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UN [TED ::>'i'A '\' ES l) l S [C'r cmmT 
sonTlIEHN DISTHICT (jf~;;W YORl{ 

i - - - X 
I 

UNI'H:l) STATES U~' ~;n ,I C.\ 
·1; 

" :' 
A'lo'lllAVIT I," v. 

J' 
e 128-402 

A.l.G T~B I! I SS , I: 
I 

Defetntlant. I: 
I 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - iX 

CoU!'i'rv OF NEW yon ) 
, 

MYLgS J LANE, hf!ing; duly ~wornt deposes and says: 

1. Ith~ Unltpd State ~ Attorney for tbe Soothern 

DiF.;t.r jet of Nen' Y l'k t and ill that o~j.)act ty I am in obarge ot the 

I 
above enttt.led ca e. This &ffidavit is Bubmittell in opposition 

I 
to 1;h(> lfIot i on of he clefeJl(iant for a! new trial on the grounds 

I , 
of llP,wly tli~eov~r evi(lenoe. 

i , 

2. 
I 

Whi e I recognize that t~t8 cour'C Is fully familiar 
! 
I 

with the (acts pf this proseoution, 11 will, for the purpose 

of cowpleteneS8 ', eview brierly the p~rtjnent details. 

3. The defentlant was tnd ~ ct"d hy a Gran,' .Jury for the 
I " 

SOllthp.l'n J) iBt1'1~t of Np-w York on DeJember 15, 1948. The tndict­
I 

fllfmt chaTt?;ed that the defendant tWiJ." perjured himself while 

t8st1fyi ne: bero're that Grand Jury. Oount One charged that 

the defendnnt per red htmself when he testified before that 

jury that he hud t ttlrneli over to Wbtttakfn Chwubers any 
I 

ducum~nt8 or oopt 
I 

dOClIDl8nts ' or the State Depa~~~ft=!25441 

Tha seoond ooun:t 

, - ' I 

"! 



p.8R :cd-c 
-" 

. I . . 

I 

when he testified hat he had not se Chambers after 

January 1, 1931. 

4. • ies of pre-trial were made by the 

defendant and orders were etl aml s t gned proviu tng 

the defendant with opportnnt tj~s of uiry into the details of 

the proseoution's The indio • 1)1' ought to tria 1 

Samuel 11. Kaufma.n rl"l9ulted in a 

I eftill''''' the Honorable 

\ 

is&greeroent of the jury 
I 0 -

for the first time on Ma.y 31, lQ49, 

I 
on July 8. 1949. 

5. Tb~ fentlant next d for a change of venue on 

the grolluds of p~b io prejudice in t ,Uetr let, ami after the 

8ubmtssion of inous Bupportin~ pel'S, this motion was 

l1eni ~d by the f1 The \ lUI j etmlPtnt was 

brought to on November 1~49, before the flonor-

abile 'Henry W. G"""'.";I"& 1950. a jury found the 

defendant gu i 1 tyl both counts and 

I 

.,anUtlry 25 I 1950. the 

defendant was to five year , on each count, the 

• 

I 

sentences to rUD ~ 

tober 13. 1950, t ~ourt of Appeals for the 

Second 0 t I'CO 1 t exteruled ar-'MA-ftt ~y the defenunntls counsel. 

I 
In support of bis al from the c ietton. That court 

affirmed the conyi denied a petition for rehearing. 

Ftnally. on Janu~r 21. 1951, erne Court of the Uni ted 

States denied the 
I 
I 

fendant'a applt 

-2-
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i · 

7. Chesteri T. Lone t Bubmi t ted In 
I 

8uppo~t of th~ pre 
I 

refers !to the test imony of 
I 

Whittaker Chnmher9 
I . 

nothinw. Ino~e than oharging statements 
~~ I . 

of a witness. That affidavit further !attempts to describe 
i 
I 
I , 

of belief and suggests that his story 
I 

Chambers 3S 

is fictton. Th~ Jury by its veJdtct rejected these 
I 

arguments 0' the and for all lpurp0888 the statements 
I : 
I 

the crtmtnal .aottv:tttes of the defendant of Chambers regardi 

I 
faot, as indeed tlley are. The jury cast 

betantlat",\ 'heJteB or the detenae and 

I : was a Uar, per:jul'eraod Ito COIftIDWl!8t 

must be accepted 

astd~ these many 
I 

found that the 

spy. 

8. On : __ laUC .. 1 24, 1952 the d~feDdan. seryed OP~D 

me a paper oapt! notice of a he~rlng on a motion-, to-

gether with petitl~lng the conrt tor a 

new trial 00 the ! ounds that hep088~8~ed newl, discovered 
I i 

evidence which, if it had been prese Ite.i to the trial jury, 

would bave result in an acquittal. Tbose papers anDOWlCed 

. the IJJotlon would be ;tuul on february 4, 1952. 

The arguments we~e formulated in an ~fftdaytt 

I 

by ObestAr T. LaDe. 

for purposes of 0 lence to all ednceroed. 

the cont"ntlone ·ot the defe~~nt Undl nomb.,. 

I 

1 wtll deal with 

olasslflcatloQ8 

tdent loal wi th t 'ha. affldavtt. 

I 
i Kisseloff-25443 
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Tbis mo~ 

for a nAY trial 

time speoified by 

Prooedure. 

is frivolou8. 
I 
rttrtber tbe motloD 
! 
I , 

by the d~fendant within the 
I 

! 
the federal BuIes of 01'tllinal 

I 
I 

1'o&son this motlioD ia also unttmelT. 
I 
I , 
I 

The f 1 DR 1 jlld~f:,mt of oonv1 at 1 on was ientered on J annary 26. 
I 
I 

1950, while the ion made by the d~feJldaDt was efteo~ed 

on 'nllTUaTY 4. 1 . 

ta.t 1 In our 

I 

ThhJ Hub jeot i eJ oonsidp-recl in more de­
I 

UJR of law. SUffllee it to say here the 
I 

GOVflTMJflOt soblnt fi8 that this oourt t~ without jurisdiotton 
! 

to enteTtatn tht~ 

will be dp.monstTnt 

i 

The mottod also lacks merit as 
1 

hflTAln. 

i 

Betore ' d~lIn"l .. tratlng the l~ok of merit or the 
I 

contentions TaisAe] hel"e. tt wOllld ap~al' fittt.ng to 8~t 
I 

forth facts eetabl shiog that tbe 
I 
I 

alleged proofs proposed 
! 

! 

1,. d t I::IIcoverod. wJeTe 
I 

appropriate" peeul tar are in no sense 

I 
facts will be set ortb damon8trstinl that the particular 

I 

item could i produced at the leeeoDd trial 1f due 
I 

I 
dillgenoe had been exercised by the defens~. but for u.ll oon-

I 
tenttooB the 

time 

the 1ndtctm~nt on 

second trtH.l OD .J 

of time for tnqut 

I 
1111 should be OOD8ltle1'ed. There was a 

I 
i 

than two Tear. If1'OI8 tbe d.ate of 

! 
15, 1948, Ito the cOlipletton of the 

I 
21, 1960. I i a4d ttl on to that per lad 

1nve6t1~nt'ori, tt is conceded that 
~ I 

I 
-4- J . Kisseloff-25444 
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I 

I 

I 
the defendant had d ·.ne some lnvestla:a.ttn« 88 ea.rly 88 the .. I . 

