documents available through the Defence Research Eoard of
Canada. (Friedman: 50+ examples dated mostly before 1957)

-Letter from Adm. R.H. Hillenkoetter to Mr. W. Nagel, dated
"14 December, 1970".

In disposing of Argument #1, it becomes somewhat apparent that use
of this "peculiar" date format seems to center around individuals
with either U.S. Navy or British/ Canadian/ NATO military
background. Bedell Smith, for example, saw long-term service in
Europe, and Hillenkoetter was both a career Navy man and a former
military attache in France. Granted that this is circumstantial,
but it may ultimately be significant as we shall see.

Argument #2 presents a somewhat different problem. To begin with,
those who maintain that the use of & zero date format was "unheard
of" or "unknown" in 1932 are demonstrably in error. The fact is
that such usage was relatively comman, and in some cases de
rigeur, in certain limited circles, most notably U.S. Naval
communications and European military message traffic originating
within the British/ Canadian/ NATO sphete. (NATO is the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, the Western allies’ answer to the
growing communist military menace. It was entered 1nto on August
24, 194% by the U.8., Canada, and 10 Westerrn European allies, with

headquarters at Brussels, BEelgium.) In support of this, note the
material below, which is vofram JANAF 144, a 1201 U.8. Joint
Chiefs of Staff military regulation entitled "Communications
Instructions for Reporting Vital Intelll p Sightings from

Airborne and Waterborne Sources," CIANAF ands for "Joint Army,
Navy, Air Force Fublication". The communications regulations
therein applied to both U.8. and Canadian military forces.) Note
the explicit instructions on how to write dates and times.

"(Indicate) the date and time of the sighting, ex-—
pressed by the use of eix digits and the time zone
suffix. The first two digits denote the date, the
second two digits denote the houw and the third two
digits denote the minutes of the houwr. Greenwich
Mean Time (GMT), must be used in &ll instances, and
shall be indicated by the use of GMT ar by the ad-
dition of Z to the date time group. i.e.:

0714F07

07 = Day of month

14 = Hour expressed in
24 hour time

B0 o=

Minutes of the
Mour '

Z = Indication that
GMT is being used"

In addition, two different British ex—-military sources have made
the following comments in letters to British researcher Timothy



o 103/22072 APR® (1950,

As duvulqped. 1 beg most stronqu to
‘ ~ Certainly my experience in wartime in the
“was that the "O" was a vital prefix whether in
- the date as in "02 July" or the hour as in "0300".
1 should think such methods were still used in TARSHRS.
NATO. " R

Donald McCormick,'Royal Navy (Intelligence) {TNe
during World War [I under Sir lan Fleming ?

(2) "NATO documents always used the "0" in front

of single date figures in my day."

G.C.E.; Former Chief of BHritish Defence
Statsf,

Numerous examples of official communications documents have been
found which employ this style. Here is a partial listing:

~Joint Communications Office, In Message., From: A.M. London, To:
FAFDEL, Communications No. AIX &3228, Cypher Message (Secret).
The item is dated "OBOBOO Aug. 1947". Also, the text of the
message contains the date "16th January, 1947".

-Naval Message from Cmdr. Wheelus, Tripoli, Libya to Cmdr. 86éth
ATS Rhein Main, Germany, dated 17 SEP 53. Distribution list
indicates number of copies to be provided to "SEC NAV" isg "05",

~-Message, Dept. of the Army, Staff Communications Office, Msg.
No. ADOCC 16, from Fepperrell AFE NFLD. to Dir of Intell USAF.
Message is dated "042385Z SEF 33",

-Dept. of the Air Force, Staff Message Division, "EMERGENCY B, |
JEFHQ JEDEN JEADC... Etc." from Comdr. &4th AD Fepperrell AFR 1
to JEFHO... etc. Message bears the date "05/0412Z7 SEF JEXC" : e .
(1952). Text contains two references to dates which are given:'
as "04" (meaning September 4th). ; '

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton,
|
|

~Messsage similar to the above, the text of which contains the
date "03/0400Z SEF JEXC" (1953). .

~Message from Hamilton F/8 Calif to Secy. of Defense, Nﬂ#u'i}
Identifiers: HOD2SS KTAU99 JWFJIN 2165, Mnguaqp iq”

t



ﬁ ﬁirictorata of Inte111gence, USAF: subJ--“In,h
‘ Witnesses", (Restricted Security Information).,
(pg.1) is dated "011830 DEC 52". Text on page 2,
"Georgia at approximately 2120 hours on 21 Novem
When...." This message was typed and transmitted by William
H. Blankfield, 2d Lt USAF. There is alsa attached a “Statement
by A/1C (Airman First Class) Allen Salisbury, which begins, "On Kl
Friday evening, 21 November, 1952, at approximately...." Vi)

Cover she
lfﬁe‘ﬂ‘r

Note that in several of the above cases, the date (with zZero
preceding) has been separated from the rest of the DTG by a slash
mark (ref: "OZ/2207 AFR"). Although such separation is not
specifically required by the communications regulations, it
clearly suggests that certain individuals were psychologically!
concerned with creating a clear delineation between the day and
the time and thus created the slash in response to that concern.
The fact that we find it on messages from places as far apart as
California and Newfoundland indicates it was not limited to &
single individual.

Taking that tendancy one step further, Canadian defence
communication documents make an even more distinct delineation.
Reference, for example, "Canadian Dept. of National Defence
Message from Defence Research Board Ottawa Ontario, to DREL,
Kingston Ontario, File No. S3-DRF-3~F", which is dated

L2123 QT 53"
with spacing precisely as indicated.

Feople whose assignment 1t was to routinely type such messages
into teletype machines day—-in and day-out could easily fall into
using such a pattern when typing letters or other memoranda,
whether official or unofficial. Assuming that the "ER" is genuine,
and given the background of Admiral Hillenkoetter and the type of
individuals who would have surrounded him, it is entirely
reasonable to assume that the individual who typed the document
was accustomed to typing dates in just such a format. Given this
likelihood, and taking into account what we have ‘already learned
about the typist from material presented above, the following
tentative conclusion can be drawnt
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s tuppnrted hy thl #act !hat th!ﬁk
a word which Hillenkoetter, given his ba
ench, is unlikely to have misspelled; and also by the :
spli ting of the word "resulted", which is uncharacteristic o
uHiilénkoetter himself. It is also strongly supported by the
linguistics analyses performed by both Dr. Wescott and Frof.
Fival, since a transcription from dictation would do little to
change the linguistic characteristics of the person doing the
dictating.

Given the above, Argument #2 must be dismissed as fallacious as
well since clearly the zero before a single-digit date format was

in use, and had been for some years, in 1992. Although it must be
granted that the date styles exhibited as Format "A" are
"unusual", it is entirely possible (and not at all unreasonable)
to postulate that someone, accustomed over a period of years to
using the routine military communications format of the time,
quite naturally developed the unusual hybrid style as a personal
habit. Since both the zero before a single~digit format and the
comma after the month can be demonstrated to have existed well
before November, 1952, and both were obviously employed by large

numbers of people (especially of the type likely to surround
Hillenkoetter). those who continue to argue that the "EB" is a
"erude fabrication" based upon the guestion of date faormats do so
‘Wwith a paucity of evidence. These individuals argue that such a
date farmat cannot have been. The evidence says it can.

