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he ‘i if the “TM ig oa ee then it becom
explain why a fabricator would go to the trouble of

two machines, especially when he (or she) had accesstc
‘ similar to that used by Dr. Bush. (One debunker has: suggested —
that the numbers did not work on the machine used to type the body
of the text, thus requirimg the forger to use a second machine to iS)
produce the date. Why the forger would not simply use the second i.

machine to type the entire text was, of course, not addressed.)

KX KKK

ORIGINAL OR PHOTOCOPY?:

There are a number of things about the "TM" which suggest that it

is a photograph of an original document and not a paste-up or

photocopy. These are ae follows:

(A) The visible (on the original photo) difference in

contrast between the caveats and the upper and lower

case letters (as already explained above).

(B) The complete lack of ale Visible evidence of|

paste-up, @ven under magnification.

(C) The sharp or crisp quality of the type under

magnification, indicating a photograph of an original

typed document as opposed to a photo of a xeroxed copy

or a carbon. This goes for the type produced by both

machines.

(D) The slightly "fuzzed" edges of the caveats and the

Truman signature when viewed under magnification. Since

these were produced by an ink pen (in the case of the

Signature) and inked stamps (in the case of the

caveats), the process of the wet ink soaking As the 4

fibers of the paper should create slightly "fuzzed"

edges to the lines due to the capillary action anwoahaeel '
in the absorbtion process. Such "fuzzed" edges are

indeed visible on the original "TM" photo. (Technically

speaking, this same process transpires when the ink from

the typewriter ribbon is transferred to the paper as

well, but to a considerably lesser degree since the ink

invelved is essentially "dry" and since the pressure on

the keys forces the ink deeper into the paper rather “al
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ely contrasted lines are often lost pt Hi ar
manifest themselves as visible gaps where the Optics Of)

the copy machine (set essentially for an "average" —

contrast) fail to pick up fine detail. xamination of - —

the original photo under magnification clearly shows

consistency and continuity to fine or low-contrast lines

such as the "e" in "matter" on line one, or the bottom ms

of the capital "E" in "DEFENSE" in the caption line,

| both of which are lightly struck letters. Although the
problem of film grain comes into play here also, the

continuity of these fine lines is still clearly visible.

(F) Comparative measurements of the "TM" text made at

several places on the page produces a distortion factor i

Of 3.9%, a figure which is consistent with that obtained

in &@ similar examination of the "ER". Ince again, it is

not consistent with the sort of distortion produced by,

certain photocopiers.

YOK KOK

THE TRUMAN SIGNATURE:

By far the most controversial aspect of the "TM" is the Truman

Signature which appears thereon. Once again, if it were possible

to deal with an original document rather than a photograph of

same, this controversy could be easily selved. Unfortunately such—

is mot the case~-- which leaves the problem of doing the best job

possible with the evidence at hand.

The problem is not so0 much the general appearance of the

Signature, for it certainly appears to be authentic. ‘The

problem is the marked similarity of this signature to another
Truman signature on another document-- a short letter from Truman

to Vannevar Bush dated October 1, 1947. While the two signatures

are not exactly identical, they are extremely similar, hence the

controversy. (See illustrations on page 85-A.) :
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ILLUSTRATION E

Signature from Truman

Memorandum ("TM")

ILLUSTRATION F

Signature from Truman-Bush

Letter ("T-B")

Note wider pen point produces

heavier lines w/ no skipping.

Note finer pen point produces

thinner lines & frequent skips.

ILLUSTRATION G

Signature from Truman

Memorandum w/ Measurements.

ILLUSTRATION H

Signature from Truman-Bush

Letter with Measurements.

Total of alll ten measurements
equals 276.7 mm.

Total of all ten measurements

equals 787.7 mm.

NOTE: The illustrations shown here have been redrawn for clarity.

and are for purposes of comparison only. Measurements taken from

them should not be expected to coincide with values given above

Gue to distortion created by the printing process. All measure-

ments are in millimeters.
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Is it possible for someone who signs their name as many times in a

day as does a U.S. president to sign two signatures which are so

Similar, or, as some debunkers claim, are signatures like

fingerprints and snowflakes in that mo two are ever alike? With

respect to the "TM", it would appear that the case for

authenticity nises or falls upon this point: yet because the

Original document is not in-hand to be examined, we are left to

deal in uncertainties. The best that can be done, therefore, is

to deal with the matter on a point~-by-point basis, placing such

evidence as there is upon the table and allowing the chips to fall

where they will.

IDENTICAL SIGNATURES?

Curiously, as far as can be learned, mo study has ever been

undertaken to determine the likelihood of identical or nearly

identical signatures occurring with individuals (such as

presidents) who routinely sian theie names hundreds and sametimes

thousands of times a / Harry S Truman was

days. How many times a day he gi

anybody"s guees. During the

noted he was Signing autographs at : ratic fundraiser at the

rate of more than S00 per hour! But even if we accept what would

probably be a canservative figure of 100/day, we are left with a

staggering 284,000 signatures. No one knows how many of these

might be identical or very similar, because no one has ever

undertaken to study such a question,

president far 2,840

name, an the average, i

ane press accaunt

Albert S. Osborn, author of Questioned Documents (Albany, NY:

Boyd Printing Co., 1910; Bnd Ed. 1929), an exhaustive tome which

is still regarded as one of the most authoritative sources on the

subject, manages to shed some light and a considerable amount of

guidance on the matter, hawever. According ta Osborn, while

Signatures may have certain characteristics in cammon with

fingerprints in that they can assist in identifying an individual,

they are certainly not (as some debunkers have alleged) like

snowflakes in that no two are alike. Indeed, here is what Osborn

has to say on the subjects:

"As has been said, no two genuine signatures can be

exactly alike, but such a statement should be understood

to be true speaking microscopically,and not as the)

carpenter measures, because by examining a great number

of genuine signatures of certain exceptional writers

signatures can be found which are nearly identical. The

, degree of resemblance to be expected in any case is not i

based on any fixed general principles but is a matter

that depends altogether upon the writing habitsof the

individual whose signature is in question. Some persons . . eg
write with much greater uniformity than others and- SO ao

\ similarities in size and proportions would, as a natural _ ok,

result, be more common in their writing than the same _ we

similarities in the writing of one who writesa more- oo _ =e

erratic hand. The significance of identity, therefore, . ve He

. oe a a te See
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ae ‘ing on the aueRe ran of geruinenees ould
determined in every case by the actual. circumstances of

that case." (page 344) . RY

"If it is contended that... identity (i.e. the condition

of being exactly the same)... is "impossible in any

genuine signature written by anyone, anywhere, at any

time", the natural and conclusive answer to such a

challenge is the bringing forward.of actual signatures

by other writers that are as nearly identical as the

disputed signature and the alleged model. In some cases

such Simnatures can be found." (page 3446. Final

sentence emphasizedin the original.)

Osborne yoes on to point out that what is important in such cases

is not whether signatures Che eek. to be similar or identical, but

rather whether they are st \ imi . The point ts %a

g00d one, in spite of the fa ‘Osborn’s work predates
photocopying by a good many ye give that. the chapter cited here
WaS written specifically to assist forensic experts in dealing

with “Traced Forgeries" (which is the title of the chapter).

Thus the question becames, are the two Truman signatures merely

coincidentally similar to one another (and hence both genuine), oar

are they “suspiciously similar", thus suggesting a forgery? The

evidence is ambiguous and fascinating; but in the end it becomes

strictly a judgement call, Cansider:

(1) Visual examination, both by superimposition an a light
table and by physical measurement with a micrometer. clearly

Shows that the two signatures are very similar, but definitely

not identical. (See comparative illustrations w/ measurements,

above. Note also that measurements on the signatures were

carefully redone for this report with a better instrument, and

thus should be considered more accurate than those previously

published.)

(2) The differences made apparent by the measuring of the two
signatures along with the absence of any other supporting evidence ©
would seem to effectively rule out the possibility that the

signature on the "TM" is simply a traced copy of the Stan rane an

the Truman-Bush letter.

(3) As already noted, there is no evidence whatsoever that:
the signature on the document was produced by means of a photocopy —
paste-up procedure. Indeed, several points speak gee is a8

thiss ,

(a) Under magnification, the demarcation line ‘Rat
the black of the signature and the white of ee prese
"fuzzed" appearance indicative of a signature $ Peal

Chie from an iB) eaneyl © ‘fountain’ pe ue

1



demarcationline would take on a quite different appearance.
z (b) While photocopiers can increase the contrast and

are not on the original. With this in mind, notice that the pen

lines of the signature on the Truman-Bush letter (Illus. F) above

are generally thin and contain a number of "gaps". where the pen

apparently failed to apply ink to the paper as it passed over

‘certain places. Take particular notice of the upper left side of

the "H", the “hook” on the upper right of the "H", the blank space

in the “loop” of the "H" as-it protrudes to the left of the first

vertical, and the long line connecting the bottom of the "y" with

the cop of the “T". Compare these readily visible “gaps" with the

tines of the signature on the "TM", (Tllus. €&) which appears bold

and heavy, and cantains mo such "ekips" or “gaps”. Since multiple

photocopying tends to result in loss of detail and since "Lifting"

the signature from the Truman-Bush letter and transferring it to

the "TM" would take ea mini mum of two ih abe ig (one to copy
the original, and a second to remove the evi' -e of a paste-up),¢

the evidence here ton is inconsistent with the. ‘phutoeery paste~up
hypothesis.

(c) According to one of the document’s more illogical

critics, the process of p t . he siaqnature from the

Teuiman Bush Letter would produce an enlarqgement-distortion of 1.2

With Gach successive copy due to optical characteristics which, it

1S Claimed, are inherent in photocopiers. Thus, if the’ signature

on "TM" were the produc af paste-up, it must have

been recopied exactly 2.41 times in order to produce the 2.922

overall variation in the slative sizes of the two signatures as

shown in the above illu other words, such an

argument is ridiculous

(4) Various points delineated as "I" through "N" in the

illustrations set forth on page S8-A address six additional issues

which have been raised:

(I) It has been alleged that the "hook" at the top of

the upper right vertical of the "H" is an indication that the

Signature on the "TM" must have been copied from the one on
Truman-Bush because such an anomoly does not appear on ather

Sea Signatures. This, however, is not true since other

examples of Truman signatures have been found with the same sort

os Makeloy ian

(J) A similar allegation made about the small gap whic!
eee ears between the "r" and the "y" of "Harry" is also without |
foundation since similar gaps can be found inye aeher a) arena

density of things copied on them, they cannot add-in details which



ENLARGED 141%

TRUMAN MEMORANDUM ("TM")

"I" THROUGH "N" AS REFURENCED IN TEXTILLUSTRATIONS

ENLARGED 141%

TRUMAN-BUSH LETTER (T~B)S— SMILLE®

Bhor

OTHER EXAMPLES SHOWN FOR PURPOSES OF COMPARISON

SEP. 25,194}

non

Nov 8 1947 |
"nq"

icerely
H

yours
ooK

PEW SKIPS

88-A

SEP. 20,1949

Jucy 9, /9F2
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BT (N) Eo eer argument which has been EIN is that thi a
Hranins of the line on the crossbar of the "T" just tothe’ right.
of where it joins the vertical may be due to’ the use of white-ouit©
“(or similar correction fluid) in order. to remove portionsof the

“sand "." which intersect the signature at this point) on the
~Truman-Bush letter, before it could be successfully copied and

transferred to the "TM". While this is a particularly interesting

observation, an effective counter~-argument (in the absence af: any

evidence to the contrary) is that the thinning of the line here is

due to nothing more than the uneven flow of ink from the point of

the pen to the paper caused by Truman’s beginning to move the pen

faster at that moment in order to complete the crossbar on the "T".

with a bit of a flourish, (Notice a similar "thinning" on the

vertical stroke connecting the bottom of the "y" with the top of

the capital "T", just past the point where the line intersects the

upward-left sweep of the "T".) Whether this particular anomoly is
"suspicious" enough to be regarded as proof of fabrication is thus

rendered moot.

