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testifieé that he had not seen Ghambérs after January 1, 1937

UNITED. STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK.

________________ X
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
-V s
¥ : AFFIDAVIT
AILGER HISS,
¢ C 128-402
Defendant.
________________ x )

STATE OF NEW YORK

) .

i B8.%

COUNTY OF NEW YORK )
MYLES J. LANE, being duly sworn, deposes and sa&e:
I am the United States Attorney for the Southern -

District of New York, and in that capacity I am in charge of

the ebove entitled case. This affidavit is submitted in

opposition to the motlion of the defendant for a third trial

on a theory of "newly discovered evidence."”

While I recognize that this court 1sru11y.ram111a#

with the facts of this prosecution, I will, for the purpose
of completeness, review briefly the pertinent details;

The defendant was indicted by a Grand Jury for the
Southern District of New York on December 15, 1948.. The
indictment charged that the defendant twlce perjured himgelr
while testifying before that GranQQ§¥§%£24ngnt One charged
that the defendant perjured himself when he testified that

he had not turned over to Whittaker Chambers any documents o

coples of documents of the State Department. The second

count charged that the defendant committed perjury when he
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' was denied by the Honorable Alfred C. Coxe. The indictment

®» ¢

A series of pre~trial motions were made by the
defendant and various orders were submitted and signed
providing the defendant with opportunities of inquiry into
the details of the prosecution's case. The indictment was
brsught to triel for the first time on May 31, 1949, before
the Honorable Samuel H. Kaufman and resulted in a disagree-
ment of the jJjury on July 8, 1949.

The defendant next moved for a change of venue on
the ground of public prejudice in this district, and after

the submission of voluminous supporting papers, this motion

was brought to trial again on November 17, 1949, before the
Honoreble Henry W. Goddard. On January 21, 1950, a jury
found the defendant gullty on both counts, and on January 25,
1950, the defendant was sentenced to five years on each
count, the sentences to run concurrently.

On October 13, 1950, the Court of Appeals for the
Second Circult heard extended argument by the defendant's
counsel in support of his appeal from the conviction. That

court affirmed the conviction, United States v. Hiss, 185 F.

2d 822 (2nd Cir. 1950), and denied a petition for rehearing.
Finally, on January .27, 1951, the Supreme Court of the United
States denled the defendantt!s spplication for certiorari.
United States v. Hiss, 340 U.S. 948 (1951).

On January 24, 1952 the |deptuff-ant4Berved upon me &

paper captioned, "A notice of a hearing on a motion", together

with supporting papers, petitioning the court for a third
trial on the'theory that he possgessed newly discovered
evidence which, if it had been presented to the trial Jury,
would have resulted in an acquittal. Those papers announced
that "a hearing® on the métion would be had on February 4,

1952. The arguments were formulated in an affidavit by

Chester T. Lane. For purposes of convenience to all concerng

d,
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| I will ‘deal with yhe contentions of the defendant under

number classifications identical with'those employed in that

| arrigavit.

L]

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT IN OPPOSI@IQN

.This motion is frivolous. Though supposedly based
on newly discovered evidence, in reality it 1s predicated on
sheer speculation. As such its real purpose must be to
perpetuate in some quarters the myth of the defendantt!s
innocence. Thus the affidavits of Chester T. Lane, submitted
in suppo;t ofrthe presén; motion, renew and reiterate the
pre~trial propaganda of thé defense which attempted to depict
Chambers as a social leper, totally unworthy of belief, and
the defendant as the epitome of loyalty and truth. The trial
Jury, by 1ts verdict, rejected these characterizations. It

1 determined that Chambers was spgaking the truth and that the

defendant was a llar, perjurer and a communist spy. No

levidence tq the contrary is produced upon this motion.

Further,the motion for a third trial was not made
by the defendaent within the time specified by Rule 33 of the

Federal Bnles of Criminal Procedure. For that reason it

' would appear that this motion is also untimely. The flnal

judgment of conviction was entered on January 25, 1950, while
the original return day for the notice of motion, on which
day the defendant would meke his application to the court,
was February 4, 1952, more than thgs%ﬂgﬁ;zgﬁg fixed by the
;ule. This subject is considered in more detall in our '
memorandum of law. Suffice it to say here the Government
submits that there is a serious aquestion as to whether this
court has jurisdiction to entertaln this motion.

Before demonstrating the lack of merit of the
contentions raised here, 1t would appear fitting to set forth
facts establishing that the alleged proofs proposed are in no

legal sense 'newly discovered.' . Where appropriaste, peculiar

we
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facts will be set forth demonstrating that the particular
item could have been produced at the second trialiir due
diligence had been exercised by the defense, but for all
contentlons the réllowing should be considered. There was a f
time interval of more than two years from the date of the
'1néictment on December 15, 1948, to the completion of the
second trial on Jamary 21, 1950. In addition to that ferigq
of time for inquiry and investigation, it must be conceded
that the defendant had done some investigating as early as
the initiation of the depositions in Baltimore in November,
1948, and knew most of the testimony given by Chambers béfor
the House Committee in August of 1948. It is a matter of
record thet the defendant had considerable asslstance in the
1nvest1éatione he conducted before the conclusion-of the
second trisl. He has had the services of at least asixteen
qualified attofﬂeys aﬁd the assistance of at least three
experienced private 1ﬁvest1gators. He had the asslstance

of a -psychlatrist and a psychologist. He had tﬁe eeriiceé
of an exbert in the analysis of paper content as wei; asg
handwriting and typewriting experts. In the light of these
factors, 1t is apparent that thé defendant would have-dis-
covered all evidence of assistance to him before the.conclu~
sion of the second trial if due diligence had been exercised
by him. This is particularly so when it 1is recogniéed‘that
by the prosecutian's testimony at I%ff@"ﬁ?é@‘%rtal, the
defendant was thoroughly informed of fhe Government's
evidence, and, with a few exceptions, knew the entire contentf

of the prosecution!s case.

I's
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 Previously alleged and sought to prove that Hlss was

could 1t be forthcoming. Moreover, this new theory of the

I. THE THEORY THAT THE BALTIMORE
DOCUMENTS WERE NOT TYPED ON
HISS MACHINE.

The defendant now attempts to prove that the typed
Baltimore papers, were not produced by the Woodstock type-
writer which was in the Hiss home in 1937 and early 1938.
Thle 1s a complete change of tactics by the defense and

abandons the defense theory of both trials. The defense

innocent because his typewriter, concededly used to type
the Baltimore papers, left his possesslion in 1937. The
defendant, his wife and severeal of his witnesses told in
great detall how the Woodstock was taken to the Catlett

home in December 1937. 'Further, photographs and testimony
were produced by the defense to suggest means whereby
Chambers secretly used the Woodstock while it was at the
Catlett home. In so far as the defendant argues that Ex.UUU
did not produce the Baltimore papers, his argument is
irrelevant since the conclusion-of both the defendant!s and
the Government'!s experts was only that the Baltimore docu-
ments were typed on the same typewriter that produced the
known standards of typing and no identity with Ex. UUU was
attempted or needed. As a matter of record, the Government
rested 1ts case in both trials without attempting to identify]
the typewriter. The defendant dramatically introduced it as
his exhibit to physically prove thﬁs§§3ﬁ¥i4%25h1@ now abandon-
ed defense that 1t was not in his possession after January
1938. In so far as the defense theorlizes that the Baltimore
papers were produced by Chambers on a typewriter‘constructed
by him to produce typing identical with the Hiss machine, no

credible evidence to support the theory is forthcoming, nor

defense affects only one of the several corroborating proofs

supporting Count 1 and Count 2, and hence does not even

=5
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| approsch the other bases of conviction, all sufficient in

thémaelves to establish the required corroboration. Mrs.
Chembers gave direct testimonial corroboration to establish
Gount IT of the indictment. The four handwritten notes giver
by the defendant to Chambers were more than adéquate to
support the verdict of gullty upon both counts. The rug
which Chambers gave to Hiss sometime after Decembef 1936, and
all the evidence surrounding it, is left undisputed in this

motion. The loan of four hundred dollars to Chambers by

Hiss in November of 1937 .ahd the collateral proof of that
loan were adequate to warrans the verdict of guilty on Count

II. Finally, culminating these lnsurmountable hurdles is the

- fact that the defendant received concurrent sentences on

each count.

II. THE THEORY THAT THE TRIAL
EXHIBIT UUU WAS NOT THE
HISS MACHINE.

Here‘the defense suggests, as evidence requiring
e third trial, information not relevant to the prosecution's
case. The trial éxhibit-was not a baslis for the conclusion
of the government's document examiner. It was not produced
by the defense until after the examiner had testified at
the first trial and was not introduced in evidence until

after the Government rested. We have the aggravating factor

"here that the defendant seeks a necdtdgh4gap the ground that

an exhibit he produced was not what he, his wifie and five of
his ﬁitnesseslsaid it was. Again, even assuming all possibie
theories of the defendant in this regard are sound, it does

not attack the other corroborating proofs which are independ-

ently sufficient.
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III. THE ARGUMENT RELATED
TO_EDITH MURRAY.

Mrag. Edith Murray was the former mald of the
Chambers who also proved to the jury that the defendant and
his wife lied as to thelr relationship with the Chambers.
The defendant prodﬁces affidavits of two individuals, one to
the effect that the affiant did not see Edith Murray work
for %he Chambers'! family at thelir 903 St. Paul Street,
Baltimore, apertment in 1935 and 1936. The other swears he
never saw Mrs. Murray at the 1617 Eutaw- Place residence of

the Chambers in 1936. - Even assuming the affidavits submitted

had any primas facile value, it must be conceded that at best
they would constitute an attempt to attack the credibility
of a witness and as gﬁch would be insufficient, under the
precedénts, to warrant a new trial. Moregver, the oppor-
tunities of observation of the two affiants of the defendant
were obviously inadequate; so that on their face the |
affidavits do not:even'constitute impeachment. Further,
there 1s every indication that the affidavit of Louis J.
Lelsman contains perjurious statements. The genefgl charac-
ter and background of this affiant will be developed at
length hereafter.

IV. THE TIME OF CHAMBERS' BREAK
WITH THE COMMUNIST PARTY.

Considerable effort is ﬁ&ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ§4gg7the defendant
in en attempt to establish that Chambers left the Communist
Party before April 1, 1938. One of the many, many coples of
State Department documents produced by Chambers bears the

date, April 1, 1938 and the argument is that Chembers could
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not have received this document from the defendant if
Chambers had broken with the party before April of 1933.
The defendant charges that Chambers left his Mount Royal

Terrace home in Baltimore to go into hiding before April 1,

this move marking the rupture with the communist organizatlon.

The statements culled from the many pages of testimony by
Chambers, recalling his break as occurring in 1937 or early
1938, are obviously epvroximations by him which set the date

of break some months ahead of the actual rupture. Certainly

even the defendant would not now seriously argue that Chambers

ieft the Communist Party in the year 1937. Correspondence
referring to the translation by Chambers for the Oxford
University Press, which correspondence was accumulated by
the defendant through the services of Eleanor Kirstein, a
former Tass egent, 1s relied upon by the defendant because
it indicates the translation was obtained before April, 1938.
Chambers has, of course, testifled that he obtalined this
translation at the time he broke from the Party. It is
apparent that in these time approximations made a decade
later, Chambers erred by a few weeks in fixing the time of

his obtaining the translation. Additional affidavits will

be discussed herein to establish beyond question that Chambers

and hisg family d4id not leave theilr Baltimore home for Florida
and refuge until at least two weeks after April 1, 1938, and
that the break occurred approximately April 15, 1938, as
Kisseloff-24648
Chambers stated in both trials. Exhibits submitted by the
defense support this finding. (Exs. IV-B-10; IV-B-11l(a);
IV-B-11(b); IV-B-12; IV-B-14; IV-B-13; 1IV-B-15)} In any
event, this contention of the defendant is again solely of

an impeaching nature and therefore, under the precedents,

would not warrant a new trial.
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V. LEE PRESSMAN

A statement before a Congressional Committee by

Lee Pressman that Alger Hiss was not in s communist cell

] with him is offered as another item of gewly dlscovered

evidence. But the name of Lee Pressman was never mentloned
by Whittaker Chambers at any time during his lengthy appear-
ance on the witness stand at the second trial. 1In all
probabllity any testimony by Chambers in regard to Pressman
and his possible membership in a Communist cell with the
defendant would have been rejected by the trial court as not
relevan%. The statement of Pressman before the House
Un-American Activities Committee on August 28, 1950, does not
conflict with any testimony of Chambers at the trial, hence

‘does not impeach his testimony in any respect. It would lead
‘only to a completely superfluous inquiry into an irrelevant

igsue. See the testimony of Nathaniel Weyl in February,

1952, given before the Internal Security Committee of the
United States Senate, in which he stated under oath that
Alger Hiss and Lee Pressman were members of a Communist cell,
together with other men previously named by Chambers.

I. THE THEORY THAT THE BALTIMORE

DOCUMENTS WERE NOT TYPED ON
HISS MACHINE.

