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WASHINGTON, June 4—
Following are excerpts from
the final report of the advi-
sory panel on White House
tapes appointed by the United
States District Court and a
review of that report done
for the White House by the
Mark R. Weiss. The Stanford
report was prepared by Mi-
chael H. L. Hecker, senior
research engineer at the in-
stitute.

ADVISORY PANEL
SUMMARY

A tape recording of con-
versations held on June 20,
1972, in the Executive Office
Building contains a section
lasting 18%4 minutes during
which buzz sounds but no
discernible speech -sounds are
heard. This report describes
work done to find out what
caused the buzz section.

In November, 1973, Chief
Judge John J. Sirica of the
U.S. District Court for the
District of Columbia ap-
pointed an advisory panel of
persons nominated jointly by
the White. House and the
special prosecution force, and
asked the panel to sutdy rele-
vant aspects of the tape and
the sounds recorded on it.

In performing this task the
panel has made extensive
tests on the tape itself, on
electrical signals picked up
from the tape, and on record-
ing equipment that was used
or might have been used in
recording the speech and
buzz sounds on the tape.
- Through analysis of the tests
results and simulation of al-
ternative ways in which the
buzz section might have been
produced, the panel has ar-

srived at a single explana-
tion that accounts for the -
“buzz section observed on the

evidence tape. :



The panel found no basis
for doubting the authenticity
of the speech recording. The
recording appeared to be an
original one made on a Sony
800E recorder, the type re-
portedly used in the Execu-
tive Office Building. The tape
showed no signs of splicing,
tampering, or copying. The
buzz section was made di-
rectly on this tape, probably
the Uher 5000 recorder
labeled Government Exhibit
60. The buzz sound probably
originiated in electrical noise
on the electric power line
that powered the recorder.
Any speech sounds previous-
ly recorded on this section
of the tape were erased in
conjunction with the record-
ing process, as is normal in
recorders of this kind. The
erasure is so trong as to
make recovery of the original
conversation virtually impos-
sible.

The buzz section, which
sounds much the- same
throughout, contains many
“events” such as clicks, pops,
changes in loudness, and
gaps with no sound. The
panel -traced most of these
events to specific operations
of electrical and mechanical
elements of the recorder.
This  information together
with data on the tape mo-
tions and recorder character-
isetics enabled the panel to
infer things that must have
been done with the recorder
to produce the events ob-
served on the tape. No ex-
planation of the buzz section
based on malfunction of the
recorder can account for the
entire set of observed data
and the patterns they form.
The only completely plausi-
ble explanation found is one
that requires keyboard op-
erations of a normally oper-
ating machine. Five or more
sets of such operations are
involved in the explanation.

This report draws no in-
ferences about such ques-
tions as whether the erasure
and buzz were made acciden-
tally or intentionally, or
when, or by what person or
persons. The report does
provide a, solid basis in ex-
perimental fact for conclud-
ing that the erasure and the
recording of buzz required
several operations of the
pushbuttons on the control

recorder.
How We Found Out
What Happened

esction of the evidence tape
of June 20, 1972, was pro-
duced, we examined the tape
and made careful measure-
ments at many points on it,
paying special attention to
places where we heard clicks,
gaps, or other significance
changes in the buzz.

We then examined the re-
corders and other equipment

keyboard of the Uher 5000

To determine how the buzz -

that was supplied to us and
mad e experimental record-
ings with them to check their
various functions and char-
acteristics. When our tests
and measurements were com-
" pleted, we compared the data
obtained from the evidence
tape with data obtained from
our experimental recordings.
We looked for similarities
and differences, to help us
identify the machine func-
tions that could have pro-
duced each of the transient
events on the evidence tape.
‘When we found events on the
two tapes that seemed dis-
tinctive and very much alike,
we assumed, as working
hypothesis, that the event on
the evidence tape had heen
made in the same way as the
one that we ourselves had
made on the experimental
_ti}ze. .
The prezess described above
—examination of the evidence
tape and simulation .of opera-
tions on the Exhibit 60 Uher
—yielded tentative explana-
tions for the source of each
event on the evidence tape.

_However, it did not exclude

the possibility that an event
might have been made in a
different way. So we looked
for as many potential explana-
tions as we could think of,
considered them carefully,
and, on the hasis of our data,
either accepted them as viable
alternatives or rejected them.
‘We used several methods to
evaluate alternative explana-
tions:

We checked potential ex-
planations against measure-
ments and known facts;

We made additional
measurements on the tapes
and equipment in order to
get additional cluss and
insights;

We Jocked for combina-
tions of events that would
rale-out certain alternative
explanations.

Combinations of events,

rather than a single event °

by itself, often provided the
most effective means of re-
ducing the number of al-
ternative explanations. In-
deed, events in combination
provide the firmest basis for
rejecting a much-discussed
hypothesis that the buzz sec-
tion might be explainable in
terms of recorder malfunc-
tion. Furthermore, combina-
tions of events support most
strongly the explanation of
the buzz section in terms of
multiple operations by hand
of a Uher-5000’s control
keys.