Naturally the case for the document would be stronger if a likely
candidate for the typist himself (or herself) could be identified.
The importance of what we have done here, however, must not be
dismissed lightly:; for what we have done with the above is to
completely shatter the debunkers® strongest argument against the
possible authenticity of the "ER". The position they took was
that the zero before the single-digit date, comma after the month,
format "was not in _use", "did not exist" and "was completely
unknown" in 1952, hence the document must be a more modern
fabrication. We have shown that such practices did exist and
indeed that they were relatively common in some branches of the
military. The argument now descends to whether the peculiar
hybrid style displayed in the "EERE" could have been reasonably
adopted, or even temporarily employed, by someone accustomed to
the communications format of the time. Human nature being what it

| is, we maintain that such an assumption is neither unreasonable

| nor excessively contrived. The bottom line here is that any
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i£ 1! so spelled in the dqcumént.

'fB)'Moore does not routinely spell "extra—terregtr;diﬂ vi
hyphen, yet it is so spelled in the document. =

(C) It is highly unlikely that Moore, with a B.A. in fregthg
good working knowledge of the language, would misspull i
"liaison". L4

(D) Consider date format "B" above, which has remained unmention
until now (ref: "19 SEFP *47."). Note that the period here gk
does not end a sentence, but rather the date stands alone with =
the period as part of the date. While Moore has indeed used
format "A" (along with a number of other formats) in writing®
letters for many years, he does not use format "B". Upon that =
basis alone, if the strictest standards of evidence are i
applied to the matter. the appearance of format "A" in both
the "EB" and Moore's letters is reduced to mere coincidence
and as such cannot be taken as acceptable evidence of
anything.

Indeed (while on the question of date formats). since ¢
certain debunkers have continued to press the point it would
seem that some greater depth of discussion is in order here.
Therefore:

(1) Considering the so-called MJ-12 papers as a
whole ("ER", "TM" & "CT"), there are no less than
four different date formats employed. therein: to
Wlt: , o Ly

<A Y22 May,  1949%; or Y01 August, 9508 (MRS A F”ji“j'J
<B> "3IO0,NOV *47." ("EB") N A b D 5l
<C» "September 24, 1947." ("TM")
SR> U Tuly 14, 12548 (NETE) :
If, as these debunkers argue, Moore’s use of the
first style was so ingrained as to have become an
"unconscious" habit (15), how then to explain the
co-existence here of other styles which Moore does
not use? (Ferhaps Moore slipped up once and then
corrected himself, but didn't bother to erase his _
initial blunder?) - o e

In order to determine Moore’s habits,in,datiﬁw
letters over the years, an extensive survey of

o .




2
(b)) .

iy

14 Aug..

el 1 J. Ward

(d) R. Anstee 24 August,
(@) Memo to file Sth October, y
() USAF November 10th, 1981
(a) USAF November 19, 1981
(h) Dept. of State I August, 1982 (no spacel
(i) Memo to file S/2/83
(3) H. Rutledge 7th October,1983 (no spac!)
(k) R. Anstee 01 November. 1983%
{30 Eisenhower Lib. 28 November *84
{m) T. Brown 21 Feb. Bé& (no space)
(n) Krass 25 Feb. 86
(o) Sherwoond 4/02/86
(p) H. Lebelson 8~-20-86
(q) Le Malts QR=20~87
{r) W. Verity 10 FER 87
(=) Klass 16 March 1987

¥ Indicates sarliest sample found using zero-before-

single-digit format.

XX The most recent example found of Moore®s
continued use of this style was a letter to D.A.
Steen dated "9 January, 198&6".

What is important to note here is that of the
19 different styles enumerated above, three are
found in the MJ-12 documents and two are not:

! MJ-12 DOCUMENT MOORE® 8
| EXAMFLE: CORRESFONDING STYLE:

! 22 May, 1949 ("ER")uiuvsvanaa (&)
1 01 August, 1950 ("EB").«.s.s (k)
! 19 SEP 475 (NEBM) G wlls s NGONE
i September 24, 1947. ("TM")..NONE
! ﬂuly 14, 1984 ("CTY) waun s nins£Q)

s - ¢ - ) 0 e ol

It would appear, therefore, that those who would

cast aspersions upon Moore are doing so by means'bff;i?:
carefully selecting only that evidence which pointsff”

“in the direction they want to go,

s

while quxetly
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‘ er '5 _Fi all :

~had ba-n retyped for clarity due to th‘ =1 ; ]

of the microfilmed orxgxnals. Since in the ﬂ?ﬁt
of typing, certain dates in these documents had been
transposed into style "k" above by the typist, thl!ﬂ
individuals immediately assumed that here was
another piece of evidence proving that Moore used
this date style unconsciously; thus "logically"

! suggesting that he must somehow have been involved

L]
with fabricating the "ER" due to the use of the same "?';-I
"peculiar" style therein, *QNQ‘A.

The problem with the "logic" here igs that it 18 , "'Ntfgﬁ
based upon the erroneous assumption that Moore was "ﬁﬁ“fq ¢
the one who retyped the documents in question. 'He s ¢,f

= Bill Duke, who Moore N RS

wasn®"t. They were typed by on
employed as a ' stant from December, 1983 iy d
through w1y 35 t on file). As part af ¥ R TN
the preparation for e t printing of Green TSR
Fireballs, a few of the documents contained ' {
therein had t vped for clarity because of the

1
TV BT

poor quality of the microfilmed originals. During

the printing process, however, it became clear that )
a number of others were not reproducing well and so :
Moore had Duke undertake the retyping of some of

these as "busy work" during times when he wasn’t

working on some other more urgent task. (These

gradually replaced the originals in editions printed e |
after mid-1984.) Duke did quite a bit of typing for ‘ |
Moore (letters, notes, files, etc.) during this
period, and most likely adopted the format "a" style
of dating from Moore’s own use of it on letters, and
from the fact that Moore had just purchased a new . .
computer system at about the time that Duke came to s el §
work for him which required use of the "zero" date g
format as part of the log—in procedure. b 2y o
: Indeed, the survey of Moore’'s own letters (see R -
above) shows that his own use of a zero preceding a e
single digit date began to show up pccasionally in e
letters etc. produced at about the same time that <
the computer was purchased (late 1983). Frior to :
that, his writings show he sometimes but not always
used the single digit, month, comma, year format o
("7 May, 1979"). Certainly in any case, the alleged
"habit" of the zero before the single digit was not
so ingrained *(either in late 1983 or now) as tn h!'
part of an “unconsczous" pracess. |

2

\
Y
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- compare the average number of words-per-sentence wt
in writing samples taken from Hillenkoetter, Moore,
of the "EB", and some "neutral" writer selected at raﬂdﬁm
survey was done. Although the results will most likely be
attacked on the grounds that they are unscientific, or that 3
they are based upon too small a sample to be s1gnificant, thav
are extremely interesting nonethel ess. |

~in)
ik

With respect to Hillenkoetter, seven different writing samplls
were surveyed as follows: : '“ﬁpm
~CIA Memo 12 Jan. 50, Subj: Chinese Nationalists. ete. u“\">
(Becret) Ipp. 830 wards, 246 sentences. b
~CIA Memo 17 Apr. "50, Subj: Greek Folitical Crisis (Top
Secret) lpp. 227 waords, 8 sentences.
—Memorandum 07 Jul. "50, Subj: Soviet Capabilities etc.
(Top Secret) 4pp. 617 words, 25 sentences. (Note: three
paragraphs omitted from survey because they consisted
primarily of statistical data.)
~Letter, 9/19/463 (to Menzel). lpp. 203 words, 10 u
sentences. (s g R
~Letter, 1/B/65 (to Keyhoe). 1pp. 156 words, & sentences.
-Letter, 10/1Z/70 (to Willis). lpp. 171 words, 7 B’ s

sentences.