1. The fifst theory calling for a third triel is
the contention that the Baltimore documents produced by
Chambers were not typed on the w°o§§¥35§f%?§§issea by the
defendant in 1938 but were typed on a second machine con-
structed by someone, presumably Chambers, in such a fashion
that it produced typing identical with typing produced by the
Hiss machine. Throughout these affidavits the government
will refer to the Woodstock owned by Hiss in 1938 as the
Hiss machine and will refer to the machine allegedly con-

gtructed by Chambers as the fabricated machine, whlle the

s
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machine introduced in evidence at both trials by the defen-
dant will be designated Ex. UUU, or by its Woodstock Number,
N 230,099.

2. In summation, defense counsel at the second
trial said, iThe Government expert said that in his opinion
these Baltimore exhibits were typed on the Woodstock type-
’writer. Undoubtedly that is a good opinion. As I told you
in the opening we consulted experts, and in their opinion
they thougﬁt so too." (R. 3162) But now, in pursuing this
new and contrary avenue of defense, it 1s allegéd, 1in .
apparent seriousness, that Chambers, in some unexplained
fashion, constructed a miraculous duplicate typewriter and
then, without 1eav1qg any traces whatsoever, substituted it
for the-Hliss machine while the lgttei was in the possession
of either the Catletts of Ira Lockey. While doiné this
Chambers 1s assumed to have possessed the fore-knowledge
that the defendent would be indicted several years later and ‘
be convicted because his typewrliter produced unauthorized.
copvies of secret State Department documents. Finally,
Chambers possessed the incredible ingenuity to lure the
defendant into producing the miraculous typewriter and
thereby bring about his own destruction.

| 3. Chester T. Lane, in evolving this theory, pre-
supposes from thé very beginning that the defendant was
innocent of the offenses charged (Riésec’iéffpflféSOZ of original
affidavit). From this unsubstantiated. starting point he then
proceeds to the conclusion that the Baltimore documents coulﬁ‘
not have come from the machine that produced the known
standards, notwithstanding the fact that all the experts
contacted by elther the prosecution or defense had come to
the opposite conclusion. It should be noted in evaluating

all the supporting papers that in thils proceeding it 1s

Chester T. Lane who is the combined typewriter expert and

=10-
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document examiner. He would have this court set aside the

result of an extended tria;, which result has been affirmed,
after a considered apoeal and a denial of certiorari, on the
ground of his expert opinions, although he must himself oon-.

cede that he has no experience or training in the field.

Where opinions of other experts sre submitted, in many instan

N

ces no detalls as to the bases of their conclusilons are given,
as will be pointed out hereafter. In additlion, one expert

states that he does not undertake to present the details as

to particular analyses from which he does undertake to present

numerous conclusions.

L. The defendant's expert, Chester T. Lane, con-
tends that the government'!'s expert, Ramos C. Feehan, erred
when he concluded that the Baltimore papers ané the known
standards were typed upon the same machine. Criticism of
Feehan'!s methods i1s made by defense experts because in his
testimony Feehan referred only to ten points of identity.
The fact is that Feehan was asked to indicate "some" reasons
for his conclusion and wes not cross—examined ag to further

indicia of identity. (R. 1075). An examination of the attach

ed affidavit of Ramos C. Feehan (Ex. A) will demonstrate to
the court that this belated attack is without substance, for
the conclusion of Feehan proceeded from a most thorough and
complete analysls and compearison of the Baltimore documents
with the known standérds.

5. In his original af“‘?(?s‘éé|‘6ff§£46591’ par. 2)
Chester T. Lane admitted that this new approach of the
defense abandons the theory set forth at both trials, which
was that the Baltimore documents were typed on the Hiss
mechine but were typed by Chambers, who in some unknown
fashion, gained access to the machine. At the second trial,
defense counsel theorized as follows: "Suppose someone had
called up, or come over, when he knew the Hisses weren't

there, and asked Clidi, saying that they were a typewriter

-11-
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" number one would indicate, g fortiori, rejection by any Jury

repalr man and had come‘to repair the Woodstock typewriter.
What would she have sald? Why, they ha(é given it to my
boys. He wouldn't have much difficulty locating Clidils
place, and with that open house, with the cellar there, I
mean the closet; with all the people coming and going, all
the people living there, and their friends, and the dan&es
and all. How easy. Am I talking through my hat? (R.3164)"
As a corollary of this pow obsolete theory, the defense
attempt;d to prove that the Hiss machine had been given to
the Catlett family on or ;bout December 29, 1937, when the
Hiss family moved to Volta Place in Georgetown. This theory
was disproved by the prosecution, but certainly was a more
plausible explanation than is now proposed. New counsel
apparently belleves that the former defense counsel was

talking through his hat. Rejection by the jury of theory

of the now proposed contention.

6. In his affidavit Chester T. Lane theorizes
that Mr. Chambers constructed a typewriter which would pro-
duce typing identical with specimens obtained from the Hiss
machine. It 1s nowhere suggested, however, how Chambers
obtained specimens of the Hiss machine, and I advise the
Court that it was only with great difficulty that the F.B.I.
obtained such specimens. Mr. Lane concedes that many expertsg
advised him that such a typewriterK%ge%ﬁaiﬁg%jhave been.
constructed (p. 10, par. 3 of original affidavit). In an
effort to construct such a machine for the defenseyrfane has
had the services for et least one year of expert Martin K.
Tytell, end even at this time Tytell willl say only that he
"pelieves’ he has constructed a machine to meet the defense
specifications. Tytell produced this typewriter with the

aid of his associstes and by virtue of his long experlence ag

a specialist in this esoteric field. Mr. Tytell states:

-]2-
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Tytell had the help of speclallzed equipment and tools. Mr,

"I am a typewrlter expert, with many years
of specialized experience in the creation
of unique typewriters for foreign language
and other purposes." (Ex. 1A)

7. In addition to this trained background and the

help of his assocliates, 1t may reasonably be assumed that Mr.

Chambers, on the other hand, the supposed creator of a
similer machine, has had no experience or training whatsoever
in the field and would have no equipment for such a venture.
.If the defendant now supposes tﬁat Chambers constructed the
machine with the assistance of some experts in the field, it
leads to the refutation that such a procedure wﬁuld have left
traces to prove that that occurred. Although the defendant
has completed extensive investigatlion in this field, he noé
only has not uncovered any such traces, bu£ does not even
suggest that they exist.

8. The entire proposition becomes even more

fantastic when it 1s suggested that Chambers did not mentilon |,

the Baltimore documents in August of 1948 before the House
Committee, because they did not then exist, but wefe produceq
between that date and Novenber 17, 1948. Under this alter-
nate theory, Chambers would ha%e had to obtain in the autumn
of 1948 the necessary typing specimens, construct the type-
writer, obtain the original State Department documents, type
them and substitute his fabricated machine for the Hisé
machine, all in the perlod of app§§¥i%z%€f§3three months.

ANALYSES OF THE DOCUMENTS

9. The defendant submits two affidavits of Evelyn
8. Ehrlich who describes herself at some length as a detector
of spurious prints. In hls second supplemental affidavit Mr.
Lane refers to this lady (p. 11l) as "....an expert in the usé
of photomicrography to detect printing forgeries." For
purvoses of argument we will assume that an 6p1n10n of- Mrs..

Ehrlich 1ﬁ the field of typed documents is of some value.

=13~ , |




In all probability she has this difficulty because she con-

‘Baltimore documents with the known standards, Ehrlich atates

10. It is first‘to be noted that this Lelper of
the defendant concedes that she can distingulsh between
typing specimens from the trial exhibit UUU snd the fabri-
cated maechine. Thus, desplite all this time, and desovite the
work of experts skilled in the manufacture of speclal
typewriters, and despite the said of two document examiners,
the defense has still not produced a machine to duplicate thg
work of Ex. UUU. How then can it seriously be argued that
Chambers produced such a machine without expert training of
any kind and without asslistance, and possibly sccomplished
this miracle of production in three months! time!

1ll. The assigned task of Mrs. Ehrlich was to
compare recent specimens from Ex. UUU with the Baltimore
Documents and the known standards. Mrs. Fhrlich, an expert
in printed documents, expresses great difficulty in working
with most of these tyved vapers because of poor quality paper
and because of overwet typewriter ribbons. Although the
other defense expert, Ellzabeth McCarthy, experienced no such
problem and the standards were deemed adequate by the govern-

ment ‘s experts, Ehrlich is reluctant to exbress‘any opinion.

cededly has not worked with typed documents but with printed
matter.
12. FEhrlich saccepts only three of the known
standards as useble; Exs. 3746B and TT. Two of these are
Kisseloff-24654

older specimens dating from 1931 and 1933, while the third
(Ex. TT) was not used by the governmentvexpert. She compares
these standards with the Baltimore Documents of 1938 and with

specimens made from N 230,099 in 1951. After comparing the

that she has no definite opinion as to whether the two sets
of papers were typed on the same machine. Nor 1s she certaln
that the Baltimore documents were typed on N 230,099, thus

further confounding the defendant's theory, for otherwlse
-1~
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| new machines. In the last analysis, all Ehrlich can say is

Chambers must be assumed to have constructed not one but two

that the "observable peculiarities" in the type of the
Baltimore documents “more nearly resemble® the specimens fron

N230,099 than the Hiss standards. But even Ehrlich concedes

that these pecullarities may be attributable to the particuldr

ribpons and absorbent quality of poor grasde paper used for
the Baltimore documents (Ex. 28-II, p.5). Since Ehrlich does
not conclude that the Baltimore documents and the known
standards came from different machines, her affidavit is
wlthout value and can not concelivably warrant the granting
of e third trial.

13. The second document examiner used here by the
defense 1s Elizabeth McCarthy. McCarthy agrees with Ehrlich
that typing from Ex. UUU can be distinguished from typing
done on the newly fabricated machine. Thereafter, McCarthy
announces conclusions differing from those of Ehrlich.
~ 14, McCarthy reports that after examining the
known standards, the Baltimore documents and recent products
of Ex. UUU she would be of the opinion that all sets of
documents came from the same machine. She then‘admits that
her further opinion is based upon a report of Daniel Norman,
a chemist, which will be considered hereafter. This report
attempts to prove that Ex. UUU inherently indicates it was
constructed by some one other thanKisgRloffod#Pock Company.
Even with rellance placed on this report, the farthest
McCarthy will go is to state that (p. 4 of Ex. 28-I) " -...
while I cannot say definitely that all three sets of documentls
were not typed on the same machine, I bellieve it Jjust as
possible, in the 1light of the observable facts, that the
Baltimore Documents were typed on a machine which was not

the original Hiss Machine used for the standards." This sort

of conlecture merits no attention and certainly is of no

support to this spplication. i I
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~the typist was. Chambers, when asked, specifically stated

15. The defendant has also utilized the services
of a well-recognized document examiner, Mr. Donald Doud, but
elgnificantly has not submitted any formal affidavit by Mr.
Doud on this issue. Mr. Doud has examined the Baltimore
documents and the ﬁnown gtandards together with some early
products of the Hiss machines and states that early develop-
ments of type peculiaritiesiindicate that all three sets . of
documents were produced by the Hiss typewriter (Ex.II-F,p.4)

16. In summary, it will be noted that the defense
affidavits contain disputable findings, unfounded and false
conclusions; and despite these clalms and the various side
issues raised, the defense has stlll not produced one person
expert or no, who challenges the principal contention of the
government and will say that the Baltimore papers and tﬁe ,
known standards were not t&ped on the same machine. Althoug]
the defense experts can detect forgefies, and although they
theorize that the Balfimore documents might be forgeries,
they do not bonclude,‘and present no evidence, that theytare
forgeries. $

AUTHORSHIP OF BALTIMORE PAPERS AND
CORRECTIONS THEREON.,

17. The defense has also introduced a series of
collateral suggestions and theories which will be considered
here. In her affidavit attached to the Second Supplemental

Kisseloff-24656
Affidavit of Chester T. Lane, Elizabeth McCarthy expresses
the opinion that there were two typlsts who produced the
Baltimore Papers and that neither was Priscilla Hiss. To
begin with, this entire subjlect is totally irrelevant. The

government!s case in no way and to no degree hinges upon who

that he had no recollection of seeing Mrs. Hiss or anyone

else type any of the Baltimore papers. (R. 580). Hence, the

~16-
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affidavit of McCarthy iﬁ this connection is without signifi-
cance. In addition this conclusion is unworthy of belief for
no expert has or can so identify a typist from typing which
is merely mechanical copy-work, as was the oroduction of
these papers. Only very general indications of 1dent1ty or
nqn—identity of typing for two groups of specimens éan be
detected. In this regard, indications of identity of the
typlst of the known standards and the Raltimore papers are
evident. (Ex. B-1, p. 2).