I 
tnitiation of the ,t positions in Baltimol'e in November, 1948. 

I 
I 

I 
I t is a matter of 1'e ol"fl tbat the d~feJi1dant bad considerable 

! 

assistance ill the j vesttgntions he o~mducted b"fol'e the 
I 
I 
I 

conolusion oonll trial. He 
I 

has had the services of 
! 
I 

at least sixteen qu lifted attorneys. I Hfl hltrt the assistance 
! 
I , 
I of ft psyohta,trist a ttl 8 p8ycholo~tBt ~f high repute. He had 
I 
i , 

! 
the servt Cf.H!I of ~n , xpert in the ana lyshil of paper content 

I 

j 
8S ,..,11 as the opinions of ~antlwl'jtin~ Uind typewriting expeTte. 

In th~ light of 

dant WOII td hav., 

him by January 

! 
the e 

, [ 

factoTs, t t i 9 apparfmt that the de ran-
I 

dlTov~red "II 

21, 196·1, 1 f due 

I 

evtd@Roe of aBstMtance to 
! 
! 

! 

d i li g~nce had been e:x:"rc i sed. 
I 
i 

by him. This is :p rt1cnhi1"ly 80 whenl it is r*,oognlzed that 

I 
by the first trial the defendant was ~horoug;h11 informed of 

I 
I I I 

the Govermnent'8 'eiidence, and, with r few exceptions, knew 
I 

the coutent of ORa out i Oil' 8 

I. 
I 

The 8ugf(estB the. th" Balthnore papers 

produced by Qot typed the Woodstock typewriter, 

his. To tn with. this contention 

Is totally stnce the of both the cte-

tendant's and ov.,roment's "8 only that the 

Kisseloff-25445 
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I 
I 

i 
Baltimore do~wn.~Dlj8 were type,) OD thejsame tTpewrt ter that 

I tandartls of typing. 'he known standard. 
I 

produced the 

I 
ot the Btss bcJ.sehold during the 

I It is hlebl,. questionable wbether 

I 

.er8 typed by a 

peytinent time 

the proof heTe t by the dat8adkt would even be ad.-

I 

the defeDseiartect8 oDly one of 

I 
proofs SDPPj1"ttllg CODIlt ~ &ad Coaat 2. 

alsstble. Tbis 

the several cOFr n ., ........... 

I 
the other bases of CODylctton, 

I 

and hence dues 

I . , 
~u'~m,~lye8 to 8stabliBb tbe required 

I I . 
all suffloient of 

I . . 
conoboraUon. eil •• lira. Bsther Cbamre" .. the haad .... ittea 

notes, the prints the alMofllla., ~he rul. aa4 tile loan. 

I 
THE ,TRIAL E XII181, UU1J . 
WAS BOT TBE 8i,8 DOBID 

of .'00. 

I 
Bere tbe defense 8Ulltst8 as evldeoce reqair-

TlDlI"",attOll Dot relfJYrt to tbe prose_tioD'. 

_e. The trial Ie Iblt. wae not .. barlf~ for the 00llCi10elo. 

tD~ a Dew . : ~ 
I 

of the do_ent iDeI'. aad Ideed r ta wher •• boate .e. aot 

eveD ~OWD to the oment until after the examiner bad 
I I 

tFtal. We havt 1;.b8 &llrayattDl taotor 

a new t tal, on tbe IrODDd that 
I 

teatttted 

beT'e tbat 

an exhibit be pr was not wbat bl.ald It was. Alatn, 

... eD a8anmlag .. 11 oBslble theorie .. J the 4efendant in tbU 

Kisseloff:-25446 
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rel.!;ard Rre sountt, it does not attack :the other corroborating 

proofs wh i ~h a rf'! .1 lep~ndent ly BU ff i c ~ ent. 

I I I. ED ITli llURnAY! 

ant produces artj~avl ts of two individuals t · 

one to tho p.fff'!ct hat the aff:\an.t ~ l:Id 110t see ~Il th Murra.y 

rs I tami ly at thf:!l lr 903 St. Pall I Street, 

BaltiftlOTP.', Bpflrtme t in HI:15 and 193Q. The other sweaTS he 

nevpr saw MisF! Mu ay at the ItH7 Eutlaw Place resilience ot 

thp Chnmb",rB in 1 EVAn ass;;nming Ithe affidavits sub-

mittel' hafl a.ny facie vnlue, it Imust be conoeded that 
I 

at best they \, Oil hi cOtleti tllte an attempt to attack the 
I 

I 

cl'f:':dib11ity of a If tness and as such jwoulcl be insufficient, 

I 
undP.'r the preceden 8, to warrant a Df1!W trial. Moreover. the 

I 

npportllnitios of seY'vatton of the two affiants of the (1e-

ferutaut WP-l'p. ohvi sly tuaum.uatA; s~ that on their face 

i 
ot even conAtitut~ impea.chment. Farther, 

i 

t.he ~eneral cr and hiat/r1 of lone of these affiante 

will hp. de-ve 1 op~d t len~th tlf~rA i n. I I advt SP. the cour t 

that p61'RURetve ev den~p. of' a Aerlotl~ perjury has cane to 

['fly at. tent 1 on. and 

.ttol'n~y I may be 

respons 1 b~ itt tes as a Unt ted States 

I 
ompellAd to 8ubmt t tbts Plat tar to a grand 

I 

I 

Jl1ry. I promise t at no a.ction 
I 

wi 111 be taken In thi s regard 

I 
I 

unt1 J. this motion 8 ultimately dtspo8Ad of by the oourt. . I · 

Kisseloff-25447 
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IV. TJH~ TIME OF CB}'i>JB~RS' iJllEAK 
WITft THECOMMU1'HSr PARTY 

I 

Cone j del' Ie effo!'t, j s expeniiOtt by the elf'! feudant 
I 

in an attempt to.t blish that Chumhers left thp rarty some-

time hefore ~pril I 
t 1938, on the therry thut if that were 

80 he rp-ce ived the Sta~e uocument dated. Apr ill, 

1938, from the def nllant. The Btat9M~nt8 nulled from the 
I 
I 

meny pages of. testimony by ChambeJ'A, i1uuioating It brea,k in 

1937 or ea!'ly 1938 are obviously approxiwatjons by him whioh 
I 

I 
se t the da te of br ak s (~\le mon th~ nhe,ad of the uctuill rupture. 

Certainly p,ven the defen(iant 1?ould n(~t now serionsly ar~ue 

i 
that Chamhp.r9 left the C()fIllnunist Part;,. in the year 1~)37. 

The oorrespuru!ence !'ererr i ng to the ~rans In t i on by ChaclbeT 8 

, 
I for thp Oxford Unt eud t1 Press t ~hioh oorrespondenoe was 
I 

I 
aconnmlated by t~le dAfen,t.unt through Ithe servioes of a former 

, 

Tae" agent, Is rei eli upon by the dAforuluntbeclI.u9A it lu­
I 
i 
I 

dicates the trtA.nsl '&ion was obtutnell ibefore ~pri 1, lq38. 

