88,
COUNTY OF ESSEX ’

-~NN\\\\ DANIEL P, NCRMAN, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

I am President of Skinner & Sherman, Inc., 246 Stuart
Stfeot, Boston, Mass., My firm is engaged in the business of
testing and analysis, both physical and chemicel, of paper, and
other materials, for the United States Arhed Services, Federal,
State, e2nd Munleipal Departments, and major industrial firmq,

My qualifications, and thcose of my organizetion, in this and
related flelds are set out in detail in an affidavit which I
executed on March 7, 1952, for filing in connection with a motion
for a new trial of Alger Hiass on the ground of newly dlscovered
evldence.

In the latter part of March, 1952, Chester T. Lane,
atterney for Alger Hiss, informed me that the United States
Attorney had finally agreed to make avallsble to him'for thsical
examination and analysis the originsls or.the sovcalled Baltimore
Documents which were introduced in evidence ét the Hles trials,
snd he requested me and hy organization to examine these docu~-

~ments by physical and chemiczl tesats in an attempt to obtain any
vosglble information as to their'source and history. He told me
that he was part;oularly interested in any conclusions which I
could draw from such an examination which would bhear upon the
truth of the clﬁim that Baltisore Documents 5-L7 were all docu-
ments typed by one person on one machine in the pericd of
aprroximately the first three months of i93$ and haé all been
kent together, with other material, in a single envelore from

the middle of 1938 until November 1SU&,

Kisseloff-24380

§




|

Baltimore Doouments 5=-47 and Government Exhibits 34, 3, ¢
39 and 46-B (the Higs Standards) were made avallable to me and
my organization under FBI guard in Boston on April 1, 1952. ‘
Shortly thereafter, at my request, there were also made avallable
the envelope (Government Exhibit 19) in which I understand it
has been clalmed that the documents were stored between 1938 and
1948, a; well as Baltimore Documents 1-U (the handwritten notes)
and Government Exhibits 66 and 66-A (the paper bn which Mr,
MeCool typed in court).

. I wos permitted to ocut a seotion of the blank portions of
each of the typed Baltimore Documents, a section of page 3 of
Government 's Exhibit 46-B, and a section of the completely blank
page of Exhiblt 66, In most instances the sections were approxie-.
mately 1" souare but in a few 1nstanops a8 large as approiinately
U x 5%, T was not permitted to take any sectlion on which there
was typing or writing of any kind, and wherever an sbnormality
of any kind, such 28 a stain or spot, w%s'obser?ed I had‘to leave
at least half of the abnormality.

N I was also permitted to'ocut esix 1" squares from the
envelope, one from the flap, three from the froat and two from
the back, the sections in each instance again belng so gelected
that at least half of each stain in which I was interested was
lef't intact on the envelope. (By "back" of the envelope I mean
the gide on which the clasp and label are found; by “front" I
mean the opposite slde--the side on which the address vould
normally be written.) When the specimens were taken, both from
the doocuments and from the envelope, I would indieste the portion

I wanted and an FBI agent would then cut it off, the agent and I

Kisseloff-24381
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would initial the main part of the document, and we would then
'photograph the document and the portion cut therefrom, simul-
taneously, approximately in gity. It was not possible to photo-
graph the markings on the inside of the envelope without slit-
ting 1t open, and I was denied ﬁarmission to do this.’
:ExQth as just indicated, I was permitted to photograph
the dosuments. and the envelope freely. -
While I wai allowed to take away and use as I saw fit
the samples cut from the dpcunents and from the envelope, the
balance of the papers were at all times kept under surveillance
by one or more representatives of the FBI, i
_As a result of direct obssrvation of the papers snd study
of my photographs of them, as well as cheaical and other analyses
of the specimens vhicﬁ were furnished to me, I have been able to
reach a number of definite eonolueions'bearlng on the questions
vhich Mr. L;no asked us to oonsider.
. la. Physically, the typed Baltimore Doocuments except Nos.
9 and 10 fall into two different size categories: '
A, gg“ { 11* (Baltimore Doouments numbered E 6, 7, 8,
12 13, 15, 37, 38, 39, %0, W1, k2, 13, h, 5, s,