In summary, the procedure -
“ followed by the panel in de-

termining how the buzz sec-
tion of the tape was pro-
duced consisted of three ley-
els of inquiry:

1. What is on the tape?

This question required"
our making careful meas-
urements at each event on
the tape, that is, at each
point where there was an
audible change in the char-
acter of the recording.

2. What machine functions
produced each event on the
tape? At this level of in-
quiry, we sought to identify
electrical processes and com-
ponents in the recorder that
could be associated with
each event. We compared the
data from measurements on
the evidence tape with data
obtained from test recordings
made of several Uher 5000

-recorders, particularly the

one labeled Exhibit 60.

3. What actions initiated
the machine functions? The
action that initiated the pro-
duction of a particular event
could be a human operator
action or the result of a
machine malfunction. We
proposed trial explanations
of ‘how the machine func-
tions that we related to each
event might have been in-
itiated. We evaluated these
explanations by the use of
the methods described
earlier.

Clearly, facts and a tight
logical structure are needed
to support conclusions re-
garding how the buzz section
of the evidence' tape - was
‘produced. The factual basis
for identifying events on the
tape, the testing of potential
explanations of the events,

 and the combining of events
to derive logically necessary
conclusions form the essen<
tial contents of this report.

Derivation of Conclusions

As pieces of factual infor-
mation accumulated, we be-
gan to see how they might
fit together to form answers,
or at least trial answers to
some of the questions. In
turn, the trial answers or
hypotheses suggested further
tests and analyses required
for confirmation. Through

many rounds of test, hypoth-
esis, and test again, we con-
verged upon a single, self- -
consist set of results, which-
we express in the form of
seven conclusions:
1. The erasing and re-

vcording operations that

produced the buzz. section
- were done directly on the
- evidence tape.

- 2. The Uher 5000 .re-

corder designated Govern-

ment Exhibit 60 probably
-produced the entire buzz -

section. g

3. The erasures of buzz
recordings were done in at
least five, and .perhaps as
many as nine, separate and
contiguous segments.

4. Erasure and recording
in at least five places on the
tape required hand operation
of keyboard controls on the
uher 5000 machine.

5. Erased portions of the
tape probably contained
speech originally. -

" 6. Recovery of the speech
is not-possible by any method
known to us.

7. The evidence tape, inso-

‘far as we have determined,

is an original and not a copy.

Explanation of the Buzz
- Section

These seven conclusions,
which we first reported to
the court on Jan. 15, 1974,
fit together to form a single,
consistent explanation of -the
buzz section on the EOB
tape of June 20, 1972:

The erasure of the 18.5
minutes of speech and con-
current recording of buzz
in its place was done on a
Uher 5000 recorder, prob-
ably the one labeled Gov-
ernment .Exhibit 60. The
recording was started and

~ stopped several times by

the pushing of keys on the
keyboard of the machine.,
Sometimes the tape we re-
positioned backward or for-
ward by a small amount
before recording was re-
sumed. The buzz sound
probably originated in hum
and noise derived from the
power line that supplied
electrical power to the re-

_ corder.



When viewed apart, from
the total body of data, cer-
tain individual marks on the
evidence tape might be ac-
counted for. in ways other
than we have described.
However, only one explana-

“tion, ‘the one given here,
accounts for the data in thier
entirety and the patterns
they faorm. Every possible
alternative that we consid-
ered, including those pro-
posed by other persons, ig-
nores one or more vital
aspects of our total findings.
Our confidence in the seven
conclusions 'is based on the
plausibility and self-consist-
ency of the explanation, the
‘thoroughness of the tests and
analyses, and the failure of
any other alternative known
to us to yield a factually co-
herent and complete account.

STANFORD GROUP
SUMMARY

We are in general agree-
ment with the panel‘s report, -
but we disagree with the
panel’s treatment of an un-
derlying issue. The substance
of our disagreement is that
the panel finally and irrevo-
cably dismissed the possi-
bility that a faulty machine
was involved in producing
the, erasure on the evidence
tape.

We believe that the Uher
5000 tape recorder designated
Government Exhibit 60 was
electronically faulty at the
time when the erasure was
produced. In our opinion, it
is still possible- that some in-
ternal malfunction of the ma-
chine, although undermined
and unexplained by the panel
and SRI, could have been
partly responsible for the
18.5 - minute erasure on the
tape of June 20, 1972,

Introduction

This document is a review
of a report entitled “The Tape |
of June 20, 1972, which was |
submitted to - the United
States District Court for the
District of Columbia by its I
advisory panel on ~White |
‘House tapes. The panel’s re-
port describes a technical in-
vestigation that was con-
ducted to determine the
cause of an 18.5-minute
erasure contained in the Pres-
idential tape of June 20, 1972.

