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The assignment was formulated as: 

1.1. Prof Lotz hereby requests a professional opinion from Prof Visser regarding the following 
aspects: 
1.1.1. Verification of the Mollett brothers’ findings: 

1.1.1.1. Determine if the two fingerprints in question (left index finger and right thumb 
on folien 1) originated from a flat surface (such as a DVD case) or from a conical 
convex surface (such as the exterior of a drinking glass); 

1.1.1.2. An opinion on the methodology of the Mollett brothers’ investigation into the 
former; 

1.1.1.3. Pointing out any shortcomings in the methodology or incorrect findings made 
by the Mollett brothers. 

1.1.1.4. Determine if folien 1 was lifted from the specific DVD case, which was in the flat 
on 16 March 2005 after 3pm; 

1.1.1.5. An opinion regarding the scientific and deductive logic of their methodology and 
conclusions. 
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1. Determine if the two fingerprints in question (left index finger and right 
thumb observed on folien 1) originated from a flat surface (such as a DVD 
case) or a conical convex surface (such as a drinking glass’s exterior). 
 

(A) The left index finger. 
It is common knowledge that since the original lift of the print on folien 1 in March 2005, this piece of 
evidence has gone through numerous hands and over time many surface scratches, marks and 
additional latent fingerprints were added. When using more recent versions of its image, one has to 
verify that any information extracted from it, is also present in the earlier versions. For this reason I 
preferred to work with the photo taken on 31/05/2005 (copy in Figure 1) in my investigation of the 
fingerprints, in spite of it not being of the highest quality and nor sufficient resolution for investigating 
small detail and the fact that the bottom section is out of view. This part is relevant when investigating 
the two “parallel lines” used by the defence team as indicator of a drinking glass being the substrate 
from where the lift was made. Figure 2 shows the image on the photo after being converted to a black 
and white negative (with two hundred and sixty five shades of gray) and contrast enhancement.  

 

Fig. 1: Photo of folien 1 taken on 31 May 2005 by SAPS and known as the digital file: 
230‐03‐2005CLOETESVILLE‐FOLIEN1‐.tif 
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Fig. 2: Black and white negative of the photo in Figure 1 with enhanced contrast. The print of the left 
index finger is enclosed in red. 

Figure 3 shows the image of the left index finger in question after being cropped from the photo in 
Figure 1, and being rotated to appear upright (roughly aligned with the SAPS control fingerprint set). 
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The image (in Figure 3) is first converted to a black and white negative (mutual swapping of black and 
white and the different shades of gray with their complement. This allows friction ridges in the images 
of Figures 1 and 3 which appear as lighter structures to be directly compared with their corresponding 
darker equivalent ridges in the images of the SAPS control fingerprint record for comparison). This black 
and white negative is then also reflected around a vertical axis (left and right sides in the image are 
mutually swapped), since the folien is pressed onto the object containing the original latent print, and 
after the folien is lifted it is turned over, bottom‐side up and then photographed. However, since the 
SAPS control fingerprints are created by pressing the inked fingers on paper and then directly 
photographing the prints on the paper, they need no reflection. In other words: the images from both 
sets of prints (those from the folien and the control SAPS ones) therefore appear the way they would be 
if the fingers themselves were transparent and one would view them from the side of the nails (or the 
backside of the hand), with the ridges as the darker structures and the grooves in between as the lighter 
structures. The contrast of the image is adjusted in such a way as to reveal detail at best. The end result 
of these manipulations, concerning the image of the left index finger in question, on folien 1 is shown in 
Figure 4. 

 

Fig. 3: Copy of the left index finger in question 
cropped from the photo in Figure 1 and rotated 
to be upright. 

 

Fig. 4: Black and white negative of the image in 
Figure 3 with LR reflection around a vertical axis 
and contrast enhancement of the left index 
finger, originating from folien 1 in Fig. 1. 
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Seven characteristic minutiae, as identified by fingerprint experts at SAPS, were used to compare the 
print of the left index finger on folien 1 (from Figure 4) and its corresponding rolled print (the control 
print) from SAPS. These are displayed in Figures 5 and 6. 

 

For a discussion on the mathematics involved I wish to refer the interested reader to the book Digital 
Image Processing in Matlab by Rafael C Gonzales, Richard E. Woods and Steven L. Eddins (ISDN 
2009902793) published 2009 by Gatesmark Publishing. In my search for the necessary and specific 
spatial transformation required to properly match the image in Figure 6 (i.e. the image of the left index 
finger on folien 1) to the corresponding image in Figure 5 (i.e. the SAPS control copy of the rolled left 
index finger), I used the seven corresponding and characteristic minutiae indicated in Figures 5 and 6, 
together with the two images as input to a numeric analysis program (programmed in Matlab) to 
calculate a specific affine transformation. The specific transformation (‘non‐reflective similarity’) used, 
imply  

i. Identical scaling along the two orthogonal spatial dimensions in which the 2D images occur (let’s 
call them the horizontal and vertical directions or x,y for simplicity’s sake),  

 

Fig. 5: The control copy of the rolled fingerprint 
from the left index finger (#7) from SAPS with 
the corresponding seven minutiae (marked with 
red dots) for identification. 