e 8 Tya0h(Papunore Joogments mizbenet 1 1) 35:
30, 31, 32, 33, 3k, 35, 38,5 P

1b. From the arrangement of the typing on the pages of
the documents in category B, including the observable narrow
margins and the frequent slicing of the edge of ‘the paper through
the typed letters at the right margin, it appears probable that
ot some time after the typing was done all the sheets in thia
category were cut down from some other size or sizes to the
present 8" x 104" size. I illustrate this observation by a
photograph marked Figure 1, which 1s a O.l} magnification of

Kisseloff-24382
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Baltimore 22, page 1, showing the entire document right out to
the edge of the paper. Figure 2 is a 0.} magnification of
Baltimore 17, page 1, showing eimilar orowding at the right
margin, and particularly the cutting at the end of the 25th line.
Figure 3 18 a X enlafgemont of a portion of the right margin
of the same page, showing how the last word in the 25th line
of the text was cut off and the missing portion pencllled in.
Figure U shows a 3X enlargement of the upper right margin of
Baltimore 11, page 1, showing particularly the‘words in the
23rd and 25th lines which have been cut off at the edge of the
paper.

Phenomena of this kind are present on many other pages
of documents in category B, but are not presentﬁﬂn any of the
pages of documents in catggory A,

2a. The majority of the typed Baltimore Documents are on
paper which meets present-day Federal specifications for whifte
manifold papers of types IV and V., Thét is to say, they are
conposed wholly or predomipantly of chemical wood fibers. rione
of the papers show an abnormally high acidity (the pH of.water
extracts of the paper'var& between 5.0 and 5.5, while the N
gpecifications merely reauire that the pH be not less than %.2),
andl there 1s no evidence of abnormal chemlcal oroperties in the
many samples tested.

2b. All documents in category A (8%" x 11") are heavily
yellowed and show marks of age over substantlal portions of
thelr area to a degree not apparent in any of the documents in
category B (&" x_loﬁ"). The appearance of the paper in the
category B documents 1s very similar to that of Covernment mani-
fold paper known to have been étored in ordinary offlce files

from 1937 to 1952, The a rearance of the paper in the category A

Kisseloff-24383
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X documents is ‘that of sheete which have been subjsoted to
deteriorating conditions which were not uniform aoross the
area of the sheets. |

It is woll known that the sonditions of storage or
paver have a considerable influence on its degree of poru&no@oo.
variations in heat and humidity being in particular reponsible
for variations in the rate of aging and yellowing of paper. 1In
view of the fact that moast of the papers in both category A
and category B are of the saﬁe gener&l class (predominantly
chemioél wood vulp) and show no chemical ldiosyncrasies (sueh
a3 abnormal alum concentrations which would be reflecfad in
abnormal acidity), I conclude that the two categories of doou=-
ments could not have been stored together under the same atmos-
pheric coniitions for most of their existenoce. ‘ «

Experiments which we have conducted with paper of compare
able quality known to have come from Government rlles.in the
latter part of the 1930's have satisfied ud that the present
appearance of the typed Baltimore Documents cannot have been
caused by the handling and exposure to light to which these
documents have presumably been subjected since the} wgrb'rirst'
turned over to the Government in November 1948, Particularly,
such handling snd exposure to light could not explain the vary-
ing degrees of aged appearance shown by the doouments in the two
categqries, A and B,

3. What I have Qaid indiocates that it would have been
impossible for all the typed Baltimore Documents to have been
stored together over the 10 year period from 1938 to 1948. From
this 1t follows that they ocannot ha;o been all stored together
during phat”period in the envelope in which they are alleged

to have been stored,
Kisseloff-24384
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I have carefully examined this envelope (Government

