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Fall Conference = Great Success!

Please help this newsletter grow by submitting any articles, news, personal achievements, retirements, pro-
motions, photos, cartoons etc...to: Editor, INIAI Laboratory 4th floor 1320 E. Creighton Av. Fort Wayne,
IN. 46803 Or you can email to: tpitzl @verizon.net

Let’s all get involved and make this a great newsletter!




Message from the President

Hello for the last time...

It seems like forever ago that I wrote my 'letter' for the previous newsletter. Anyway, here I am again to
talk about, yes, the conference...and the past year in general.

I enjoyed it very much and feel that is was a great success, but I have to say I'm glad all the organizing
is over! Whew! I hope most of you agree with it being a success because all of us involved made every
effort to make it that way. I thought all of our lecturers were very intriguing and knowledgeable of their
disciplines. We had the privilege of having some very big names in the forensic field such as, Pat
Wertheim, Dr. Neal Haskell, and Dr. Stephen Nawrocki, to name a few. Also the traditional conference
format was somewhat changed so that a mock trial was implemented. A real judge, deputy prosecutor,
defense attorney, and forensic witnesses (all Indy's very own) took part and made it educational as well
as a little comical! There was a presentation on how to process a crime scene, as well. I think the
changes to the format were very well received, as I heard nothing but positive feedback. For all of our
members who stepped up and presented to us, I would like to give a great big hand. Great job everyone!
For those of you who missed out, you should make every effort to try to come see us in 2009.

As I stated before, organizing and putting on the conference was very nerve-wracking and trying, at
times; however, I really enjoyed being the president and being so involved in putting such a thing to-
gether. It actually is kind of fun! If you have never before felt compelled to serve on the Board or be an
officer, I strongly encourage you to do so. It gives you, as a board member/officer, some input in who you
want to lecture, where and when you even want to have the conference, etc., not to mention insight on
how something like this is organized. I know I had some very special people behind me for this year's.
Without them, literally, I would have been dead in the water! So thanks to all of you—you know who
you are!

Some of those special people will be serving for 2009 as well, but I'm also happy to report we've got some
new faces and new ideas for next year. I may be exiting as president, but I will be serving as chair of the
board for 2009. Eric Lowe will be our new president for 2009. I know he will do a great job. Congrats,
Eric! We also have to say goodbye to two people who were instrumental in assisting: Dave Zauner and
Annie Sullivan will be leaving us after serving many years on the board and as officers...I'm really sad
to see them go, but I know they both need a huge break! Good luck Annie and Dave! Eric Black will be
returning as Sect/Treasurer and has and will serve us well. Welcome back, Eric!

Ok, so I've taken up way too much space here so I will be saying adios as president for the last time.
Again, I hope you enjoyed the conference and found it informative as well as interesting. If any of you
have any suggestions for 2009, please don't hesitate to contact myself, Eric L., Eric B., or any of the
other board members/officers listed in this newsletter! Have fantastic, safe holidays and a prosperous
new year!

Sincerely,

Rachael Donaldson
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The INIAI conference held at the East Indianapolis Marriott on October 6,7, and 8 was a great success.

Speakers on Monday included, John Quinn, who gave a presentation on serial killer Donald Piper. Pat Wertheim
spoke about two cases he has been involved with; Print fabrication in South Africa and a forged print case involving famous
painter Jackson Pollock (see article in this newsletter). Dr. Neil Haskell wrapped up the day by taking us on an entomologic
journey.

Tuesday morning speakers were Greenwood Police Chief Joe Pitcher - The Future of Policing. Dr. Tom Busey - Updates of
Assessing Expertise in Latent Print Examiners.

The Division also held their business meeting and elected new officers.