18. McCarthy concludes thet the penciled proof-
reading corrections on the Baltimore Papers were all made at
one time because of the causlity of the penciled markings, and
that none were made by the Hisses. These ovinions ere of no
relevancy and require no refutation. Moreover, to say that
all corrections were made simultaneously from the evidence
noted is patently as unsound as is the conclusion 1tself
irrelevant. The same may be said of the conclusion as to
authorship in light of the inadequate specimens of handwrit-
ing avallable in the corrections (Ex. B-1, p.3). HMcCarthy
concludes that the papers were deliberstely made to appear
the work of an amateur typlst because some superimposed-
correcting letters are made lighter than the underlying in-
correct letters. Thls conclusion is not warranted by the
avallable evidence, for only 27 such instances are alleged,
and these are not set out, while the attached affidavit sets
out numerous examples to the contreRysélr-28657) . McCarthy's
opinion that four typlng ribbons were used to produce the
Baltimore Papers likewise is of no significance. Similarly,
that the four rlibbons were allegedly used in an order contrary
to the dates of the Baltimore peapers is not important since
there was no claim or proof offered that the Baltimore

Papers were typed in the same
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# 18 the fact that the argument is totally irrelevant to any

. experts consulted before the trial, that the Baltimore docu-

Lad

precise order as they were received or initiated at the
State Department. There has been no suggestion that the
deféndant took them home and had them cépied in precise
chronologlical order. Moreover, no detaills are set forth as
to the methods by which McCarthy made her type-ribbon count.
Did she independently arrive at her conclusions, which are
the same as Mr. Norman's? There 1s7serious question that
their conclusion is sound (Ex. B-1, p.f). Certainly it is
of no éupport to this ﬁotion.

These miscellaneous contentions,lumped under Point
~.I . by the defense, are largely irrelevant and totally
unpersuasive. They can in no sense call for the getting -
aside of a considered judgment which has been uvheld after
full appeal. '

II. THE THEORY THAT THE TRIAL EXHIBIT
UUU WAS NOT THE HISS MACHINE.

l. Foremost in consideration of this contention
consideration of the opinion of Feehan, or of the defendant's

ments and the known standards were produced by the one type-
writer. 1 respectfully point out to the court that the
trial Exhibit UUU was not produced by the defense until after
the testimony of Feehan at the fixgak. tpisicesmd was not
introduced into evidence until after the government rested.
The opinion of Feehan was not based on any sveclmens taken
from Exhibit UUU, but was based upon known standards obtain-
ed from the typewriter in the Hlss home in early 1938, as
compared with the typed Baltimore documents. The opinion of
Feehan at the second trial had the same foundation. Hence,

even assuming for purposes of argument that the trial exhibilt

was a fabricated machine and not the Hiss machine, the sound-

ness and completeness of the Government's evidénce is not
: . =18~
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affected one lota. The defense seeks a third trial on a
theory that the exhibit was not the Hiss machine after, as
they must concede, they produced the machine and testifiled to
1ts authenticity by tracing its history through the handse of
geveral defense wiltnesses. Moreover, this evidence would
not be likely to produce an acquittal at a third trial.
Indeed there is a serious question whether the proof now
offered under this contention would be admissible as reélevant
to the issues in the‘éase.

2. In this instance, again we have the defense
abandoning a defense theory which it attempted to develop af

both the first and second trials. We respectfully call atten

1

tion to the authorities whiqh condemn this ﬁfactiée as one
not to be rewarded by the granting of new trials.

3. In evolving a theory that Chambers must have
constructed a duplicéte of the Hiss machine, various reasqns
why such a construction would have been necessary for Chamberls
are proposed. All these suggested reasons presuppose always,
without apparent or actual foundation, that Chambers had some
motive for implicating Hiss. No motive 1is grticulated, how-
ever, and the contention that Chambers was a psychopathilc
personality, so desperately pur;ued at the second tria;,
apoears also to have been abandoned. No motive 1s sugge;ted
for explaining why Chambers would Eﬁﬁﬁb%%ﬁ%53° such incred-
ible lengths to implicate an allegedly innocent man.

L. As part of this argument, Chester T. Lane
suggests that the trlal exhibit 1s not the Hiss machine,
because it 1s in workable condition, while the Hiss machine
was not. In fact the evidence shows that the trial exhibit
UUU bore the precise physical defects attributed to the Hiss

machine by several witnesses. After Mrs. Hiss testified oh

direct examination that the machine was not very serviceable

~19-
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‘stuck and the ribbon did not work properly. Ex. UUU bore

' .

(R.2356) (to explain why she disposed of it to the Catletts)

she stated on cross examination (R. 236L4) that the keys

these defectst Mrs. Hiss did not testify that no typing
whatsoever could be done on the machine. Raymond Catlett, a
son of Clydie Catlett, testified that when his family receiv+
ed the machine from Priscilla Hiss (R. 1598) the carriage
roller was broken and the carriage would not shift. He then
identified the trial exhibit as the machine he possessed and
pointed out the precise defects on the trial exhibit to which
he referred. Thus it is apparent that the testimony of those
most familiar with the Hiss machine identified the trial
exhibit as the machine which emanated from the Hiss home in
1938, and pointed to those defects which demonstrated that
identity.

DATE OF MANUFACTURE OF EX. UUU.

5. The defendant attempts to establish that the
trial exhibit, the base structure of which bears the serisl
number N230,099, could not have been a regular Woodstock
product but must have been constructed by another person,i.ed,
Whittaker Chembers. First, it i1s contended that the base
N 230,099 was»not made by Woodstock until late July or August
1929, at a time when Woodstock no longer made the typefface
found on Ex. UUU. Therefore, the defendant concludes that
Chambers took the base N230,099 ankissigiéR4660e tyve he
accumulated from somewhere to produce a machine that produced
type identical with the Hiss machine. In addition, an
affidavit of Donald Norman, a chemlst, is submitted,‘alleging
that typewriter N230,099 was not a regular Woodstock product.
To bolster this theory alsq are the above-analysed opinions
of ﬁcCarthy and Ehrlich lnsofar as they suggest that a type-

writer can be constructed to produce typving identical with

another machine.

-20-




 SDR:GR

§
6. The defense further produces evidence to

;pdicate that the Hiss machine came to the office of Mr.

iFanaler, Mrs. Hiss! father, sometime between June 29, 1929
;and July 8, 1929. Much speculation upon Woodstock's produc-
" tion records follows to support the theory that N 230,099
lwas not made until after July 8, 1929 and therefore could

 not be the real Hiss Woodstock since it was not in existence

when Fansler had the Hiss machine. As to precisely when the

~machine N 230,099 was produced by Woodstock and when the

type~-face thereon was used by the Company, the defendant's
own papefs establish thaf no company records can assist.us.
Mr. Doud, in a defendant's exhibit, advises the Court that
Woodstock kept no accurate records of the changes in the
type-face used. (Ex. II-F).

7. A verified letter of J.T. Carlson, who has
supervision over the Woodstock Records, states some conclu-
slons as to production 1in 1929,but those conclusions were
later identified as merely the speculation of some unnamed
cierk. In an unsigned affidavit by Joseph Schmitt (Ex.II-B)
a Woodstock officer, the defense submits a summary of the
production records of the Woodstock Company in 1929. This
includes information on the company'!s use of serlal numbers.
Accepting those figures as accurate they reveal how totally

incomplete and unreliable they are as the bases of further
Kisseloff-24661

conclusions. Over thirteen thousand serial numbers were
skipped by the company in that one year, with no apparent
pattern or reason for these omisslions. Monthly productiop

figures are given but nowhere 1s 1t indicated when a serial

number was placed on the machines. Nowhere does the produc-

~ tion item reflect the date a machine was begun, or completed

or sold, or sent out, or what. Finally, even accepting

these statlistics as of some rellability the ‘defendant concede

-21-
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Par.6). This entire theory i1s a patchwork of assumptions,

value 1s presented.

the possibllity that N 230,009 was produced in June, 1929
in time to be on Fansler's desk on July 8th, 1929. (II-D,

resting one upon another. No evlidence of any probative

ANALYSES OF PAPER USED FOR BALTIMORE
DOCUMENTS_AND_ENVELOPE WHICH HELD THEM.

8. The defendant submlits two affidavits of Daniel
P. Norman who is described by Chester Lane as, "... an expért
in physicsel and chemical analysis of paper, metals and other
materials." (p. 11l of Second Supplemental Affidavit). Norman
describes his qualificetions in similer terms. Norman sub-
mits a series of conclusions which stem from chemical
analyses, as well as some oplnions in the fleld of typewriter
construction and wear, in which subjJect he is not even
alleged to be an expert. The former deal with a paper
analysis of the Baltimore Documents and envelope which held
them from 1938 to 1948. This line of opinion really goes to
Chambers{ testimony that the envelope held all the Baltimore
Documents,and is distinet from any theory raised in the
original motion papers. However, it ig readlly refutéble
and will be recited here for convenience. The sum total of
these conclusions adds nothing %o this 1ssue, as will be
demonstrated. Kisseloff-24662

9. Norman cut a portion of.paper from each-or the
Baltimore documents as well as from the envelope which |
contained those documents for ten years. This opportunity
was glven the defense at thelr request although they previouer
iy had had a paper analysis made during the second trial.

10. Norman notes that physically the Baltimore

papers, with the exception of Nos. 9 and 10, fall into two

groups. Group "A¥ sheets are 83" by 11¥ and are more yellow

=22
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vaper. From these facts Normen concludes that both groups

than Group !'B! sheets, which are 8" by 104". Normern notes

that sheets of both groups are of the same general class of E

could not have been stored together for ten years. But |
Norman assumes that all;QEZets were of the same age in'l938 ‘
when typed, which premise 1s supported by no proof vhatsoeve
Further, the speed of yellowing depends upon the rosin, 1iron,
lignin and blesching in the sheets of each group. tlhus, two;
diff'erent sheets of paper of the same general class under i
identical conditions will vary greatly as to the degree of
yellowing where one is rosin-sized. (Ex.B-1,p.6). Hence the i
conclusion of Normen as to the impossibility of both grouvs
of sheets belng in the same envelope for ten years bezgins i
with an unsupported premise and proceeds upon an erroneous
generality. The conclusion can therefore bear no weight.
Moreover, Norman ignores persuasive inherent proof that the
Baltimore Documents were folded into cuarters while aging, ag

would be the case 1f they were in Chambers' envelope. (ExX.

B-1p.5).

STRUCTURE OF EX. UUU.

11. Norman next steps into the fleld of typewritin
manufacture to expreés e series of conclusions, each of which
is erroneous. Norman took a sample of solder from various
keys on N 230,099. He notes that Kigseloff-24683 content in thesq
gsamples varies greatly and that there 1s more nickel in the
solder on N 230,099 then in the solder on other Woodstocks.
Further, he notes that there is more nickel in the solder on
what he describes as altered keys of N 230,099 than on those
keys desleonated unaltered. In this entire experiment and]in

his conclusions Norman exposes his complete ignorance of the

manufacturing procedure ‘at Woodstock in 1929, and that

ignorance renders his affidavit worthless. Mr. Conrad
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Youngberg, 2 longtime employee of Woodstock and the plant
gypérintendent from 1929 to 1933 (Ex. C), Mr. Otto Hokanson,
als& with many years at Woodstock and the piant superintend-
ent from 1925 to 1929 (Ex..ﬁ), Joseph Schmitt, another man
with many years of experience at the Wooéstock plant, (Ex. E)
all agree that no nickel was intentionally mixed in their
solder at all. Any nickel content was accidental, of insigni
ficant quantity and was not uniform. Actually, the type-bar
with the type attached by solder was dipped into a nickel
bath fo furnish a nickel plating at the end of the operation.
Thus, the variation in the amount of nickel in each of
Norman's specimens would not indicate a variation in the
nickel content of the solder but would indicete how much of
the surface nickel plate he took off with the underlying
solder. By the same token if there was an "altered type",
less and not more nickel woulp be found since, as the three

Woodstock men state, it would not be normal for the "altered

type" to be nickel plated anew, while original plating would

necessarily be lost. Thus the very opposite of Norman's

conclusion would be correct.

12. Normen says that he made & ribbon-thread
count, How he made it is left unstated and there 1s a serioy
question as to whether the methods avallable to him would
permit an accurate count (Ex. B-1, p.8). Ehrlich announces
no such finding. But even assuming such a count, the govern-

Kisseloff-24664
ment has already respectfully noted to the court that it is
no part of the government!s case that the Baltimore papers
were typed in the same time order as the order of the dafes
upon those documents.

13. As for the conclusion of Norman that some
Baltimore sheets were cut off after the typing, 1t is of no
significance. There 1s no proof that 1t 1s so, but even if so

i1t would avail the defendant nothing (Ex. B-1, p.4).
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Similarly, Norman's "rain-experiment" that left a Woodstock
out in the rain for two weeks and to the accompanying rust,
from which he concludes that N 230,099 could not have

been in the rain in 1945 as Lockey testified, touches upon
collateral testimony of a defense wltness, and nothing more.
’ 14. Norman notes that his analyses of nineteen
types on N 230,099 reflect ingredients not on other types in
the same machine. The Woodstock employees state that 1t was
entirely possible that the type stockpiie at the planf would
contain types made from different batches of steel. No
attempt was made to have all the type on one machine from oné
precise steel formula. By the same token, a base from one
period could well ﬁave type produced at an earlier date. As
for the varying degrees of solder on the type pointed out by
Norman, Schmitt, who looked at the few photographs of
N 230,099 given us on this motion, says thlis was a usual
plant job (Ex. E Y. Both Hokanson and Youngberg (Exs.
¢, D ) state that the soldering of type at the plant
left many type bars with greatly varying quantities of
solder. The "abnormal tool marks" on three letters of
N 230,099 from which Norman concludes that there was a delib-
erate alteration of the type are recognized by the Woodstock
men as mere evidences of rough wear. They all diffef with
Norman's statement that thg Wood s |§%kgﬁ§3&§¥ changed its "tﬁ
die in 1929. Norman reaches this concluslion from the fact
that a machine he is using as a standerd, has g "t 6f a .
different design from the "t" on N 230,099. From the state-
ments of the Woodstock executives it would apbeaf that
Normen's machine has been altered as to its letter "t". Thid
1s another basis for attack upon the Norman affidavit. We

have no assurance that hls standards are reliaeble. In any
event, his concluslons are unsound and do not support the

defendant'!s application.
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| 0.J. Carow, as set forth on vages 15 et sedq., of the first

GOVERNMENT 'S SEARCH FQOR TYPEWRITER
OTHER THAN N 230,099.