 

Fig. 6: Image of the left index fingerprint on 
folien 1 and indication of the seven matching 
minutiae (marked with red dots) as used by 
SAPS for positive identification. 
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ii. Rotation around an axis (z‐axis) perpendicular to the 2D plane of the images, and 
iii. Translation along the ‘horizontal’ or x and ‘vertical’ or y directions.  

A minimum of two corresponding points in the images are required for such a calculation of the fitted 
‘non‐reflective similarity’ transformation, but more points normally produce better results since a least 
squares fit is then applied. This ‘non‐reflective similarity’ transformation does not allow different scaling 
along the ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ directions (i.e. “shearing” in the x‐y plane is not allowed), nor curving 
(in the z dimension) perpendicular to the plane of the images. If curving and/or local shearing should 
have occurred in the image in Figure 6 (the left index fingerprint on folien 1) it will stand out as an area 
or areas that will not properly align with the image in Figure 5. 

 

The two numerically calculated images from Figures 7 and 8 can now be superimposed or overlaid right 
on top of one another and by adjusting the transparency of the two in a complementary way, one can 
visually observe and judge how well they match. Such a typical result is shown in Figure 9. Take note of: 

•  The exceptionally good fit of the friction ridges, grooves and unique detail in the area just below 
A (exactly where the seven minutiae used in the transformation calculation are situated).  

Fig. 7: A copy of the SAPS control rolled left 
index finger after the affine transformation. 
Note the only change is the enlargement of the 
area (in black) so as to accommodate fitting of 
the complete image from Fig. 8 in the frame and 
aligning it with this image of Fig. 7. 

Fig. 8: Left index finger’s print from folien 1 after 
the affine transformation. Note the anti‐
clockwise rotation, scaling and translation as 
well as the additional area (in black) so as to 
enable the best aligning with Fig. 7. 
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•  Area B (where the minutiae are few and far in between and difficult to spot), but see how well 
the ridges and grooves line up. 

•  Also take note of the horizontal areas just to the left and right of C since that represents the 
area of the fold in the joint between the first and second phalanges of the left index finger. 

 

 

Fig. 9: Superimposed images of the SAPS control left index finger’s rolled print and the corresponding 
fingerprint from folien 1, when the transparency of each was set at 50%. Take note of (A) the 
exceptionally good fit of the friction ridges, grooves and unique detail just below A (exactly where the 
seven minutiae used in the transformation calculation are situated) and B (where minutiae are few and 
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difficult to spot, but where the grooves line up quite well). Also take note of the horizontal areas just to 
the left and right of C since that represents the area of the fold in the joint between the first and second 
phalanges of the left index finger. 

A short video snippet was made (titled:  left‐index_230‐03‐2005CLOETESVILLE‐FOLIEN1‐
CROP_contrast_1a_video_c.avi and attached to this document) in which the transparency of the two 
superimposed images (from Figures 7 and 8) was adjusted in a complementary and monotonous way 
between 0 and 100% in 50 steps and then reversed again from 100% down to 0% with the same number 
of steps. Watching this gives one a dynamic visual impression of the quality of the fit between the two 
images. When the video is set to display in a continuous repetitive loop, one can focus on detail in any 
specific area and clearly see where the fit is locally good or where a difference in the pattern occurs due 
to poor alignment. 

We can analyze the fit of these two images even further to reveal to us how the finger was orientated 
and positioned when it originally made contact with the object and where folien 1 was later applied, to 
lift the print. 
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Figures 10 and 11 show the two images (which can be fitted upon each other) of the control left index 
finger’s rolled print and its counterpart from folien 1, together with some of their mm scale dimensions 
and corresponding points (the “core”, “delta” and minutiae) as well as a centre line through the core 
indicating the finger’s length axis. 

These two images (each at a 50% transparency level) with their corresponding positions and directional 
lines are shown superimposed on one another in Figure 12. The circumference of the control print’s first 
phalanx is shown in cyan, while that from folien 1 is shown in yellow. It is obvious that the print from 
folien 1 consists mainly of the finger in question’s radial side (i.e. the part closer to the radius/thumb) 
while the part closer to the ulna/pinkie contributed very little. To put a numerical value to this feature I 
calculated that the area to the left of the centre line and running through the core contributed only 
5.39%, while the area to the right contributed 94.61% to the total area of the first phalanx captured 
from folien 1. 