Ohambers has, of, 0 urse t te~tj fied t~at he obtained thts 
I 
, 
I translation at the time he hroke (r0f\'! the Party. It is 

I 
B.pparent that tn h 8 approxirnat1oIlS 1f wilen he obtained the 

t!'anslnttoD. mode 
I , 

decade later, Chambers antedated the 
! 

occurrenoe by a fA weeks. Atldtt1ona.l affidavits wi 11 be 
I 

I 
d1so1188ed hereto establish beyond ! qu,est.Jon thnt ChWllhel'f!I 

I 
I 

and his family diet not leave the Ba1rtl!'lore arfHi fur Florida 

I Kisseloff-25448 
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I 
: 
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.1 

.. CSH :cd-c 

until at l~ast two wp-e s after April I, liQ38, Elnd that ttle 

break occurred approxt 

8 tat ed t n hot h t ria 1 R. 

fOT~, nntler Onr preoed 

The name of 

, 

te ly Apr i 1 15, 1 ~38, as Chambers 

I 
In any eVfmt, this content t on of , the 

I 

ts, would not warra,nt a ne\v trial. 

LE£ PR~SSMAI 

I 
I 

i 
Pressman was Beyer mentioned by 

I . 

I 
U'h it taker Chambers at t hne dur ing hi. length;, appea.ra.nce on 

I 
i 

the witness stand at trial. tn all proba.billty aD7 
i 
I 

. I 
testimony l:1y Chhmbere in regard to PreB8C"aD and his possible 

I 
I 
I 

I : 
membership in 8 C ist cell with the ~e~endant would not 

I 
have been rej~cted i,y 'the trial court as/ D~t relevant. The etate-

. I , . 
ment of Pressman bero HouBe Ua-American Aotivltlep. Committee 

on AU~URt 28, 1950, d 9 not contl1ct wj~h &.Ilf testimoDT of 

Chambers at the trial hence does not Impeaoh his testtmoDT in 

any respect. 

I • 

tbe contention 

possibly were not ty 

defendant in 19:18 

I 
I 

SAl.T {)JOnE DOCUJiEN1JS WERE NOT 
TYPED oj HISS MAC~~NE 

r 
ground for It. new trial 18 

I 
Baltimore doonme~ts ' produoed by Ohamber. 

I 
on the WOOdstock l pO:Bsessed hI the I . : 

I 
I 

e typed on a sObonu machine oon­
I 

I 
fasbion that it produoed typing 

I 

ident1cal with typing produ~ed hy the 

Kisseloff-25449 
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i 

'rhrolle:hout these af idav1ts the 
I . 

government will refer to the 

l·~r.,..r to t.he lnach1 

tiH" fabricated rna 

') -.. 
8llhm1tt.etl in Slip 

A 11 0 f ttl P. P,V hi A 

could ~\::3VP, heP,D fJT 

trial 1f the ,'ere 

! 
i 

iss in 1938 8S tht fl188 nwchine tu\(i will 

I 
i 

a lle~ed ly cOllstriIct'ed hy Chambers as 
! 
i 
i , , 

I 

, 
1 s no lnforrllut j oni in the sworn statemAnts 

I 

cont.ent i ~}n ,~hich coulcl not have 
i 
I 

of t hP.i f[i rst 01' s~c(lml tr hds. 

nntll"r this conten[tiOll, pud) as it mar be, 

nced cp,rtainly at/ the time of the second 

, , 
e had p.xp.TclsfHl dnfe llil1gence in ltfJIJ in-

v(~~ti~r~tjon. Thot this new t.lH~ory w~llld hal'o cont1'8(itoted 

I 

Oth8T con tent tons r the tlefelll iant r1 j sed 8 t the second trial 

iF! no rNt~ I .'n fOT f .1 HoJP: to require ~ h('l llsual rule of d.ne 
I 
I 

li \ 1 h;ence from thi lie fenl1a.nt. 

, 

3 . ev~lvin~ this theory pre-
! , . 

i 
tlHtt the defemiunt was 

I 
ry heginning 

innocent tlf thp. of ensee ctl8rged (p. 19, par. 2). From this 

I unSUbstantiated s rttng pOint he th~n proceeds to the con-
I 

i 
I 
I 

clll~ion t1wt the Jtimore rlomllnents could not tau,ve come 

I 
f1"01n thp Hj~s mach ne, notwithstandtrU!'; the faot that all 

i ' 

thp. eXpAl'ts cont 

i 

ed by eith~r the Jrosecutton or defense 
I 

I 
HtAS maohine was ithe source. It shrnlld be 

I 

Kisse off-25450 
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. I 

I 

not~d in evahlutin all thp- Bupportin!g po.pp.rs that ill this 

proce~din!l; it is C st~r T. J...unp who ijs ~f cowtJined t.ypjng-

en~in~~r And d ~'""'''''''nt exa"ninp,r. He Ujoulcl hi'ave this r,onrt 

certiorari, grounds of his e,p~rt opinions, H.lthough 

he must himself c cedt~ that he hns f\O experience or trllining 

j n the f1 ~ lit. 

4. 

thun to sny 

own experts, 

th~ Bal t 1more d 

d.l1ced t.he known et 

5. It 1 

not even contenrt 

l'egard was 

this headhlg, tlll~ defendant ~(}e8 no further 
! 

i in e1"ror; when they concluded that 

oti the sume machine that pTO­
I 

typing. 

I 
first to he noted thnt the defellliant lines 

op1ntqn of Feehu.n in this 
I 

It 1s only su~g~stive at best that 
I 

I the bases of the 0 inion r.d~ht have been UnSOllO(lneCfiUtiC in 

I 

his test1ft1oay Fee referred only t~ ten pOints of haenti ty. 

An exami llat! on of he a.tta.'11H~d atr IdllT it of llamos C. feehau 
I 

( EX. will 

Buggestion is 

Feehan pl'oceoded 

anti compor if!lon of 

stundards. I t Is 

of the defendaDt 

would noi. 

I 
I trate to the court thut even this 

I 
HubstallCp., 

I 
for : the conclusion of 

I 

thoroug' and complete 8.118.1Y818 

j 

he Baltimore doc~el1ts wi th thf~ kllO\'iIl 
I , 

I 
orel, 8.i)pal'"nt thil tthls contellt\on 

t,lered in 1 ts compl illlentary aspect 

be likely -106-
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to nrOduce an acqultta 

1s 1nsufficient. 

6. In 

a.dmits thA.t th1s 

theory set forth 

documents vere typed 

Chambers, who in 

to the machine. 

the defense attempted 

glven to the Catlett 

when the H1ss fA mily 

In Georgetown. Thls 

but oerta1nly was a 

~lroPo8ed. Its 

at a ne~ trial anrl for this reason 
I 

I 

flcavlt (p. 9, pa~. 2) Chester T. Lane 

i 

roach of the defense abandons .the 
1 

which W~A that the Balt1more 
I 

the Hles ma ch1ne ibut ",ere tn:>ed by 

erplained fash1o*, ga1ned aocees 

i 
oroll~ry of this ~ow obsolete theory, 

I 

I 
i 

prove that the R1s8 machlne~ had been 
I , 
I 
I 

lly on or about December 29, 1937, 

i ed from 29th Street to Volta Place 
I 

dlsprove~ by the prosecutlon, 

plausIble explanAt10n than 1s now 
I 
I 
I 

by the Jury wou~d lead a fortIori 
I 

i 
to a rejection by n~y jury ot the now p~oposed content1on. 