(5) At the very least, the possibility that Truman could have

signed two nearly identical signatures cannot be dismissed out af
hand for several very valid reasons:

(a) While the premise that "no two signatures are ever

alike"or that "no one ever signs his name the same way twice" may

be considered reasonably valid under so-called "normal"

circumstances wherein the person involved only signs his (or her)

Nname’on the average of once or twice a day, there seems to be no

known measure of its validity in cases where an individual

‘routinely signs thingsat a rate a hundred or more'times greater

than that. In addition, it is conceivable that the likelihood of

identity in signatures may well be increased in cases where the

signature involved is composed mostly of a series of rhythmic

up-and-down strokes (as is Truman’s) rather than numerous loops,|

swirls and flourishes which leave more room for variation.—

Truman’s regular, rhythmic signature seems to have been precisely

the sort of handwriting A.S. Osborn had in mind when he wrote on
page 345 of the work cited above:

"As we have seen, if comparison is made of all the thousands|

of signatures that certain uniform, rhythmic writers have

written there can be found, by picking out here and there

the most favorable marie ews some that .are quite similar.



each other...."

He goes on to note that what would be truly suspicious about such
circumstances would be if two nearly identical signatures were
found which had allegedly been "written in succession". Absolute

impossibility, however, should only be considered in cases where
"three or four practically identical successive signatures" are

Claimed as genuine.

(b) Another possibility: here, although’! admittedly
somewhat remote, is that both signatures were produced by an

automatic Signature-writing device known as a Cam—Writer. Although

one such device was installed in the White House as early as 1942,
Truman reportedly had a dislike for the machine and rarely used

nti ay

(c) Although neither the time nor the resources was

available to conduct a major survey of Truman signatures, a small

cale effort was undertaken which resulted in the comparison of

about 75 samples. While no two complete signatures were found

which possessed such a high dearee of similarity, six partial

match-ups were discovered (two pairs of signatures and one pair of

initials). In light of the small sample used, this must be

Gonsidered highly significant in that it ois illustrative of

precisely what Osborn was talking about abave when he noted that

"Ss ter unifearmity than he eh 1Hsome persons write with much or

These are illustrated on the next page (9O-A) and are axptarned in
the captions.

The point to be made here is that if partial similarities

of this nature can be found by surveying such a small sample,

there is room for the possibility that other sets of nearly

identical complete signatures could exist amidst the probably more

than half-million which Truman must have written over the space of

his active political career and many years af retirement.

(6) One other objection raised against the "TM" is the

contention that Truman invariably placed his signature close to

the text of the documents he signed. (25). Supporters of this

argument claim that using the distance between the top of the

second vertical of the "T" and the bottom pointof the same line

as a radius, a circle thus inscribed will always cut into the bady

of the text at some point. The problem with this assertion is

that those who make it used only Letters signed by Truman as the
basis for their study. When other types of documents signed by .

Truman are taken into account, the argument proves false. (See,

for example, Truman's counter—signature © an. a Nemer gaan from
Forrestal dated 27 February 1948.)

(7) The possibility, as: sciigalvaly, Friedman,
cut-and-paste or Zier Lira rena oS 2si9
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ILLUSTRATIONS R-1 AND K-2 ILLUSTRATIONS R-3 AND R-4

R-1is Ltr. from Truman to Ickes

April 16, 1951

R-2: Ltr. from Truman to Ickes

July 10, 1951

R-2s Ltr. from Truman to Ickes

January 24, 1951

Rk-4: Ltr. from Truman to Ickes

January 26, 1951

Note the close similarities of

the portions of the signatures

within the boxes.

Once again, the portions of the

Signatures within the boxes are

closely similar to one-another.

ILLUSTRATION F-S

Note the close similarity of the "T"s taken from two "H.S.T."

initialed memoranda to louis Johnson dated dune 2B. 1950 (R-§)

H

H

H

ILLUSTRATION R-6 H

}

and August SS. 1950 (K-46). ! H

H
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SUMMARY:

‘th the final analysis, Hfestianed documents expert Alnere Ss
‘Osborn (whose opinions certainly. should be acceptable to even the
most diehard debunkers since it was one of their number who first

cited his work) has essentially settled the two most controversial

points with respect to the question of the "TM's" authenticity:

(1) It is possible for two signatures to be extremely similar

to one-another and both be authentic. Furthermore, the chances of

such coincidences occurring is greater if:

(a) The person involved writes his (or her) signatures

in a "uniform, rhythmic" hand, and

(b>) The signatures in question were not written "in

succession” to one-another.

(2) The old saw that "no two signatures can be exactly alike”

is true only when SEERA NY micrascopically and not as. the

carpenter measures.' In other words, if the two Truman signatures

in question here were exactly identical in every detail, an

argument that bath might be authentic would be almost impossible

to defend. As has been demonstrated, however, while the signatures

appear to be extremely similar to the unaided eye (i.e. "as the

carpenter Oo) Landasiohten they are clearly dissimilar in a number of

Ways when examined "microscopically". Indeed, given the width of

the lines, they cannot even have been written with the same pen;

nor are there any unusual tremors visible which, according to

Osborn, would be clear evidence of a traced or hand-copied

forgery.