15. I turn now to the alleged statements of Mr.

affidavit of Chester T. Lane. Mr. Carow states that agents
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation visited him ‘at a time
well before the first trial and before the F.B.I. knew that
Ira Lockey vossessed the Hiss tyvewriter. Carow is reported
to have stated that he recalls being cuestioned by the agentd
on that occasion as to the number of the missing Hiss type-
writer and his recollection 1g that the agents were looking
for a number other than N 230,099, the serial number of EX.
UUU. The defense then argues that this other number then
mentioned by the agenté must be the number of the actual Hiss
mechine and that the knowledge of the exlstence of this othen
machine 1s possessed by the F.B.I. This 1s of course absurd
since when the agents called upon Mr. Carow they did not knod
the number of the Hiss machine. They had had no opportunity
to examine Exhiblt UUU. The records of the Woodstock Company
are such that it was impossible to trace in that fashion the
serial number of the Hlss machine. When the agents spoke to
Carow, they had no serial number to seek out, but were
investigating an entire series of numbers on the theory that
the sought-for typewriter was somewhere within that seriés.
16. The affidavit of Mr. Earl J. Connelly, attach-
ed hereto, unequivocally states thiéisseldfé-2606ral Bureau of
Investigation has no knowledge of any Woodstock typewriter

pertinent in any way to thls prosecution other than Exhibit
UuU (Ex. F ).
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CONCLUSION ON POINT ITI

17. Ig closing, I quote from, the defendant's
motion Exhibit 2-G, which is a letter of Document Expert
Donald Doud, explaining his conclusions after having worked
diligently and conscientiously for the defendant for some

time. He states:

“In your (Chester T. Lane) letter of January
9, 1952 you asked me to submit an affidavit
on two unrelated points with which you hope

to establish the theory that typewriter 230,099
(Trial Ex. UUU) was a fraudulently made up
machine in support of the Government'!s case
against Alger Hiss. I have worked consclen- .
tiously and diligently on this matter but no
evidence I have gathered to date has given me
any reason to bellieve that theory and I cannot
subscribe to a statement tending to imply that

evidence I have gathered supports that conclusion|

Mr. Doud further states that in his expert opinion the
suggestion that Chambers constructed the trial exhibit to
produce type identical with the Hlss machine 1is an almost
impossible task and one which he thinks could not be accom-
plished by anyone, expert or inexpert. We have by thils
letter the oplnion of the defendant's own expert that his
entire theory 1s based on an imposéible foundation. That
theory should be rejected by this court because it is
inherently unsound and because no credible evidence has been
offered to support it. Therefore, it could not concelvably
prodube a verdict of acquittal. EES@Sﬁ@fEBGV) the question
of due diligence, I respectfully note to the court that thig
theory of forgery by typewriter is not of recent concoction,
but was expressed by the defendant himself at the time of
gsentence on January 25, 1950, indicating the consideration

of that theory at that time (R. 3302).

L
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negro meid while 1living in Baltimore in 1935 and 1936. As

IIT. EDITH MURRAY

1. In the direct examination of Mrs. Chambers
at the second trial the defense was forewarned of the

Government's contention that Mr. and Mrs. Chambers had a

early as November, 1948, at Baltimore Mrs. Chambers told the
defense of Edith Murray, told them her first name and
described her contacts with Mrs. Hiss (R. 1031). Again on
cross examination Mr. and Mrs. Hiss were both asked if . they
vigited the Chambers' apartment in Baltimore in 1935 and 1936
and were cautioned by the prosecuting attorney that they
should carefully weigh their answer to that question. In
this way the defendant was put on guard that he would have
to meet proof indicating that he had visited the Chambers'
home in Baltimore. Further; the mere fact that evidence is
submitted in rebuttal does not eliminate the legal require—‘
ment of due diligence in the obtaining of answering proof.
In the light of all the factors‘here, 1; is appérent that‘thT
defendant should be required to have produced any eﬁ;dence
impeaching Edith Murray at the second trial. The defense
did not request any adjournment'or other opportunity to meet|
the testimony of Edith Murray. It cannot now seek a third
trial on that ground.

2. Furthermore, the two affidavits submitted by
the defense in support of 1its thi§§§8§ﬁﬁ%§§§§n at best would
serve only as attempted impeachments br the testimony of
Edith Murray. It is well established that such evidence as '
o matter of law is not sufficient to obtain a new trial.
Hencé, accepting arguendo these two allegedly impeaching
affidavits at face-value, the defendant has not pfoduced

adequate evidence under thls contentlion to entitle him to

a new trial.
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' forth. Therefore, it 1s entirely possible that though both

3. The affidavit of William R. Fowler (Ex. 3-B)
states in substance that hé was the beau of the housekeepertsg
nlece, at 903 St. Paul Street, Baltimore. He informs the
court that before his marriage he frequently dined at 903
St. Paul Street with his intendeda in-law, and that subseaquent
to . his marriage he dined there avproximately four times a
week. Mr. Fowler further assures the court that the dinner
table of hls intended was a source of couplete and thorough
information on the activities of the entire household. It
1s.the testimony of Mr. and Mrs. Chambers,and has not pre-
viously been contradicted, that they, with their first child,
were tenants at 903 St. Paul Street during part of the time
that Mr. Fowler dined there. It was further the testimony
of the Chambers and of Edith Murray that Edith Murray worked
as a day-mald for the Chambers while at that address. The
defense submits the affidavit of Mr. Fowler with the allega-
tion that not only was Edith Murray not a maid for the
Chambers at 903 St. Paul Street, but that according to Mr.
Fowler's recollection, the Chambers did not live there at alll

4, I respectfully call the court's attention to
the following factors in evaluating this affidavit of Mri
Fowler, which even if toally acceptable as to conclusion,
would not warrant e new trial. The vprecise times when Mr.
Fowler was at the St. Paul Street house are not set forth,
nor can they be set forth, and similarly the precise dates

Kisseloff-24669
and times when Edith Murray was at that house are not set

visited that house, they would not have gseen one another.
Secondly, no reason is set forth why the presence of Misgs
Murray at the house, even if then known to Ebwlér, would
have lmpressed him so that he would have recalled the feact,

including the detall of names, to this date. The dependence

of Mr. Fowler upon the gossip discussed at the dinner table

PG
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¢ hardly suggests worthwhile recollection. Even assuming
that Mr. Fowler was produced at the first trial and gave the
evidence such as was contained in his affidavit, it is
inconceivable that it would have produced a verdict of
acquittal.

5. The Government submits herewlth the affidavit
of Louise T. Fowler, the wife of William Reed Fowler (Ex.G).
Mrs. Fowler states that subsequent to her marriage on August
18, 1934, she and her'husband visited 903 St. Paul Street
¥, . . not more ofteﬁ than once every three weeks." Even ths
defendant must concede that Chambers was not at 903 St.Paul
Street and was not even in Washington before late 1934 or
early 1935. It is therefore obvious that Chambers and his
family were at 903 St. Paul Street after the marriage of Mr.
and Mrs. Fowler. By the sworn statement of Mrs. Fowler sghe
and her husband visited 903 St. Paul Street at that time no
more than once every three weeks. This is additional evidende
that the attempted impeachment by Mr. Fowler is without
substance. ‘

6. The second affidavit submitted by the defendant
in support of this contention 1s the sworn statement of
Louls J. Leisman. Lelsman swears that he lived and worked at
1619 Eutaw Place, Baltimore, from September 1935 to December
1936, as the janlitor of the apartment house. The Chambers

Kisseloff-24670
lived at 1617 Eutaw Place from October 2, 1935 %o June 27,
1936. éoth Mr. and Mrs. Chamﬁers and Edith Murray have
testifled that Miss Murray served on occasion as a maid for
the Chambers at the Eutaw Place apartment. Lelsman states
that he recalls the Chambers as tenants of the house adjoin-
ing that of his then employer, but avers under oath that

they had no maid.
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lassault but was acqultted after a trial.

7, Assuming for the moment that this affldavit,
if totally true, lent support to the pending motion, I will -
analyse both it and i1ts source, and in reverse order. At the
outset, Lelsman and the defense saw fit to omit his present
whereabouts from his affidavit. Thié is, of course, a
depaﬁture from regular practice. Whether or not it was done
by design is best indicated by the past activities of the'.
affiant, perticularly lnsofar as they reflect his character,
or lack thereof.

8. To date, the Government has discovered records
of two criminal convictions against this person, but because |
of positive evidence of the use of allases by the affiant I
hesitate to state that this 1s the sum total of his prior
relations with polidé authorities. For now, let it be sald
that on January 7th, 1923, Mr. Beisman, then using the name
of Louis J. Smith, was convicted in Buffalo, New York, of
criminally disc¢harging a firearm in violation of Section 1906
of the Penal Law. On November 7th, 1931, Mr. Leisman, using
the name set forth in his hére submitted affida#it, ﬁas
convicted in Baltimore, Maryland, of violating the National
Prohibition Act and was given a Jjail sentence together with
a Tine of $250.00. The information stated that he was oper-
ating a "speakeasy' in the city of Baltimore at which he
produced and sold various types of liquor without benefit of
proper authorization. To avoid pggi§2?¢g§623mmitted ;1ne,
Leisman swore that he had less than twenty dollars non-exempt|
money s and was ultimately released as a pauper pursuant to
Section 641 of former Title 18. It is also known that in May
‘of 1950 this affiant was charged in Marylandswith criminal
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|| rellable a reporter of history Mr. Leisman 1s, I am compelled

‘under oath to an election official that he had resided in the

by Leisman. In summary, Leisman's past activities establish

him to be totally irresponsible and an éxcessive drinker, if

las he claims, his opportunities of observation of 1617 Eutaw

ladvised the Government that there was a readlly available

9. To further indicate how responsible and

to delve briefly into his economic and soclial past. Leisman
has never been able to maintain eny employment for any
extended period. For example, investigation has estéblished
that, between the years 1942 and 1951, Leisman has held at

of being continuously intoxicated. Between the years 1919
different residences. In September of 1938, Lel sman stated

third precinct, first district for the prior eighteen years,
although many of his addresses within that period were not in
that precinct. The affliant has had two wives and one mistres

the last named being ‘frequently beaten and once hospltalized

not a confirmed alcoholic.
10. Turning to the content of the affidavit, it is

apparent that assuming Lelsman did work at 1619 Eutaw Place

Place were inadequate. Hls own statement of the positions of
vantage he alweys assumed, demonstrate this inadequaocy.
Despite Mr. Lelsmen's statement to the contrary, a tenant of

1617 Eutaw Place, there when the Ckpmblefe2467Lded there, has

rear entrance which Edith Murray could well have used. A
physical inspection of the premises reveals that this entrancs
8till exists. '

11. Innumerable residents of that area in 1935 hav
informed the Government that negro malds served many people iy
that immediate area in 1935. Hence, even if Mr. Leisman had

seen Edith Murray in 1935 in or near 1617 Eutaw Place it is

least twenty-six different Jjobs, most of which he lost becausle

and 1951 Leismen is now known to have had at least forty-seven

-

)
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and her association -with the Chambers.

'Leisman was in the adjoining house during that period.

"iesue is totally inadequate to warrant a new trial.

highly unlikely that sixteen years later he would recall her,

12. It is established by independent documentary
proof that the Chambers resided at 1617 Eutaw Place from
October 2nd, 1935 to June 27, 1936 (Ex. H). For the affid-

avit of Leisman to appear of value, 1t must state that

Convenlently, Lelsman swears that he was employed and resided
at 1619 Eytaw Place from September 1955, (a month before
Chambers' arrival) to Décem?er 1936. Leisman offers no
independent proof to corroborate him on these all important
dates. o
13. The Government has been advised by  three '
independent and reliable witnesses that in fact Mr. Leisman
was not employed end did not live at 1619 Eutaw Place,
Baltimore, Maryland, during the period set forth in his
affidavit. From the evidence now at hand 1t is certaln thet
Leisman lied under oath when he swore he was employed and
resided at 1619 Eutaw Place in ‘the last quarter of 1935 ahd
through 1936. Lelsman apparently did work for a short period
in early 1935 at that address but was soon fired because of
his drinking and general inattention to duty. It would
appear that when fired he took with him some of the rent
money he had collected for his former employer.

: Kisseloff-24673
14. This is the men and this is the offered
tevidence! upon which the defendent seeks a new trial. I .

believe further argument on this issue would be superfluous

end will not burden the éourt with 1t. The evidence on this
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‘Chambers left the Party before that date, he could not have

from the Oxford University Press.