sentences. : f
Total sample: 7 items, 2462 words, 99 sentences. Average
number of words-per-sentence = 2Z5.92. £

With respect to the "ER", the four principal pages of teut A
(pp. 2,%,4,5) contain a total of 1056 words (omitting the list
of names on pg. 2) written in 47 sentences. This provides an
average of 24.56 words-per-sentence. ARG .Y“ka

\

-Letter, 12/14/70 (to Nagel). ipp. 258 words, 13 » {
1

With respect to Moore, since the "ER" first surfaced in 7.2
December of 1984, his paper Crashed UFOs: Evidence in thg

Search for Froof (written between March and May, 198%9) was
selected for the survey. From this paper, pages 4,5,6,
and 51 were chosen without regard to any other crita
the fact that they are reasonably representative of
during the mid 1980s and do not contain lengthy .ptﬁ
etc, which would tend to contaminate the sample,
number of words in these six pages is 2273,
nontqnc-s. Thp avarage is thus




right. Such documents do exist in government files, and the ,

<

A :\Q’n_
#WORDS #SEN!ENCES AVGE: H{s}ﬂ

| 'SAMPLE SURVEYED: :
'?4_!&

i \ !
. 1} _Eisenhower Document L1058 ) 3 ! o
' i Hillenkostter /7 itemgs! 2442 : 29 L S T
| Moore /&6 pages | 2273 ] 71 | N2 i
| _kKevhoe /6 pages L2048 QRO ) IR O - T

Those who would make a case against Moore as a "forger" do so on
the basis of small points taken out of context. When the entire
picture is examined, it becomes readily apparent that any case
against the man can be founded in only the flimsiest of
circumstantial evidence. Those readers who encounter such rubbish
are cautioned to carefully examine the motives of the individuals
behind it in order to better understand why such allegations are :
made. LA e

’f.‘

(5) CAVEATS, STAMPINGS, MINUTIAE: ok ' T

There are only two types of caveats on the "ER": Those which were
typed on it as part of the original preparation of the document
(original caveats), and those which were stamped thereon by rubber.
stamp at some later time (added caveats). The original caveats
are as follows: :

ORIGINAL CAVEATS

-"TOPF SECRET" is typed at both top and bottom of all pages. In
addition, the words "National Security Information" are typed in
caps at the very top of page one only. These practices are
routine for all official documents of the same era.

-"EYES ONLY" is also typed top and bottom on the left side of
all pages, and once again, this is usual for such documents. As -
has already been demonstrated, copies of "TOF SECRET - EYES ONLY"
documents can be found in government files, even though they are
not particularly common. Any argument to the contrary is entirhly.f
without foundation. % (‘,“

-"COFY ONE OF ONE." appears once on each page at the upper
format used here is completely consistent with them. (See, -

example, (A): "OSI-CIA Nuclear Energy Branch Report 'Statu
U.8.5.R. Atomic Energy Froject’", Report # 0S1/SR-10/49,

b1



‘design ers.
o inthe place where the word "exempt" appears, there wdu
number which would correspond to the document’s reqzstry nu
the control list. "T-52" is consistent for the latter part 1
1952, "Exempt" indicates a level of classification exempt from
routine control registries. Some "exempt" category documen&!, Uﬁ
as the one listed as reference "(A)" in the paragraph above,
simply omit the registry code entirely,

~The manditory "WARNING'" notice which appears at the bottom of
page one (the cover page) is proper and consistent with the era.
Note the quaint reference to "mechanically transcribed notes"
which has long since been replaced by a phrase about photocopying.

-More modern documents of this sort would carry manditory
classification indicators in parentheses at the beginning of each
and every paragraph <ex: "(TSH", or "(8)", or even " (TS/MAJIC) ">,
This practice, however, was not in use as early as 1952 and its
absence from the "ER" is entirely consistent with the era.

ADDED CAVEATS

Only two of these are displayed on the "ER": The first being the

addition by overstamping of the words "TOF SECRET/MAJIC EYES ONLY"
at top and bottom of each page, and the second being the addition
of page numbers with some sort of mechanical numbering device at oyl
the top and bottom right of each page, beginning with "001" and NI FVor: oy
going through "008" on the "TM" document. Aty

With respect to the first of these, it must be noted that the
style is much more in keeping with relatively modern documents
than with those of the "ER"'s vintage. This is the sort of thing
one finds on SCI (Sensitive Compartmented Information) documents
beginning in the late 19460s, and not on early "S0s material. Its
appearance on the "EBR" is by no means a discrepancy, however,
since the caveat could have been added to the original document at
any time after its initial creation: right up to moments beforo
the film containing its image was exposed to it in 1984,
Examination shows that the stamp was created from a common set
kit) of movable rubber type which has been commercially av
from office supply outlets since at least 1967 (16), Qnﬁ P
much earlier.

In early 1990, certain critics observed that thii';éﬁ i



; ‘i iurv!v a# governmd docu s
ﬂﬁrintiua ‘of using movable rubber type to create cavea
- back a long way-- the earliest document located being
- document from 1938 bearing the stamp "Confidential" in :
type. (See Appendix J for examples.) With respect to the
particular caveat stamp in question here, a fascinating diadﬁ
- was made by researcher Lee Graham in May of 1990 when the ;

bearing not one hut two d1+f9rent caveats, hoth of which display
styles of movable rubber type seemingly identical to those used by
Moore to create his cantroversial return address stamp! Copies of
these caveats as well as examples of Moore’s address stamps are

also reproduced in Appendix J. Even more revealing is the fact

that the office of primary responsibility (OFR) for this document e
igs the very same office which is responsible for maintaining the T b

security on many of the DoD's most sensitive "Rlack Frojects! | o W

(including, perhaps, i Tl LR AL
PP

As for the style of type used on the page numbers of the "EBY, A“"ﬂi ‘&

this can be traced in government use all the way back into the ')
mid=19th century when similar mechanical numbering devices were
used to stamp serial numbers on currency. See Appendix J-1 for
examples. The only observation to be made here is that, as in
the case of the "TOF SECRET/ MAJIC" stamp above, there is no way

‘ of knowing whether the page numbers were added to the document
immediately after it was typed, or at some possibly much later
date.