This leaves only the question of whether the two signatlres are

"suspiciously" similar. "Suspicion", implying as it does, doubt

or mistrust without proof, is a difficult concept to deal with in

a study such as this. (Certainly those individuals who blindly

debunk anything having to do with UFOs will continueto claim that

the "TM" must be a fabrication because of the "suspicious" nature

of the signature thereon. Others, recognizing that debunkers are

naturally suspicious of anything that challenges their

narrow-minded concepts of reality, will no doubt sift the evidence

carefully and find no reason for suspicion whatsoever. Yet, if

suspicion implies doubt, then given the circumstances it does not
seem unreasonable to retain certain doubts about this document.

Only the availability of an original for expert examination could

dispel these, and that, unfortunately, is something which We do
not have. 5

ADDITIONAL FACTORS:



classifications (most of these, however, from the Johnson

administration during the Viet Nam War era), and while it is

equally conceded that there is no real requirement that executive

orders be numbered according to any specific system, the

particular method of numbering witnessed with respect to the "ER"/

"TM" situation is certainly unique to anyone*s knowledge in the

public sector. Of course, it remains possible that extraordinary

circumstances caused Truman to go outside the established system,

but in the absence of evidence this must be considered

speculation.

Secondly, a curious comment made by one of the questioned dacument

experts who was consulted during the course of this investigation

seems to bear repeating here. According to this individual, the

possibility that the information in the "TM" is correct while

the doctiment itself may be a fabrication should not be ruled out.

Apparently in cases involving : neailtive information, the

retyping or recasting of documents is not especially uncommon to

the process.

Finally, two points of evidence suggest

on September 24, 1947 which serious] : Secretary of Defense

James Forrestal. . The first is that when penning an entry into his

personal diary concerning his meeting that day at the White House

with Fresident Truman amc r. Bush, he erroneously gave the date

as September 25th and referred to Dr. Bush as "Mr.". "25 Sept.

1947," he wrote, "Saw t Fresident today with Mr. Bush.” While

bath mistakes seem add the usually meticulous Mr. Forrestal,

What Seems even more significant is that within a hour or so after

leaving his meeting at ite House, he presented himself at

the District of Columbia’s Metropolitan Folice Department and

secured a permit to carry a concealed personal firearm (Smith &

Wesson revolver).(26)
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THE CUTLER-—TWINING MEMO «JUL. 1985>

The story of the circumstances leading to the discovery of the

Cutler-Twining Memorandum ("CT") is a lengthy one, mast of which

is better saved for another forum because it is not. directly

pertinent to this report. Since our purpose is ta present an

analysis of the document itself, coverage of background material

should necessarily be limited to only those facts and events which —

directly contribute to that objective. With that in mind, the ©

essentials are these: BAO cee: : Balik

From roughly August, 1979 through mid-1987, Moore maint

Office Box 189 in Dewey, Arizonaas a correspondence

Following his move to Californiain early 1983, t

considerablyless use, but Moore continued to ai
and to. check its contents onc ! Ss dt

isit his children the



‘mailed from New Zealand, but (according te
had been procured from the Ethiopian Tourism Commi eler

hy: 9, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. (Note that the box number <1!
is the same a Moore’s F.Q. box im Dewey.) It was impossible F
determine when or from what city the card had been mailed since~
that part of the cancellation had run off the edge of the card.
(A second, similar card which arrived several manths later, SRE NERS i
however, was postmarked Christchurch.) It was also not possible 8 - |
to determine when the card had arrived, except to say thatit must iy Nara
have been sometime between the Christmas holidays of 1984 (when Pay ak
Moore had last checked the bay) and the time that Moore called the ~—

. Dewey postmaster.

The message on the card was typewritten and enigmatic. Part of

it read:

“When doors wan't open, search for windows.

Add some zest to your trip to Het iets, Try Reece’s pieces. Ae

For a stylish look, shop Suit Land.

|
|

At the time the card arrived, Moore and Shandera weren*t planning

any trip to Washingten but, as coincidence would have it, Friedman
was already there. Moore called Friedman at his motel and read

the card to him over the phone. Both concurred that the reference

to "Reece’s pieces" probably meant Ed Reese, who was associated

with the then Modern Military Branch of the National Archives and
whom Stanton had planned to see anyway. (It took Shandera to

point out that Reece’s Fieces was the candy that Elliott: gave to

E.7T. in the movie.) Suitland, of course, is the site of a large
federal documents repository associated with the Archives.

When Friedman checked with Ed Reese, he was informed that

arrangements had been made by the Air Force to declassify a large

block of files which had originated with the Intelligence

Directorate between 1946 and 1955, and that many of these had

originally been Top Secret. Curiously, according to Reese, the

Air Force seemed to be giving some priority toa this project and

was taking some unusual steps in the process-~ like sending over a
number of declassification officers directly from the Fentagon to

handle the task. There was also a block of ald Air Technical

| Intelligence Center (ATIC) records from Suitland which

| epecifically dealt with former Air Force UFO projects (mastly SIGN Bae tit
| and GRUDGE), which were also being released as part of this > — 5. MA ah ae

| fis process. Friedman made arrangements to be kept informed of the © ry
progress of the declassification process, iia

Nz

9%



ASApataMnay hat whehelBetis

ee Benen plan was for hate ohindare ee. Fri edian eG: pee te" ae
Washington as $00N as the documents were available for inspection,|
but as things worked out anly Moore and Shandera were ultimately—
able to make the trip. They departed on Monday, July 15, 1985, —
about a week after they had been informed that the documents were
ready. On Thursday, July 18, after having searched through nearly }
100 boxes of material, Shandera discovered the "CT". It was in -
box number 189 (!) of Record Group 341, immediately adjacent to
file folder 4-1846., (Moore and Shandera have plans to publish a
full account of the circumstances leading up to the finding,of the me)

"CT" at a later date. Meanwhile, readers will find a few

additional details in’ Friedman's report.)