8. By hl:e 

Mr. Chambers construc 

I 

I 
I 

tf1davlt Chester ~. Lane theorizes that 
I 
I 
I ed B typet.;r1 ter which would produoe 
I 
i 

typing 1dent1cal w1th specimens obtained from the HlsB 
i 

mach1ne. It is no I 
Buggested, howei er, how Chambers 

obtaIned spec1mens of the fUss mach1ne, land I ndvlfJe the 

Court that it 

obta1ned such apecim 

exPertp. r-o.dvised him 

been constructed, 

, 
i 
I 

~lth great d1tt1¢ulty that the FBI , 
I 

r-1r. Lane conc~d ee the. t many 
I 

I 

I 
t such R tvnewriter could not hnve 

" !:' I 
I 

he Rubm1 te the un4ua11tled opinion .9t 
I 
I no expert ,",'hleh stat e thA.t suoh n machrine can be bul1t 

Kisseldff-25452 
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(po 10, p.f~r . J). 

y pa r o f Ma rtin t. ~yt 

g·<lY only th ,~ t ht" 

we ~ ~rod uc~d by h1m 

ll i!Il!lelf, r: n expert 

"1 B..m a typ 
of p1;r:' c1.all . 
of un1 que t 
a no ot!! ", r 

8. 

i 
effort to constrUot such a mnch1ne 

i 
r'S h,a.c t h e! s prv1c r s for at lea8t one 

I 
1, pnf even a t th~e time Tyt~ll w1ll 

es hp. he.s c on~trubted P. ma ch1ne to 

~hiB P~oduct at Tytell 
! 

thf' ;) i 6 at hlA ~ ssoclA.teB, and t.' lth 
; 
I 

tA esoteric flelh. Mr. Tytell states: 
I 

·1'1 tel' expert, ..... 1. tTl many years 
d exnpl'l~nc~ 1n t rhP crFnt.ion 
ewl'ltprn f or foretgn In.ngua.ge 

I' ( h 1 A) . I'D OS E'S . c',X..;1. 1 

I 
trRlne~ oackgrouna and the 

I 

i 
heln of hie n A ~oclRte , 1t may rea8onab1y be BR9umed that Mr. 

I 

Tytell h nd epp.clallzed equl~ment and tools. Mr. 
I 
I 

Ch~mb('>rSt on the othe hand., the eUT)"ooe1d creator of Ii s1m1lar 

lftllcr.lne, or traln11ng v.rhR tgoever 1n the 

field snd would have 

Cf'fenaant now contend 

to prove thpt tha t oc 

effected great 

I o equ1pment for e~ch ~ venture. It the 

i 

th~). t Cha.mbers constructed the machine 
i 

some experts in ~h~ f1eld, 1t leada to 

procedure would have left traces 
I 

i 
i 

Al though the d.efenc1llnt has 
i 

j 
I 

~Rt1on 1n this fl~ld, he not only has 

I 
not pror}uced any such tracee, but doee ~ot even allege that 

they ex1st. 

9. 
I 

The ant re proposition beoomes even more 
I 
i 

I eated that Chembers did not ment10n 
! 

.. fAn tllst1c \c,hen 1 t 19 
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the Bnltlrnor~ document 1n August of 194~ before the House 

Comml ttee, be(IA.USi~ the d1d not then ex1$t, but 1i11'ere produoed 

between thot date and ~ovember 17, 1948. Under this o.ltern1ite 

theory, Cham.bers ~'ould have had to obtain the neces ~ary typing 

spfJoimene. cons tructed the type\-.rrl ter, obtlllnfH'l the original :)tnte 

Department documents, typed them pnc subFtl tuted his fabrlcnted 

maohine for the El AS m .. chlne, ell 1n the i per10d of ."'; JHH'Oxim& tely 

three rnontha. 

10. The de endant subm1ts nn kffldavlt of Fvp.lyn S . 

·hrllch who de ' cr1bes erself at some lenp.:th an Fi netector of 

spurious vr1nta. Aco for pur ~)os ('j8 1 of n rgumf'nt that 

the opin1on of Miss E rllch 1s of 90me v~lue, her f1nal 
I 

conclus1on states onl that, 

It ••• It 1 entirely possible! thn.t thE' Ao-ca lled 
Hles mE\chln now 1n 141'. (Chestjer) Lane' p, eo~ses­
elon is not the machine 1-!hich ~JrlB usee to type 
the Hiss stLnde.rd." 

This conclusion has ' n~ relevancy .inee ~e opinion of Peehan 

WAe based not on any 

only on an analys1s 0 

ompar1son w1th Tr1!al Exhibit UUU, but 
! 

i the Baltimore dooumente together 
I 

lI.1 th the l-:.nnt-.'r\ S t~.nda .9. The opinion qf expert Ehrli ch can in 

no aenAe be conelrlere ae likely to proquce A verdict of acquittal. 

11. In cl0 this phaRe of jthe argument, I 

refer to the e.rf1~ ev1 ot f.ll~e.beth ~~ cC ~rthy (Ex. l-R, p. 2, 

par. J). 

; 

I 
I 

The defenda tlA o~n expert oOQument examiner there 
I 
I 

i concedes th9t F?ven a.f er All this t\'ork l;tnd effort ot Tytell 

...... . ~ ....... J 
Kisseloff -25454 
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d 1sttngul~"'~ between 

~Deo1men~ from th~ fA 

evln enoe '>~hich lIfould 

trial. 

II. 

1. 

oon81~pr£tlon of the 

expert~ consulted bef 

menta flnn the kn<)';m' s 

vTlter. I respectful 

Fxl", 1b1 t UUU WA S 

testimony of Feehan a. 

W&R not bReed on any 

possible for a document exam1ner to 

etn.nriarile from! thp- H1s€! machine Rnd 

Ol:~.ted mach1ne. 8 to this content1on 

clefeml '.?nt hl".9 r~ led to produce any 

to nn accultta lit a subsequent 

i consideration ot 'this contention 

I 
t ts totallyl lrrelevnnt to any 

! 
i 

Feehan o~ of the defendant'. 

I 
. I 

re the trial, thatl the Baltimore docu-

I 

procured by the one type-
I 

note to the 
I 

cour~ that the tr1al 
I 
I 

uced. by the 
I 

defpnee until atter the 

the first trial. I The opinion of Feehan 

I eclmene taken trolm the tr1~1 exhlbl ts. 

-14-
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but WBR bnRed unon kn 

, 
i 

~~rly 19)8, 9~ comp~red with the 

~ha oninlon ~r ?e~h&n at the second 
, 

t1l'lt1on. Jienc€:, er~n rlsAumlng for purpoeee 

of argument t rl" t t'n p 

1 

not ttfr lit!';" !Jlf,c;':lnE', hE soun('nf'!'I~ I'nn pCrIlr;1r::tE:nes8 of the 
, 

, 

('~'ovf:rnmpnt I f: ('vi(:encf', 8 not -d'r>ctE( one tot!:. 'fhf: defena€' 

t b" t th.::' exr:.l b 1 t,,'& f" not the 
I 

"1\Jthf'ntlc1tt by trl'.clng 1ts 

.tiny pVEnt tr:p,u'r,.",;urnent ('nil r:ffFavltp. h~rf' submitted by the 

d~rpn(rnt ~o not nrasp t pvi~ence which coul~ not have been 

'1Ultt,ql I'lt nny third trial. 
I 

Indeed 

tion 1I'het~er the t..l"oof n(H{ offered 
'I 

thF issues 1n the CRse 

abo.ndcnlf%~ 

batt, thr first ";n0 !?e nd triAls. :'t!> rE"~pectfully C~tl1 atten-

tlan to thp Authorltle 

to h0 re~9rded hy the 

I 

I 

~'hloh condemn thi 8 prr,.,ctlce as one not 
I 
I 

i 
i rRntlng of furth~r new trials. 
I 

-15-
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4. 