Fig. 10: The control copy of the rolled left index 
finger with measures is shown. The top red dot 
in the centre indicates the “core” and the 
second from the top and more towards the right 
the “delta”. The rest indicates the identification 
minutiae. The print of the first phalanx has a 
length of 26.4 mm and a width of 20.2 mm, 
while its digitally calculated surface (and 
encircled in cyan) is 490.1 mm2. 

Fig. 11: The fitted image of the left index finger 
found on folien 1, with indication of the 
corresponding positions of the “core”, “delta” 
and minutiae is shown. A vertical line, parallel to 
the length of the finger and running through the 
“core” can be used as guiding reference line. 
The area of the first phalanx in the print is 
encircled in yellow and has a digitally measured 
area of 282.4 mm2.



10 
 

 

Fig. 12: Superimposed images (together with the corresponding points and directional lines) from the 
SAPS control left index finger’s rolled print and its corresponding fingerprint on folien 1, when the 
transparency of each is set to 50%. The circumference of the control print’s first phalanx is shown in 
cyan, while the corresponding part coming from folien 1 is shown in yellow. It is obvious in this figure 
that the fingerprint coming from folien 1 was mainly due to the part of the finger closer towards the 
radius/thumb than due to the part closer to the ulna/pinkie.  

So, what conclusions can we deduce about the character of these fitted images? 

a) The fact that a simple affine transformation consisting of identical scaling in the x and y 
directions, rotation about the z‐axis and translation in the xy‐plane is sufficient to render an 
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almost perfect fit over the whole usable area of the fingerprint in question on folien 1 with its 
SAPS equivalent of the rolled left index finger, which was recorded on a flat surface, can only be 
interpreted in one way: 
IT SERVES AS UNAMBIGUOUS MATHEMATICAL PROOF THAT THE LEFT INDEX FINGER 
DEPOSITED ITS PRINT (SUBSEQUENTLY LIFTED BY FOLIEN 1) ON A FLAT SURFACE AND 
NOT ON A CONICALLY CURVED SURFACE. 

b) The fact that even the friction ridges closest to the fold on both sides of the joint between the 
first and second phalanges of the left index finger were recorded on folien 1 and that they line 
up with their equivalents on the SAPS control image lead to the next conclusion: 
IT SERVES AS IRREFUTABLE PROOF THAT THE LEFT INDEX FINGER WAS STRAIGHT AND 
NOT BENT, WHEN IT CAME IN CONTACT WITH THE OBJECT FROM WHERE ITS PRINT 
WAS LIFTED ON FOLIEN 1. 

c) The fact that it is mainly the top side of the left index finger (i.e. the part closer towards the 
radius/thumb) which appears in the print from folien 1, indicates that this finger at the moment 
of contact with the object where the print was deposited, was rotated or rolled over in a 
clockwise direction (as seen from the perspective of its owner). In fact it was rotated to such an 
extent that it stretched 2.4 mm further to the right than the SAPS control print (which was also 
rolled upon capture on a flat surface). A valid question would be: By how many degrees was it 
rolled over? The FBI requires rolled fingerprints to be captured from one side of the nail right 
through to the other side of the nail (i.e. rotation of 180°), but this was obviously not the case 
with the SAPS control print. Due to the lack of the necessary information currently available to 
me, any answer to this question will remain speculation. The only fact one can state, in this 
regard, is: 
THE LEFT INDEX FINGER WAS EXTENSIVELY ROTATED CLOCKWISE (TOWARDS THE 
RADIUS/THUMB), AT THE MOMENT THE PRINT WAS DEPOSITED AND SUBSEQUENTLY 
TRANSFERRED TO FOLIEN 1, EVEN MORE THAN WHEN THE ROLLED SAPS CONTROL 
VERSION WAS CAPTURED. 

 

The first two of these three conclusions are in direct contradiction of the evidence from the defence 
experts Wertheim and Zeelenberg and needs answering. The third conclusion, although stated with less 
emphasis by the defence experts has serious implications regarding their hypothesis of a drinking glass 
being the source of the lift on folien 1 and inferring that some of the marks on folien 1 were due to the 
simultaneous contact of the left hand’s middle finger, ring finger, and pinkie together with the identified 
left index finger. 