KKK MG
TYPEFACE ANALYSIS:

In attempting to identify the typeface displayed on the "EER", and
through it to determine the make and model of the typewriter used
to produce the document, one once again very quickly runs up
against the fact that photographs are not best evidence. The
Kodak Tri-X film used to photograph the document is fast (i.e.
sensitive to light, thus requiring a very short exposure time and
providing good depth of field), but it is not particularly
adaptable to a high degree of enlargement. Even when a top
quality fine grain developer is used (as it was in this case), th
problem of "grain" remains significant with this particular film.
This manifests itself by causing what appear to be fine lines
under low magnification to break down into a matrix of fuzz
under increasingly greater degrees of enlargement. In the
the "EB", film grain quickly begins to affect the resolut
minute details of individual letters when the degree of

-
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' *
 these photographs. Fortunately, however, in the ca

"~ the ability to determine beyond reasonable doubt which of several

N e S ' 7 : e P
e '__”_: . » : e 1)

with t-.hu' gray zdne"
_qhily beyand the upper limit of resolution

this turns out to be only a partially limiting factor.
The principal limitation caused by the problem of ¥11m gra!n ii

extremely similar typefaces is actually the one displayed by the
"ER". Since all were in use before 1952, however, the only

matter open to question is the specific manufacturer of the actual
machine involved. It is important to know this in order to assure
ourselves that the typewriter involved is of a kind likely to have
been used to type a classified government document. CIty F0E & <8
example, the machine turned out to bhe a 1948 Franconia or Hacabo,  r&
the gquestions raised would be obvious!) However, based upon ‘PWQ
readily apparent factors in the typeface, no such problem is 4.1
presented. The maching involved was manufactured by one of six ket
companies: R.C. Allen, Smith-Corona, Jaguar (Japan), Singer ' i
(France) Hermes (Switzerland). and Royal. All of these produced
machines prior to 1952 which used typefaces manufactured either by
Ransmayer —Rodrian of West Germany or Setag of Switzerland which
are either identical or indistinguishably similar to one another
and to the typeface characteristice displayed in the "EB".
Moreover, R.C. Allen, Smith-Corona, Royal and Hermes are all
machines either common or respected encugh to have been used by
whoever typed the document.

Df the four questioned-documents experts consulted, two were

comfortable with identifying the typeface as having come from an

R.C. Allen Standard (one had initially said Hermes and then

changed his mind), the other two essentially left the matter

open to question as indicated above. All agreed that original

documents and not photographs are essential to specific

identification in cases where the quality of the negatives upon .
enlargement is insufficient to enable necessary distinction of ;
minute differences.

One other matter which is important here is the question of -
whether we are dealing with photographs of photocopies, or
photographs of original typed documents. Since both edge-sharpness
and internal contrast factors are significantly affected by each
successive photocopying of a document, and since a distortion
factor caused by certain copiers sometimes shows up at the
outer edges of a photocopy, it should be poss1b1e by examining
both factors to determine whether the photographs are of actual
documents or of photocopies. Accordingly, an examination was
undertaken with the following results: a3l

)
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negatives and in first-generation photos (but large- g
lost on the photocopies which appear in the appendices)
can be taken to indicate that the originals were typed
on a manual rather than an electric machine. This is
also consistent with the typewriter ppssibilities
outlined above, all of which are manual machines.

(C) Measurements of the "EE" text at several places on
each of the various pages produces a distortion factor
of *0.5%4, a figure consistent with that expected from
the combined effects of the lens of the original camera,

the angle of the camera (which was slightly off the
perpendicular), and the lens of the enlarger used to
make the prints. It is not. however, consistent with
the sort of optical distortion produced by certain

photocopiers.

Based upon the above, it is logical to conclude that the ' b
photographs portray original typed documents which were composed
on a manual typewriter. They are not photographs of photocopies,

It can also be said that they were photographed carefully by
someone who knew what he (or she) was doing.

¥Ookkk X
CONTENT:

Since Stanton Friedman®s independently published report is devoted
primarily to the actual content of the "ER", and this one is _
supposed to be limited to forensics, this section is included only
to bring forward a few important points which aren’t covered
elsewhere.

DONALD MENZEL AS MJ-127%

i

The first of these is the issue of Dr. Donald Menzel as a possible 3
member of MJ-12 Although Friedman’s work must be considered a :
ma jor contr1but1on to this particular area of the MJ-12 .
controversy, there are two important details which should be. addad

to those already on record: (1) According to Col. Robert Friend, )
ex-chief of Froject Elue Eook, Dr. Menzel had access to the then -
classified Blue Book files and would periodically arrive to\gp f
through them "in search of data" which Friend says he always s




n doing so. In any case :
evidence that Menzel was deliberately ﬁﬂﬂ
he spreading of disinformation. All that re
is his motive for doing so.

- THE EL INDID-GUERRERO CRASH

On the matter of the alleged crash of a UFD near the El Indio -
Guerrero area of the Texas-Mexico border on December &, 1950 which ,
is mentioned on page S of the "ER", there are three points to be - -
mace: !
(1) Aside from the FEI "immediate high alert for any data °* i
whatsoever concerning flying saucers" document cited by Friedman A L
(18), several press stories which appeared at about the same time "
have been put forward by other researchers (most notably Zechel
and Hastings) as evidence that a UFD had indeed crashed. The FBI PN
document is certainly authentic and does mention flying saucers as ¢

the reason for the "alert" The press stories, on the other hand
speak only of the establishment of an "alert" status for U.S. Army
troops in Alaska and the cancellation of a planned ten—day
Christmas furlough for soldiers ir raining camps nationwide. (19)

Further research indicates
related to the heating up of
to UFODs (see, for example,
Deécember 8, 1950, where it
seriously considering a gener
emergency executive orders.")

(2) Up through September of 1987, no one had done much to try
to validate the alleged December &, 1950 event. Beginning in that
month, Friedman and Moore undertook an effort to see what, if
anything, might be uncovered short of an actual visit to the
remote Texas—Mexico border area mentioned in the document. As a
result, a number of interesting items were discovered although it
remains unclear what their relationship to the Tex-Mex event might
be, if any. These are as follows:

that these actions were more likely
than anything related
: front page for

- Fresident Truman was
mobilization and

2 -Two paragraphs which appeared in former Secretary of State
Dean Acheson’s biography Present at the Creation (NY: W.
W. Norton), pages 47%9-480:

"On the third morning of (British Frime Minister
Clement Atlee’s) visit, December &, (19350) soon : ;
after my arrival at the Department, Deputy
Secretary of Defense Lovett telephoned a report and -
an instruction from the Fresident. Our -
early-warning radar system in Canada had picked up A
formations of unidentified objects, presumably
aircraft, headed southeast on a course that could
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a ver Frpnk; on the t P
He asked wh.tﬁd

Prusident had canceled the eleven-thirty me
with Atlee, and was told that he had not. We
agreed to meet there. Before ending the talk, h.g“.
wondered about the purpose of my message. I 4
suggested fair warning and an aopportunity for
prayer. As we finished, one of ouw senior
officials burst into the room. How he had: picked
up the rumor I do not know. perhaps from the
Fentagon. He wanted to telephone his wife to get
out of town, and to have important files moved to
the basement. I refused to permit him to do either
and gave him the choice of a word-of-honor
committment not to mention the maltter to anyone or
being put under security detention. He wisely
cooled off and chose the farmer. When we reached
the White House, Lovett told us that the '
unidentified objects had disappeared. His guess
was that they had been geese.

Note the key points here. According to Acheson’s
account, the event occurred on the morning of December 6,
1950, before 11:30AM. He refers to "formations af
unidentified objects, prerumably aircraft, headed
southeast.”" Subsequently, Lovett reportedly tells him that
"the unidentified obJecLL had disappeared" and that Lovett
guessed they had been geese. If Acheson’s account were the
only one, it could easily be dismissed as nothing more than
a humorous anecdote. The problem here, however, is that
aside from Acheson’s version, there are four other accounts
of this event on record, and they are all different!