aTf" nroposed. 

without R.nnrrent or 

also to hnve h~pn a~ 

,I, b 
th:~t yham ere conBtructed !l 

i 

s say cannot he ~ul1t. various r~aRons 

i 
~oulf hn.vE'l heen ~ecesGary for Chamuers , 

e: fJUgge !1 t eel rea90~~ prA8unpOS8 always, 
i 
I 

... L. u91 fonnr'll.tlon, ' . .d,~t ~~r. Ch£lT!ll>€J'F! had 

~o motivR 1& articulated, 
I 

trl;' 
I 

[~ €conr; trial, 

lnr.: v:hy Chp.mbo·~ t,rnuld h~ve [Tone to such! lncred1blfl lengt.hs to 

Impllcnt~ An 0 11p~€dl innocent man. 

, 

5. As 'or;rt of this " '~ument, Cbestpr 'L'. LAn~ SUfT,gPf.ts 

I 

th9t the tr1 f! 1 exh1.hl 1s not ti1P Hiss e,r. chine, h€'cllu~e it 1s 
I 

h 11 th " 1 i , 1 'if. e ' . "! i-, as !!w.pn ne ':If.l?- not. In fact 

the evl~ence sho ws th thf' trla.l c;Xl'llhii~ UiJU bore the precise 

, 

phY!'11cnl nef!?cts B.ttr butec to the }i1ss in,achine by several \·: ltnf:'!'1~e8. 
; 

After ~-1rA. Hlp. H test1 iec on cHrp.ct exa~inatlon (H. 2)56) that the 

machine was not very 

it to the Catlette) s 

the keys stuck nnd th 

thr: ae d erect g. Pre. 

could he done on the 

i 
ervlceablc (to exnilAln ',,:hy 8h~ d ispoeed of 

. ! 

i 

etA. ted in ero A;~ lexamlnat 10n 0". 2J6 i.J.) that 
I 

I 

r1bhon did not tc.rdrk properly. Yx. UUU bore 
I 
I 
! 

I 

196 did not teetl~y that no typln~ what8oev~r 

chine. Raymonc Oatlett, a Bon of 

I 
I 

Clydle C(;'.tlett, testl led that 1.<'hen h1s Ifamlly r(~ ceived 
i 

the Mchlne from Pr,le Illn ~189 (R. 1598) the cnrrl a~~e roller 
I 
I 

I 
lage ~ould not shift. 

I 
Ht" then was broken '-l.no the oa 

! 

Kisseloff-25457 
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I 
• -'.< 

i 

ide"tlf1~~ th~ t~l~l a lhlt"3 thp mRchinp h~ posBPssedand 
I 

I 

~olntA~ out th~ prpcls c1F'fects on 
I 

tt1n) exhlbl t to \r,,-h1ch 

I 

h~ referre~. ~huc it thqt t~e tp~tlmonyof those 

I 

mort t'f~r':11i!'r h'1t11 the }1iflF machine 1df.'nt1fle~ thp trial 
i 

I 
e~h1hlt 8S the m~ch1ne w~!1ch emanated frdm the Flss homp. 1n 

I 

I 

19)8, f~nd nolnted to t se defects which demonetr!'ited that 

1(lent1ty. 

6. In h1s 8. flt:avlt, Chester llane concedes (p. 1), par. J) 
I 
1 

I 
thn t tl'4(> ev1~1 enca H1ss produced on this issue noee not go far 

I -

I 
to cemon8tr~;te \itlth a certainty that the trial exhlblt 19 

i 
I 

not thE- :;lsR machine. ?h~ defendant Att1mpte to estab11sh by a. 

I 
B e r 1 e H G '" R \; 0 rn nnd ste.temente that the bsse Btructur~ 

I 

of thf trl~l exh1bit, pcause of its datJ of manufacture as 
I 
I 

I 
contr.s.stf'd wi th the 81 eged date ot manuf'acturp of the type 

i 
I 

fEt.cing thE-reon, c()uld 
j 

t hAve been a re€fUlar rioodAtock J)roduct 
1 

I 
but muet have been ~ m eshift construct1on of Mr. Chambers'. 

I 
I 

Suf~lce it to SRY that all thp. Bt&tement~ prod.uced by the 

I 
I 

defend Hn t p £; tnbl1 sh 01 rly thll t there alj-e 1nBUff1clent 

r~cords to e.ho",· \'-;lth 

the type facing or be 

by the ~oodBtock Comp 

the ~efendRnt's repre 

at Ipaet one instanoe 

of tte purchnAe of th 

I 
degree of certa1nty prec1sely when 

I 

of trial Exh1b1 t I uutJ were nroduced 

I 
Indeed, the statempntA ~1ven to 

1 

i 
tat1v-es were contrad lctory and 1n 

I 
econdhnnd (Exhibit 2-A). The record 

I 

orlg1ne.1 H1 ss 
I 

mach1ne by Thomas :rAnBler 
I 

I 

i 
-17-
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ha3 n~)t 1)een ~o!"thcomi ,"I,nil ",'1 thout suqh ev1rl ence 1 t ~'ould be 

vlrtually 1runo~91blp 

? T turn n 

~ uru:,n of 

I 

f1x thp exnct date of the uurch~se of 

r ,. 
(.:' " 

of th'" ~,ffi(~f:.vi t of 

a time b0forp th~ f1rst 
i 

I1ncttnn .i~ tlVJ .. t ~thfl .!ti:r·ntg '.l'ere looking 

othe~ machine 18 p03~e88ed by 

th() i'urr:B.u. 'T}:i? is !' cnursp. e.b~urd ur~on 9.nl.l.1YRlr, since when the 

agents cnllo?c u":"'>on ~·1r Crrow th~y d1d n~t know t.h~ number of the 

Els ,,) iIl,;l chi ne . 'ih "'y h d had no o}:lportun~t1 to eX[lJi'iln~ F.Y.hlb1 t [JUU. 

>1uch +-'hr"": j t. l.A 11ATiOR 1bll,' to tr-G,c!" in thn,t fll.~hlCln the Bor1a:;' numbers 

of th::, 1{1!'c. mAch1nA. It ""R3 not until yhe defense proGuce(3 

!"xhn"i t '!lPJ th,',t thp : retJ.u houl Po. GE'rlai number \.,,1 th ~hleh 

to lnv,.., st1i5~~tp 1 t. , en thf> e?;ents BPo~e to C"lI'OW, they ha.d 

I 

no ::' pr1" 1 num~er J~' e nd eed they could bave no seri.'ll number, 

but were 1nvestlgatl in regard to an entire serieR of 
i 

-18- I Kisseloff-25459 



numbers on the theory 

some where w1thln that 

• I 

I 

i 
t the Bought-for ltypewrlter ~a8 

I 
I 

I 

8. The atf1 ~ vlt of Mr. Earl Jl Connelly, attached 
! 

hereto, unequivocally 

has no knowleflge of A.n 

way to th 1 s pro secut10 

9. In clos1 

"':<-::xhlblt 2-G, 'i\'hlch 1s 

I 

Rtes that the F'ed f!r.nl Rureau of Investigation 
! , 

Woodstock typewrl ~ er pertinent in any 

other than Exh1bLt uuu. 
! 