Tuesday afternoon speakers were: Ed Lewis, Detective/CSI, Dearborn County, Proper Processing Procedures at a Crime
Scene

Lt. Rick Hammer and Ginger Kobliska, ISP Crime Lab, Collection of Shoeprints/Tiretracks
Lt. Larry Deckard, CSI, Hendricks County Sheriff's Dept, Photography/Video

Mark Keisler, Firearms Examiner, ISP Crime Lab, Processing Firearms Evidence at the Lab
Paulita McGuire, DNA Analyst, ISP Crime Lab, Processing DNA Evidence at the Lab

Pat Wertheim, Director of Training, Arizona Department of Public Safety, Hands-On Demonstration on How to Photograph,
Document, Powder & Lift Fingerprints at a Crime Scene

Jon Goldey, Forensic Instrument Specialist, SPEX Forensics, Hands-On Demonstration of Proper Use of Forensic Light
Source (ALS)

The highlight of this years conference had to be the mock
trial held on Wednesday morning. It was informative and
entertaining. Realism was added with the inclusion of
Marion County Judge Robert Altice, Marion County Dep-
uty Prosecutor Barb Trathen, and Defense Attorney jack
Crawford. David and Loren were great sports and al-
though the trial some formality it followed most court-
room procedures. The follow-up and debriefing after the
trial was beneficial to beginning and experienced mem-
bers of our division.

Our conference wrapped up on Wednesday afternoon with
Stephen Nawrocki, PhD & Andrea Simmons, JD, MS,
University of Indianapolis Archeology & Forensics Lab, A
Re-Examination of the Belle Gunness Historic Serial
Homicide Case

Two long-time officers of the Indiana
IAI have decided to pursue semi-
retirement from active duty in the
trenches of the board room. David
Zauner and AnnaMary Sullivan have
helped to keep our division strong
and growing for many years. We all
owe them a debt of gratitude for their
tireless contributions and efforts.




Volume 12 Issue 4 ‘ ‘ Lab & Scene ‘ Page 5

Indiana Conference Photos
Indianapolis, IN. - October 6 - 8,2008
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The 2009 Indiana IAI Officers and
Board Members







IMPRIMIAS

Training for the Crime Scene Professional

B HBRGLATF

We specialize in forensic training and support services.

Basic Evidence Technician's School
Basic & Advanced Pholography
Biological & Trace Evidence

Crime Scene First Responder
Fingerprint Development & Recovery
Footwear & Tire Track Evidence
Homicide & Other Death Investigations
Incident Scene Videography

Report Writing

Scene Sketching & Diagramming

Our Training Philosophy

Imprimus Forensic Services, LLC is dedicated to providing high quality training and support
services for the investigative community. We believe that the best method for developing the
techniques and skills necessary to perform tasks related to this field, is through hands-on
training taught by experienced instructors using appropriate equipment.

Our workshops are competency based programs where skills are honed through focused training,
developed around careful task analysis of incident scene processing functions. All sessions are
designed to compliment and reinforce one another through an overlapping ol skill sectors.

In addition to our standard programs, we will work with your agency to create a customized
training regimen tailored to suit the needs of your personnel.

Visit Our Web Site

Please stop by and visit our web site. Program descritions, cost and registration forms are
available on-line. You will also find downloadable forms and an extensive bookstore offering
popular forensic titles.

We accept Wisconsin DOJ training vouchers,

Imprimus Forensic Services, LLC
Your first source for forensic consuiting services.”

P.O. Box 1532

Arlington Heights, IL 60006
847.804.8420
www.imprimus.net
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THE TIME FOR INNOUATION IS NOW

At Ideal Innovations, Inc., we know our success is the result of our people...
...who bring their time and talent to bear on our clients’ most important needs
...who believe it is their mission to support those who serve and protect
...who get the job done because it is the right thing to do.
That's why we give our employees the opportunities to expand and cultivate thier talents,

take on their goals and be integral to the success of our mission.
Our people have made us the mosl responsive, forward-thinking company in the industry.

Be part of the company that moves as only an elite, agile team can.

I

The time for innovation is now.
http://www.idealinnovations.com - careers@idealinnovations.com

Latent Print and TenPrint Examiners
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5 Questions

We sat down with Indiana State Police Examiner, Allyson Dagnon and asked her five
questions.

1. Prior to becoming an examiner you worked as a crime scene technician in Florida.
What was the most difficult part of transitioning from Crime Scene to Fingerprints?