What are these irrefutable facts concerning the left index finger {(a) it being in contact with a flat 
surface, (b) it being straight, and (c) it being significantly rolled over towards the thumb during the print 
deposition}, imply regarding its orientation at the moment of contact? For a finger to rotate around an 
axis parallel to its length, i.e. to roll‐over, the actual motion originates in the wrist and elbow joints and 
all five fingers will rotate synchronously with the hand. It is humanly impossible to roll a single finger 
individually while the other four and the hand in itself remain unaffected. This means that, at the 
moment of contact, the left hand was turned clockwise (from the perspective of its owner) with the 

plane of its palm, the index finger, the middle finger, ring finger and pinkie making an angle of say ±45° 
with the object (depending on the amount of roll‐over that actually occurred). Figure 13 shows the way 



12 
 

a drinking glass would normally be held in the left hand, with the palm of the hand being vertical 
(parallel to the vertical axis of the glass), and the fingers curved around the glass, with four fingers fitting 
clockwise and the thumb on the opposite side fitting anti‐clockwise (when viewed from above). In this 
case it would be mainly the flat or bottom side of the fingers being in contact with the curved surface of 
the glass. Figure 14 shows how the fingers and hand will rotate when the left index finger is rolled over 
to a similar position as was observed on folien 1. Notice how the rotation of the middle finger, ring 
finger and pinkie caused them to move away from being able to touch the glass. Figure 15 shows the 
result when someone would attempt to lift a glass when held between the rolled index finger and 
thumb. There simply is not enough frictional grip to hold and lift even an empty glass that way. 

 

I trust I provided sufficient scientific proof that the left index fingerprint on folien 1 originated on a flat 
surface, while the finger was straight and significantly rolled over towards the thumb. There simply is 
just no possibility whatsoever that it could have come from the conically convex outside surface of a 
drinking glass as claimed by Wertheim and Zeelenberg. 

 

 

Fig. 13: The way a glass would 
normally be held in the left 
hand, with the palm of the 
hand being vertical (parallel to 
the vertically axis of the glass), 
and the fingers curved around. 
Four fingers fit clockwise and 
the thumb on the opposite 
side fitting anti‐clockwise 
(when viewed from above). 

 

Fig. 14: Shows how the fingers 
and hand will rotate when the 
left index finger is rolled over 
to a similar position as was 
observed on folien 1. Notice 
how the rotation of the middle 
finger, ring finger and pinkie 
caused them to move away 
from being able to touch the 
glass. 

 

Fig. 15: Shows the result when 
someone would attempt to lift 
a glass when held between the 
rolled index finger and thumb. 
There simply is not enough 
frictional grip to hold and lift 
even an empty glass this way. 
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(B) The right thumb. 
Both Wertheim and Zeelenberg made reference to a right hand thumb print on folien 1, with Zeelenberg 
claiming to be able to attribute even two separate prints of Fred van der Vyver’s right thumb to folien 1. 
These are shown in Figure 16, which is identical to the image shown in Figure 2, with only the different 
areas of interest for the claimed right thumb prints marked in red. 

 

Fig. 16: Contrast enhanced image of folien 1, showing the claimed right thumb prints according to 
Wertheim (A) and Zeelenberg (both A and B). 

 

In spite of my best efforts in enhancing the contrast of all the digital images available to me, such that 
sufficient detail should show up, I could not identify sufficient minutiae to ensure positive identification. 
The results are shown in Figures 17 and 18. 

 

A B 
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It would be interesting to see the verifiable results of how both Wertheim and Zeelenberg 
independently, made the connection between these prints and the right hand thumb. Would they be 
prepared to publish it, or should one judge it merely as an unsubstantiated claim? 

 

2. The parallel curved lines on folien 1. 
(A) Mathematical model of a cone 

The two slightly curved lines visible at the top and bottom of folien 1 and approximately 80 mm apart 
gave rise to the impression that it was caused by the rim and bottom of a drinking glass and not due to a 
DVD case as stated by Const. Swartz of SAPS and argued by the prosecuting team. The experts for the 
defence team (Wertheim and Zeelenberg) convinced the court (and even some higher ranking officials in 
SAPS) of the first interpretation in this respect. In Wertheim’s own words: ‘… it is my conclusion that lift 
#1 was taken from a drinking glass and was intentionally mislabeled as having come from a DVD case. 
Lift #1 has all of the characteristics of fabricated fingerprint evidence and, in my opinion, is intentionally 
fabricated fingerprint evidence.’ Neither of the two experts provided verifiable substantiation for their 
claim that the two curved lines came from a truncated conical shaped object, such as a drinking glass. 
Their only explanation was that in their experience such a curved line is consistent with a curved 
surface. Instead of starting a mudslinging argument, let me rather stick to the basic principles regarding 
conical sections and their underlying mathematics and see what jumps out.  