I auote from th~ defen~ant'R motion 

I le tter of !)ocumen!t Tix-pert Po n fl ld Doue'!, 

i 

explaining hlfl conclua ons a fter havin/!,: ,,-,orken for th~ def €' nr~ a.nt 
I 

for some time. He 

IIIn your (Ch 
you p:J. ~ked me 
p01nts \l ith 
thD. t type ,.;rl 
.frau~ulently 
Government's 
~'ol"ked cone 
matter but 
haa g1ven m 
and I canno 
to imply t 
that conclu 

et.er 'r. L.qne) Ipt1j;er of .T9.nU!l. ry 9.1952 
to submit an aff1 4av1t on two unr~lut~~ 

lch you hone to ~9tnblleh t~-' e theory 
er 230,099 ('['rial / Fx. UUtl) was n 
made up m2chlne 1n sunnort of the 
c a ge R~a lnst Alget Hiss. I have 
entiouely and dilIgently on this 
evl~ence I have ~athered to dnte 

any reason to be1 t €ve that theory 
subscrIbe to n stRtem~nt tending 
evId~nce I have kathered sunnorts 

on." :. -

: Mr. Doud further et e.-. t e that in his expert o!)inion the aur;; 2,:est1on 

that Chambers constru exhl!b1 t to nr-oeuce type 

Ident10al \\.'1 th the Hi 11 mach1ne 1 s nn a~moat 1mposs1ble task 

€.no. one t\'hlch he th1n 

expert or 1nexPert. 

d.cfendant' 8 Ol:!'n expe. 

1mpossible foundAtion 

court because there 

hence it could not 

could not be accom~11shed by anyone, 
I . 

e have by this 

, 
I 

le t ter the op1nion of the 
I 
! 
, 

that their entire theory 19 baeed on an 
! 
I 

I That theory eho,ld be rejected by this 
! 
, 

no ev1~enoe what ~oever to eupnort 1t, 

i ce1vably produce ~ verdict of acquIttal. 

Kisseloff-25460 
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In rp ~sr~ t1 thp quest on of du~ dl11genc~, r re9?Actfully note 

I 

t o the c()urt t::n t thl B thp.ory of forgery ~y tyn",wrl ter 1 e not of 

I 
rpCE"nt c~lnc;')ction. uut r{"i eXT~ressed by tre dp.f~nd ll.nt Rt; the time 

! 

! 
I 25,1950, ind1catljng the con"lderBtlon of 
! 

thnt thpory at thnt tl e. 

III. 
I 

ED ITH !·mFMY 
I 
I 

1. In the d rect examination df Mrs. Chambers at the 
I 
I 

, 

second tr1el the defen e 'II'$.9 forewarned df the Government Ie 
I 
j 

I 
con tention that Mr. lJ.n ~~re. Che.mbers ha~ a negro ma1d wh1le 

living 1n 118,ltlmore In 1935 and 1936. I 
.4, early 8.S November 1948, 

I 
ere told the ("l efense of Ed1th Hurray, told 

I 
at Baltimore ~rs. Ch 

them her fir"t Mme" . descr1bed her colt .. cto wlth Mrs. Hlss. Again 

on ero •• oxam1natlon r. ond Mr.. Bl •• wf re both •• ked lf they 

v1sited the Ch~tmberel apartment 1n Paltlmore ln 1935 and 

1936 !'l.nt'! \i'€'re caut! I by the prosecut jng attorney that 

I 
they shoull) carefully ... ·eigh the1r QnS\ie~ to that quest10n. 

I 

was put on ~uJrd that he would 

I 
In this 

have to meet proof 1 1catlng that he hEld. v1al ted the 
i 
I 

Chambers' home in Bal Imore. Further, the mere fact that I . 
1n rebuttal does not e11minate the evidence 1s subm1tt 

I 
I 

ue d1l1genoe 1n the obta1n1ng of 

I 
legQl requirement 

an~wer1ng proof. In the l1ght of all th~ factors here, 
i 
I 

1t is nnperent that defendant ahoulla be requIred to 

I 
have oT"oduced any ev impeaching ~a!th Hurray at the 

I 
second trial. 't'be d renee dld not request 9.n)' adj ournment , 

I 

-20-
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or other op l)ortunlty meet thE' tpstlmo,y of FcHth r~urrt:ly. 

SeE' Un1tpd S t ". tp~ v. (C.A. 2, , Feb. 25, 1952). 

It cannot now Reek a .w trial on tha t ~~ound. n
l 

2. J\R 1 't,p. t 1rO. content1.on trle dpfense pro(~uces two 
I 

I 
H ffir: a.v), t~ ;"hleh n t be t ,,'ould l'!!"rvf! only .'C'. s 0 tt!=,~'r)ted lmpeaoh-

I 

, 
fflfmt; H of t"t,p testimony of Fc1 1th l ~.urray. : 11y :'luthor-1ty, it is 

I 

rna t t f'r of 10.,,,7 to obta1 a ne',,' trial. Hemor.~, HCC cpt 1n~ arguendo 
I 

I 

thF"Sf! t'n'o nllegedly 1 eachin~ ~ffl~nvlt. at face-vAlue, the 
1 

r'i!C'f'en6ent ~oe not 'Oron ced fl.(lequate evldfmoe under this 
I 

, 

contpntlon t o Antitle 1m to a new trlal i 
I 
1 

st ~ tes 1n cube~nnce th t he w~s the beau 10f the housekeeper's 
I 

, 
nl p ce, at 90) Et. Pnul Strf."et t i:nltlmorf' + H€! 1nforms the 

court that befcr~ hl~ arrlage he freque,tly ained at 90) st. Paul 

tn-law, Dne that eubs€ouent to his 
I 
I 

?o'vler furth~.: r :;.f' 9UTeS thl" court thp.. t ttl~ dlnn pr teble of hie 

Inten~ed WA~ a 90urc~ complete Gnd th<i>rough informat1on 
I 
; 
I 

entire househol~. It is th~ testl-on t~F nct1vttl~s of t 

i 

~ony of g r. R n~ Yr~. bers An~ h~B nof previously been 

c n nfr&~lete~ th~t they w1th th~lr first oh1ld, were tenants 

At 9()J s t. ?rml ~3treet flur1ng port of th f t1me that Mr. Fowler 
! 

rt~er thA test1mony ot the Chambers 
I 

-21-
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F,Q i th j>,\u1'rtty 1~orieo 1:1.8 U day-m£>.ld for 
i 

i 
i 
I 

the Chnmbe!'s '1'h11e f.;l t t t andress. 'r'he defense Aubm1 ts the 
i , 

I a ffidav1 t of r~r. f01der ~d th the &lleR;atlqn that not only h'as 

i 

Ed1 th !~rrI\Y net .!t illl!. 1(~ for the ChBl1lbers at 90:; St. PI-ml i3treet, 
i 

d1d not I1v~ thero ~t a 

4. T 

f011o,-,'1np: factors 1n 

which evpn 1f totnlly 

warrant e new trl~l. 

. Fowler's reco11$ctlon, thp Chambers 
! 