The most difficult part of transitioning from being a crime scene technician to a latent print examiner is
that we as examiners have no control of how the evidence gets to us. In Florida, we processed all of our
items in-house, most we processed on scene, and I had great results with powder lifting. So when I
started with the State Police I thought that lifting was definitely going to be a part of my job but I haven't
lifted one print in casework. I realized that lifting was by far second rate to photography. Working as a
latent print examiner has brought a better understanding of the important role the crime scene investiga-
tor has, without them, we at the lab could not do our jobs.

2. As a new examiner, what skills or training do you feel are most important in developing your
ability to individualize fingerprints?

I think the most important skills to help new examiners develop their ability to individualize fingerprints
would be to understand the uniqueness of friction ridge skin. John Vanderkolk has been a great asset for
us new examiners at the ISP. He has helped to explain that its not just the minutiae that we look at but
the overall ridge flow and ridge paths. Everything in nature is unique and this concept is what defines
our science.

3. Which training has helped you the most with learning your new position?

The training that I found most valuable was the Ridgeology Workshop and the Demystifying Palm print
class. Both classes provided a great deal of knowledge from many experienced examiners. They helped
to cut down the search time and gave clues of where to look first.

4. An examiners first time in Court is always exciting, how will you prepare to dazzle the jury?

I hope to dazzle the jury by educating them on what it is that we do at the lab. If they understand how
will do our jobs and gain our results then the findings will speak for themselves.

5. With Christmas just around the corner, what is the one thing you are asking Santa to bring
you?

I am going to ask Santa to bring me a new set of eyes because I think all this comparing is making me
go blind!
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If you could see
behind the software,

youd be amazed.

thn crime scene investigators
were ready for local AFIS, we
were the company that spearheaded
the change. To do it successfully,
we didn't lock ourselves in a room
and dream up what we thought law
enforcement would want in a PC-based
AFIS. We sought the help of the top
experts in identification, real investiga-
tors who worked day-in-and-day-out
solving crimes using fingerprints and
palmprints. Judging from how many
law enforcement agencies have chosen
AFIX systems, we feel like it was the
right path.

If you have applications for auto-
mated fingerprint and palmprint
identification, call us. We'll be happy

i)

to answer your questions, arrange a
demo in your department, put you in
touch with other agencies using AFIX
systems, and get you a quote fora
system configured to fit your agency’s
specific needs.

Fingerprint and palmprint identification for crime scene
investigation, mobile 1.D,, inmate refease verification,
and other applications.

AFIXTechnologies,Inc.

877-438-2349 | www.afix.net
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Fingerprint Forgery: A

Case Study

Pat A. Wertheim, CLPE

Abstract: Four black fingerprints were discovered on the back
side of a painting of questioned provenance. One of the finger-
prints was on the edge of the painted canvas near a staple on the
stretcher frame of the painting. The other three of the fingerprints
were on the wooden stretcher frame itself. One of the fingerprints
was reported to have been identified by a fingerprint expert as
having been made by Jackson Pollock. This case study begins
with a general discussion of fingerprint forgery and then follows
through the analysis of the fingerprints on the painting, reaching
the conclusion that the fingerprints were forged.

Introduction

Jackson Pol-
lock was an innova-
tive abstract expres-
sionist artist who per-
fected his technique |
and achieved fame in
the 1930’s, 40’s, and
50’s. He is known for
paintings that he cre-
ated by pouring and :
dripping house paints |
onto horizontal can-
vases to create ab-
stract art. He is cred-
ited with the applica-
tion of “Chaos The-
ory” before the con-
cept was even articu-
lated. Pollock’s life ended tragically in an automobile
accident near his home in Springs, Long Island, New
York, on August 11, 1956, at age 44. His paintings are
highly prized by collectors, with one selling for
$140,000,000 in 2006. From time to time, a painting
surfaces that has the appearance of a genuine Pollock.
Controversy generally surrounds these newly discov-
ered “Pollocks.”