IV. THE TIME OF CHAMBERS' BREAK
WITH THE COMMUNIST PARTY.

1. As Point IV ofits motion, the defense contends
that Chambers left the Communist Party before April 1, 1938,
end not in approximetely mid-April, 1938, as Chambers testi-
fied at both trials. From this premise the defense argues
that Chambers' story 1s a fabrication becguse at least one of
the Baltimore documents is dated April lst, and that if

obtained it from the defendant as he testified. From this
conclusion the defense then proceeds to the ultimate conclu-
sion that the entire story of receiving documents from the
defendant 1s a fébrication.

2. In substantiation of this genéral fheory; the-
defense first points ﬁo early statements onChambers before
the Congressional Committee to the effect that he left the
Communist Party in 1937. It is apparent from an examination
of those statements that the answers given were offered aghn
approximation with no need for any great Qpecification of
date of break and without opportunity for any considerable
thought by Chambers as to the precise date of break. (Later,
but still in August 1948, before the same Committee, Chambers|
fixed the time as 1938.)

3. At both trials Chambers was asked for a close
spproximation of the date of his bgiesgilogizf7éime when considefp-

able lmportance was attached to that date. He fixed the

bresk as of on or about April 15, 1938. In giving this testi.
mony, Gpambers, as a collateral circumstance, referred to the

fact that it was about then that he obtained a translation

L. The defense also submits correspon&enée and
affidavits indicating that the arrangements for this trans-

lation were made in early March, 1938, and that correspondence

=3l
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ensued between Chambers and the Press Company into the summen
of i938. All this evidence is directed toward this one answg
of Chambers at the second trial. "Mr. Chambers: I stayed at
the 01d Court Road for asbout a month, I believe, until I had
obtalned a translation to do." In total, it 1ndicatés only
that the translatlion came before April 1, 1938. It proves
nothing as to the time of break, other than, as already
conceded, that Chambers erred as to 1te happening at the time
he receilved the translation.

5. As Exhibit 8-1, the defendant submits the

'eupplemental affidavit of Paul Willert, an officer of the
| Oxford University Press .who dealt with Chambers in 1938.

Willert 1s osténsibly brought forth to further establish the
undisputed fact that Chambers obtained the translation before
April, 1938. His chief "contribution", however, is in anothe
field. Willert reports his recollection of Chambers as a
man of "... unprepossessing appearance and general nervousnes
Willert presents his diagnosis that Chambers "... was so
clearly near a nervous break-down...." This totally unquali-
fied 1ndividuel volunteers that Chémbers gave him the 1mbres—
slon" ... of being hysterical and suffering from persecution
mania'. Willert even concludes that because of conversation
with Chambers, Willert had no doubt but that Chambers had
been in Eurove, and "in recent years", no less. It is

apparent that any person who wouldKiweleff-246751ch unsubstantia

r

opinions is of no value as a reporter of facts. To be
charitable I will go no further in examining the Judgment of
Mr. Willert. He contributes nothing to assist the defense
here. ‘

6. At best, the proof submitted by the defendant
on this issue indicates that in his offhand statement as to
the time of obtaining this translation, Chambers erred by

epproximately one month. This is at most an impeachment on

=3B




| the defendant to a new trial. To the contrary, even as is .

-ordered the furnishing of gas and electric service for a

‘yoom in a house 6n 014 Court Road, Baltimore. The affidavit

the Chambers had and pald for gas and electric service at

.submitted here, establishes that Mrs. Chambers pald rent on

‘March 14, 1938, for the Mount Royal Terrace apartment and wad

a collateral matter and is not such evidence as would entitli

conceded in the affidavit of Chester T. Lane, the evidence
produced by the defendanf on this issue‘goes far to corrobor-
ate the testimony of Chambers regarding his activities
immediately before and after his break with the Party.
Certainly it establishes beyond doubt that his early state-
ments of a break in 1937 were rough approximations containing
a margin of error totally unintended to decelve.

7, " Going to ‘the real issue - when Chambers left
his Mount Royal Terrace home and broke from the Communist

Party,the affidavit of Paul P. Hlubb (Ex. I), attached heretd,
establishes that as late as April 12, 1938, Mrs. Chambers

of Mr. Hlubb follows the utility record of the Chambers?
family during this period in Baltimore and indicates that

their Mount Royal Terrace apartment in Baltimore until
April 9, 1938. '
8. The affidavit of Andrew J. Ludwig, (Ex. J) also

entitled to occupy the same into the end of April, 1938.
Kisseloff-24676
9. The affidavit of Lloyd Stoker (Ex. K) estab-
lishes that on April 1, 1938, Mrs. Chambers brought the familly
car to a repair shop in Randallstown, Maryland, a suburb of
Baltimore. The Chambers automobile was brought to the servide

shop for repalrs necessary before a long trip such as

Chambers then had planned for approximately one month later.

3
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' letters came from the same school flles which agents for the

@ ¢

10. I have also submitted facsimiles of two
letters from Mrs. Chambers to the Headmaster of the Park
School, (Exs. L, M) which indicate clearl& that the Chambers |
were st1ll at Mount Royal Terrace on April 2nd, 1938 and
would be in Baltimore .a few days after April 9th, 1938. Thesq

defense have previously examined. They epparently did not
gee Tit to present these letters to this court. The contenﬁs
of the letters establish them to be letters from Mrs.Ghampers
to the headmaster and place her and her family in the Mount
Royal Terrace home until after April 1lst, 1938. !
11. An analysis. of the defendant's own exhibits
relative to the fact-issue of when Chambers left Baltimore
corrobofates the testimony of Chambers. Ex. IV-B-9 estab-
lishes that Chambers recelved a parcel at his Mount Royal
Terrace home on March 18, 1938. There is no evidence that hd
left that home until‘approximately April 14, 1938, that is,
two daye after the posting of a letter to him from the Oxford
University Press in New York, which letter was returned as
undeliverable. (Ex. IV-B-1l). We have the exhibitsrenumér-
ated in the above paragraphs to establish that Chambers
remained at Mount Royal Terrace into the second week in April.
The defense adds to this Ex. Iv-ﬁ—lu, a receiving report of
the Oxford University Press, which indicates that Chambers

sent a package from Baltimore which was received in New York

Kisseloff-24677 ‘
on May 4& 1938. Coupled with this i1s the Chambers letter of

May 1, 1938 which obviouel& ;;s written upon his arrival in
Florida. Thus, the pattern of Chambers in Mount Royal Terrade
“until mid-April and arrivael in ?lorida‘on or immediately
before May 1, 1938 is clearly depicteq by the .defendant's

own exhibits.
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impeachment of .extra-judiclal testimony of Chambers. It is

@ ®

12. This evidence, 1t is submitted, establishes
conclusively that Chambers was in his Baltimore home until
April 1, 1938 and remained in the Raltimore area until mid-
April, 1938. The totality of proof on this lssue esﬁ;blishee
conclusively that the contention of the defendant is without
substance and in no event warrants the granting of a new
trial. Certainly the exerclise of due diligence would have
produced all the evidence now suggested by the defendant

before the termination of the second trial.

V. LEE PRESSMAN

1. As its final contention, the defense points
to testimony of Lee Pressman given before the House Committee
on Un-American Activities on August 28, 1950. This testimony
is put forth apparently as impeachment of the trial testimony
of Mr. Chambers. Accepting the statement of Pressman that
Alger Hiss was not a member of his small Commuhist group in
Washington as fact, it does not contradict any trial testi-
mony of Chambers. At no time during the trial was Chambers
asked or permitted to identify Pressman as a member of the
same Communist group as the defendant. Chambers at no time
stated at elther trial that he had knowledge that Hiss and
Pressman atfended simulteneously meetings of any Communist
group.

2. The prosecution in 15§sﬂﬁ¥ﬁgﬂ52§lestioning of -
Chambers at no point 1ntroducea the subl)ect of Lee Pressman.
For these reasons it is apparent that any statement of
Pressman, denying that he had knowledge of Hiss'!s membership
in the Party, would be of no value whatsoever in de%ermining
the 1lssues in this prosecution or in evaluating the testimony

of witnesses. At best, 1t would be a subject for attempted

the
{clearly not sufficlent to warrant/ granting of a new trial.

w58
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CONCLUSION

The affidavits submitted by the Government in

opposition to this motion for a new trial are:brepared in

the knowledge that the court presided at a second trial of

lengthy duration and is well-grounded in the facts concerned.
I respectfully submit that the supporting papers submitted by
the defendant are on theilr face inadequate to warrant the
granting of a new trial; even accepting all sallegations as
fact, they indicate insufficlent proof to call for the
setting aside of a Jjudgment arrived at only after extended
1itigation and eppeal.

Moreover, I submit that the affidavits submitted
in opposition to this motion fully establish that the defense
possesses no evidence sufficlent to warrant a new trial or to
warrant the conducting of a hearing on the papers submitted.
This motion should be denied without hearing and withouf
further submissions of sworn or unsworn statements. There

is before the court, with the papers submitted by the defen~
dant and the opposing papers of the Government, full and
adequate evidence upon which this court can arrive at a
considered decision that no new trigl should be here granted.
Finally, as 1s developed in the memorandum of law
submitted by the Government, there is a serious question as
to whether this motion must be denied because it was not made
within the two year period provided by Rule 33 of the Federal

Kisseloff-24679
Rules of Criminal Procedure.

Sworn to before me this

day of May, 1952.




EXHIBIT B-2

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

----------------z

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA :
; == e
T AFFIDAVIT
ALGER HISS, :
EXHIBIT B-2
Defendant ¢ i
, LR I A R R B -
{
WASHINGTON )

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA)

J. WILLIAM MAGEE, being duly sworn, deposes and s8ays:

le I am a Special Agent of the Féderal Bureau of Investi-
gation,'United States Department of Justice, and I am assigne; to
the FBI Laboratory in Washington, D. C. I have been so assigned
since January, 1939, Prior to my employment with the Federal
.Bureau of Investigation I attended the University of Mississippi
where I recéived the Bachelor of Arts and Master of Science

degrees in chemistry in 1934 and 1935, respectively. I attended

‘the University of Texas for three years and was graduated by that__
school in 1938 with a Doctor of Philosophy degree in chemistry.
During my employment with the Federal Bureau of Investigation I
have ezamined thousands of pieces of evidence by the use of both
chemical and physical methods.

; ' 2. I have examined a sample of paint given to me by
Special Agent James C. Cadigan of the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, who represgeripm fgBanple to me as coming from the
dumb-waiter shaft in the Levine home. I have also examined paint
on the brown envelope, Government Exhibit 19 (Q136), and found the
paint on this envelope to be of the same color, texture and
composition as the paint from the dumb-waiter shaft. From the
ezaminations conducted, I conclude that the paint on Government
Ezhibit 19 (R136) could have originated from the same source as

the paint from the dumb-waiter shaft in the Levine home.

— <

J.

Sworn to before me this

/4% gy opf May, 1952

i Jgrldiﬁﬂﬂﬂndiéf—_‘
a%s;umaau4/ /7 :

My Coti. i v TR S L, 13u3.




EXHIBIT B-3
|

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

- = s & @ w e @ e = = = = - . e w9

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

| -v-
l AFFIDAVIT

|

ALGER HIS§,

EXHIBIT B=3
Defendant

WASHINGTON )
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA)
RAMOS C. FEEHAN, being duly sworn, deposes and sSays:

I am a Special Agent of the'Federal Bureau of Investi-

gation, aésigned to the FBI Laboratory in Washington, D. Ce, GS
a qualifiéd examiner of questioned documents. I have set forth
my qualifﬁcations in detail By affidavit ezecuted by me March 3,
1952, for.filing in connection with a motion for a new trial of
Alger His; on the ground of newly discovered evidence.
I have reviewed a photostatic copy of Elizabeth !
Mchrthy'ﬁ affidavit ezecuted April 19, 1952. On page 6 she
states th?t "It is a common habit of most typists, when an
incorrectjletter is struck, to push the carriage back andvstrike
over the'irongletter with the right one. The normal and almoét
universal|tendency, in doing this, is to strike the second,
correct, letter more heavily, so .as to obliterate the first,
incorrect; impression.” She statesKihapfsjupgiinds no less than
27 instances in the Baltimore Documents where this habit is
reversed and the incorrect letter is struck more heavily than
the correct one. She further states there is "no such instance”
in any qﬁ the Hiss Standard;. I find there are more than 329

strike-overs in the Baltimore Documents, and even if her state-

ment were|true, the presence of 27 instances where the habit is

/

reversed in a total of 329 strike-overs would in itself show




the inten?ions of the typist to follow the procedure of the

"almost universal tendency.'

more than]

|
Baltimore
|

In the interest of space the

329 typewriting strike-overs appearing on the

Documents are not listed here, but 50 typewriting

strike-ovérs occurring in the Baltimore Documents are set forth

below: j

Baltimore:

Page #

Paragraph #

Ezhibit #

® D ® DD DD DD D

v}
~

MNNNMNBRMMNNMNMNOVDNMNNENNENNMENMMNENNHOODDLMNBMMNNODDA NMMNULDNEJOUOG WY N

1

dated
dated
dated
dated
dated
dated
dated

Kisseloff-246

bt e bt e D0 s T 20 20 € b bt b D0 B D9 T et s A0 bt Bt €0 i B9 b O O DO DO

Mg DMVOORMLDWONN

Jane., 27
Jan., 28
Jan, 29
Febe 2

Jano 24
Jan., 24
Jane. <8

2

~
QN

VDVNARANOROUORAROLDLOMNOWDWRLEHDLDLANDLNNOON

b b b
RO YURARANDLODORAROLW

Line #

Word

Manchukuo!
Lor |
is

our

for
company
_issue
experience
dividends
shortly
very
tazation
us
confidence
informed '
countries
British
probably
in

mining
matches
private
emphasis
synonymous
possible
this

Mr.

for 3
presumably
airfield
friendly
Jollowing'
becoming
myself
whereas
anzious
Taiyuan
conversations
increase
Government
five

him
possibly
possible
yesterdays
Gilbert
Communist
meeting
material
cable




A8 a result of a microscapic study of the dépth of
typevwritten corrections on the Baltimore Documents, I found not
27 but 10 clear instances where the first, incorrect impression
was struck with more Jorce than the correcting impression..
This same reversal of the normal hadit was also found to be
present in the known standard, Government Erhibit 39, page 2;
the reverse of the normal habit occurs in the word "meetings"
where the correcting letter "m" is struck lighter than the
original incorrect letter "t." Elizabeth McCarthy's statement
that "no such instance! occurs in the Hiss Standards is in error.