PHYSICAL AFFEARANCEs

A copy of the "CT" memorandum is repraduced herein as Appendix I.

3 It is an unsigned, faded-blue carbon copy of an original on

Onionskin paper which bears the watermarks "Dictatian Onionskin"
and what appears to be "Fox". Very slight raised impressions of

some of the type (especially periods) can be observed on the back

Side, indicating that it was likely generated as the first or at

most the second carbon copy beneath the original since visibility

of such impressions decreases markedly on carbons after the third

layer. The blue ink is faded and the impressions are rather dense.

The paper itself shows signs of age. Yellewing is abvious and

uniform on all edges to a depth of about 1/98" inward, with maximum

aging at the outermost edges. This suggests the page had been

part of a vertical stack for many years and thus uniformly exposed

to the air around all edges. The diagonal line stricken through
the caveat from lower left to upper right is in red pencil. When

Shandera and Moore first discovered the document, it was not eee

folded: nor does it appear to have been folded when several

members of the archives staff looked at it subsequently (at least

none noted it as such which should have been done if fold marks
were evident). However, when the document was examined by
Maccabee and others on January 12, 1987, it hore two prominent

creases indicating someone had folded it into thirds. Who or why

has never been explained. :

THE PAPER:

As noted above, "CT" is on yellowed paper bearing the watermarks _

"Dictation Onionskin"” and "Fox". Both of these are trade marks of

the Fox River Paper Company of Appleton, Wisconsin. According to-

the results of an inquiry initiated by Moore to Mr. Thomas J.

Ligon of Fox River Paper, Dictation Onionskin was first Ay

manufactured in January, 1953 and continued to be available
the company through the early 1970s, with last ddte oF Pals,
prebably around 1970, Furthermore, the paper was spec aoe
manufactured for large bid orders, many of which were
eryerpaents. ane was not the ‘sort of item.one would |



Once it has been determined that the paper is of proper vintage,

the most important aspect of the "CT" analysis becomes the

question of typewriter and typeface. If the authenticity of the

memorandum can be essentially proved beyond reasonable doubt in

this arena, then all other questions are at once removed to

positions of considerably less importance.

Unlike the "ERB", where examination of typeface led only to the

conclusion that it was consistent with the time frame in question,

the "CT" actually displays numerous characterisitces in common with

a typewriter known to have been in use in July 1954 in an office

demonstrably connected with Gen. Cutler’s official business at the

time! The facts are these:

In July. 1954, Gen. Reabert Cutler was Fresident Eisenhower’s

Special Assistant for National Security. As such, he worked very

closely with James Lay, the Executive Secretary of the National

Security Council, Both shared adjoining offices with a common

ante-raam.,

From July @rd through about July Both, Cutler was out of the

country at the direction of Fresident Eisenhower, visiting U.S.

military installations im Europe and North Africa. KBefore his

departure, however, Cutler prepared memo dated July 3rd, 1954 for

James Lay and J. Fatrick Coyne (a close associate who actually

worked for the FEI), in which he outlined a few things he would

like them to be doing or thinking abaut in his absence. Item "cd"
on his list was a specific request to "Keep things moving out of

my basket."(27) (Like the "CT", this memo was also unsigned.)

The "CT" is essentially a routine memo which does nothing more

than provide notification of a change of plans with respect to an

apparently high-level meeting of a very secret group. It is

therefore not out of the questianm that Lay or someone in his

office typed it in Cutler’s name. The very fact that it lacks a

signature is actually a point in its favor, since the presence of|

one in the absence of Cutler would be a most damning factor.

Also, the fact that whoever typed it would trouble to make a

carbon copy suggests that the purpose of the copy was for Cutlear*s

information upon his return. ,

Acting upon the hypothesis that Lay or someone in his office typed

the memo for Cutler, a survey of documents generated by Lay’s

office during the general time frame of 1957-54 was undertaken for

the purpose of comparing typewriters used to produce official

documents with that used to type "CT".

Analysis of the typeface on "CT" quickly identified it as

Femington 174A, a face used exclusively on Remington machines

beginning in 194%. By examining documents from Lay’s office, it

did not take long to discover that a large number of them were

typed on just such machines. Having made that fascinating —.

discovery, the problem then narrowed to trying to determine if any

* eee *h iy ; of 4
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of those machines was the one which produced "CT".This was no |

easy task, for according to the experts, and as @videnced by the
documents surveyed, the Remington was a durable manual machine °
highly prone to demonstrating the state of wear of its components
by producing somewhat unstable lines of type-~ a sort of looseness | }

in the machine which often caused confusing, non-repetitive

glitches such as letters falling above or below the line or ‘

appearing closer or farther away from one-another in inconsistent ‘

patterns. Sorting out these essentially random glitches from

those recurring ones which appeared with sufficient frequency

to be considered valid "fingerprints" for each machine was a time

consuming process, but it eventually sPaueee startling results:

On A comparative survey of documents, there

arin have been four Ramington typewriters in use in
ot £ ‘4 tu /

~One of th Cayuse anly a

few documents can be identified .t, damonstrates no

less than fourteen points in common with the typing on

the "CT"

On that basis, it is 5 | to conclude that the "CT" is/a

genuine carban copy of an official government memorandum typed on

July 14, 1954 on a typewriter in the office of Mr. James Lay,

Executive Secretary of the National Security Council: and with

this, all other arguments and objections against its authenticity 3
fall by the wayside.

by pe

Fages 97-A and 97-kE rate, side-by-side, an unquestionably

genuine memorandum J in Lay*s office on April go, 19754

(obtained from the senhower Library), and the Cutler-Twining

: memorandum of July 14, 1954.: Note the fourteen points in commons:

(1) "MEM" in "MEMORANDUM": Note the initial "M" rises
above the line, and that the middle "E"” is jammed in

between the two "M’s" sa as to touch both.