The second account appears in lIsaacson and Thomas®
book The Wise Men (NY: Simon % Schuster, 1986), pp. S944-

S45:

"For a moment on the morning of December 6,
(Acheson) thought his nightmare had come true. At
10: 20 A.M. Bob Lovett called him from the Fentagon
and abruptly informed him in his laconic voice:
"When 1 finish talking to you, you cannot reach me
again. All incoming calls will be stopped. A
national emergency is about to be proclaimed. We
are informed that there is flying over Alaska at
the present moment a formation of Russian planes
heading southeast. The President wishes the 9
British nmbal-ador to be informed of this and tn%




to get out of
uld begin moving files
n tried to soothe him. A few minut
ovett clamly called back. The radar blipﬁr
not Soviet bombers after all. They were fleck
geese. "

The differences between the lsaacson-Thomas account
and Acheson's own are glaringly obvious; yet the source fdy
the Isaacson—-Thomas material was also Acheson! Note,
however, that both versions have the objects/bombers moving
in a southeasterly direction—- an assertion strongly
contradicted by the other three accounts which tell guite a
different story. Here, for example, is a translation (from
the spanish) of a press account of the incident which moved
on International News Bervice wires later in the day on
December é6th (El Excelsior, Mexico City, Dec, 7,1950,
PL.38) 2

"FALSE ALARM IN THE U.8. CAFITAL" ]
"Washington, & December (INS): A warning of an
impending air attack resulted in & false alarm in &
this capital city today. No air raid alarms were § 4
sounded, but functionaries charged with the Civil ?L;j |
Air Defense of Washington were alerted that an }
unidentified aircraft had been detected off the

coast of the State of Maine at mid-day. l.ater, a - e
spokesman for the Air Force stated that interceptor : “lﬁ”
aircraft had been dispatched, and that the object e @f-né
in question had been identified shortly thereafter et

as a North American C—-47 aircraft which was

approaching the continent from Goose Eay, Labrador. !
The warning was said to have been useful in , e ‘9
verifying the efficiency of the Washington Civil ;
Defense system. Civil Defense 0441c1als declined

to comment on the incident.

Note that the "formation of un1dentifled objects" have "

now been reduced to a single DbJECt, and that it's .
direction of approach is now given as towards the coast q$
Maine from Goose Bay, Labrador-—- a southwesterly 44
direction 90° around from the "over Alaska... hnaﬁiﬂg;;.
southeast" given by Isaacson-Thomas, and the "h!ldtd n
" stated by Acheson. Also, the "geese" s

have been anqt:aily transformed into a C-~47.

f. Gomss en asequnt of the ovom; whi
al tr qw, of tho "‘W“ﬂ}’ﬂ

1.,



. r,that the report of planes was all’) 1n
- error. The Frime Minister expressed relief and e
 gratification.)" (200 , |

Formations of unidentified objects? Russian bmmbers?,3;$,v o B!
Geese? A single C-477 Erroneous interpretation of ey Jff?“‘nJ, T
atmospheric conditions? Southeasterly direction? o e A R L
Southwesterly direction? Alaska? Labrador? As if all ]
that isn’t enough, there’s still one more account. This 0
one is contained in an official Department of the Air Force
Memor andum to the Secretary of Defense from Col. Charles
Winkle, Asst. Executive, Directorate of Flans; Subject: Air

Alert - 1030 Hours, & December 1950. The memo (originally
classified Confidential) is also dated December &, and
reads as follows: : _ ;

"1, The ConAC Air Defense Controller notified the
Headquarters USAF Command Fost that at 1030 hours a
number of unidentified aircraft were approaching
the naortheast area of the United States and that
there was no reason to believe the aircraft were
friendly.

. This information was further amplified at 1040
hours as follows. By radar contact it was
determined that approximately 40 aircraft were in
the flight, at 32,000 feet, on a course of 200
degrees, in the vicinity of Limestone, Maine.

"%, The emergency alert procedure went into effect
immediately.

"4, The office of the Fresident was notified.
Brigadier General Landry returned the call and
stated that the FPresident had been notified and
that:

a. All information on this matter was to be
released by the Department of the Air Force.
b. Office of the Fresident would release no

~information.

c. The substance of a and b above was to be
passed to the Secretary of Defense. %

"S., At 1104 hours the ConAC Air Defense Controller < TR AL Y]
stated that the original track had faded out and it , ]
appears that the flight as originally identified is
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e ¥Iight, or obJect. or whatever, was detectad. ~
of Limestone, Maine" as indicated above, and was
‘approaching the continental U. 8., it seems curious théﬁ
track would just "fade out", friendly flight or otherwtq
(Limestone, Maine, by the way is almost 150 miles inlan .
from the nearest coastline to the northeast, which is the
Gulf of the St. Lawrence.) B
How could there be any possible connection between 4 '
this odd incident and an alleged UFO crash the same day on
the Texas-Mexico border? There are two things here which
‘are interesting., The first is that a slight alteration
from the 200° southwesterly course to one of only about ' {44
2259< would bring the extended line of trajectory directly
over the El Indio-Guerrerao area. (This would certainly be
a "long trajectory" as described in the "ER".) The second i
is the fact that we are dealing with a daylight incident ; e
here at a time of year when there is daylight only about % ; |
one—-third of the time. 1

(2) The thing that makes all of the above potentially
significant is the results of a preliminary investigation
conducted in the El Indio-Guerrero area by Dennis Stacy and Tom
Deuley in March, 1990. Since Stacy has asked that his material be
kept confidential until he can publish at some later date. all
that can be said here is that some confirmation was found that
what the locals called a "fireball" had crashed in_ the daytime
during the time—-frame in question, and that the Mexican military
had arrived on the scene to take control of it. (21)

X0k %k X
THE TERM “EBRE"

According to the "ER", the term "EBE" for our alleged alien

visitors was '"suggested" by the medical research team supposedly

headed by Dr. Detlev Bronk. The document states that the term was .

coined as an achronym for the phrase "Extra-terrestrial BRiological

Entities". Without making any assessment as to whether this is .
accurate or not, it mugt be noted here that on this point, the ' ff"ﬂ 0
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Y ,ﬂﬁm
O bufis and members 94 the public~at~1arqa

~ been used in a national TV commercial), it was gene '
before the Moore/Shandera/Friedman (MSF) and Timothy. Goad,
of the MJ-12 documents to the public in the spring of 1987. . A
Ferhaps it is significant that the first time any of the MSF té
heard the term used gutside of their own tight circle was whEn e
author Whitley Strieber (Communion, etc.) came up with it b
apparently quite on his own in January of that year. Whitley tnld..; /
Moore that he had heard the term used by "two contacts in the @ =
government'! whom he had met with while writing Communion.

XKk K ) Wi i)
TIMOTHY GOOD*S RELEASE & sl i

One aof the more confusing pieces of the MJI-12 controversy is the 28N
role of British author Timothy Good. Good was in the final stages s
of preparing the manuscript for his bestseller Above Top Secret L
when, in the latter part of March, 1987, he was contacted by a S
person who he says he was convinced "was connected to the American b %
intelligence community." Good had made contact with a number of f
: such people on both sides of the Atlantic during the course of :
. researching his book, and so such an approach was not particularly t ‘f
surprising to him. This one, however, informed him that he should o
expect "something" which would be of assistance to him in his
‘project. Shortly thereafter, a packet arrived containing - AT
"eanitized" (i.e. the caveat stampings were crossed out) SR O
photocopies of the "E.B." and the "T.M.". Good immediately
recognized their potential significance, and made a decision to
include them in his book manuscript even though there had been
little time for investigation.