& Theré are listed below three instances where.the correcting

letter is struck lighter than the original incorrect letter 6n

the Baltimore Documents.

Baltimore .

Ezxhibit # Page Paragraph Line Hord
12 | 2 4 2 " was
30 2 3 8 which
1?7 2 2 : 1

Craigie

O

- Sworn to before me this
. oF g /4"" day of May, 1952
i M bl

Y i i __4_«%@" 9, /953
v commission expires KiZﬁéloff—724683




" 1n.1929, The type-bars were first coated with copper, after which

|

EXHIBIT C

@l‘; ,1015 ; 88.1

jmmn YOUNGBERG, being duly sworn, deposes and sayss

. ke I have been employed for the past sixteen years by
llectriq Auto-Lite Company of Woodstock, Illinois, and am at

s ezt in féhdrge of the Engineering Department, Die Cast Division,

- it mﬁ.

ol - 8 I began working for the Woodstock Typewriter

. Company in approximately 1920, For several years prier to 1930

I was Assistant Superinterdent.of the Woodstock plant at Woodstock,
", 1llinels, and from the latter part of 1929 until late 1933 I was
- Superintendent of that plamt, .

s+ 3¢ In comnection with my duties at the Woodstock
- ter canpany, I designed and set into operation the pro- ‘
~ cags for solc type to type-bars, which process was in operation

»

‘they were assembled into the type-bar segment, The type were then
‘soldered on te the bars. The excess solder was ground amnd filed
from the bars snd type after which the bars and type were plated by
dipping them into a mickel solution. I have examined bars and type
_ Produced at the Woodstock plant and have noticed considerable
_-variation in the amount of solder left en the ends of the barg.

. ‘ ~ he I have examined photographs M 383, M 384, M 391
"and M 392, I do mot recall any change in dies for the letter ®t®
between the time N 228310 and N23395h were made at the Woodstock
plant, As Assistant Superintendent eor Superintendent of the plant
I would have, been adviged of any such change. I am of the opinion
that we did not make a small letter "t" as showm in M 391 while I
‘worked at the Woodstock plant, ’

S. I have examined photographs M 383, M 384, M 387
and M 391 in regard to markings on the type. They have the appear=
ance of having struck a paper finger which was bent or broken or
having stuck the heel of another type in motion. Their appearmnce
does not indicats to me a deliberate alteration to the type.

6. In my opinion, to change the curvature of the small i
letter "t" on the type face would be extremely difficult without the
type face bearing marked evidence of alteration by mechanical means.

Te At Woodstock we mads no chemical analysis of the
steel used, We kept a stockepile of type in the Stock Room from which
the type were withdrawn to the Soldering Departmemnt for assembly on the
bare To the best of my kmowledge this reserve supply totalled at least -
25,000 pieces of type. Part of these type %ﬁaﬁgﬁ%ﬁ made from
ene batch of steel and part from a different Q

8. From my experience with the Woodstoock Company and from

my knowledge of the normal practice in typewriter repair work, type and
type bars are not re-nickeled after a repair man reselders an old type

to a bar or replaces a lost type with a new pigce of type.
g

‘Sworn to befoxwe\ me this
9th day of May, 1952,

/

otary
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|
|
|

|
|

STATE OF CAL!
COUNTY OF

i
|
|

I

In 1909 I entered thé employ of the Emerson Typewriter Company, which

in about 191
with this fi;

Superintendent of the company's plant at Woodstock, Illinois. I

remained in this position until about the middle of 1929.

" very familiai
bars and with the general appearance of the finished produce of the

factorye.

removed by e ther £iling or grinding. The completed bar was then given

a thin coat
of solder lel

|

is my opinion
as showm in Mf
change the in
in M 392 to

type showing

marked M 383,
use of the ty

hand in the %

- characters to|
did not condu

When we were |
two d:!.fferent

repair of typéwriters, it 1is not a normal pxuéstéksfft4e85nickel a type bar
and type after a type has been resoldered to a type bar.

i

Sworn to befof\re me this

Nw
In and for t

(o - My Cm'r

IFORNIA )

, on the bars.

W o

EXHIBIT D

 ANGELES ) °8°¢

OTTO A. HOKANSON, being duly sworn, deposes and says:
1. I reside at 302 Alpine Street, Pasadena, California. |

became the Woodstock Typewriter Company. I continued
- in various capacities until 1925, when I was appointed

2, ' My duties at Woodstock have resulted in my being }
with the operations necessary to solder type to type

type was soldered to a type bar excess solder was

' nickel. There was considerable variation in the amount

3. I have examined M 383, M 384, M 391 and M 392. It
that the Woodstock Company did not make a small #t" such
391 while I worked thére. I comsider it impossible to !
ide curvature of the bottom of the small t" as shown .

it appear as shown 'in M 384 without the face of the _ :
ome signs of alteration. _ |

Lo I believe that the type faces shown in the photographs
M 38L, M 391, M 376 and M 387 could reflect mere abnormal
writer.

5. In 1929 while I was Plant Superintendent, the type on
Department would vary from a month's supply for some
only a few days supply of the more commonly used type. We
t any chemical analysis of the steel used in making type.
type one batch of the type could have been made from
batches of steel.

6. From my knowledge and experience in the mamrSwmmewE=ml M

_, 1952,

TARY PURLIC ' St

Coun!y of Los Angeles, State of Califarnla

mission Expzres May 23, 1955 '
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(seal)

and M ;92. I recall no change in the dies used for the
letter "t" in or about the year 1929. I have examined photo-

' and part from a different batch.

~

| EXHIBIT E.

STATE OF ILLINOIS) . .
COUNTY |OF McHENRY) ~ °° g

OSEPH SCHMITT, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

e

« 1 have been employed in the Woodstock, Illinois,

plant of the Woodstock Typewriter Company since 1920. This

il @ |

plant was later sold to the R. C. Allen Business Machines
Company and I am now employea‘by that organization. By

virtue of my many years of employmenﬁ at: the Woodstock plént,

iliar with the typewriters produced by that company

f, and with the production procedures followed.

f. At Woodstock the type bars were first coated with'
copperJ The type were theh~301dered on to the type bars.
The exgess'solder was filed from the bars after ﬁhich the

bars at
tion. .

_?, I have examined a set of photographs of type bars
from Wjodétock N 230,099. The soldering on these type bars |
is notjabnormal‘and resémbles the work produced at the Wood=
stock‘factory in 1929.

1 |
ﬂ.' I have examined photographs M 383, M 384, M 391

graphs

1M 383, M 384; M 387 and M 391 in regard to the-markihj
, !

on the keys. They do not indicate a deliberate alteration of

the k’eﬁs in my opinion. Kisseloff-24686

j. At Woodstock we'madevno chemical analysis of the ||
steel 1

sed. We kept a stock-pile of type at the plant and

T

part qf such a stock-pile could be from one batch of steel

(S) JOSEPH SCHMITT

E. Gorenflo
ry Public

d type were plated by dipping them into a nickel solu-




EXHIBIT F

i
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN| DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

- em ev e G e e» B e E» > W oo = - X

UNITED SFATES OF AMERICA

' -V AFFIDAVIT

ALGER HISS, |
Defendant.

STATE ‘OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK)

EARL J. CONNELLEY, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

00

S8e:

1, I am an Assistant Director in charge of Field Oper-
ations of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and in such
capacity was in charge of the investigation of Alger Hiss whi¢h
fbllowéh his indictment for perjury on December 15, 1948.
2. This affidavit is prepared at the request of the
United States Attorney for the Southern District of New York.
and isfin relation to the motion of the said defendant for a |

new tr#al'on the grounds of newly discovered evidence.

ﬁ. The Federal Bureau of Investigation does not have in
its poésession and never did have in its possession-any type-
writer:known, believed, or considered to be the Woodstock
machi@e owned and possessed by Alger Hiss and/or his wife,
Priscﬂ#la Hiss, nee Fansler, from approximately 1932-33 until

|

The Federal Bureau of Investigation has never had any

1938.

info "tion as to the existence of any other Hiss Woodstock'
m\E Kisseloff-24687
machine other than the trial Exhibit UUU,

s« The Bureau is not now and has at no time sought in-
formadion as to any other Woodstock typewriter or Woodstock
' typewriter by a serial number other than serial number 5N2300p9

after | such correct number of the Hiss machine became known to

|
|
f




‘ !

.+ SDRiehb-c| the Bureau May li, 1949 and which after start of the Hiss ;
: " o '-tti&l May 31, 19[;9 was introduced as Defense exhibit UUU,.

(s) EARL J. CONNELLEY

'Swoi-n to before me this
12th| day of March, 1952

(seal) - Ethelreda M. 'Furlnng‘

Notary Public for. the State of New Iork
Qual: lf:led in Richmond county
Cert filed with N.Y. co. Clk's and Reg's Off.
comi.ssion exp:l.res March 30, 1952,

Kisseloff-24688




~ (SEAL)

(8.)

'Maryland

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK
------—- ---------- x
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA s
‘ L A 3
. AFFIDAVIT
ALGER HISS, :
. C128-402
. Defendant $
- e e w e e e e o e o e e e e o -x
STATE OF MARYLAND)
3
CITY OF BALTIMORE)

MRS. LOUISE TRACEY FOWLER, being duly sworn, de-

poses aTd éaYs:

l. My name 1s Louise Tracey Fowler and I reside in

Riderwood, Baltimore County, Maryland.

been sep

aunt, Mi

2. I am the wife of William Reed Fowler but have
arated from him since March, 1951.

3. In the Fall of 1933 1 sﬁarted to reside with my
ss Adeline Hasson, at 903 St. Paul Street, Baltimore,
o William Reed Fowler visited me at that address ap-

proximately three times each week until our marriage on

August 1

Belvedere Avenue, Baltimore, Maryland.

marriage

8, 1934.

k. After our marriage we resided at 1306 West
From the date of our

until'appraximately éight months later we visited Ty"

aunt at 903 St. Paul Street, Baltimore, Maryland, not more ‘

of ten than once every three weeks..

Kisseloff-24689
5. I recall that at some time subsequent to the dateé

of my marriage my aunt, Miss Adeline Hasson, stated that a

fanily named Cantwell had resided at 903 St. Paul Street,
Baltimore, Maryland. |

re

Sworn. to
29th day’
J. C. 8P}

My Commi

before me this
of February, 1952

LERBERG
ssion Expires May 4%, 1953
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EXHIBIT H

|
-
|
|
|

UNITEDJSTATES DISTRICT GOURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

- e e ) Er @ @ W @ e w w = e - x

UNITED [STATES OF AMERICA,

AFFIDAVIT
C 128-402

ALGER HISS,
| Defendant.

STATE OF MARYLAND
CITY OF| BALTIMORE

|
.| CHARLES E. JACKSON, JR., being duly sworn, deposes

and say%:
property at 1617 Eutaw Place, Baltimore, Maryland, from beforg
1930 unéll after 1940,

1. My father, Charles E. Jackson, Sr., owned the

2. The various rental records pertaining to the
property at 1617 Eutaw Place, Baltimore, Maryland, during the |
time my father owned the property were made by me iﬁ the
usual course of business, are in my handwriting and have re-
mained n my custody to the present time.

4 3. I have examined these records and I have found
that they reflect that Lloyd Cantwell rented an apartment at
1617 Euéaw Place, Baltimore, Maryland, and paid rent in the
amount of Forty Five Dollars ($45.00) a month, as follows:
October 2, 1935 $1o.ooI
| October 17, 1935  $35.00
{ November 8, 1935 = $45.00
| December 6, 1935 Ms'()|?isse|off-24690
January 8, 1936 $45.00
February 10, 1936  $45.00

March 6, 1936 $1,5.00
IApril k, 1936 $4.5.00
May 8, 1936 $22.50

|may 26, 1936 $22.50
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June 13, 1936
June 27, 1936

Sworn to before me
this 15th day of May, 1952

(seal)

$22.50
$22.50

.