Exh;bit 19) for the purpose of determining whether it would

' pevertheless have been possible that some of the documents

might have been stored in 1t. My examination leads to the
conclusion that it would not have been ﬁﬁnaible. I base this
observation on analyses of certaln stalns appearing on-boths

the front and back of the envelope, and both inside and out,

as well ae upon observation of the effect made on the envelope
by the presence of certain hard physical objects which may have
been microfilm containers of one kind or another. Thess ob~
gervations lead me to conolude that, unless very elaborate pre-
cautions had been taken, no set of papers could have been
enclosed for a perioq of 10 years in this envelope without show-
ing stalns or pressure marks which are totélly absent in all the
typed Baltimore Doocuments. In view of the size of the envelope
and the presumed size of the miorofilm containers or other
physical objects which were esnclosed in it, I am satisfied that
there would not have been room in tpe envelope for additional
material sufficient to protect the Baltimore Doouments.

At my suggestion Mr, Lane requested permission to exanine
the & sheets of yellow paper which were marked at the frial as
Government Exhibit 20 for Identlrioation,.and which Chsanbers
testifled wefe also enclosed in the envelope. ' This permission
was denied, so that I have no knowledge as to whether those
yellow sheets reflect the type of stains or érelQure marks to
which I have referred., However, if they do, I am satisfied that
no & sheets of ordinary paper could have been so arranged as
completely to protect any set of papers, of the type used for
the Baltimore Documents, from markings of the kind I have
described,

* Kisseloff-24385
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I do not undertake to present at this time detalled data
on the results of fhe examinations and analyses which I énd ny
organization have made of the stalns and pressure marks appear-
ing on the envelope. I do, however, illustrate the condition
of the envelope by ‘the attached photographs--Figures 5, 6 and 7.
For purposes of these photographs the envelope was held down
by two rubber bands.

Figure 5 is a photograph of the front qr the envelope
with the flap open so that the stains on the outside of the -
envelope are visible.

Figure 6 13 a similar photograph shﬁwlng the back of the
envelope w;th the‘flap open,

Figure 7 shows the back of the envelope with the flap
closed. It 1s interesting to note that the portion of the label
which 1s still attached to the flap shows =n entirely aifferent
degree of discoloration and staining than does the portion of
the label adhering to the back of the énvglope, although they
were clearly once part of the same label. Unfortunately, I was
not permitted by the FBI.t6 8lit open the envelope so thét I
could take photographs or“ifs Anterlor, particularly photographs
1llustrating the internal stains which I have obsgerved and
analyzed, and the character of which precludes their being due
to seepage or‘penetration from the outside.,

4, Mr. Lane asked us to make a2 separate study of the
ribbon thread counts visible on the typed Baltimore Documents,
This study has established to our satisfaction that at least
four ribbons were uged in the typing of these documents. Al-
ternation in the.use of the varlous ribbons bears no discernible-

relationghi~ to any éossible gfouping of the documents By’ their
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dates; in fact, in a number of 1nlt§noos two doocuments dAtod
some time apart are typed with a ribbon of a given thread count -
while other documents with dates in between are typed with a
ribbon of a different count.

5. I‘report the result of one further separate éxpar1~.
ment whioch I conducted at Mr. Lane's request.- He advised ne
that Ira Lockey, from whom the defense had ascquired Woodstoek:
No. N230099, had testified at the sscond trial that when he
originally acquired the machine in 1945 it was out in a heavy
rain in a Washington backyard, He ésked me to determine whether .
No. N230099 could have been exposed outdoors to the elements
for any length of time. As a basis for reaching a conclulion
on this point I exposed a Woodetook typewriter of the same K
general class ahd approximately the game serial nunrber outdoors
in Ipswioch, Mass., for a period of two weeks. For the flfst
week, on days in which we dld not have rain, we wet the type-
writer down with water. In the second week, which was relatively
dry, we 41d not. At the end of the first three days this com-
parison Woodstook machine showed appreoiable signs of corrosion
and damage in the form of paint flaking off ‘and rust appearing
on various parts of the mechanism, At the end or‘twq weeks the
type face, the type bars, the carrisge ways, the slotted segment
in which the type moves, and all the unpainted metal portions,
showed heavy rustlng and the paint on the carriage basck and
gldes of the machine showed substantial flaking and spotting.