Slightly over two months later, Good's publisher, as part of
promotional publicity for the forthcoming book, provided material
to the press which included copies of the documents. The
respectable London Daily Observer was immediately interested and
ran a feature story on them in its May 31, 1987 edition. This s
appears to have been the first major news coverage of the subjecti

Meanwhile, unaware of the above situation, Moore and Shandera wert B
at the same time making plans for a limited release of information

about their own research and experiences in preparation for the
upcoming 24th annual National UFO Conference which Moore and the




~ except the completi
, 2 2. . In mid-month, things were ‘

s were laid for completion and mailing by month
e : \ L Y , ‘
Roughly a week later, Moore received an enigmatic phone call
an individual who informed him that a major story about MJ-12
about to break "in Europe" and that if he (Moore) wanted any
credit for having researched the subject as well, he should "go ' =

public before the end of ths week." No further information or

advice was offered, leaving M/S in something of a guandry as to Pl S
precisely what action, if any, they should take. Obviously a ' = = 8
reassessment of their planes and position was in order and time was iy}
of the essence. NATRS N S A

The situation posed a problem since there was no way of knowing " B s 55
whether it was a set-up designed to force their hand. Once SR I e
complete copies of documents were made public, all controls were ‘
off and there was nothing to prevent some enterprising opportunist S
from coming along and fabricating stories about them to reporters ; B i,
eager for more information. Knowing that such things had happened "
before in the UFO0 field, some sort of precaution had to be taken ’ i i,
which allowed the release of some material while continuing to : et Y
protect the integrity of an investigation—-in-progress. The ) "
precaution decided upon was to release heavily expurgated copies
‘ of some of the pages-—— just enough material to prove that M/8 had : g
had the goods in hand prior to whatever might come out in Europe, Sy
and also just enough to provide any other UFOlogist who might have i
copies in hand as well the opportunity to prove it by being able L
to supply the missing material. At that time, M/5 had no way of ) f{
knowing whether their copies of the documents were unique,. or e
whether others might guietly be working on the same material as
well. They also did not know which documents were to be involved
in the forthcoming European release, or even whether there would
actually be such a release. '

Such is the story behind M/8" release of portions of the MJI-12 and
related material in FOCUS. Although the issue bore the date of

April 20, 1987, the first copies actually hit the mail-stream on
May 27th, with a subsequent mailing on the 29th. It was on the

29th (Friday) that Martin Bailey, the reporter working on the

Timothy Good story for the lLondon Daily Observer, called Moare
stating that he had been informed that Moore was working on the
government cover-up aspect of UFOs and asking if he had any
information about something called MJ-12. At once, the warning
about Europe became a reality and the cat was out of the b

> | . ' 3 01
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g ﬁ]spite of denials. (22) Their argument was founded on three

al
purhlas Guoﬁ ‘had obtained his
denied it. This, however, did
\kers from publishing a white paper early iu 1
forth certain "conclusions" which they offered in suppor
" belief that Good had in fact received his documents from Moore

- points which they claim to have discovered by comparing the . T i
documents released by Good with the partially expurgated versiuﬁt o e
released by M/S in FOCUS: R Ay

(1) "The ink deletions of the security markings... reveals B el

that while the deletions are not identical there is a marked it
similarity. They are slash-type deletions, probably done with one ' ot A
stroke in most cases. In neither case do the deletions completely R
pbliterate the security markings.... One sees no significant g IR
difference between the Moore and Good versions in the way the 4
security markings were applied," ,"Wj

(2) Copies of both Gond's and Moore’s versions of the e
documents contain visible "vertical ridges" allegedly produced by f"
use of a dirty copier. As in the case above, these are not i
Midentical" on both versions, only "similar". Nonetheless, this

"suggests" that the same machine was used to copy both.

(3) What is described as an anomolous "fingerprint" (it is : |
actually two short smudged scratches) appears on a couple of /
Good’s pages. and a somewhat similar "but not absolutely
identical" mark appears (at different places) on a couple of
Moore’s pages. This "forces" the belief that both were copied on
the same machine.

Clearly the "evidence" presented here is circumstantial,

specul ative and highly contrived so as to appear to be much more :
important than it actually is (this, no doubt, due to the fact J
that those responsible for it have been critical of the M/S/F
effort from the very beginning). In any case, the facts are as
follows:

(A) To say that there is "no significant difference between
the Moore and Good versions" is to completely overlook the fact
that the markings on Moore®s version were clearly made by a
left~handed person (which Moore is), and the markings oh Good®'s
version were clearly made by a right—-handed person, which Moore is
not !

(B) On Good®s documents, there is evidence of no less than ,'
fifteen pnarrow vertical ridges on page one! On page two, '
there are sixteen such ridges (still narrow in format), and on
page three, there are seven (which appear on the left-half of
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examp) finge
ty with ather'z, it is pmible to fir

an similarities among them. As in the case above, « '
*ﬁ§ !ﬁjﬁﬁafd! of evidence are applied, the only cunclusluﬁ

7 I¥, as the
ﬁknrg contend, such marks are the result of deteriarating

'\rollars, then one might just as easily argue that rollers in ’;fﬂp:A .
similar machines deteriorate in similar fashion thus producing A s
similar marks. °r ,EE

y + Ty !
2SS &1 . "‘\
MISCELLANEDOUS: il
e ni "I'\_M na h 1
Although it is impossible ta determine when the photos of the "EB"
and" “TM" ‘on the I5mm Kodak Tri-=X film were actually taken, logic
tells us that the photographing ca talken place some
time after the manufacture date 1 f. On the theory

that such informat‘on might b 11, Moore undertook

to investigate the guestion in 38. ce all commercial
film carries manufacturing codes and emulsion numbers at periodic
intervals along the edges of the filq squired only
examination under magnification t disclose "Kocdak Safety Film

ROQES = -B31-77F".

With this information, Moore contacted Mr. Richard Johnson of the
Technical Information Division of Eastman Kodak in Rochester, N.Y.
who researched Kodak®s records and informed Moore that the
emulsion coating was made in August of 1983 and that the
expiration date of the batch was probably September or October of
1985. Once the emulsion is placed on the film, the product is
marketed as quickly as possible thereafter due to the roughly
two-year shelf life.

Based upon this, it is possible to conclude that the film was
exposed sometime between perhaps September of 1983 at the earliest
and December 9., 1984 when it was mailed to Shandera.

WRAFFER &% FOSTMARK: il . Mot

Sirmce a description of the appearance of the packet containind

the film was provided earlier in this Report, there is no need to
repeat it here. There are, however, several other observations
which are worthy of mention: :
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, but the sample 1nvo1ved is really tao tmal
ve conclusion.

- (2) Ferhaps the most incompetent argument leveled iqalﬁl&'tﬂﬂ

- documents during the entire controversy was that offered by one
C.D. ("Seedy") Allan of England. On June S, 1989 Allan circulatid
an open letter in which he made the following assertions: P :
(A) Any argument that the MJ-12 documents might be h

official disinformation can be "discounted entirely"

on the grounds that the packet containing the film vl

had stamps affixed, whereas "agll" mail coming from e A
an official source in the U.8. is franked. '_h

(B) Since there are twelve stamps of the 20¢ variety AL
(three blocks of four stamps each, taken from booklet TR
panes) aon the packet, instead of & franked stamp or féﬁm
one or two high value stamps, this "strongly impligs‘ f"ﬁi ]
that the sender weighed the packet himself, knew the MR /¥ 0
correct postage and affixed the stamps himself. *;v

{(€) From this it can be conalud@ﬂ that the sender was "a 'V-FW'g
private individual who regularly used booklet pane v"if ;.3,\’1 [
stamps in blocks... and who was regularly involved in ~>d;i
mailing packets." Such a person would "likely be de."
either a magazine/book editor or publisher, or . Vs SR

someone with a small mail-order business" because a
larger such business would "almost certainly use a
(postage) meter" or have high value stamps on hand.