In December of 2004, a large, poured, abstract
painting was taken to an art restorer in Montreal, who
had previously used fingerprints to determine that an-
other painting was by the hand of Jackson Pollock.

be an original Jackson Pollock

Figure 1. Ken and Kathy Parker holding their painting, alleged to

The art restorer reported discovering fingerprints on
the canvas and on the stretcher frame on the back side
of the painting which is the subject of this report. With
the help of a Canadian fingerprint expert, the art re-
storer identified the fingerprints as having been made
by Jackson Pollock. The value of the painting sky-
rocketed from about $50,000 to possibly as high as
$100,000,000. The owner of the painting was dubious.
Global Fine Art Registry, LLC, reviewed the painting
for the owner and consulted the author of this paper to
evaluate the fingerprints.

Primer on Fingerprint Forgery

The terms
“forgery” and
“fabrication” refer to
two separate, unrelated
concepts. Fingerprint
fabrication, unfortu-
nately, is not an uncom-
mon occurrence. This
term refers to the fabri-
cation of evidence by
police personnel. Three
methods of fabricating
fingerprint evidence
recur in the literature:
mislabeled lifts, lifts
| from known prints, and
staged photographs.

In fabrication

by a mislabeled lift, a

lift from a non-

incriminating surface
is intentionally misrepresented as having come from
an incriminating surface. For example, in the mid
1970s, a San Diego Police Officer by the name of
Herm Wiggins would have transients place their hands
on the fender of his police car while he patted them
down. Subsequently, he would powder and take lifts
from the fender, then insert those lifts into stacks of
lifts from crime scenes, labeled as if they had come
from a surface at the scene.

In another famous case of fabrication of evi-
dence by a mislabeled lift, a homicide detective by the
name of James Otto Barker lifted a fingerprint from a



drinking glass used by a suspect during a police inter-
view. Barker subsequently testified he had developed
the fingerprint on a piece of furniture adjacent to a bed
in which a man had been murdered.

Fabrication by using a lift from a ten-print card
also appears repeatedly in the literature. A classic case
was that of Clifford Skeets, an ID Technician in Cali-
fornia. Skeets was caught after he had powdered a
palm print card on file at his department.

He made a lift from the palm print and then presented
the lift as having come from the stock of a shotgun
used in an offense.

The use of a staged photograph for fabricated
evidence is less common, but still occurs. One case of
a staged photograph from Canada involved an ID
Technician who took a lift of a suspect’s fingerprint in
the jail but did not place the tape on a lift card. In-
stead, he took the tape out to his own car and placed it
onto the seat belt buckle. He trimmed the excess tape
from around the buckle and then photographed the
seat belt buckle as if the fingerprint were on it. He had
neglected to take into account the fact that his car was
a different make than the car used in the commission
of the crime for which he was fabricating the evi-
dence.

As shown by these examples, a fabricated fin-
gerprint never existed on the surface where it is re-
ported to have been developed. In contrast, a forged
fingerprint really does exist on the surface where it is
developed, but the person to whom it is identified
never actually touched the surface.

Fingerprint forgery is a common plot device in
fiction. The first known example of fingerprint forgery
in fiction was an 1894 Sherlock Holmes story, “The
Adventure of the Norwood Builder.” In that story, the
villain induced a solicitor to press his thumb into seal-
ing wax on a legal document. The villain subsequently
dripped candle wax into the impression, let it cool, and
used the little wax cast to leave a bloody print at a
murder scene.

In 1902, a full length book, “The Red Thumb
Mark,” revolved around a forged thumb print. In that
book, one character had a hobby of collecting the
inked thumb prints of friends in a small book. Another
character photographed a thumb print in the book and
used a photo etching process to make a rubber stamp,
which he then used to leave the thumb print at a crime
scene.

In the nineteen twenties and thirties, numerous
articles were written for professional fingerprint publi-

cations on the hypothetical issue of forgery. One full
length book even appeared under the title Finger-
Prints Can Be Forged.

Hardly a year goes by without some popular
fiction author using fingerprint forgery to cause prob-
lems for a story’s hero, and not only in short stories or
novels. In the movie “The Bourne Supremacy,” the
hero’s fingerprint is planted at the scene of a bombing
in order to lead a CIA investigator to believe Jason
Bourne was the bomber. The fingerprint is planted by
use of a thin film that appears to be tape with a finger-
print on it, which is pressed onto a surface at the
scene, then removed, leaving the fingerprint behind.