Consider a right circular cone with half angle α at the apex and positioned at the origin of a Cartesian 
coordinate system being truncated at the two z‐coordinates z1 and z2 along its axis of rotational 

Fig. 17: A cropped and contrast enhanced image 
of the area A from Figure 16 claimed to be due 
to the right hand thumb. To me it appears as if 
the image consists of more than one print, 
partially overlaying one another. 

 

Fig. 18: Image of area B from Figure 16 claimed 
to be due to the right hand thumb. To me it 
appears as if the image consists of multiple 
fragments of prints with the direction of the 
ridges almost randomly scattered. 
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symmetry to form a double truncated cone of vertical height h = z2 ‐ z1. as shown in Figure 19. Points 
(x,y,z) on the surface of the cone conforms to the equation !" tan#$% & '% ( )% 

if we assume the origin of the Cartesian coordinate system to be at the apex of the cone and the z‐axis 
along the cone’s rotational axis. If the truncation occurs perpendicular to the rotational axis, this 
truncating section represents a circle of radius r, the value of which dependents on the values of z and 

α. Suppose we label the radius of the two circular truncating sections as r1 and r2. From elementary 
geometry follows the relationship tan# &  *+ &  *,+, & *-+-  hence (in general)   " & *./01 

and specifically for the two truncating sections  "2 & *,./01 and  "% & *-./01 

The vertical height of the double truncated cone is therefore given by 3 & "% 4 "2 & *-5*,./01    hence   
2./01 & 6*-5*,  (Eq. 1) 

Any point along the circumference of an arbitrary circular section is at an equal distance away from the 
apex of the cone and this distance (called the lateral distance and let’s label it d), is given by 

7 & √9% ( "%   hence (in general) 7 & :9% ( ; *./01<% and  7 & 9:1 ( ; 2./01<% 

By eliminating the ; 2./01 < factor in the equation above in terms of the parameters h, r1 and r2 from Eq.1, 

we obtain a general expression for the lateral distance along the side of the cone from any point on the 
circumference of the circular section towards the cone’s apex. 

7 & 9>1 ( ? 39% 4 92@% 

In particular for the two circular truncating sections with radii r1 and r2, this lateral distance along the 
side of the cone from any point on the circumference of the circular section towards the cone’s apex is 
given by: 

72 & 92:1 ( ; 6*-5*,<%   and   7% & 9%:1 ( ; 6*-5*,<%   (Eq. 2) 

At this point some abstract thought process is required. If we can now imagine us being able to cut the 
cone open, from its larger circular truncating section towards the apex (or the other way round and 
irrespective of the particular path the cut is following) and then fold its surface open to lie in a flat plane. 
All the points along the circumference of the former circular section (in fact all the points, x, y, z 
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constituting the former cone’s surface) as well as the apex, will lie in the same flat plane. All the points 
along the circumference of the former circular section will still be at the same distance d, away from the 
apex, but they all are now positioned in the same flat plain. That is exactly the definition of a circle! In 
other words the points along the circumference of the previous circular section now form part 
(constituting an arc) of a circle of radius equal to its previous lateral distance d.  

 

Fig. 19: A right circular cone of half top angle α with its apex at the origin of a Cartesian coordinate 
system being truncated at the two z‐coordinates z1 and z2 along its axis of rotational symmetry to form a 
double truncated cone of vertical height h = z2 ‐ z1. If the truncation occurs perpendicular to the 
rotational axis, this truncating section is described by a circle of radius r, the value of which dependents 

on the values of z and α. Suppose we label the radius of the two truncating sections as r1 and r2, and 
their lateral distances from the apex as d1 and d2 respectively. 



17 
 

The lateral height, ℓ = (d2 – d1) of the double truncated cone is slightly more than its vertical height, h 
and given by: 

ℓ " #$% & $'( " #)% & )'(*1 , - ./01/23%     Eq.3 

If the diameters at the bottom and top of a conically shaped glass are measured experimentally together 
with its vertical height, h, one can use Equation 2 to calculate the associated radii d1 and d2 for the 
bottom and top of the glass and also the lateral height, ℓ, using Equation 3. If on the other hand, 
someone (as Wertheim did) would have measured the lateral height, ℓ, instead of the vertical height h, 
together with the bottom and top diameters one can use the Equation 4 (see below) to calculate the 
associated radii, d1 and d2 and Equation 5 to calculate the vertical height. $' " /2ℓ/01/2    and   $% " /0ℓ/01/2   Eq. 4 

4 " 5% & 5' " *- /0ℓ/01/23% & )%% & *- /2ℓ/01/23% & )'%     Eq. 5 

 

