Obama’s Long-Form Birth Certificate: Evidence Of Manipulation
by Jim March, 4/29/11
As I write this, I have never been publicly or privately associated with the “birther movement”. You can
search the web in vain for anything I’ve written on the subject.
Two days ago President Obama released his “long form” birth certificate. The file is available at:
http://whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/rss_viewer/birth-certificate-long-form.pdf
The resulting file is about 376k in size – this may vary from system to system by a little based on the disk
format type.
It is my honest conclusion that this document has been electronically manipulated. I do not know why, or
who did it, but the evidence is dramatic that this isn’t just a fake, it’s a particularly amateurish fake.
Much emphasis has been put forward so far on the alleged “layers” viewable in Adobe Illustrator. There’s
also some evidence that this may have been an accident of the scanning and/or processing, which appears
plausible. However, a closer look at the document itself reveals major problems and that’s where I’m
going to focus.
First, let’s start with a basic lesson in photo manipulation.
I’m going to start with part of a memo from my local county administrator, who has a habit of printing
documents and then scanning those into electronic form for distribution. I don’t quite know why he does
that, but it does result in a black and white “graphic scan” document that is broadly similar in type and
resolution to the alleged Obama birth certificate. Here’s a sample:

Let’s be clear: although this looks readable to humans as “text”, to a computer it’s all “graphics” - that is,
rather than record letters or numbers, it records individual “dots” (more properly, pixels) in an
arrangement that to us, looks like readable text. The difference is, you can’t “highlight the letters” and
paste them as plain text into another document, not without doing “optical character recognition” and
turning them into “real text”. In the document above, this hasn’t been done – it’s still a “graphic”.
Important: the Obama birth certificate is the same way – it’s a “graphic” from top to bottom - no actual
text. (That’s not necessarily a problem - if it was real that’s how it would be.)

Basics of graphic manipulation.
In order to alter our example document to make it look like it came from 2001 instead of 2011, my best
plan is to pull out a one, scooch the remaining “1” to the right a hair, duplicate the zero and copy it. This
results in:

Looks pretty good. But I can rapidly run into a problem if I’m forced to lay text onto a background design
of some sort.
Here’s a close-up, same document. I’ve grabbed the word “Date” and copied it over an area that has a
light gray background I created:

Looks...OK, but something is clearly “off” even at this resolution. Let’s zoom in:

The “slop” around the edges is obvious. It goes by a bunch of names such as ”JPEG spatter”, etc.
Depending on how “messy” the source area is, this effect can be much more pronounced. Here’s part of
the Pima County logo on a similar background:

...and zoomed in:

On a plain white background this “slop” isn’t visible. Overlay it on anything else, and it jumps out.
Remember that term - “slop”. You’re going to see a LOT more of it.
The Hunt For Slop
Now let’s look at the real Obama file – zoomed in to the same level (600%) as that last image of the
partial county logo.
Open the file in a real copy of Adobe Acrobat Reader. I believe any copy will do – I’m using version 9 in
Ubuntu 9.10 “Maverick”. If you don’t have it yet, it’s a free download at http://www.adobe.com
Let’s start in the bottom right corner area, at what I believe to be the least modified area where the state
registrar’s signature is:

This looks at least reasonable. The pale outlines around the dark text bleeding into the green areas
(causing a “white ghost outline”) is actually a bit troubling but could legitimately be a scanner artifact.
For our purposes we’ll ignore at least for now - there’s much more to be concerned about, like at the topright where the “document number” is:

When I first saw this in one of the videos, I gasped and raced to go find the original source document.
That last digit is completely wrong, plus we have a high degree of “slop” above, just below and to the left
of the central body of the last digit. Let’s blow it up further along with the cleaner-looking “4“ next to it:

OK...is this somebody’s idea of a joke? Seriously? If it’s not blindingly obvious yet, I’ll circle the
“slop”:

This is not “white house material” here. It’s the kind of thing a stoned teenager does trying to do a fake
ID at home. It’s an embarrassment. We’re America, dammit, we’re supposed to do better cons than
THIS!
Again: grab your own copy, zoom it yourself.
And it’s not at all an isolated incident:

It’s not just the “X”, it’s the contents of the “No” box as well looks a bit messy, and when they implanted
the “X” they messed up the underlying text “no, give” above it.
The entire doctor’s name is a forgery - a pixellated mess, plus look at the “slop” inside the looping “D”
and “d”:

...as is most (but not all?) of mom’s name:

The “signature of the local registrar” is particularly interesting:

It’s not just a fake (except for one downward stroke after the first letter?). There’s also areas of “JPEG
spatter” where no letters exist! Let’s highlight that:

The larger circled area above may be part of the “big round unknown” found below-left of that mostly.
I’ll back out to 300% zoom and show it to you:

Here’s what I think I’m seeing, roughly:

I guess it could be a match? BUT if that’s all it is, why is the “Ukelele” or whatever that local registrar’s
name is so far to the right? Was there originally writing much further to the left, such as where everybody
else signed on their lines??

Now, there’s some evidence that at least some of this was an attempt to clean up the document and make
it look better. We see some alterations that couldn’t possibly matter, such as the “R” in “BARACK”:

BUT weirder yet, the faint handwritten “X - X” marks are fake! Note the “slop” to the top-right of the
first “X”, and the area of slop around and especially above the second “X”. I don’t know what that
means, but it’s possible some form of the real one had that, and it has meaning in somebody’s memory or
just in case it does, it was replicated? I have no idea...but they were definitely grafted in electronically.
Let’s look at another issue - we have evidence that this was (allegedly) copied out of a book and then
grafted onto the green background and then it was stamped/signed by the state registrar. Let’s zoom way
out to 50% and look at that:

Now, this isn’t necessarily a problem. Here’s the “core area” from the alleged original defined:

OK, so the area in red is supposed to be from 1961, the area below that where the state registrar signed is
dated April 25th 2011. So we have an “old layer” and a “new layer”, and the green checker-whateverthat-is background is clearly from the new - because it’s found on both. Plus the green whatsits don’t
follow the curve of the “book” on the left edge. Follow?
Here’s some left edge at 600% - green broken “lines” stay horizontal while the underlying “book” curves
away:

Well that’s OK so far - but if the green lines are “newer”, why are they all gray and blurry against the
“old” background?

Look at some right edge area at 300%:

See it? Lighter at the right side, darker at the left. It’s as if a “filter” was applied? OR as if the entire
“core” from the “book” was copied and overlayed onto a different green background?
(You can also see another of the “harmless” alterations here - the “M.” in “P.M.” isn’t just too small, it’s
another heavily digitized artifact of manipulation.)
Folks, I have no idea what’s going on here. It’s possible the document is real but some white house
staffer with a sick sense of humor did their absolute best to make it look like a digitally altered mess. A
syphilitic chimpanzee on crack could have done a better job faking this.
The white house or the Hawaii state registrar’s office needs to stop playing games and release highresolution photos of the real document(s?).