I 
11y call the cou~t'F &ttent1on to the 

I 

1uat1ng this aff14avlt of Yr. Fo~ler, 
I 

as to co~clus10nt would not 
I 
I 

the St. Paul Street hou e are not Bet for~h, nor c~n they be 

set forth, finn 

-;;':dl th Nurray 

1t 1s ent1rely 

they would not have B 

19 set forth why the 

even 1f then known to 

that he would have re 

ot names, tn this d.ate 

the gossip discussed. 

worthwhile recollect1 

pro~uced at the first 

wae conta1ned 1n hie n 

would have produced e 

the prec1~e d ate~ ~nd time9 ~hen 
j 

: 
house are not set forth. Therefore, 

! 

I 
that though both r1f'1ted thftt house, 

one another. 

, 
I 

~ebondlYt no re~eon 
! 

Hurlray ~t the house, 
I 

i 
I 

~vlert ""'ou1d hD.ve llm:or~geed him 90 

I 
I 

led the fact, lnc~udlng the deta1l 
i 

I 
I 

The depfHld ence 0lf Mr .Fo~:lp.r uj)On 

i 

the (I 1nn~r table /1 9 hardly to ~ul~ge st 

i 
i 

Even A.A8umlng tihat Mr. FO!,o.·lf!r \I."S!I 

I 
I 

al and gave the !ev1dence such ~s 
I 
I 

i ldav1 t, It 1s lnconoelv9.ble that It 
i 
! 

erdlct of 80qU1tt~1. 
1 

I 
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The C;'ov rnmen t eubm1 ts her~T"l th the affldav1 t of 
I 

Lou1se T. fowler, the i 1re of ldlll1s.m Reed Fowler. 
1 

I 
i 

i 

Hrs. FOlder 

st.:>tes thr..t subAeollen to her marr1age O~ August 18, 19J4. she 

i 
an( har husband vlA1t 903 St. Peul Str~et ~ ••• not more 

I 
I 

often th~n once every hree lII·eeke. a Kve~ the defendant must 
I 
! 
I 
I 

concede tha t Chambers PI not (l.t 90) 9t. I !Jaul Street and was 

I 
not even 1n VJashlneton before le.te 1934 or early 1935. Chamb~rB 

I 
j 

Ateyed n t th '? ~ pfenf.Rn • fl Apartment 1n tie summer of 1935 Emd 

I 

I we.e P.. t th p c efendant' R P Street house 1n,0 the late'! summer ot 

I 

1935. It 1~ th~rp.fore obvious thr-:t Cham~ere and h1s fam1ly ~ere 
I 

I 
at 903 St. Paul Street after the marrl('..gel of '·fr. p..nd ~Jfrs. Fowler. 

I 
I 

By the sworn R tP. tl?ftlen t of Mr~. FO~'lf'?r ehei ann hf'r hushann vlel ted 

. I 
903 gt. Paul Street at tht». t time no more Ithan once every three weeks. 

I This is nad1tlon~1 evl enop- thnt the attempterl lmpeaohment by 

I 
Mr. Fowler 1e w1thout I 

I 
I 6. The s~co nfflravlt eubmlt~ed by the defendant 

I 
1n Rupport of th1s con ent10n Ifl the sworn statemE>nt of 

I 
I Louis ,r. Leisrnan, who entlf1p-9 hlm9p.lf e.s th~ Jan1tor ot 

I 
th~ ape.rtmeont houAe a.d In1ng 1617 Eutaw f1e!oe, in ~Qltlmore, 

I 
~rh~re Chambere reoliied In 1936. }:;'oth Mr.jand. t4ra. Chambers 

and Fe 1 th PJurray have 

occasion nA Q nnld for 

mente It 1s thlq test 

mitten to impeach. p.,1 

FU"~ In.) 

I 
stifled that ~Ueel Murra.y served on 

. -
hE" Chp..mbers nt 

I 
i 

thr Eutaw Place apart-

ony th!'lt the Lpi s~E'.n a.ff1de.v1 t 1s sub-

I 
1 d!"velOT) Lei Bronn iTt.'hen all reports 

! 
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IV. 

of lls mo t1cn, ~~f aefense contpn~e 
I 

that Ch r:_m't:",,., F.' " tory 1. f r::.hrlce.tior. becif' u ~"" '.I t le[,.!?t one of 

t h!" r ntlrp s to ry of 

lA a f9~r1c&tion. 

cou1n! not h?ve o'ht!:::1ned 1 t 

t,pst.1fie0.. J.'rom tbls conclu91on 
I 

to the ultlmat ~ conclus1on th~t 
I 

I 

dOCl.lroE'nte t'jrom the c1 efendant 

! 

2. I n Rube t ntiRtlon of this ~pn~r~ l theory, the 

t h &t r'e 1 eft t heComrnun s t 1'arty in 19J7. It 1 e apparent 

fro 1lI eXR rn ln~ t1on of tho8P statements ~hat the &n~Wer8 

I 
/.'l. S 1-'-" !'l ' ) ~ ~ rox1matlqn \d th no need 

I 

for any ~reRt q ~ pclflc of date of h,eak and without 

o ;:. :.,ortuni ty for [my co !-'llrl ere.ble thought iby Chamb~rF! De to 

t hr n rpciee ~ ate of b 

I 

J. i\ t. both rl nls Chambers WR~ asked for a close 
I 
i 

~!) p ::,c.xlma.tion o f thf> n te of h1e break at e. t1me when 
I 
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considerable imnortanc ;,'(16 a ttac"l:ed to tlh.:'tt (1Rte. H.e fixed the 
I 

'bre~k as of on or e.bou Arril 15, 1938. lIn glv1nf<'; tr.l<! trcstt-

mony, ChHmb€rs, 
I 

AS B C llatera1 clrCumst~nce, 

fact the.t it v!aE! Hbout then the.t he obta~nf'~~ (c trr.ns1atton from 

the Oxford Unlvprsity 

4. 

evidence indicating t 
I qrrsngpments for thiR tran81ntion 

i 
I 

between Chamber~ ~nd t e Press, Company 1~to th~ Rummer of 19)8. 

All thl~ evld~nce 1s 

, 

at the s~cond trial. !.~r. Chambers: I etr',yed p t the Old Court 
I 

I 
! 

Hoad for {.bout a mont , l. DE':11eve, untill .i rB0 obtr<.lnf><'! a 
I 
I 

translat10n to do.· ! 

5. At beet 
I 

the proof Bubm1 ttlFd by thf;' defendant 
I 

on this lusue ind1cflt 8 that 1n his offhi.o.nr1 stetp.rnent 8.S to 
! 

the time of obta1nl~ th1s trnn!:'llat1on, !Che.Uibers ~rred by 

euprox1mat p ly one mon 
i t!'hie is pt be~t nn lmn~8chruent on a 

I 

eolletere.l matter a.nd 1s not such ev1nence ae would ent1tle 
I 

the defendant to a tr1e.l. 

I 
I 

I To the eqntrary, even as 1s 

-25-

Kisseloff-25466 



I 

• 

--------r --- - . --~-.--- ._- . . - ------.---.----.. --.... - - - --. - - .------ --

conceded in thf' F~ffF vit of ChE'>AteT T. : L~. ne, the E::vldence 

produced by th ~ ~ e f ant on th 1R 186ue ,goeR far to corrobor-

Il.te tb:.' tp. :" t! mon:r of . I'\mh('>r~ rf'F' .~rn1np' , hl~ t' ctlv1t1ee 

.-'fteY' hi s brPM Vj~1th the Party. 