(B) Analysis of the curves from a dummy drinking glass 

We can now test this theory by a simple experiment. I bought a drinking glass (the cheapest available @ 
R4.99 or about the equivalent of 2 US quarters from my local grocery store), with dimensions of similar 
order as claimed by the defence experts as the source for the fingerprints on folien 1. The dimensions of 
the particular experimental drinking glass as measured roughly with a tape measure, is: 

vertical height : 88.5 ± 0.5 mm 

lateral height: 88.7 ± 0.5 mm 

top diameter: 83.0 ± 0.5 mm 

bottom diameter: 71.5 ± 0.5 mm 

Plugging these numbers into Eq. 2, I was able to predict the radius of the curve corresponding to the top 
lateral distance d2 and bottom d1, and the lateral height, ℓ of the doubly truncated cone to be: 

radius of the curve for the top lateral distance, d2 = 640.1 mm 
radius of the curve for the bottom lateral distance, d1 = 551.4 mm 

lateral height, ℓ =(d2 – d1) = 88.7 mm 
 

I tightly wrapped a sheet of ordinary printer paper around the glass’s conical surface and stuck it 
together with cellotape (Scotch tape). Thereafter I cut the excess paper off with the sharp blade of a 
cutter so as to be level with the rim of the glass and did the same at the bottom of the glass. The paper 
therefore has the same dimensions as the outside of the glass and also forms a double truncated cone 
similar to the glass itself. This setup I used to deposit left index fingerprints (from a dummy, i.e. myself) 
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in different configurations on a conical convex surface for later analysis and it is shown in Figure 20. 
After completion the paper was cut open along the glass’s lateral height, folded open on a flat surface 
and photographed together with a measuring tape as shown in Figure 21. 

 

With the digital photographic image shown in Figure 21 as input, I used a program to digitally measure 
the x, y coordinates of points along the upper (shown in Figure 22) and lower curves corresponding with 
the truncating sections of the cone or with the rim and bottom circumference of the glass. Calibration 
was done by doing similar measurements along the tape measure to give mm scale readings for the two 
curves. 

 

Fig. 20: A sheet of paper folded around, stuck to 
and cut to the same vertical dimensions as a 
right angled conically shaped drinking glass. This 
was used for depositing dummy left index 
fingerprints in different orientations for 
experimentation and analysis. 

Fig. 21: The sheet of paper from Figure 20 being 
cut open vertically and laid on a flat surface 
together with a measuring tape for measuring 
the radius of curvature of the upper and lower 
circular sections so as to verify their values 
against the theoretically predicted values. 
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Fig. 22: Measurement points (x‐y coordinates and labeled from 0 to 15) for the upper curve 
corresponding with the rim of the glass. 

The values of the measurements are shown in Table 1. 

Upper curve of dummy 
glass 

Lower curve of dummy 
glass 

Index # x' (mm) y'(mm) x' (mm) y'(mm) 
0 2.1 84.2 39.4 166.3
1 16.1 81.3 54.4 163.7
2 28.5 79.0 67.6 161.6
3 39.9 76.9 83.9 159.3
4 53.4 75.1 101.0 157.8
5 64.5 73.3 118.4 157.2
6 78.0 72.0 136.3 156.7
7 91.4 70.7 154.9 157.0
8 108.5 69.9 171.7 157.2
9 126.9 69.4 187.5 158.5

10 144.0 69.2 204.6 160.6
11 168.1 70.2 224.8 163.2
12 191.7 71.2 244.5 166.0
13 214.8 72.8 261.6 168.9
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14 234.2 75.6 
15 251.5 78.2 

 

Using a least squares technique to fit the data for the upper curve (representing the rim of the glass) and 
forcing the equation for a circle as the appropriate fitting function on it, produced the following results 
as shown graphically in Figures 23 and 24. 

 

Fig. 23: Points on the upper curve (corresponding to the rim of the glass) as shown in Figures 21 and 22 
being least squares fitted to a function representing a circle of radius d2 = 659.8 mm with the origin of 
the circle at the coordinates (x0 = 141.7 mm and y0 = ‐728.9 mm). The fact that the fitted curve does not 
look like a circle is due to different scaling factors being used in the y and x‐directions, so as to display 
the range of variation in both values maximally. 

To put it in proper perspective, equal scaling is used in Figure 24 for the same graphical information as in 
Figure 23, so as to agree with our visual impression as representing an arc of a circle. The fitted radius of 
659.8 mm, derived from the experimentally measured data corresponds within reasonable expectations 
from the theoretically predicted value of 640.1 mm, which represents a 3.03% difference. 
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Fig. 24: True perspective of the circle fitted to the upper curve representing the rim of the glass with the 
radius d2 = 659.8 mm and the origin of the circle at the coordinates (x0 = 141.7 mm and y0 = ‐728.9 mm). 