In an earlier James Bond movie, “Diamonds
are Forever,” Bond wore a membrane on his thumb
with an enemy spy’s fingerprint so he would be able
to pass as the other spy. No mention is made of how
the membrane was manufactured. This membrane,
however, would be similar to prosthetic gloves worn
by amputees. Many of these gloves have the ridge de-
tail of the human models used to produce molds from
which the prosthetic gloves are cast. This detail may
be reproduced when a prosthetic glove leaves a print
on a surface.

In spite of its use in fiction, actual cases of fin-
gerprint forgery reported in the literature are ex-
tremely rare. One case cited involved a safe burglar by
the name of Nedelkoff in 1946 working in Sophia,
then Czechoslovakia. Nedelkoff reportedly set himself
up as a fortune teller. When a Czechoslovakian peas-
ant came 1in to have his fortune told, Nedelkoff would
press the subject’s hand into a tablet of soft clay. He
would tell the fortune from the impression in the clay.
After the subject had left, Nedelkoff would pour
“liquid rubber” into the impressions of the finger tips.
He would then use the resulting little rubber stamps to
leave prints on safes he burglarized.

Fingerprint forgery was used a number of
times by defense attorneys in court in the Netherlands
to try to explain how a defendant’s fingerprints got
into a crime scene. In a controversial case in Australia,
a defendant by the name of Raymond Mickelberg al-
leged that police had forged his fingerprint on a check
used fraudulently to buy gold at the Perth mint. The
allegation was disputed by the Australian Federal Po-
lice, who maintained that the fingerprint was devel-
oped on the check with ninhydrin, zinc chloride, and
alternate light source photography. Fingerprint forgery
was never proven in that case and the fingerprint re-



mains accepted as legitimate.

Internet websites also exist with instructions
on how to forge fingerprints. Current interest in this
regard seems to focus on how to fool a digital scanner
in order to access secure locations or computers.

The practice of fooling a digital scanning device for
unauthorized access is known as “spoofing.”

Of all proposed, fictional, hypothetical, and
actual cases of fingerprint forgery, only three basic
methods exist for leaving forged fingerprints on a sur-
face. The first is the mold and cast method used by
Nedelkoff. The second is a photographic engraving
method first suggested in the murder mystery “The
Red Thumb Mark.” The third method is the transfer
method in which a transfer medium such as Scotch®
tape is used to lift an undeveloped latent print and
transfer it to a secondary surface, similar to that seen
in the movie “The Bourne Supremacy.”

The author was warned by a friend in a Fed-
eral agency some years ago that government agencies
involved in espionage can indeed forge fingerprints
that are undetectable as such. If true, that fact may
have been the basis for the finger membrane in the
James Bond story cited above, or the transfer method
of planting a fingerprint in “The Bourne Supremacy.”
Professionals with all the resources of a Federal espio-
nage agency may be able to leave latent prints unde-
tectable as forgeries, but practical experience indicates
that the use of any of these methods by amateurs will
leave prints that are detectable as forged.

Experiments were conducted between 1992
and 1994 using the mold and cast method, the photo-
graphic engraving and cast method, and the double
transfer method. All three methods studied may pro-
duce identifiable “latent” prints, but there are inherent
clues to forgery in prints from each of these methods.
For purposes of this paper, only the mold and cast
method will be discussed in greater detail.

Experiments with the mold and cast method of
fingerprint forgery began with finger tip impressions
pressed into warm wax. The wax was allowed to cool
and harden. Then Microsil® casting material was used
to cast little rubber stamps from the three dimensional
impressions in the wax. “Latent” prints were made by
rubbing the stamps on facial skin with sebaceous
sweat and “printing” the “latents” onto a glass plate.
The “latents” were then developed with magnetic
powder and lifted, resulting in easily identifiable latent
prints (figure 1).