No traces of rust or of'rlak&ng of the raint of the nature we
have observed in this exposed comnarison machine can be found on

No. N230099. It appears to be merely a somewhat dirty maohine,

Kisseloff-24387 ‘
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In my opinion Woodstook No. N230099 could not be in its present
condition if it had ever basen exposed to a2 heavy rain, unlesas

after such exposure 1t had been completely reconditioned.

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Essex, 88,

Subsoribed and i gworn to borore me, this [2_?:{ day of

Kisseloff-24388
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Hy conmission exXpires Nowvember 7, 1953.




EX.ISI0 28-IT : =

CO'MONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS )
88,2

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK ' )

© T pvELYN SELTZER EHRLICH, being duly sworn, deposee and
says: .
My name 1e Evelyn Seltzer Ehrlich. I live at 417 Beacon
Street, Boston, Massachusetts. My background and training in
the detection of spurious and deceptive 1qpr1nt| and typography,

as well as ny exberionce in the use of photomiocrography 1n‘tho

detection and illustration of doocumentary forgeries are outlined
4n an affidavit which I executed on January 24, 1952, for filing
in connection with a motion being made for a new trial of Alger
Hiss on the ground of newly discovered evidence.

In my earlier affidavit I dealt with two problems which
Mr, Hic?'e attorney, Chester T. Lane, had asked me to consider.

1. I examined samples of typing taken from a Woodstock
typswriter which Mr. Lane told me was supposed to have belonged
to the Hiss family in the 1936'3, end contrasted them with samples
of typing taken from another machine.whioh Mr. Lane told me he
had had made with the object of duplicating as nearly as ponsibio
the typing from the so-called Hiss machine, The cbjeot of this
oxaginatioh was to determine how hearly perfect a duplication
had been achieved. On the basis of ny examination I found that I

45 i could successfully differentiate the typing qr the two machines

, i on the basis of o few apecific characteristics, but, as I stated
- 1 . .
in my affidavit, except for these subtle details I found that the
microscopic variations on one machine had besn duplicated on the
other so falthfully that I might not have believed it possible
that two separate machines wefe involved if I had hot been so

informed in advance.
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In additioq, after studying the testimony given by the
Government's expert, Mr, Ramos C. Feehan, in the second trial
in the Hise case, I expressed the opinion that any document
expert, acting with reasonsble care, who applied the criteria -

of comparison used by Mr. Feehan to the samples asent me by

Mr, Lane from his two machines would reach the conclusion that a-

single machine had been used to type all of them.

2. The seocond problem which I considered in my affidavit
of January 2Uth involved a three-way comparison between the
typing in (a) specimens from the so-called Hiss machine in Mr,
Lane's possesslion, (b) the Baltimore Documents, =2nd (c) the
doouments introduced as Government standards at the trial and
admittedly typed in the 1930's on the machine then owned by the
Hisgses,

For pufposes of this comparison I'was furnished with
original specimens from the so~called Hiss machine, bﬁt only
with photocoples of the Government standards--known as Govern-
ment Exhibits 34, 37, 39 and U46-B--and of fhreé off the Baltimore
Dooumente. Mr. Lane explained to me that the original Baltimore
Documents and the orlginaiervernment standards were in the
possession of the Government and that he did not. have access to
them for comparison nurposes,

The photocoples thus supnlied to me were in general so
distorted by the copylng process that I found them too in-
accurate to work from. However, one photocopy--that of Govern-
ment Exhibit h6~B, one of the standards of Hlss typlng--w=zs
sufficiently clear to enable me to form artentative conclusion
that the machine on which that document was typed might well not’
be the éame a8 the sé-called Hiss machine in M¥r, Lane's posses-

slon. I attached to my affidavit a series (Series B) of photo-
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micrographs made at 15X and 17X magnifioations, which in my
opinion tended to support this tentative judgment, As I stated
in my affidavit, I was unwilling to express any final JuQSIﬁht
regarding the similarities or the inoonsictonoiol between the

two sets of typing wlthout acoess to the original'of the material
used as a standard. '