On May 4, 1974, we re-
ceived the draft of May 3, .

1974, of the panel’s report |

and were asked by Mr. St. |
Clair to prepare a written
review. We submitted our re-

view of the draft on May 10,
1974. On May 13, 1974, the

court held closed hearing’

with representatives of the
White House, the office of
the special prosecutor, the
panel, and SRI in attendance.
The court decided that the
panel’s report, as well as
SRI's review of this report,
could be made public.

The Panel’s Conclusions

In our report-of May 10,
1974, we indicated that we
were in agreement with con-
clusions 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7
and that we had a reserva-
tion about conclusion 4.
(Erasure and recording of
each segment required hand
operation of keyboard con-
trol on the Uher 5000 ma-
chine). Our concurrence with
six of these conclusions was
based on our knowledge of
the panel’s work. The experi-
mental methodology used by
the panel was appropriate
for the collection of relevant
and reliable data. The ana-
lysis and interpretation of
these data were performed
with skill and professional
competence. .

We were - uncomfortable
with the degree of certainty
expressed .in conclusion 4.
This conclusion implied that
all segments of the erasure
were necessarily the result
of manual operation of the
keyboard controls. Our res-
ervation about this conclu-
sion was based on our belief
that the tape recorder in
question was electronically
faulty at the time when the
erasure was produced.

Our report of May 10,
1974, was made available to
the panel during the court’s
hearing- on. May 13, 1974.
The panel agreed with us
that conclusion 4 was too
strong and anounced to the
court that it would therefore
reword this conclusion as
follows: -

“Erasure -and recording
in at least five places on

* the evidence tape required

hand operation of key-
"board controls on the Uher
5000 machine.”

The panel held to its posi-
tion that faulty operation of
the machine. was not mate-
rially involved in producing
the erasure on the evidence

_ tape -. ¥

Possible Machine
Malfunction

We still believe that the
Uher 5000 tape recorder

" designated Government Ex-

hibit 60 was electronically
faulty at the time when the
erasure on the evidence tape
was produced. It is our opin-
ion that this particular ma-
chine did not perform in ac-
cordance with all of the
manufacturer’s specifications.
Because a faulty machine can

-produce some marks that are

similar to those observed on
the evidence tape, we feel
that possible internal mal-
mind while developing an
explanation for the- 18.5-
minute erasure. The panel,

- however, categorically - re-

jects any hypothesis based
on internal malfunction.
We find it somewhat un-

'reas_onable to reject all- hy-
. potheses involving a faulty,

and therefore possibly illogi-
cal machine, even though a
few hypotheses of this kind
have been formulated, tested,
and rejected by the panel and
by SRI. While the hypotheses
that have come to the atten-
tion of the panel and SRI
have been disproved when
scrutinized theoretically or
experimentally, it is stil pos-
sible that an acceptable: hy-
pothesis can be advanced by
other scientists.

We believe that the 30-
volt power supply in Govern-
ment Exhibit 60 was™ faulty .
on the time the erasure on
the evidence tape was pro-
duced. In support of this -
view, we offer the following
evidence: :

1. At the beginning of its
test program, the panel
was able to use Goveérn-
ment Exhibit 60 to repro-
duce the buzz signal con-
tained on the evidence
tape. Later on, the machine .
failed to operate and the
trouble was ‘traced to a
defective bridge rectifier
in the 30-volt power sup-
ply. After this component
was replaced, this observa-
tion 'suggests that the pow-
er supply may have been
faulty in “some " respects
when the erasure on the
evidence tape was ' pro-
duced. -

2. The buzz signal on
the evidence tape exhibits
several unexplained erratic
variations in amplitude.
These amplitude variations
were probably ‘caused by
an intermittent condition
in the power supply of the
machine.

3. Twelve click marks
were found in the evidence
tape. The panel mentions

- these clicks . marks in its
reports, but offers no -ex-
planation as to the origin
of these electrical transi-
ents perhaps the transients
came from the power line,
but a more likely explana-
tion is that .they were
caused directly or indirect-
ly by a faulty power sup-
ply in the machine.

Now, if certain intermit-
tent conditions are present in
the 30-volt power supply of
a Uher 5000 tape recorder,
both predictable and erratic
switching activities will oc-
cur in the control - circuits
of the machine. Experiments
conducted by the panel and
by SRI support this state-

. ment. Such switching activi-

ties may account for some
of the marks observed on
the evidence tape.
Furthermore, = intermittent
conditions could well produce
transients that either closely
resemble, or obfuscate the
identification of, so-called
K-1' pulses. K-1 pulses are
marks produced by an in-
ternal switch that is me-
chanically actuated by most
keyboard - operations. = The
presence: of -a genuine K-1
pulse is interpreted by the
panel and by 'SRI as strong
evidence.of manual operation
of the keyboard controls.