(2) "DUM" in "MEMORANDUM": Note the space between the

"D" and the "UM". Note also that the "U" is slightly

canted to the left and abuts the "M" at the top.

(3) The top part of the curve on "S" in "SUBJECT 2s)

just very slightly flat. Apparently the "S" on this |.

particular machine was @ither slightly. loose on its arms

or the arm itself was slightly loose, thus producing a

odd "strike" on occasion. Compare the "S" here with

1S" in "SECRET! (on the (CT com eeines tis Ceam "JAMES S$
at the bottom of the April 2Ooth document. 5

(4) "JECT" in "SUBJECT": Note the Ha

line formed by "ECT". 0

(5)
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Lays Note how the top. oF ire, WRN ary
right of the flat-topped WEN,

(6) "NSC": Note the space between the "S" and "C" in
examples #46, and then compare with example 6A on Lay,

This ig an example of the sort of anomoly produced by
the inherent "looseness" of these Remington machines as

outlined above, and is @ne of the reasons a match-up of

machines was so difficult,

(7) “ed" in various examples on both: Note how the "ee"

is always below the "d", and how the "d" consistently

seems to cant slightly to the left.

(8) The word "should" is Sele me an bath documents,

with the final “d" rising above the bottom line of the a,

"i". Also note the "y slightly PVattened tap an bath i
letters with the so aapcle oii geeans Ko !

time. (Compare, for example, the

ash 3 Se ey

(9) Compare "revi" of "previcusly" in "CT" with the same

combination occurring several places in Lay. Note

Chest Rane

- to touch each other

especially the relationship of

(Ignore the fact that they app

on "CT", since this is due to "fuzziness" causedby the

carbon paper.) ay

O) Compare capital "A" of "Assistant" in "CT" with

capital "A" of "Adopted", “Attorney” and "Aprilin: Lays

Note how the "A" falls below the bottom line of the

following lower case letter in each instance.

tt Ber ut

) Compare the relationship of "S" and "4" in the
» 7 \.1

dates of @ach document.

(12) Compare the words "SECURITY" ain each.

(12) Compare "wi" in "following" and "will" on "CT" with

the “wi" in "herewith" on Lay.

which manifests itself by dropping below the
line in Dany. instances whi] @ pllaraessict

on both documents, and ae Mehl
ae well where this sheild te
Frequency of thi s SOener

document» riba La



Keep in mind that the visible fuzziness, the apparent braken
qualities of.some of the letters, and occasionally the

running-together af certain letters which are close ta each other
an the "CT" are largely due to the fact that we are looking at a S$

carbon here and not an original. As such, none af these apparent ,

differences is any reason to discount the authenticity of the

document, Nor are any of the other differences which are

generally attributable to either the inherent "looseness" of this Sak

specific machine as described above, or, in many cases, to the :

speed with which the typist struck the various keys one after the
other. ;

The important thing here is that both memos exhibit so many points

in common that it seems virtually certain they were both typed in

Lay’s office on the same machine.

MISCELLANEOUS POINTS:

LACK OF SIGNATURE

AS has already been Ha the lack of Cutlerm’s signature on the

document 16 a supporting element. Qbviously Gen. Cutler could not ; te

have signed a document in his office on July 14, 1954 and been in

Europe at the same time. Thus, the fact that the document bears

no signature does nothing to discredit its authenticity.

As to the question of whether the preparer should have signed it

im Cutler*s name, perhaps this was done on the original, but we

have no way of knowing. Tm any case, lack of signatures on

government memoranda of this type is not particularly. uncommon.

There are even other Cutler memos on file which have been ;

prepared in this fashion. }

THE: DOCUMENT IS A CARBON CORY

Two points wea)". The first is the already noted possibility that:
the carbon was made for Gen. Cutler’s information upon his return. AS Wes

The second is the fact that the only connection between the "CT"

and the U.S. Air Force is the. fact that A..F. Gen. Twining was the.
designated recipient of it. Yet it seems virtually certain that

Twining would have received the original, not a carbon.| But oh

was the carbon which was found amidst the files of the Air. For.
Directorate of Intelligence, and not the original. This

seem to belie those who have argued that Twining’ Si: copy.
inadvertantly gotten mixed in with other A.F. records di
process of transferring these to ane National.(Archives

Secondly, the facts that the "CT" carbon was.
file folders in Box 189, that it bore na file

and that Shander a and Moore were whey tlie ra led

paper:



therein) that only someone aware of an interested in MJ-12 would — o
have paid any attention to it. In 1985, that was a small circle

of people indeed-- at least on the outside.

Thus the questian cames down to who planted it. (The question of

why is obvious: it was planted so Shandera and Moore would find |

it.) Logically speaking, that carbon copy should have been in the

NSC*s files, not the Air Force’s. Consequently, the most likely

person to have planted it would be sameone with direct access to

the National Security Council*s most highly classified files. Who

that someone might.be remains an absolute mystery.
/

WRITING STYLE : i

Although the weiting sample evidenced in the "CT" is too small to

permit much in the way af definitive analysis, there are several

points to be made here:

(1) It is interesting to note that the the

of “Cl” reads very similarly to a phra

Cutler memorandum dated ‘July 13,

last gentence/paragraph

found in an authentic

: Compare4

dulyols, 1953S Memo: 'In-order: ta OF ake cammunication on this
subject, it is understood that in the absence of cantrary

word, your concurrence in the Oe? arrangements is
assumed. '

ee feat "Your concurrence in the above change:of (iat

arrangements is assumed." : y:

4

While debunkers have argued that a heaxer could have found the

first document and lifted this phrase fram it for use in the

second, the résults of the typewriter analysis belie this point! ‘
On that basis, the similarity of these two phrases can anly. be

taken as. further evidence in favor of the document’s authenticity.—

(2) Note that the word "during" is underlined for emphasisin the
"CT". While the use of underlining is not particularly common in

government memoranda, several other examples of James Lay

E memoranda have been discovered wherein underlining far emphasis. is.
@lso displayed. One particularly interesting ex ample ‘is a

formerly Top Secret "Memorandum far, the National Security Counc

dated June 14, 1954, in which Lay has underlined the eo

sentence:

"It is requested that special

observed in the handling

need-to-know “basis.”

cue ty Mr. Lay was ver y securi y cons ous
L Jim :



)

(3) Although there are no misspellings or grammatical errors,

there is evidence (visible only on the original) that the typist — ag ee

did in fact make and correct one error during the course of typing ae

the document. This occurs in the word "scheduled" in line two of

paragraph one, where underneath the first "e" there appears to

have been a "d" which was typed and erased.

(4) Finally, note that the date as typed at the top right is in pebee

proper civilian style, in keeping with the style: consistently

used by Mr. Lay. (To those proponents af the hoax hypothesis, why

would a hoaxer choose an uncommon style to create the "ER" and

then return to a mare common style here?)

CAVEATS:

The only caveat on the "CT" is aidoe TOP: SECRET RGAyee deer

SECURITY INFORMATION" which appears at the upper right. © Neither

the positioning nor the lack of any other c at marking is

particularly unusual for this cument. (Of course,

additional stampings or markin Hm placed an the

Original, but there is no » gy that.) The use. oF ft

underlining suggests, but ‘@, the desire of the typist

to add a degree of emphasis

While some have Beer. Ags : that there was mo such caveat as

"Top Secret Restrictec in 4 and that therefore the document

must be a fabr ah aay once again the results of the typewriter rh
analysis override such a position. Clearly if the document is

authentic, then the caveat therean is also genuine. This leaves

several possibilities to be considered:

(A) The caveat might well be intended to read "Top Secret",

"Restricted Security Informatian"

(B) It might mean "Top Secret" with access "Restricted" and

containing "Security Information" a

(C) It could be a special caveat limited*to use on documents©

pertaining to the MJ12-Special Studies Froject. Since we haveno

other such documents, this is impossible to know. - ees ise

(D) It could simply have been. an artifact of human error...

Perhaps the typist was briefly interrupted at that point and did<
not pay proper attention to what Was Deana typed. Eve oe maak:

Such occasional mistakes. - ee

(E) We do know, as evidenced in an August 4, 1954 ace ar
discovered by Friedman stamped "TOF SECRET TRANSMITTAL"(2

in an August 8, 1981 document discovered by Moore whic

both "TOP SECRET LOVE" and "TOP SECRET Teacveteie



et¥

One final point of | importance is the slash mark which runs from
bottom left to top right across the caveat. This is in red
pencil, and is entirely consistent with declassification marks
found on other documents in the same file-- a fact which suggests, —~
but does not prove, that the "CT" was either already in the file eres
when the declassifiers went through it, or that one of the

declassifiers themselves planted it there (adding the mark so it

would not be challenged). 4 Me

a
t

For those individuals who have suggested Moore’s complicity in the

affair, note that the red slash, beginning at lower left and f bs
ending in upper right, was made by a right-handed person. Someone abs |

who uses His left hand, as does Moore, would have produced a mark «Oe

beginning at lower right and ending in upper left. a

OK KK

LON LIS Tt Ons Bie 3

This report represents the results of an in-depth investigation

into an area which, up to thie point in time, has been little

touched by UFO researchers, The problem of assessing and tS

attempting to authenticate or repudiate questioned documents is Sarr Att:

one which encompasses areas of expertise virtually unknown in this

field. UFO researchers, as the mast part, are chasers of lights
sky, purveyors of fantastic and often unsubstantiated rae

examiners of questioned photographs, interviewers of at ae

é or collectors and compilers of data. Dealing with Late

eaian ywovernment agents and analyzing documents of

ain authenticity is beyond the capabilities of most.

Opinions are cheap. Racking them up with hard data is where the se

real work comes in. In the controversy over the MJ-12 documents, Ne

some very big names in UFO research have spenta great deal of

time expressing opinions. That was something they knew haw to do.

The fact that those same individuals made pitifully few

contributions to the body of knowledge on this subject, however,

suggests that meaningful research into a problem of this magnitude

and complexity was something they did mat know how to do.
seecn ate

‘

Neither did We, at first. It was canaenina we Linder took to learn
as our project progressed. The material which appears in the
preceding pages is the result of ek effort. Our conclusions are

these: : es A

THE DOCUMENTS:|

THE ELLSWORTH POCUMENT Di : rmat. cr d as part af

im ap

(1)



fant of FaGRty? qieear eed "real" information fixedin withafo ea
large amount of misinformation. —

(3) THE AQUARIUS DOCUMENT: An officially ratybeu versian oar a real
AFOSI teletype message with a few embellishments added. The

' document is a hybridof real and disinformation.

(4) THE FRIEDMAN-OSI ‘MEMORANDUM: Unquestionably authentic, and in
light of the disclosures made herein cancerning the circumstances

of its origin, ane of the most significant UFO-related documents
ever officially released.

(5) THE KIRTLAND DOCUMENTS: All unquestionably authentic except
the one dated 14 August 1980 (Appendix E~1), to which we assian a

60% probability of authenticity.

(6) THE HILLTOP DOCUMENT: If genuine, then those involved with it

have done an excellent job of maintaining security on the matter.