In tlhe latter part of March, 1952, Mr. Lane informed nme
that he had had a conference with the United 3tates Astorney
and with the Judge, and that the Government had agreed t6 allow
him to have access to the ofiginal Baltimore Docusente and the
original Government standards of Hiss tfping for dotai;ed examina-
tion and comparison with each other and with specimens from the
so-called Higs machine. Mr. Lane asked me to make such a de~
tailed examination and comparison, with a view to seeing whether
study of the originals ﬁould support any more positive conclusion
than T had been able to reach on my earlier exaninaflon of the
coples. j ‘

The original documents were put af my disposal in Boaton.
under FBI guard on April 1, 1952, and I have been allowed to make
an intensive study of them, and to take such photographs -and
measurements As I might wish. I have 2l8o been able to make a
similar study of the original of Defendant's Exhlblt T, a letter

apparently typed on the Higs Woodstock in 1933, For comparison

purposes I have had a large. number of épecimans furnished me aé

having been tyﬁed on the so-called Hiss machine (whioh I wili oall
#N230099) at various times and with varying ribbone and operators,
from the date when the machine was first discovered in April, 19U9,

down to“the prgsent.
Kisseloff-24391
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quu“”

chﬁw' though with a good siszing surface, has a highly irregular
i ‘;t‘»" i o L . )
ohe! C&W‘J surface conformation; and both are typed with a heavy, moist

3
g \\\b U_i‘ A

Ludﬁ““‘yw L, ‘exhibits~~Government Exhibits 3l ‘and 39—-to 1llustrate every one

\\\
4Q3év“2 vﬂﬂ !or his ten charaoteristics, with only two supporting references

In studying and contrasting these three sets of documents
(Baltimore Documents 5=-47; the Hiss standards [Covernment 's
Y éxhlblts 34, 37, 39 and 46-B and Defendant's Exhibit T17; speci-
mens taken eince April '16, 1949, from #K230099), I found many
of them difficult to work from. The Baltimore Doouments were
all on poor types of paper with inadequate slzing and a high
degree of absorbency. In many instances the ribbons were
¢:§§§gpparent1y moist, Theee factors resulted in obspuring the exact
characteristics of tho type which light have been observable on

microscopic examination if the documents had been on other kinds :

of paper, Two of the Hise standards--Government Exhibits }h and
*}/, 39--are likewise inadequate for comparison purposes; the latter

is an inexpensive and extremely absorbent bond, and the former,

-

ribbon which further alters the measurements to such an extent
_é_fhat preciee comparisons are'almost impossible. In this connec-
v& tion, I have noted that when Mr. Feehan, in his testimony at the ayr;
1% \ second trial, was illustrating to the Jury the ten ainllar,wﬂp&ﬁegm,7
§ \ characteristios which he sald supported his opinilon. that the

— ,qu3°4437;

§ e

ot

e same machine typed both the Baltimoretgg//ypnta and the 3131)7&@A4guri
standards, he used letters appearin /j?g::’fﬁﬁﬂblurrod ae

s

Q
240 .k| to Government Exhibit 46-B, andxnne at all to Government Exhibit
A\ 37 or Defendant's Exhipit TT,

between the three }ast-meniioned standards, and 'the specimens

I
I have been furniszhed from #N230099, On the basis of this

Lo <le

Ve M .
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comparison I am now prepared to confirm the tentative Judgment

1 formed earlier on the basis of my study of a photooopy of

‘Government Exhibit 46-B. - | |
1 \\In my opinion, #N230099 cannot be the same machine that
— @'\\,
déﬁMLﬁu .