(S) CHARLES E. JACKSON, JR.

(S) WALTER N. WILLUDE
otary c

A

Kisseloff-24691




EXHIBIT B-1

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

----_----------‘-z

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA :

I -v- .. [

‘ AFFIDAVIT [
ALGER HISS, :

EXHIBIT Bel

, Defendant ¢
WASHINGTON )
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA) —

JAMES C. CADIGAN, being duly sworn, deposes and says:?

I am a Special Agent of the Federal Bu}eau of Investi=-
gation, assigned to the FBI Laboratory in Washington, D. Cs I
have a Mpster of Science degree from Boston College, Newton,

Massachusetts. I received a specialized course of training

‘and instruction in the examination and comparison of documents

in the F?I Laboratofy und?r qualified document examiners. I
have stahied books, attended ;ectures and conferences and
examined many #housands of specimens. Upon becoming suffi- '
ciently qualified in this work I was granted authority to ’
ezamine cases on my own responsibility. Since 1941 I have
examined thousands of cases containing many thousands of
gpecimenp involving handwriting, handprinting, typewriting,
oblitérations, paper, inks and writing instruments. I have
qualified as an examiner of questkﬁggﬁﬁgzﬁgﬂfnts and provided
testimon@ in Federal, State and Military Courts in this country.
I have examined the original Baltimore Documents .
rqferred?to in the Second Supplemental Affidavit of Chester T.
Lane with respect to the statement in Lane's affidavit listed
as Point\#ﬂ: "Phat the Baltimore Documents were not typed by
oné{persbn,!but by two, and probably mofe, and ¥hat therefore
Priscilla‘Hiss cannot have typed all of them, as Chambers said

she ‘did." Lane bases this statement exclusively on the

qﬁfidavi% of Elizabeth McCarthy (Ezhibit 28=I).




E McCarthy bases her conclusion upon a number of
charactériatica of her own choosing and the intended meaning
and aigAiftcance of such terms as "habits of mind! are un-
familiaﬁ and meaningless to me. It is true that certain
aapectsqu touch and form could be of significance where an
experienced typist was following habits and procedures of
her own, but these certainly cannot be applied to an inez-
perienceg typist who is copying documents and obviously influenced
by the jbrm of the source material. Variation in pressure would
be ezpeo@ed of the nonexpert typist, but I find no more variations
in pressure in the Baltimore Documents than in the known standards.
4lso, dtkferences in the color of the typed letters are not
necessarily due to a difference in pressure, but here are due
largely Fo uneven inking in the ribbon and it does not take an
expert tp see that there is frequently greater variation in the
darknesaiqf the type on a single document than there is between

. . ,

documents in the Baltimore Documents.

i 48 to form, I found the left-hand margins of the

I .
Baltimore Documents vary widely and so do the known standards;

on the Béltimore Documents, where the exhibit is more than one
page, thf page numbers are composed of a dash on either side of
the number separated by a space, thus: - 2 -, Instances such
as Baltiﬁore Exhibit 8, page 2,'and known standard Government
Exhidbit ?9 show this same feature.
I do not agree with thelg%§*¥§gﬁégiade by Lane iﬁ

his third point: "That neither Priscilla nor Alger Hiss made
the pencil corrections on the Baltimore Documents." He bases

this ezc*usively on the affidavit of Elizabeth McCarthy

(Ezhibit 28-I). . .
| UcCarthy states that ".....the penciled corrections

give the appearance of having been made in one continuous

operation rather than at the separate times when the separate




' pages should have been typed.” She gives nothing to suppori f%
this statement or show how she determines the ‘relative age qf v
pencil uarkinga. As a matter of fact, the writing substance o
in pencil lead 38 graphite which is chemically so stable thct 1
no chanqe Ggan be detected over a period of many years. I%vis;‘
‘therefore, not susceptible to chemical tests which are,appliéﬂ‘
to ihk writing to show chemical or physical changes. N
- McCarthy states: "The corrections and proqf-reading 
marks were made with a soft, grayish-black pencil, in qpprazipr“
mately the same condition of wornness and bluntness through- i?
out,eees” I found that the variation in the thickness of
 pencil leads of the same grade and type, particularly those qf‘
mechanical pencils, is very slight. Further, the physical
manner in which graphite rubs qﬁf on the suﬁface of paper doe?‘
not leave & well-defined line which can be measured with the |
same' accuracy as the diameter of the pencil lead itself, and ?
I, therefore, feel it is impossible to say how many pencils )
were used in the various pencil markings on the Baltimore
- Documents and the statements of McCarthy as to the times of
these maikings are not based on pfovahle,findings‘and, 1
consequently, her claim .is worthless. | '
| McCarthy further states, "I have studied numerous
samples of the handwriting of Alger and Priscilla Hiss, as
well as samples of documents furn%ggégﬁiiﬁﬁﬁ qs taken from
Alger Hiss's files in the 1932's and showing his correctional
and pro@f—reading habi#s..'lﬁ my‘oﬁinibn neither Alger nor
Priscilla Hiss could have done the pencil markings on the
ﬁocumenﬁs." I do not believe that the few4brigflmarkings
compri&ﬂng the pehcil correcfians on the Baltimoré Documents
are 8uﬁﬁicieut Jor any accurate or valuable conclusions;

and thaﬁ writing characterzstics are insmﬂfzcient to determine

whether|any particular person or persons did or did not make

|
|
!
|
'!




these mafka; nor is8 it possible to give a valid conclusion
a8 to the number of persons who made these markings. I further
°  do not feel that any competent ezpert would attempt to reach
a conclusion on 80 limited material, if based solely on
technicai congiderations without influence or bias.
The defense attorney as a footnote adds that

"Spectrographic analysis of the typewriting ink at the edges

of the pages which were cut off in the middle of line-end
letters might have enabled us to prove more effectively ihat
the cutting was done after the typing. The Govefnment would1
not let us make the excisions néoesaary,for this analysis.”

The Baltimore Documents are of two different sizes:
83" 2 11" dnd 8" z 104", both of which are common letterhead
and second sheet sizes. Norman states in his affidavit, re-
ferring to his category B (the 8" x 104" papers) that "From
the arrangement qf the ﬁyping on the pages of the documents in
category By, including the observable narrob margins and the
frequent slicing of the edge of the paper through the typed
letters at the right margin, it appears probable that at some
time after the typing was done all the sheets in this éategory
were cut down from some other size or 8izes to the present

8" z 108" size." Norman does not claim or even suggest as Lane
does in his footnote that a spectrographic examination would
have supported this contention which "appears frobable."

I feel that a spectrogr§g§?2ﬁ2§§§529h i8 scientifically
ungound, 4 microscopic examination, however, shows that the
black ink of the typewriter ribbon can be obserbed to be present
on Baltimore Exzhibits 11 and 17, pages l, on the edges of the
paper where the typing has run over and, therefore, shows that
%he paperlwas this size when the typiﬁg was dbne. . Due to'the
thinness of the paper, this cannot be accurately observed in

all instances, but is present sufficiently to show that the

claim and conclusion on this point are in error.




On the contrary, I believe the'narrow mnarging on
the right sides of many of the Baltimore Documents and the
few instances where the type ran off the edges of the paper
on the é" z 103" sheets are almost certainly due to the
Sfailure of the typist to reset the margin stops for the
narrower 8i2e paper.

Defense Attorney Chester Lane states as his fifth
éoint: N"That the same two categories show such different
characteristics of aging and discoloration that they cannot
have been stored together for ten years in a single envelope,
and therefore cannot all have been kept in the envelope which
Chambers recovered Sfrom the dumbwaiter.” Lane bases this
statement exclusively on the statement of Daniel P. Norman in
his affidavit (Erxhibit 28-III),

Norman states in his affidavit that "All documents
in category 4 (84" = 11") are heavily yellowed and show marks
of age over substantial portions of their area to a degree not
apparent in any of the documents in category B (8" z 10&").
The appearance of the paper in the category B documents is
very similar to that of Government manifold paper known to have
been stored in ordinary office files from 1937 to 1952, The .
appearance of the paper in the category A documents is that of
sheets which have been subjected to detefiorating conditions
which were not uniform across the area of the sheets."

The effects of age on thKeiss ¢|10 1-:5%4696
uniform across their areas and should not be because these
documents were obviously [folded in fourths for a considerable
period qf time. For example, Baltimore Ezhi{it 8 shows pro-
gressively increasing yellowing in the upper right portion of
the pages and also progressively increasing discoloration along

the folds. There is a long yellow stain visible under ultra-

violet light which almost bisects the upper left portion of the

more Documents are not

A3




f{zlaaﬁ,fivk pages of this exhibit. This stain becomes larger and
M;,more inténse, reaching the mazimum on the last two pages, '
t,plAddttionplly, there i8 a worn area and a hole in the ceénter of
< ‘page 13 where the folds intersect. So obvious are those aging
V charéoté?istics that they permit the afranging and folding in
?'7f%ftha mquér in which they were stored. '
‘fésf y Norman states: "......variations in heat and humidity
WT’betug in particular responsible for variations in the rate of .
F agiug anp yellowing of. paper. In view of the fact that most 3
of the pépefs in both category 4 and catggory B are of the same
general class (predominantly chemical wood pulp) and show no :'
ST :'chemical idiosyncrasies (such as abnormal alum concenirations, ?
if*i“f o " which would be reflected in abnormal acidity), I concluded thail
Fli : the two categories of documents could not have been stored to-lf
gether under the same atmospheric conditions for most qf_theirL
ezistence, " ' | i}
The - inferénce that papers of the same genercl claes‘%-
| wtll show the same aging characteristics is wzthout,foundaiion.
Far more important are variations in such constituents as rosin
(sizing material), iron, lignin and bleachlng.._Rosin~sized f
paper is particularly susceptible tb yellowing and aging and j'
Atheae changes are accelerated by heat and light.: Conaequently,
whether or not they are of the same class, they cannot be
e;paeted to show the same aging c&ggggﬁ@g@gtaca if they are no%
identical in composition.

With reference to the number of typewriter ribbons,
the McCarthy affidavit states as follows: " Wplthough the pencil
corrections would éppear, as I have said, to have been made in
one operatian, ezamxnation of the ribbon imprint appearing on
the original documents makes it seem extremely unlikely that

the documents were typed in a normal single cont;nuous operation,

or even;cqnsecutively by the same person over a period of three

l
|

| : .

|
|
|
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months., | I base this observation on the fact that the ink on

documents dated on the same day sometimes differs radically in

color, documents daoted within a few days of each other likewise
show ink of different shades, and documents typed months apart
s8how ink of much the same éolor. At least four, and probably
more, ribbons were used, and if the documents were typed
consecdtively according to their dates it would appear that
these four or more ribboné were alternately being put on and
taken off the machine, sometimes daily, or evefy day or 8o.
The bgst ribbon, making the blackest and clearest impression,
was used only once, in Baltimore Document No. 9. I do not
"undertake to suggest any explanation as to why this alternation
of ribbons may hdve taken place, but perely point out that it
appears gntirely inconsistent with the normdl use of a typewriter.”
. This statemég; appears typical of efforts to justify
any clai#Awhich might be made. She first says that one phase
of the p&eparation of the documents, the pencil corrections, was
made in one operation, and turns right around and says that
another phaae, the typing, was probab1y>not done consecutively
" or even over a period of three months. Actually, the color of
the typewriter impressions does vary, but as may dbe readily
observed, the type impressions of the individual letters will
vary as nmuch on one document as fhey will between documents.
Obviously, variations in pressure and vaerying amounts of ink

j ff-24
J(S§¥2n g%%or impressions.

on a used ribbon will result in d
Baltimore Exhibit 9 is on bond paper and would be expected to

take a heavier impression than the thin manifold paper ;f the

other documents. I do not presume.to say whether one or more
ribbons>were used because there is ﬁat sufficient evidence to

permit any -such statement. |

No definite statement can be found in the Ehrlich

affidavit in support of the claim that four or more ribbons




were usede She does state "T'he Baltimore Documents are all
on poor types of paper with inadequate sizing and a high
degree df absorbency. In many instances the ribbons were
apparenqu moist. These factors resulted in obscuring the

erxact characteristics of the typececceces’

The affidavit of Daniel P. Norman states "Mr. Lane
asked ud to make a separate studquf the ribbon thread counts
visible on the typed Baltimore Documents. This study has
establi&hed to our satisfaction that at least four ribbons
were used in the typing of these documents. Alternation in the
use of Qhe various ribbons bears no discernible relationship
to any possible grouping of the documents by their dates; in
Sfact, inia number of instances two documents dated some time
apart are typed with a ribbon of @ given thread count while
other documents with dates in between are typed with a ribbon
of a different count.” |

‘ Conspicuous are the use of the terms "given" and
"different” counts. No figﬁres are cited for verification or
rqfutatibn. Even if it were possible to make an accurate thread
count of each and every letter of the Baltimore Documents, a
difference in thread count would not justify a statement that
Mat least Jour ribbons were used." Considerable variation will
be foundfthroughout the length of a typewriter ribbon. I have
made inquiries as to the Federal specifications governing the
ribbon thread counts of typeuwriteP PNt OBhd according to
Federal Specifications DDD=-R-311D, it is permissible for
grade A cotton ribbons to have a variation of five threads
per inch in either the vertical or horizontal threads. In
view of Whis, I feel there is no basis for an ‘accurate

determination as to the number of typewriter ribbons used in

typing the Baltimore Documents,




‘On 4April 29, 1952, I' examined the dumb-waiter shm? in
the Levine home where the Baltimore Documents were alleéedly o
hidden by Levine at the request of Chambers. I observed -

numerous white paintsplatterings similar to those appearing
on the envelope, Government Exhibit lé, in the immediate qrea‘: 1

= | where». Government Ezhibit 19 allegedly was placed. I removed | '

samples -of the paint from the shaft and brought them back to .
the FBI Laboratory in Washington where I turned them over to =
Speocial Agent J. William Magee. & ‘

Sworn ta befére ne this > ) ' | ' o
If[’r day of Way, 1952 f
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EXHIBIT I

1
|
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l
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1

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

SOU DISTRICT OF NEW YORK
meefmmmsssseseo-k-x
UNITED ,snms OF AMERICA :
“ -v- | | s AFFIDAVIT
ALGER HISS, _ | s C128-402

| "Defendant s i - 1

I L ] ‘

BALTIMORE)
‘ PAUL F, ELUEB, being duly sworn, deposes and says: |
| l. I am an Assistant Manager of the Department of -
Custbm?rs' Accounts, Censolidated Gas Electric Light and
Power Company of Baltimore, Lexington and Liberty S8treets,
Bal timbre, Maryland.