Compared to true latent prints left by a finger tip,

the “forged” latent prints exhibited several notable charac-
teristics. First, all of the latent prints left with the home-
made rubber stamps had concave segments around the
circumference of the print. A normal fingertip touch on a
flat surface will leave a latent print that is basically ovoidal
or elliptical in shape. While smears, twists, or double taps
may leave a print with a complex shape, a simple touch
and release will result in a print with a smooth, rounded
shape. This was not true of latent prints left with the
homemade rubber stamps. They had concave segments
around the circumference that were not consistent with
normal latent prints.

Another characteristic found in the latent prints
left by the homemade rubber stamps were voids or
dots along the ridges that, on casual glance, appeared
to have been left by sweat pores in the ridges. On
closer inspection, however, these voids were easily
seen to be too large to be normal sweat pore structure.
Inspection of the rubber stamps disclosed that tiny
bubbles were trapped in the Microsil® during the cast-
ing process. Even the most careful application of Mi-
crosil® onto the three dimensional friction ridge im-
pression in the wax would not force all of the air from
the impressed ridges. Thus, tiny bubbles would be
trapped in the cast which was to become the rubber
stamp. These tiny bubbles in the stamp would then
appear as voids in the ridges of the “latent” print left
by the rubber stamp (figure 2).

A third characteristic that sometimes appears
in “latents” left by the homemade rubber stamps are
sharp, straight lines along the side of the print. These
lines are formed on the rubber stamp by trimming or
cleaning up after the cast was made and had hardened.

A fourth characteristic of “latents” forged with
a single rubber stamp is that the resulting prints are all
overlays of each other. In real latent prints left by real
fingers, the infinite possibilities in direction and pres-
sure of touch with normal fingers in normal handling
virtually assure that no two latent prints will ever be
exact overlays of each other. For all practical pur-
poses, it is impossible to leave two latent prints that
are exact duplicates. But once a little rubber stamp is
made with a fingerprint on it, “latents” left with that
stamp will always be overlays of each other. It is
sometimes possible to leave a smaller area of latent
print with a light touch of the rubber stamp, whereas
heavier pressure would leave a larger latent. But in
such a case, the smaller area of ridge detail resulting
from the light touch will be completely contained
within the area of the larger print from a heavy touch.



It should be noted that not every latent print
forged with a homemade rubber stamp exhibited all of
the above noted clues. In some of the forgeries, the
clues were so subtle that they might even be over-
looked during a casual inspection. But none of the lit-
tle rubber stamps made with the mold and cast method
were without flaws, and very few of the “latents” left
with the rubber stamps were completely free of clues
to forgery.

The Fingerprints on the alleged Pol-
lock painting

In the early 1980s, Mrs. Thelma Grossman
purchased a painting from a Brooklyn, New York art-
ist who was a member of an art group that called
themselves the Kopy Kats. Although the artist’s name
has been forgotten with time, Mrs. Grossman dis-
tinctly remembers meeting the artist himself and talk-
ing with him about the painting when she obtained it.
After moving to a new apartment where the painting
did not fit, she gave it to Ken Parker, Sr., an employee
of her husband.

Approximately twenty years later, Ken Parker, Jr.,
was cleaning out a storage building belonging to his late
father when he found the painting (figure 3). Because of
water damage incurred while the painting was in storage,
Mr. Parker decided to have the painting repaired to hang
in his home. He located an art restorer by the name of
Peter Paul Biro in Montreal who seemed competent to
restore the painting and took it to Montreal for the resto-
ration.

To Mr. Parker’s surprise, the art restorer noti-
fied him that there was a fingerprint on the back of the
painting that had been identified by retired Royal Ca-
nadian Mounted Police fingerprint expert Andre Tur-
cotte as having been made by Jackson Pollock. The art
restorer went on to state that the fingerprint proved the
painting was an authentic Pollock and he estimated its
value at around one hundred million dollars.

On one visit Mr. Parker made to Montreal, the
art restorer showed him a single fingerprint that the art
restorer said had been identified as Jackson Pollock’s.
The fingerprint was on the canvas on the back side of
the stretcher frame (figure 4). On a later visit, the art
restorer showed Mr. Parker three more fingerprints on
the wooden stretcher frame itself (figures 5a & 5b).
The art restorer explained he had used a chemical

process to develop these additional fingerprints. He
went on to say that it was one of the newly developed
fingerprints that had been identified to Jackson Pol-
lock. Mr. Parker had been led to believe earlier that it
was the fingerprint on the canvas that had been identi-
fied as having been made by Jackson Pollock.