ﬂc.(/‘(' 'W
.Lff'a j .
",u.'-‘ . -

typed Government Exhibits 37 and 46-B and Defendant's Exhibit TT..
I base this opinion upon certalin differences in type impressions
between many of the letters in the two sgte of documents, these

differences appearing with such a high degree of regularityzaa

| to preclude the possibility of their being due to variations of

4

ribbon, typing pressure, or other pecullaritles of operation,
band being of such a nature that differences in imprint cannot
be due to age or wear on the machine.
17 \\\ On the other hand, I have not found i1t pogsible to form

a definite opinion as to whether the Baltimore Documents were

! W

{ typed on #M230099.” I.observe certain subtle detalls of difference,

but these are of a klnd which might oulte posslibly be due to the
particular ribbons and the absorbent quality of the low grade of
poorly sized paper which was used for the Baltimére Documents,
The same is true of a domparlson between the Baltimore Documents

. \0\3!1 \‘\3\
and the Hiss Standards U6-B, 37 and TT.

Ag to these comparisons

I can only say that the observable pecullarities in the type

of the Baltimorg Documents in my opinlon more nearly resemble

the peculiarities in the typing from #N230099 than they do the

peouliaritieé in the Hiss Standards which I used for comparilson.
I am attaching photographs intended to 1llustrate the

grounds for my opinion., &Se&bkes A, C, E and F sghow cémparisons,

‘at 15X magnification, of the fy", "t", "u" and "n' goppearing in .

:/ Baltimore Document No. 10 wss not included in the group of
Baltimore Documents used for this study.

Kisseloff-24393
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all three sets of doouments. The particular imprinte which I
have chosen to photograph have been selected not beocause they

y ;‘ were unusual, but because after careful study I found thea
$ie

G “% typlcal examples, for photomicrographié purposes, of the par-
— - i
;e | tloular peculiarities which I observe in these letters throughout
v = o ..
L 355% the three sets of documents. Nor are these four letters the
b .
= R

only onés which could be used to illustrate my opinion. The

% i;ﬁ;l S‘ kinis of distortions which I have'illuatrated,“particularly by
i;:ﬁ§ﬂ”d the "u" and the "n", could be equally well illustrated by photo-
Lf A \ graphic studles of many of the other characters on the keyboard.
The photographs in Series B and D are enlargments of
detalls of the "y" and "t" appearing in the three sets of doou~

ments, at magnifioation 26X. The photomicrographs in Series A-F

were made in the same way as those which were made for my

earlier affidavit, except that polarized light was used for

mogt of the vhotomicrogravhs included wi?h Fhls arfldavitﬁhr

SERIES A and B’ GW%JM’

Y. “The clear-ocut sharp angles which are almost diwaya apparent
at the Juncture of the seriphs and leg 'or‘thq amall
letter "y" in the Hiss Standards U46-B, 3f[and TT are almost
always blurred and indistinot in the imprinte of this letter
by N230099. The left leg of the smali letter "y" appears to
meet the main staff of the letter at a. higher polﬂf in the
imprints of this letter in the Hiss Standards than in the

;fp imprints made by #N230099. This difference makes the
éx;w:ﬁip descender of the small letter "y" longer Ain the Hiss Standards
ﬁ T than 1t does in the imprints from #N230099, There i1s. a break

or cut in the type face of the terminal arc in the descender

of the small letter "y" in #N230099 which does not appear in
Kisseloff-24394
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the other two sets of documents. This defect helps to

obsoure the dirrereﬁce between the length of the descender
of the *y' in the #N230099 machine and that of the "y" in
the Hiss Standards where the type face is continuous in
this-t;rminal surve. It also tends to confuse micrometric
comparisons between the latter "y" as 1t appears in the

Beltimore -Documents. and as it appears in specimens from

#N230099. -

“ SERIES C gnd D

The aro in the terminal curve of the small letter "t' is
wider in most of the imprints of this letter in the Hiss
Standards 46-B, 37 and TT than in the imprints of this
letter by #N230099, and the line of the ourve follows a
different pattern, |

_ SERIES E
u. The angles where the 1ow§f seriph and the loop, respectively,
mest the right leg are different in the imprints of #N230099
from those in the Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and T1. '

SERIES ¥

The differences between the imprints of this letter in the
Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and TT, and the imprints in the

n,

typing from #N230099, are most clearly shown in the angles
where the seriphs meet the left and flght leg and where

4

the loop meets the left upright.