' 2. In my official capacity, I have custody of the
variour records pertaining to service furnished by the com-

pany to its customers. These rem rds are made in the usual
courselof business.

j 3. I have examined the company'’s records regarding
service for one Jay Chambers and'I have found that these recd
ords reflect the following informations |
: a. Jay Chambers was furnished gas and electric !
service at 3310 Auchentoroly Terrace, Baltimore, Maryland,
from qarch 26, 1937 to on or ‘about October 25, 1937. This
ordor:for service was given in person and signed by Jay
cnambérs on March 26, 1937. Kisseloff-24701

f b. Jay Chambers was furnished gas and electric
serviée at 212l Mount Roysl Terrace, Baltimore, Maryland from
Octob?r 25, 1937 to on or about April 9, 1938. This order
for sérvice was given telephonically on October 21, 1937 by
somao$a who represented herself to be lMrs. chdeerQ,‘iho ade
vised;at this time that she would be responsible for the pay-
ment for this serviee effective October 25, 1937.

| ¢. Jay Chambers was furnished electric service

|
}




R

t 4bst Side of 01d Court Road, three buildings south of Greemn
an', Woodlawn, Randal#stown, Maryland from April 1, 1938 to

on or about June 30, 1938. This order for service was given{
telephonically on April 12, 1938 by someone who represented
' harTelf to be Mrs. Chambers, who advised at this time that

she \would be responsible for the payment for this service eff

fective April 1, 1938. This record further reflects that

seAjiee fer the previous oecupant at this address was dis-'

con%inned on or dbout April b4, 1938.
j ‘ - 3 d. Jay Chambers was furnished gas and electric

ser¢1ce at 2610 8t. Paul Street, Baltimore, Maryland from
Juné 30, 1938 to on or about June 15, 1939. This order for
ser%ice was given telephonieally on June 30, 1938 by someone
who!represanted herself to be Mrs. Chambers.

o e. The exact termination dates for the serv-
| s
ices mentioned at the addresses listed above gre no longer

avahlable in the company's records.

; 4. These records furthér reflect that all serv=-

1ce§.rendered to Jay Chambers at the above addresses were

pai@ for, and there are no outstanding bills for these serv-

13#8f
| |
| P F UBB

|
Sworn to before me this

29th day of February, 1952 ?

(SEAL) .= .
. ' - (8.) FERDINAKD HARTHAUSEN Kisseloff-24702

J NOTARY PUBLIC




' EXHIBIT J

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
. S8OUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

- - ®m e ® e e e e e e ® e e ® X

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

e

AFFIDAVIT
C128-4402

ALGER HISS,

Defenﬂant
S
STATE OF MARYLAND)
CITY OF BALTINORE)
‘  ANDREW J. LUDWIG, being duly sworn, deposes and says:
| 1. I am a licensed real estate broker with offices
at 433 Title Building, Baltimore, Maryland.
2. From approximately 1919 until December 5, 1944
I was the agent for the premises located at 2124 Mount Royal
Ierr;ee, Baltimore, Maryland. -
3. I have examined g rent‘recaipt dated March 1k,
1938, acknowledging the receipt by me of the sum of seventy
(70) dollars from Mrs. Esther Chambers, as reant for 2124
Mount Royal Terrace for the period from March 25, 1938, to
April 30, 1938.
| 4. I have compared this receipt with my original
ledger for this period, which is intact, and I have found that
the receipt conforms with the entries in that ledger.
5. I further have examined the handwriting on the

Kisseloff-24703
receipt and state that it was written by me.

o L G

( ) Sworn to before me this

29th day of February, 1952.
(8.) ANNETTE BAKER

——
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| EXHIBIT A
|
|
|
|

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
80 DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

lo-.-r ------ - - ® ® ® = - = X

UNI‘I'ED! STATES OF AMERICA-

-V- :
L AFFIDAVIT
ALGER ,ISS, -
| c128-402
! Defendant :
- - - ‘L - ® o W w = e w li- - - e e e x
wp.snmm'om )

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA)
{ RAMOS C. FEEHAN, being.duly sworn, deposes and says:

! 1. ITena Speclal Agent of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, hssigned to ﬁhe FBI Laboratory in Weshington,-D. C. I have a
Bacheqor of Ed&cation degree end have taught three years in the public
schoou system in the State of New Hampshire. I received a specialized
course of training and instruction in the examinaticdn and comparison of
documqnts in the FBI Laboratory, Weshington, D. C., undeﬁ qualified
Documgnt Examiners. I studied books, attended lectures and conferences,
and eﬁamined thousands of specimens. Upon becoming.sufficféntly qual;
ified}in thié work I was granted authority to examine cases on my own
respo%sibility. Since 1938 I have examiﬁed hundreds of céses containing
.thous%nds of speclumens anolving handwriting, handprinting, type-
writing, obliterations, restoration of writing, paper, inks and writing
implenents. I have qualified as an examiner of questioned documents

Kisseloff-24704

and p#ovided testimony in Federal, State and Military Courts in this
count#y

|

j 2. I appeared as a witness for the United States Govermment

in boﬁh the first and second trials of Alger Hiss, and on those oc-

. cagio&e gave as my opinion that the Baltimore documents #5 through #9

i
and #@1 through #47 were typed on the same typewriter that was used to
|

|
l
|
‘ ‘




type ﬁhe four known standards of typewriting, to wit, Government ex-

I
‘| hibits

#34, #37!) #39 and #u6.

3. When I received the documents referred to as the Balti-

|
more documents, which were Exhibits #5 through #9 and #11 through #47

{
in thﬁ

second trial, and the four known specimens of typewriting

referrfd to above, I was requested to compare the typewriting on the

varioug documents and to report my conclusion as to whether or not

they'were typed by the use of one typewriter. In my examination and

| C
comparison, and as & basis for my conclusion, I performed the follow-

|
ing eiaminations. I examined and compared each typewritten character

dppeaﬁ

|
47 wi
alig

defecé

ing on the Beltimore documents #5 through #9 and #11 through

th the known stendards, teking into consideration style of type,

sent, horizontal and vertical spacing, footing, variations and

5. A Spencer binocular microscope, low magnification movable

P ! -
hand élass and 'calibrated glass templates were used in my examination.

l

the co
|

throu$h #47 an& the known standards #3U4, #37, #39 and #46 were typed

by thé
at bot

I wasi

end pé

which’Pade you come to that conclusion.”

Jury
whicﬁg
"a’"

"
!
both t

—= i-=4—~‘

L. As a result of my exesmination and comparison I reached

|
|

nclusion that the Baltimore documents #5 through #9 end #11

use of ﬁhe same typewriter. This was the opinion I expressed

h the Hiss trials. At the second trial, after giving my opinion,
questiOnéd es follows: ~ (P. 1075 of the transcript of testimony) '
"Mr. Murphy: yowa would you come out of the witness chair
int out to‘thé Jury some of the evidence which you discovered
Kisseloff-24705

5. 'I was. thereby requested to demonstrate to the court and
some” of the characteristics used as a basis for my conclusion,

Y

[ -did by the use:of,therletteié ng, " W B MW Du,® W T N0

1)

'r, " "1," and "A." The ‘letters énuﬁerated appeared many times in

he Baltimore décuments #5 through #9, #11 through #47 and ~

Gover£ment exhibits #34, #37, #39 and #h6 and their peculiar individual

charaQ

teristics were called to the attention of the court and jurors.




0 o
. 2@

6. The use of the ten characters for demonstration purposes
by me at the trials does not mean my examination and resulting conclu-
slon were based only on ten characters. When making the examinaetion
and comperison of the typewriting on the questioned and known docu-
ments with the use of instruments in the FBI Laboratory in Washington, '
D. C., I examined each and every character of typewriting appearing on
the questioned and known documents. I found that the style of type

employed was that of Woodstock Pica Type spaced ten letters to ‘the

inch. Defects in characters eppearing on the questioned documents I ;
found to be in common with defects in the seme cheracters appearing
of tho Xeiown, staniavia, Impressions of like characters varying from ' -
the normal in both sets of specimens were in agreement. The ;ndi.vidua'ﬁl.
charecters as they appeared with respect to their position on the lines
of typewriting (inclining to right or left), their relationship with:
respect to thelr position with the preceding or foliow;.ng letter -(high,
} low, higbl right, high left, low right, low left, right and 1eft' of
center) and the evenness of impression (heavy at i:ottom, top, left
or right side) -vtk veriations, I found to be consistem; in the type-
writing on both sets of documents. I found no unexplainadble dif-
ferences existing in the typewritten characters on the questioned
and known documents, nor did I find any evidence that more than one
tyﬁewritér was used.

7. As a result of my examination and comparison I reached
the conclusion that Beltimore documents #5 through #9 and ;11 through
4T were typed by the use of the same tifisseldffe24¥nEt was used to

typé Government exhibits #34, #37, #39 and #46.

(Coens C~Lalocr

Sworn to before me this ¢

3 ’% day of March, 1952
: |

%. c.




 EXHIBIT K

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT g
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK - S

----------------- X !

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : |

| =V . : |

| | AFFIDAVIT a

ALGER HISS, , ; .

- | C 128-402 |

Defendant : ' |
_________________ X

STATE OF MARYLAND )

CITY OF BALTIMORE ) ¥

D. LLOYD STOKER of Schmidt Motor Company, Inc.

beling duly sworn, deposes and says:

i

1. I am the Vice-President of the firm of i

Schidt Motor Company,Inc., Randallstown,Maryland.
i

2. In April of 1938 I was the shop Ioreman.

; J
fdv this same company. Included in my duties at that time

w§ the preparation of repeir charts and orders for {‘
customers.

3. I have examined a repair order of the

Schmidt Motor Company, Inc., dated April 1, 1938, which
bears No.;3977, celling for work for Mrs. Esther Chambef?,

2124 Mount Royal Avenue, in respect to a 1937 Fordor car§

bearing license #63-341. The repairs are as follows:

' Kissdddb 4989 adjust shocks $1.25
General tightening up -2.50
Lubricate front whéele 1.25

' Tighten & adjust brakes .75
Alemite chassis - check oil .75 »
Stop lite stays on No chge ‘ 5
Teke out dents Rt fenders .50 N

2 Put on Running Bd Strip .30

Rt Side




that'

|
accol

Schmidt Motor Company, Inc., it wes written on the date

Tighten w/s wiper.
Put on License tags
Total Labor

Total Parts

Total Amount

L. I have examined the repair order.

No chge

No chge
$7.30
.18
7.48

I state

rding to the uniform practice of myself and of the

indicated on the order, to wit, April 1, 1938.

Swor
29th
/9/{

t

n to before me this

Howard A.Petz
Notary Public
(Seal)

/s/ D.Lloyd Stoker

day of February, 1952.

Kisseloff-24708

it is in my handwriting and bears my initials, and tha]

f

|

Tt
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EXHIBIT L







; ‘XQ“_ALA w;\A}iS'M;.&,vvwzb M o Leldan o all;..\j..(‘...."

A e \"“‘*&"“’”\ Mw qu Moo - &—(ucmvm.&ul

AL s YRt e D ek 3 mﬁ.w‘i\-& e

\&”W(‘MW M%L“t‘“&‘“”rﬂ“‘

Kisseloff-24711




M\.?%

{

\/J’ ,,‘:/',' "
Py
| )w-vvuhn \ |
‘N., Cam 2z mu for o GRHE, ~ oLl
wm\ ol 1020, T Lol e am%‘(ft:dst.._qo 'oletu..ﬁ.

for ek N T bba b Gaee 0y -
“S“@L.ff:u. o ey

\)!)

QA ‘K'w Lwn—v.wn.‘m—.... (uul (.‘n.a..‘(iz.h,“w'
W‘\ L '-PEEJ M%MMM, )u..luu\u. te bawa, .
Woombons @ore s b e
RO |

VME, Lwe g

Kisseloff-24712