Of all the barbs aimed at Moore throughout this affair, this one ,
is by far the most nonsensical and outrageous! Here are the : 5%
facts: ; G, e

(1) The MJ-12 film packet contains 12 x 20¢ stamps for a
total of $2.40 in postage.

(2) If a roll of undeveloped film similar to the one :
originally inside is substituted and the packet then - T
weighed, the total weight is 2.4 ounces. The packet was
mailed via First Class mail.

(3) In December, 1984, the postage requirement for a 2.4 _
ounce, First Class packet was exactly S50¢-- $1.90 less g
than the amount affixed. PRy

So much for the argument that the sender knew all about mailinq
‘packets! But there are two additional points to be made here:
(4) Officially franked mail 1n the U.8. always 1ndicatqs



‘ -£ased upon the above, plus the Albuquerque postmark, several
ﬂ\mbservatlons are possible:

(ﬂ) Based upon the manila- astyle envelopes used and the way tapa
was used to seal the packets (external % internal), the sender was, G
someone familiar with security procedures used in the preparation U =
of certain types of official mail. FVEN T O

(B) The type of stamps used and the amount of postage affixed,
combined with "A" abave, suggests a person accustomed to placing
sensitive material in envelopes and sealing same, and then passing !
it to a secretary or clerk who did the weighing, stamping and : a A
mailing. This, in turn, suggests someone in an executive or s
command level position.

(C)’ Suggestions that Richard Doty is the person behind the
documents can be dismissed as circumstantial. One point which
speaks against this is the fact that documents and letters typed
by Doty during his years at Kirtland show he was accustomed to
using one of three typewriters., two at the base and one at home.

The typeface on the address label is completely unlike any of
these three. v

Hokok Ok

(THE 1FFQLJF1§%PJ —FCIRRES Tl MEMORGNDLUIMD
There are two reaszons why the analysis of the Truman Memorandum .
("TM") has been treated as a separate issue from that of the YER":

(1) If authentic, it was created more than five years
before the "ER" and for a completely different purpose.
I1f phoney, then it is extremely well done. In either
case, as a separate but presumably attached document,
it exhibits characteristics which are worthy of
independent investigation. '

(2) The only two things which purport to connect it tq e
the "EB" are the identification of "Attachment A" aq :
‘ A being "Special Classified Executive Order #092447"
.~ ("EB", page &), and the fact that the "TM" dctumnn
il ey’ '~f'b-qr§ a mncnanically stamped number ("008"0 A o o
‘ . with thé rast af the pnqe

e




thera is no way a¢ {=1%
fer !d to as "Special Classifie.- :
he "Enumeration of Attachments" on paga =3
q fact the same document as the "TM" which occupiess
g thiﬁ position in the copy at hand.

In other words, the possibility that the present Truman— =
Forrestal Memorandum is a fabrication which has been ' o
substituted for the document which originally held that
position must be seriously considered. Remember that

these documents were almost certainly supplied by

someone with strong connections to the U.8. intelligence ) Sy
community. It is not, therefore, out of the question o .}
that the individual or individuals responsible could y - “’i
have planted a "ringer"” alongside a good document so as
to provide a mears of discrediting or backing away from : . 3;1
the whole peckage should the need suddenly arise at some

future point. (SBee the final paragraph of the section il
on the Kirtland documents herein for discussion of a

similar possibility.)

0f course, in the process of considering the above equal weight
must also be given to its antitheses-- the possibilities that both
the "TM" and the "EB" may be genuine, or that the "TM" may be
genuine and the "EB" a "ringer"

All things being considered, the only valid course of action in an
investigation such as this is to consider all elements separately
and to derive conclusions based solely upon the evidence presanted
by each case.

FORM AND STYLE:

(1) ,PHYSICAL APPEARANCE: L A

A comparison of the physical appearance of the "TM" with numerous ‘3“f>;
other White House documents generated during the same era produces yoe
no gpecific reason to question its authenticity. There are, $
however, a couple of observations which need to be made here, and
fellowing that, several questions to be considered.

(1) Given the information at hand (and assuming for, the
sake of discussion that the memorandum is authentic), L S
~ there is no way of knowing whether Truman himself or one

_r,- P - .: -p_q_ LErw his secretaries may have prepared the memorandum, or R

ek
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«Given that a survey of White House documents Ien
the end of World War 11 and the beginning of the Eise
~ administration revealed a wide variety of styles and f
- acceptable use at the time, there is no particular reason t 3
consider any specific point of the style and format of the‘ T,w
being sufficiently out of the ordinary so as to ccnstltute &
meaningful case against its authenticity. : G g' "Jf-j

(B) While it is "usual" to find the recipient’'s name and often hlsv
(Or her) address as well typed in the lower left corner of 1etters“"
and memoranda generated by Truman's office during this time! 4rame,'
the absence of such should not be taken as evidence agalnst
authenticity on two grounds:

(a) Such absence is typical of letters and memoranda
generated by Dr., Vannevar Bush, and : KA

(b) it is also typical of memoranda and some letters i R A LT e
generated by Secretary James Forrestal. ! : ‘

Both of these bits of information lend additional weight to the
possibility that the "TM" may have been typed by one of these two
principals (or an appropriate secretary) and presented to Truman @ =
for his signature. (Certainly, as Friedman has pointed out {23>yuﬁvg
there was a White House meeting among the three on September 24,
1947.) Furthermore, it cannot be said, at least in Forrestal's
case, that preparation of a memorandum for Truman’s signature was
entirely unknown, since a copy of one such undated, unsigned

draft was found in the Fresident’s Secretary’s File at the Truman
Library. The mema, obviously prepared by Forrestal about him§914"
because the typewriter used matches one on which other memos out }
of Forrestal’s office were frequently typed, bears the date (in [
the upper right) "____ June 19248", is captioned "MEMORANDUM TO A
HOMORAEBLE JAMES FORRESTAL, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE", and 1ncorpora€es
a blank space at the bottom left for . the pres1dent1d1 signature.
(Its subject has to do with plans to organize the armed farces (eRL
reserves. ) (

section on the "EB",
which appears in that document )

(C) Use of 84" xu 11" White House lqtterhqu
tn 8" x IQ”) dmng not hold up. as a paint



Since the body of the text contains two short paragraphs
comprising only 7% words, and since the wording is essential
‘sort of "officialese" typical of government memoranda, the
derivation of any meaningful information from such a small ané
essentially bland gsample is impossible.

Simply as a matter of contrast, it should be noted that wheever L
typed the "TM" employed a five-space indentation at the beginning
of each paragraph, whereas the typist of the "EE" used a "block™ %
style which employed no indentation at all. This suggests two
different typists (as would bhe exupected if both documents were
authentic), but of course does not prove such.

With respect to the guestion of indentation., a survey of documentBVC”Wf?;
originating from the offices of Truman, Forrestal and Bush durlng T
this era was undertaken to determine whether there was any
consistency to the process, or whether the same sort of
inconsistencies existed here as with other elements of style and
format. The results were these:

(A) For "Truman" documents: Examples were found bearing
indentations of 0, 5, 10 and 13 spaces.