If phoney, then it is extremely cleverly done official

disinformation.-. In the final analysis, too close to call. SO-S0. iy)

(7). THE SO-CALLED CARTER DOCUMENT: Perhaps a retyped, rearranged

version of notes either-.used to prepare or taken down’ during an

official briefing: or perhaps an example of cleverly devised

disinformation. Our study of this particular document is still in

process, hence the safest pasition to take at this point in time

is no position at all. Results will be published in an adjunct

report at a later date.

(8) THE CIA MEMORANDA: If MJ-12 exists as the super-secret: control
group for the government’s involvement with UFOs, and if there is

actually some sort of on-going contact with extraterrestrials at

that level, then these documents are very probably authentic. On

the other hand, they could just as @asily be another piece of the

cleverly devisedrmatrix of UFO-related disinformation that seems

to pervade this entire area of research. Unfortunately, there

seems to be no way of making any reliable determination about them

short of unmasking the operation responsible for their creation--

something we have not been able to do up to this: point. The ; aay

matter remains under study, and until we have something more rae 94

definitive to offer about it, the best position, once again, is no

position at all. We simply:don’t know. .
f

(9) THE POLAND LETTER: Unquestionably authentic.

(10) THE EISENHOWER BRIEFING DOCUMENT: This very contr everae
document has held up well under an intense effort to. ex.

aspects of it. If subjected to an innocent- until—p
standard, a verdict of "authentic" must be brough

no evidence has come to light which would sustair

conclusion beyond reasonable doubt.

accepts the argument that the M€



‘gaued: Mpen conly. asm
(2 at hand.

we eunclnice two diseinee nosHibel eves here: i
he document is authentic, or it is an extremely

cated (and in our opinion, probably official) fabrication

ited by one of more unknown individuals for purpose or purposes.
qually unknown. With respect to each of these, we give a value

¥ 75% to the likelihood that the document is authentic, and 25%
to the possibility that it is a fabrication.

Concerning the second possibility, if the document is in fact an

official fabrication (either domestic or foreign). it is not out

of the question that. it was created many years before it was

committedta film and "leaked" to Jaime Shandera.

(11) THE TRUMAN MEMORANDUM: With the problem of signature being a

prime consideration, as well as the impossibility of determining

whether the dacument in hand was really the original "Attachment

A" of the Eisenhower document or a clever fabrication substituted

for the original, we are left to conclude that the case for the

document stands on somewhat weaker ground than the case for the

campanion Eisenhower document.

With respect to the Truman signature, it is either an authentic

Signature which bears a coincidentally close (indeed very close)

resemblance to a known-to~be-authentic Truman siaqnature on a
known—-to-be-~authentic document,or it is the product ofa clever

penned (not photocopied) forgery. Hecause no original copy is

~

available to us, it is impossible to make a firm determination as -

to which of these two positions represents truth.

AS for the document as a whole, it is either authentic or a well
done and very probably official fabrication. We give a value of

25-40% for the former possibility, and 60-65% for the latter.

(12) THE CUTLER-TWINING MEMORANDUM: Rased upon the results of the

typewriter analysis, the document is almost unquestionably

authentic. The only other possibility is that a fabricator

obtained a vintage Remington typewriter and performed the— ;
virtually impossible (31) eaak of Sobers ty. aoe iat Boxe that: at
would produce type strongly resembling

documents. Two points, however, speak o

unlikely circumstance: (A)- MAY. NOS:



attributeit to Cutler? (B) Why go to such lengths to produce one
document and then not use a similar procedure to produce the
others, or at least to produce others on the same typewriter which
would tend to validate the first?

All things considered, we conclude a 95%+ probability that the
document is genuine, and that it was deliberately planted in the
National Archives by person or persons unknown who then

Systematically undertook to be sure that we would discover it

there.
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Kirtland A.F.B., or Welcome to the Cosmic Watergate", (1985).

Portions of CR-44 released under FOTA published in Appendix.

FOIA documents released by FRI and AFOSI (copies in authors’

file).

Citizens Against,...etc. v/s National Security Agency, U.S.

District Court for Bee Civil Action #80-1562.

Maccabee & Moore, op. cit. o..

Ruppelt, Edwin. Report on Unidentified Flying Objects,: ! i '

Garden City, NY: Doubleday (1956). pp. 41, 45.

Keel, John, personal letter ta Stanton Friedman, March 9,

Ios. Copy in authors* file,

Nickell, Joe & Fischer, John, “The Crashed Saucer Forgeries

International UFO Reporter, Marr-Apr 1990 (w/ rebuttals by

Moore and Friedman).

Ibid. p.%. cee hee ‘

Moore, W.L., "The Roswell Investigation: New Evidence, New

Conclusions” (1981), p.2, and Moore, W.L., "The Roswell

Investigation: New Evidence in the Search for a Crashed UFO"

(1982), (p. 3. .

letter from Hillenkoetter £5), Willis, M.D., Fresno, CA,
October 13, 1979, and letter from Hillenkoetter to Wolfgang

Nagel, West Germany, dated 14 December, 1970 (note).

Moore, W.L. and Friedman, S.T.. "Visitors fram the Cosmos:

Evidence and the Extraterrestrial Hypothesis", Nov. 1982,_

page 1. : %

Letter from Truman to Hillenko@etter, October 10, 1950, Papers
of H.S. Truman, Official Files, #1290-B, Truman Library.

See also: FPresident’s Appointment Calendar for bed Re 2
ean Sete Sen SeNS (imi akin Pibet albe ' aril ite



(16)

-. already expired at the time the label was designed. Fatents:
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a
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(29)

(30)

The copyright (not the patent) date on the label of a
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supply stores is 1967 (manufactured by Monsanta). No patent
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have an active life of 17 years. ; ee ah
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