Dubious of the art restorer’s claim, Mr. Parker
contacted Global Fine Art Registry, LLC, to review
the provenance of the painting in an attempt to prove
whether it was a genuine Pollock. He knew the history
of the painting and had heard the story from Mrs.
Grossman that the artist she met in the early 1980’s
could not have been Jackson Pollock, who had been
dead for a quarter of a century by that time. And yet
the presence of Jackson Pollock’s fingerprint on the
painting seemed to prove otherwise.

Analysis of the Fingerprints

There are a total of four fingerprints on the
backside of Ken Parker’s painting (hereinafter referred
to as “Parker’s painting”) that are black in color and
have the appearance of inked fingerprints. One of
these fingerprints is on the painting itself and three are
on the wooden stretcher frame. The fingerprint on the
painting itself appears clear and not smudged, but
some of the ridges lack continuity from side to side
across the print due to irregularities in the surface of
the paint. This fingerprint has some clear level 2 and
level 3 detail, but was deemed unidentifiable due to
the gaps in the ridges over the uneven areas of paint
on the canvas. Based on ridge flow at level 1, this
print appears to have come from the area of a finger
tip between the core and nail.

Of the three fingerprints on the wood, one is
suitable for comparison and appears to have sufficient
detail to be identifiable (figure 6). Level 1 information
indicates this fingerprint came from an area of friction
ridge skin between the core and nail of a finger tip. At
level 2 information, there appear to be 8 or 9 reliable
Galton details. Level 3 information is not so clear,
possibly due to the porous surface, texture of the
wood, and the wood grain upon which the fingerprint
was deposited.

The other two fingerprints on the wood lack sufficient
detail to be identifiable, but have ridge flow consistent
with having come from between the core and nail of a
finger tip.



Interestingly, the three fingerprints on the wood
appear to be covered with a shellac or varnish of some
kind (figure 7). Mr. Parker indicated the art restorer told
him he had developed these three fingerprints with some
kind of special chemical process. Presumably, this shellac
or varnish contained the chemical that “developed” the
prints. There were no other areas on the wooden frame
that had this shellac or varnish and the art restorer did
not explain how he knew where to apply this chemical to
develop these three prints, or why other areas of the wood
were not processed for fingerprints.

The fingerprint on the canvas and the darkest
of the three prints on the wood also curiously share the
same overall shape or outline. A closer inspection of
the other two prints on the wood reveals that they, too,
would fit into this same outline. Notably, this outline
is not uniformly convex around the perimeter, but has
significant concave indentations. For example, one
prominent concave indentation in the overall shape of
the print is noted at the top of the print just to the right
of center. This prominent concave feature is present in
both the print on the canvas and the darkest of the
prints on the wood. It can also be noted in the medium
dark print on the wood.

Another curious fact is that all four of the finger-
prints have the same orientation or directionality on the
back side of the stretcher frame. The fingerprint on the
paint and the darkest of the fingerprints on the wood are
in close proximity (figure 8) and are only a short distance
down the same side of the stretcher frame from the other
two fingerprints on the wood. All four of these fingerprints
are pointed inward at an approximate right angle to the
edge of the painting. The fact that all four fingerprints
point in almost exactly the same direction would not be
impossible, but in normal handling it would be expected
there would be some differences in the directions the fin-
gerprints point.

While the ridge detail on the wood lacks much
clear level 3 detail, possibly due to the porous nature of
the wood, the fingerprint on the painting itself has some
very clear level 3 detail. Of special interest are a number
of void shapes in the ridges that, at first glance, appear to
be sweat pores. On closer inspection, however, the size
and shapes of these voids is seen to be completely incon-
sistent with sweat pores (figure 9). These voids bear strik-
ing similarities with voids noted in prints made with rubber
stamps of finger tips made using the mold and cast
method (figure 2).