Grnlp S8, HbL,
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EXHIBIT I-B e

State or NEw Yore. )
Comu'r or New YOBK s

I, Elizabeth McCarthy, of Boston, Suﬁolk County, Massachusetts, ‘
on oath depose and say’

I reside at 16 Porter Street and have an office at 40 Court Street,
both in.said Boston.

I am a qualified examiner of questloned documents.

I was graduated from. Vassar College with a degree of A.B., from

1

‘Sl’mmons College, and from Portia Law School with a degree of ;’LL B.

I am an attorney at law. .

During the last sixteen years I have testified frequently in fstate‘
and federal courts in many parts of the country in cases involving
questioned handwriting, typewriting, inks, paper, rubber stamps, im-
prints, et cetera. I have frequently been employed as a document
expert by both federal and state prosecuting officials and law enforce-
ment agencies, and pursuant to such employment have examined docu-

" ments, prepared reports, rendered expert opinions, and presented ex-

pert testimony in court on behalf of both federal and state governments. |
I have lectured at various-law schools and before bar associations and

_ banking groups on the subject of document identification, and on the

presentation of testimony on the subject. I have qualified as an expert
in the examination of disputed typewrittén documents in many courts

. in various jurisdictions and have been consulted by many judges of

such courts. I am at present the document expert for the Police
Department of the City of Boston and for the Massdchusetts State
Police. I have had oceasion in many cases to make intensive studies
of questioned typewrltmg and to make comparisons with samples taken

 from other machines.

Heretofore, so far as I am aware, it has been the underlying as-
sumption of -all qualified document examiners, including myself, that

* -no two typewmters could -ever, merely by accidental coincidence, make

identical impressions, and also that it would-be as & practiéal matter
impossible to change or adapt any one machine to-the extent necessary
to.enable it to duplicate the product of anothér machine in all relevant
respects As a consequence it has been the practice of document ex-
aminers, however hxghly qualified, to- concentrate their examination
upon the presence or absence of a substantial number of identical

. peculiarities or irregularities in the questioned and known typing, in
*_ the belief that if any considerable number of such identical peculiarities
“or irregularities was found- there would be no posslblhty that even the

~ laws of chance could have produced such pecuhantles in two separate

. machines. - This evidently was the basis of the opinion given by the

Government’s expert, Ramos C. Peehan, in his testimony at the second
trial, since he-testified solely as to the existence of ten specific identical

* peculiarities in the type impressions in the two sets of ‘documents. It

could not have occurred to Mr. Feehan, any more then it would have
oceurred to any other qualified document examiner, that even a pos-
sibility existed of a machine having been fabricated fo such an extent
of perfection as to be able to produce,as maiy identieal peculiarities
of type as appeared in the two sets of docunents.

| Kisseloff-24396
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) In the earliér part of this year I was consulted by Chester T. Lane,
Esquire, attorney, of 70 Pine Street, New York City. He told me he
was conducting an experiment to determine whether it would as a prac-
tical matter be possible to build a typewriter which would meet the
standards of identity accepted by document examiners as grounds for

a conclusion that a single machine had been used in two sets of docu- .

ments. He said he had for a long time been looking for a qualified
expert who could assist in the experiment by checking the results but
that all the experts he had so far talked to had refused to have any
part of it. I said I doubted that such an experiment could in any

large measure be successful, but I expressed my willingness to ex- °

amine the products of his experimental machine as ‘the experiment
continud, and to point out the respects in which the attempted duplica-
tion had not yet been successful. In undertaking this assignment I had
in mind that the profession of document examiners, as.well as the
public at large, were entitled to learn whether any such ‘experiment
could be successfully conducted, since if it could, general knowledge of
the fact would be essential as a means of preventing large numbers of
forgeries which otherwise might be successfully carried ouf.