 

Using a least squares technique to fit the data for the lower curve (corresponding to the bottom of the 
glass) and forcing the equation for a circle as the appropriate fitting function on it, produced the 
following results as shown graphically in Figures 25 and 26. 
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Fig. 25: Points on the lower curve (corresponding to the bottom of the glass) as shown in Figure 21 being 
least squares fitted to a function representing a circle of radius d1 = 568.4 mm with the origin of the 
circle at the coordinates (x0 = 142.1 mm and y0 = ‐725.1 mm). The fact that the fitted curve does not look 
like a circle is due to different scaling factors being used in the y and x‐directions, so as to display the 
range of variation in both values maximally. 

To put it in proper perspective, equal scaling is used in Figure 26 for the same graphical information as in 
Figure 25, so as to agree with our visual impression as representing an arc of a circle. The fitted radius of 
568.4 mm, derived from the experimentally measured data corresponds within reasonable expectations 
from the theoretically predicted value of 551.4 mm, which represents a 3.04% difference. 

It is also obvious that the origin as predicted by the fit for both circles agrees well. For the x‐coordinate 
of the origin x0 = 141.7 versus 142.1 mm (a 0.28% difference) and for the y coordinate, y0 = ‐728.9 versus 
‐725.1 mm (a 0.52% difference). 

The difference between the radii (which represents the lateral height of the glass) from the 
experimental results is 91.4 mm compared with the theoretical prediction of 88.7 mm, i.e. a 3.01% 
difference. 



23 
 

 

Fig. 26: True perspective of the circle fitted to the lower curve representing the bottom of the glass with 
the radius d1 = 568.4 mm and the origin of the circle at the coordinates (x0 = 142.1 mm and y0 = ‐725.1). 

To put the whole experiment in perspective: let us give a graphical presentation of the complete circles, 
together with the arcs associated with the upper and lower curves shown simultaneously as is done in 
Figure 27. 
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Fig. 27: The arc and complete circle associated with the upper curve (rim of the glass) shown in blue and 
lower curve (associated with the bottom of the glass) shown in black. This is just a combination of the 
information in Figures 24 and 26 and scaled identically in the x and y directions, such as to show even 
the larger circle completely and in true perspective. 

This surprisingly good agreement between the experimental results from quite primitive measurements 
and the theoretically predicted values serves as proof that the reasoning, regarding the curves for the 
top and bottom of a truncated conical shaped object is sound. Making similar measurements and 
performing the same analysis on the two curves observed on folien 1 is therefore relevant. 

 

(C) Analysis of the curves on folien 1 

With the digital photographic image of folien 1, shown in Figure 28 as input, I used the same program to 
digitally measure the x, y coordinates of points along the upper curve (and claimed by the defence 
experts to represent the rim of a drinking glass). Calibration was done by doing similar measurements 
along the ruler at the bottom of the photo to give mm scale readings for the curve. A picture of the 
measurement points along the upper curve in folien 1 is shown in Figure 29. 
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Fig. 28: Digital image of folien 1 which will be used to measure points on the upper and lower curve for 
analysis to check if it fits in with the characteristics of a double truncated drinking glass. 
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Fig. 29: Measurement points (x‐y coordinates measure at the top left corner of each of the indicated 
labels and numbered from 0 to 14 in blue) for the upper curve on folien 1. 
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Fig. 30: Measurement points (x‐y coordinates and labeled from 0 to 15) for the lower curve on folien 1. 

The values of the measurements are shown below in Table 2. 

Upper curve on folien 1 Lower curve on folien 1 

Index # x' (mm) y'(mm) x' (mm) y'(mm) 
0 3.00 1.66 4.01 9.54
1 3.61 1.59 4.50 9.53
2 4.22 1.53 4.89 9.50
3 4.80 1.47 5.23 9.49
4 5.46 1.44 5.55 9.46
5 6.16 1.37 5.67 9.43
6 6.82 1.33 5.99 9.43
7 7.68 1.28 6.19 9.39
8 8.59 1.23 6.35 9.34
9 9.46 1.18 6.49 9.26

10 10.35 1.13 6.99 9.26
11 11.46 1.09 7.44 9.21
12 12.44 1.09 7.88 9.21
13 13.05 1.05 8.27 9.18
14 13.48 1.06 8.74 9.14
15 9.23 9.10
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Using a least squares technique to fit the data for the upper curve on folien 1 and forcing the equation 
for a circle as the appropriate fitting function on it, produced the following results as shown graphically 
in Figures 31 and 32. 