Based on a number of factors, the strong indi-
cation is that these four fingerprints on the back of

Parker’s painting were forged and have a common
source. Specifically, the indication is that these four
prints were deposited with varying pressures with a
rubber stamp made using the mold and cast method.
The factors indicating forgery include the following:
1) all four fingerprints have the appearance of inked
fingerprints supposedly developed with some type of
chemical in shellac or varnish, an unknown develop-
ment method supposedly invented by the art restorer
who discovered the prints; 2) all four fingerprints ap-
pear to represent the same area of friction skin and
appear to be exact overlays of each other; 3) all four
fingerprints have the same directionality; 4) major
concave segments along the perimeters or circumfer-
ences of three of the fingerprints are inconsistent with
normal, undistorted touches; and 5) large, uneven
voids in the ridges of the fingerprint on paint are in-
consistent with sweat pores, but are consistent with
bubbles in the casting material of fingerprints left by a
homemade rubber stamp.

To a varying degree, any of these factors alone
may be happenstance and may not be conclusive proof
of forgery. But combined, all of these factors together
are a strong indication that the four fingerprints on the
back of Parker’s painting were forged using a rubber
stamp made with the mold and cast method of finger-
print forgery.

Plastic Impression on Paint Can

A blue Devoe paint can believed to have been
used by Jackson Pollock was examined at the Pollock-
Krasner House and Study Center on Long Island, New
York (figure 10). A plastic impression is easily seen in
the dried paint near the top of the can. The location
and orientation of this fingerprint in the paint is con-
sistent with the placement of the left index finger if
the can were being held upright in the left hand. A Mi-
crosil® cast of this impression was made by Tom Han-
ley (figure 11).

The Microsil® cast of the plastic impression on
the blue Devoe paint can was then used as a “rubber
stamp” and inked prints were made (figure 12). At
level 1, the fingerprint resulting from this “forgery”
appears to be a plain whorl pattern with a scar running
diagonally from the upper left to the lower center of
the print. A gap running horizontally through the mid-
dle of the print may have been a later drop of paint
running down the side of the can. Another interpreta-



tion of the print might be that it is a combination of several touches and not a single plastic impression. In ei-
ther case, it is the top portion of this print that is of interest (figure 13).

Comparison and Evaluation of Fingerprints
On Stretcher Frame and Painting
With Prints from Plastic Impression on Paint Can

A comparison of the darkest print from the wooden stretcher frame of Parker’s painting with the inked
print made from the Microsil® cast of the plastic impression on the blue Devoe paint can leads to the conclu-
sion that both prints represent the same area of friction skin (figure 14).

Further examination reveals that the entire area of fingerprint from the wooden stretcher frame of
Parker’s painting is contained within the area of friction skin represented by the inked print made with the Mi-
crosil® cast of the plastic impression on the blue Devoe paint can. Indeed, the fingerprint from Parker’s paint-
ing is an exact overlay of that area in the inked print made with the Microsil® cast, with the exception that the
fingerprint on Parker’s painting is clearer in some areas, which may have resulted from cleaning the rubber
stamp used to make the prints on the painting.

Conclusion

A number of factors in the four fingerprints on Parker’s painting, combined with the comparison be-
tween those fingerprints and an inked print made from the cast of the fingerprint on the blue Devoe paint can,
are summarized in the following chart:

Characteristics of Fingerprints Consistent | Consistent
Observed in Parker’s Painting with natural | with forged
finger- finger-
prints? prints?
All four prints on Parker’s painting represent same area of friction
skin. No Yes
Outline of prints is odd shape with concave areas on boundary. No Yes
All four prints on Parker’s painting are in same orientation and
position with respect to edge of canvas. No Yes
All four prints on Parker’s painting are contained in area of fric-
tion skin impression in Devoe blue paint can. No Yes
Darkest fingerprint from wood on Parker’s Pollock is exact over-
lay of inked print from Cast C. No Yes
No other prints exist on the painting or stretcher frame with same
matrix. No Yes
Unknown development technique used on stretcher frame. No Yes

Level 3 voids in ridges of Print #1 are too large and odd shaped to
be sweat pores, but look like bubbles in casting material. No Yes

It might be dangerous to take any one of these factors alone and conclude that the four fingerprints on
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