(B) For "Forrestal: documents: Examples were found
bearing indentations of 0, &, 6, 7, 8, 92 and 10 spaces. .

(C) For "Bush" documents: Examples were found bearing
indentations of 5, 8 and 11 spaces.

In addition, it was noted during this survey that short (1,2 & 3
paragraph) Truman letters and memoranda often exhibit the .
characteristic of long single sentences being set off as separ
paragraphs. This same characteristic is also evident in para

two of the "TM". . ,

() GRAMMAR, SPELLING % WORD USAGE:’
No errors or beculiarities are evident. Use of :apitnl

luch phrases as "Operation Majestic Twelve", "Office o :g
Pr-sidlnt" and "Director of cantrnl Intalligencq“ s col
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?ﬂ(ﬁl‘CAVEATS % STAMPINGS'

‘The use of

There are, however, a number of points to be made here:

Contrast visible on the photographs (but less

vigible on the printed copies herein) suggest several
things:

(1) On the "TOF SECRET" caveats, the stamping at
the top is somewhat darker (more dense) than the
one at the bottom, which suggests that the person
who stamped it on the documents did so in the
typical way of inking the stamp once on an ink pad
and then applying the stamp first to the top and
then to the bottom of the page without re-inking
in between. Furthermore, from the density
produced, it would appear that the stamp pad used
was either new or had been recently re-inked, and
that the color was most likely black or dark blue.

(2) The "EYES ONLY" caveats are considerably
lighter and appear to be of equal density on both
top and bottom. This suggests that they were of a
different color (possibly red) on the original,

and that the ink pad used was relatively dry,
hence the need to re-ink in between each
application. This also suggests the possibility
that the "EYES ONLY" caveats may have been applied
at a different time, although there seems no way
of knowing this for certain.

{3) Both of the above po1nts taPen together would

seem to speak against a fabricat:on since it seema

- unlikely a fabricator would go to the trouble of
-mploying two diffarent ink pads (one well*zﬁk‘dﬁA

"TOF SECRET" and "EYES ONLY" stamps at both top and
bottom center is consistent with other documents of the period.




‘- - that they too exhibit this same

Mocre s advertising in 1988 is explained by the fac
that Moore cut the caveat from xerox copies of the'“Tﬁ‘
and pasted it on his ads, which were then reduced in'
size for printing. Debunkers who have suggested that
Moore's use of the stamp is evidence that he iabricatad ﬂ._ p
the document should be gquestioned with respect to their:'ﬁjf‘“-

motives in making such an allegation, and with respect gl A
to the degree of competence evident in their thought w4
processes. (Unfortunately, such thinking is typical of
many self-ancinted, high school educated researchers who :

have little or no agrasp of accepted standards of , b R UV
evidence gr of how to apply the principles of logic to ) \;~ﬁ»¢}
simple problems.) VISR TR T

{C) For further comparisons of various caveat stampings,
see Appendix J.

LR S 3

TYPEFACE ANALYSIS:

As in the case of the "ER", photographs are not best evidence, and
in attempting to identify typefaces from them, one quickly rFuns up
against the limitations imposed by the film grain. Nonetheless, an
analysis of the typeface was undertaken and produced the following

resul ts: ) A £tk b

(A) The typefaces on the machine which produced this document
appear to have been recently cleaned and aligned, as evidenced by
the "crisp" nature of the letters and the relatively straight
alignment of the lines of type. However, the machine seems tb'
have been poorly adjusted with respect to the pressure transf
to the faces, in that the lower case letters consistently s
the page to produce heavier, denser impressions than do th
case letters., This manifests itself throughout the doct
is readily visible on the photographs. Indeed, it is
this peculiarity which causes the caption, which is
caps, to appear somewhat lighter than the body of
which is composed mostly of lower case letters.
‘the upper case letters in the body of the text,



ght. : :

e by typing,in only thl'nuﬁirgaﬁ.'

~i0d tar the "7". This characteristic is qu:

 a gmnuine document wherein the body was typed firs
 was added at another time and place (perhaps upon
v . constitutes a very curious anomoly indeed if the documi,,

. fabrication, as we shall see later, '

. v (C) With respect to machine #1, the typeface appears to be an :
Underwood UP3A, which was manufactured between 1933 and 1946, -t‘w‘
There has been some controversy about this, however, since one Py e
expert identified the face as being a Smith-Corona PIC2-- a type N -
face used only on S-C electric machines manufactured after 196563 '
-and a second expert thought it might®be a Ransmayer & Rodrian 564
face which was also used on S-C electrics but of unspecified
manufacture dates. Since these three faces are extremely similar,
careful examination must be undertaken to tell the difference. | e
Essentially, the distinctions are these: ‘fﬁfl

—The difference between RaRo 664 and both of the other ,
two faces is that the RaRo lower case "k" has an gt
unbal anced upper right serif whereas on the other two L AR
the serif is balanced. Since the "TM" contains only
one letter "k" (lower case), and since the ,
characteristics of the serif cannot be determined with
100% accuracy due to the problem of grain, the ;N
situation devolves to one of "appearance". Upon close
examination under magnification, therefore, it appears
that the serif is balanced, thus casting doubt upon B
RaRo 6&4 as a viable option. )

~This leaves Underwood UFIA and S-C PIC2, the primary 1-1”
differences between which are a prominent upward hook s
on the tail of the lower case "a" on the S-C face (as > '*‘
opposed to a considerably diminished hook on the I .
Underwood face), and the fact that the S-C face overall

b has a finer, more sculpted or chiseled look which
L produces almost print-quality letters. It is upon
; these differences that the opinion of an Underwood is
- 8 based (See Illustrations) even though the crossbar on
L the lower case "t" displays a slightly longer leftwar
ey gxtension than is usually found on that face and in
: act does more closely resemble the S-C style. (O
nnat‘nuln aqt, however, the possibility that it




Z'An affort was made to determine whether the particular typnﬂ? fﬁ%&x
‘used to produce the "TM" could be identified through comparis
‘the typeface with that of various machines used to produce
documents in the offices of Truman, Bush, Forrestal and
Hillenkoetter during this time frame, but it was unsuccessful. Oﬁt
document, however, was discovered which appears to have been typed
on, a typewriter employing the same typeface. This is a very poor U*A
quality (perhaps third generation) carbon copy of a "MEMORANDUM '
FOR THE FRESIDENT" dated (with rubber stamp) & AUG 1948, from Roptll,
Hillenkoetter having to do with the Berlin Crisis. Although it Ly B AN
appears ta be the same typeface, the poor quality of the carbon A7, ]
makes further comparison impossible.

(D) With respect to machine #2, the face on the numbers is
virtually identical with the Remington F4-style numbers found on
the typewriter frequently used by Dr. Vannevar Eush at the time.
Indeed, compare the numbers from the date on the "TM" with those
i ‘ which appear on a memocrandum typed by Bush on the very same day:
(24)

Here we have precisely the sort of situation one mxght expect to‘w
find if the document is genuine and was typed beforehand by

someone in Bush, Truman'or Forrestal’s office (or perhaps ev
Hillenkoetter? = office since he: is obliquely referred to 1n Hﬁﬁ

and s1gned in another place or at a later date. The typ
- example, may have known that the document would be signe
after typing, thus including the month ("September")@ bu

e a blank space for the exact date to be typed in lat
R " that the typa‘acn appears idlnticgl to the one on
:,':‘..I altp - . v i /|