It was agreed that I should confine any examination to samples
from the two machines without at any time inspecting the machines
themselves, or any duplicates of their type; and my work throughout

"has been confined to typed samples,

The experiment has now been completed fo the greatest extent

possible in the time allowed. I am not prepared fo say that the dapli-
cation btween the two machines is even yet complete to the highest
degree of accuracy, and in fact I know that there are still a small
number of characters sufficiently dissimilar so that in the light of the
careful observation I have had occasion to give to samples from the

two machines during the progress of the experiment I should myself

find it possible to distingunish hetween the products of the two machines.
Nevertheless, it is my opinion, based upon my long .experience in
methods of questioned document examination, that the duplication has
progressed to such a degree that an expert in the field, however highly
qualified, would find it difficult if not impossible to distinguish between
samples from the two machines.

I attach samples of the writing from, the two machines, which I
believe will demonstrate the soundness of this conclusion. I have a
key showing which samples were made on which machine, and shall be
glad to furnish it to the court should it be desired to check the accuracy
of the results of any-test to which the Government may ¢hoose to sub-

 ject the samples. .

I should add that even if it can be demonstrated that my above

conclusion is unfounded, it is my opinion as an expert in the éxamina-

tion of questioned documents that the duplication has progressed to a .

point where any document examiner not forewarned (as anyone now
examining these samples must necessarily be) that a deliberate attempt

at duplication of machines had been made, would ‘be deceived into’

thinking that all the samples were made on a single machine,, In
particular, the success of the experiment shows that any such testi-
mony as that given by the Government’s expert, Mr. Feehan, at the
second trial, basing his conclusion of identify of machines on the iden-
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tity of only ten charaet.ers in the two sets of. documents, is absolntely ¥ )

worthless,

Emzmxam MoCarTHY :

Sworn to-before me this
22nd day of January, 1952,

MABGABET L. Buzfox
Notary Public for the State of New York '
Qualified in New York County
No. 31-0515250 -
Certs. T'iled with Co. Clks., ngs and
Rockland and with City Reg 8. N. Y. and Kings
Commission Expires March.30;, 1953

(Seal)
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CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE

NEW YORK 18, NEW YORK

Hanoverfi New Hampshire
9

August sy 1947

Dear Hr. White:

When you called on the telephone last Ffrf
afternoon I was with some one and so had the opjportunity
only of covering the essential point of our de
you help us on the problenms and on the basis yg

ith _you a

on the writing end. I wasntt abd EonD o Ry phone
later Friday afternoon and so J 7z o \this scrnAch.

Paul Appleby. That will faciNitate g6od working relations.
I think I made clear a ' pul, John Russell and

L have got our idea fixed, subject to points
that will be made &R session and in the '
review by various : ge -f the revision to
follow August 25. I dont't th ever, that I was so
rrecise as I wouldihave liked £p have been in a later talk
tely set at you were available and

(after it def N
“e,nOt/ﬁégggi§@*b¥ Q Vimen®s) as to thé king of

Negativell| put, it isn't a ghost-writing assignment
or ejen a re-writg job. Rather it's advice in' the re-writing
lilecting of suggestions made on August 25

We will have a stenographer to help in
of the August 25 meetang and I realize that
you will u ilize that session iargely to acquire background
and to orient yourserf in the field. Nonetheless I think
it wousd help greatly if you could attempt to keep notes of
your own of the main suggestions made. This would supplement
John Russell's notes &s he will have to be free to participate
with Paul fully in the subsftantive discussion, with the result
that his notes may necessarily suffer.

we will need..

It in addition you and Paul and John can work out
arrangements whereby you can “Ctu°%ﬁ%emﬁﬁf4ﬁf r re-drafting




©
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r " - hd gk -~
# R\ o
S o

e o

portions of the text -~ in the introduction or recommendations —-
-so much the better. ' But that must, I think, be left up to Paul
to decide as to the most efficient way of proceeding at the time
when the three of you sit down together next Monday night or
Tuesday morning after the session with the consultants. I'm
sure, in any event, that you and Paul will work out arrangenments
ghat will be helpful to Paul in the grind of getting this baby

orn.

I'm going to ask Miss Sayre to make a copy of this to

"forward to Paul for his information so that we can all keep au
courant of each other's thinking.

' Cordially,

= ' - : ALGER HISS

Mr, Llewellyn White
92 Grove Street _
New York 14, New York
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