Certainly t t; heyon~. dount tlilnt hIs ee.rly 

Btl'\ tm1ents o!' a hre.'lk 1n 1937 vJere rouglj! !lp'Oroxlm~tlonB 

I 

contfl1 n ir.?7 R !n ."! l"~j. n 0 error totnlly lln~ntended to d ece1ve. 

6. of Paul F. ¥lubb, attnched hereto, 
I 

eetab11~hes that ~s te :9.S A!Jrl1 12, 1938, Mrs. Chambers 

i 
of ~'HI flnd electrIc service for e. 

I 

room 1n a hou~e on 
I 

Court Rosd, Falt :lmore. The nff1dav1t 

of Mr. Plubb follo~E the utIlIty record l ot the Chambers' 

family r IJrlnp; this p r10d 1n P&ltlrnore i!and IndicateA that 
. I 

the Ch'lmbcY'r.; h,'f /c'. nr' pp10 for P:~S (;nd ~lectrle eervlce at their 
I 

7. The a 

partn(')nt In "'p..ltlmore unt1l April 9, 19)8. 
! 
I 

of An~ rew .r.. Ludwig, '11 eo sub-

I 
m1 t.t~-d ho?rp, e f! t9.bll a th!lt HrA. Cha~bers 'PR1d rent on 

Maroh lIt, 1 g)8, Royal 'retrace apartment and 

i 
W£ ~ entitled to occ y ths SQme Into t~e end ot Apr11, 1938. 

I 
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~h~ family c~r to ~ r~~B1r 

·~,,, t " '· "" " : ~Jt-.,, ~.~ n ,.,,"" , ,r. ~.· r f "'. I'.'J., 'l" to "l,,~ ~p 'r" \' \"" .L 'O , ... O h 1 Id 
, vi ,l',. . I .. ." ,; f " , " " lA' !'1'j , I. '1' s ue , :I'Aprl rs uS tlOU 

T hi ,' c:. V ~ ! ~ n c fo) j t 1 r ? ! l bT!; l it t ~'O, € s; t 9 (; 11 e h n s 
I 

c.~ "-_",I~l"·"'·.·lv"·l. y t',h_" , 1,' ' ;,'."' ,<:.' "'r" "'" \ ... t'-,- "'ltl"'''~- r "'~" "'t 1~~~t ' 'J .• , - ,. '" ,.:' i, ' ,'" ~ , i • r ~ ,: ' ~., ! " I!,;\J :' ' ,; ,' , I .. " I:' . • ... ,. _ ,-;~, ',~ 

'\ ,;; 1 t :; 

tf'~tlmnny of Lf::e " :rF: Sfi 

Hr •. Chambers. 

v • Lt'. !'- FEr; 2:3 }:lAN 
I 

nal contention, t ~ e dpfenae po1nte to 

. n given bf.' fore the House G.olDml ttp.e on 
! 

1950. , Th1s teet1mony lEI 

i 

impeachment of t~e triAl testimony of 
I 
! 

of Pressman thet Alf7,er 
I 

I 

.Hie!; W~q n0t I"l. I"lp.mher f hls flm r ll GommuIjl1st group 1n 
; 

I 
I 

' \'aehlngton RA fR.ct, 1 t doea not contradlet any trln.l t,p.st1mony 
I 

/\ t no tl 

a~ked or nermltted to 

i 
~ur1n~ t h'O' t1'1nl wae Chambers ff 

I Kisselo -25468 
I , 

i 
~ntlry PrePAm!H1 1.8 II member 0(' the 
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same Communll=lt group A. the o.efendant. Chambere at no time 
I 
I 
, 

1 

etA.te~ at e1th~r trial ha t he h!~d knO'",;ler ge thFl t Hi e 9 e.nd 

I 
I 

Pressman f. tten(l €(' 91 mu talleou sly meet lnf;sl or fJny COi!lI:Iunl st group. 

2. 'fhe pro s cut ion 1n d1r~bt queetlonln~ of 
I 

, 

For th;':"€ r-°l'l.~o::n it 1· ':1rp!'cr:=.nt -<-;hL,t ;:'nyi atatf';Il~nt of T're8srnari, 
! 

deny1ng thBt hp had kn 
I cd:' BiGS I G trlier;l"tlerBhl:~; in t!'1e .'t:.:rty, 
I 

I 

would ~'8 ()f no v:·'.1ue ,·r :;;t~Of'v~~r 1n det(;rwilnln[..{ th" 1[~8He8 in 
1 -,.' 

I 

thl tl i 1 +1 .... t cit" "" f' .. ,. <," r., .. ."" S -Or'08ecu· on ~H" nevI'? ua .. ng \;ne e'''i .I.m1Jn,l 0 ..... J, .rl, ..... es. 

i 

At beat. it totOul~ Df; '1. eubject .:tOl' L1.tt('m~)ltcd lmr)uwhmE'nt of , 

extra-Judicial tcntlrno 

o~lfflcient to 1t,arr.'1nt 

I 
I 
I 

of Ch2.mbere. Itl i r; clea.rly not 

I rant Ing of B ne\," tria.l. 

CClNCLUSI0.r. 

in on~o81tlon to t~ls otton for ~ ne~ tr~31 are ~renGr~d in 

1 re ?nf'ctfull:>' tmbml t 

well-2;round eli In ithe fect:; concerned. 

I 

G. t the su-c":'ortlngi Df.l;;E!rS suomi tted 

the tr fa.ce In!)Q eql~J.a t€ to WRrrant the 
I 
I 

I 

grantln~ of a new tr1a ; even accentlno; al11 ellpQ"ntions 9.9 
I 

fact, thE'Y In('UcAte 1n ffl c l€nt :oroot', aia thf'! (l efenr1 !'tnt t s 

I 
counAe1 conced~R) to sett1n~ a.l~e or A ju~~ment 

I 
srr1 ved ~.t only after 11 tlgatlo~ and ~.npeRl. 

I 
l.~or~over, I bml t thn t the e.ffl1n{?v1 trn (Jubm1 tted 1n 

I Kisseloff-25469 

oppop1tlon to th18 mot on tully eBtnbllS~ thnt th~ defense possesses 
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no evidence s:.lfflc1en to Wf!.YTsnt P.. net-,. I tl"lA.l or to w'irro.nt the 

con(~ uc t1ng on th~ 

should b~ C enlf'r. t h~9r1n'" ~mc 

I 
! 

8 1.ibml tted. '}'hlA motion 
I 

I 
~d. thout: furth pr Bubmi~~lon8 

ot !H!O'rn or un ~;\"orn R e.tementA. 'I'h~re t9 before the court t 

papers of thf! GovPT'nm nt I full n.nd ad f'qti a te evldE>nce upon 
I 

~h1ch thlp court cr.n 

?1 nully, n. 

submlttee hy tb~ Gov 

it ~a8 not m~6e ~lth 

! 
eon~lrl~red decision that no 

! 

e gr~nted 9 f>ven n.R \<1'[lS d.one in 
I 

I 
1 s d PV e lor' pr, 1 n the m emors,nd urn of law 

i 

'nmf!nt, thl!O motion muet bE' denied. because 
I 

I 
the hiO yf'fI.r '!'Jertod provided by 'Rule )) 

of thf: 
. I 

rule~ of Cr1minal Procenure. 
I 

3~orn to b~I0re me t is 
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