 

Fig. 31: Points on the upper curve of folien 1 as shown in Figures 28 and 29 being least squares fitted to 
a function representing a circle of radius d2 = 119.5 mm with the origin of the circle at the coordinates 
(x0 = 15 mm and y0 = ‐120.6 mm). The visual appearance of the fitted curve is not a true projection since 
different scaling factors are being used in the y and x‐directions, so as to display the range of variation in 
both values maximally. Fig. 32 shows it in true perspective where equal scaling for x and y directions are 
being used. 



29 
 

 

Fig. 32: True perspective of the circle fitted to the upper curve of folien 1 with the radius d2 = 119.5 mm 
and the origin of the circle at the coordinates (x0 = 15 mm and y0 = ‐120.6 mm). 

 

Using a least squares technique to fit the data for the lower curve on folien 1 and forcing the equation 
for a circle as the appropriate fitting function on it, produced the following results as shown graphically 
in Figures 33 and 34. Although relatively large scatter in the measured points is observed (as is to be 
expected from such an irregularly segmented structure as the curve at the bottom of folien 1, there is 
still a general consistent and monotonous relationship between the points obvious in the graph. Forcing 
a circle to be fitted to the measured data points is not a non‐sensible operation since these points are 
not randomly scattered, only showing up the irregularities in the curve itself. 
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Fig. 33: Points on the lower curve of folien 1 as shown in Figures 28 and 30 being least squares fitted to a 
function representing a circle of radius d1 = 366.2 mm with the origin of the circle at the coordinates (x0 
= 41 mm and y0 = ‐373.9 mm). The visual appearance of the fitted curve is not a true projection since 
different scaling factors are being used in the y and x‐directions, so as to display the range of variation in 
both values maximally. Fig. 34 shows it in true perspective where equal scaling for x and y directions are 
being used.  

To put it in proper perspective, equal scaling is used in Figure 34 for the same graphical information as in 
Figure 33, so as to agree with our visual impression as representing an arc of a circle. 
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Fig. 34: True perspective of the circle fitted to the lower curve on folien 1 with the radius d1 = 366.2 mm 
and the origin of the circle at the coordinates (x0 = 41 mm and y0 = ‐373.9). 

To put the whole experiment in perspective, let us give a graphical presentation of the complete circles, 
together with the arcs associated with the upper and lower curves shown simultaneously as is done in 
Figure 35 and which should be compared with Figure 27 on p. 24 for the dummy glass. 
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Fig. 35: The arcs and complete circles associated with the upper (blue) and lower (black) curves from 
folien 1. This is just a combination of the information in Figures 32 and 34 and scaled identically in the x 
and y directions, such as to show even the larger circle completely and in true perspective. 

This is a most startling result jumping out here! It should grab anyone’s attention to investigate the 
detail of the matter further, in order to find out what is happening here and what is this graph telling us! 
Just to recap, I am going to put the two graphs for the dummy drinking glass (which was completely 
consistent with theory) and that of folien 1 next to one another in Figure 36 for easy comparison. 

 

Fig. 36(a): Features from the curves of the 
dummy drinking glass. 

Fig. 36(b): Features of the curves from folien 1. 
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The following differences in features should be mentioned: 

•  For the dummy glass the two circles associated with the two curves are concentric, as it should 
be for a right truncated cone, whereas for folien 1 they are NOT concentric and the origins of 
the two circles totally disagree. This feature implies that should the lift on folien 1 be associated 
with a ‘drinking glass’, the ‘glass’ could not have a vertical axis of symmetry, but it must have 
been totally skew! 

•  For the dummy glass the radius (659.8 mm) of the circle associated with its rim is 91.4 mm 
larger than the radius (568.4 mm) of the circle associated with its bottom, and which is in 
acceptable agreement with its physically measured and theoretically predicted lateral height of 
88.7 mm (3.01% difference). This also implies that the glass is wider at the top than at the 
bottom, as is in visual agreement with photos of the glass being tapered down to the bottom. 
Now take a look at the corresponding features of the fitted circles for folien 1. The circle 
associated with the lower curve (presumably the bottom of the defence experts’ hypothetical 
‘drinking glass’) has a radius of 366.2 mm, whereas the circle associated with the top curve has a 
radius of only 119.5 mm. In other words: this hypothetical ‘drinking glass’ is much, much wider 
at the bottom and has a very narrow opening at the top! Apart from having to be extremely 
tapered upward, it is also has to be extremely slanted. In other words it could not have been a 
truncated right circular cone. It defies my imagination what such a ‘glass’ would exactly look 
like. 

 

I think the only acceptable conclusion in agreement with mathematical proof, than can be drawn from 
these results, is that the marks on folien 1 in the form of a curved line at the top and a less curved and 
slightly irregular line at the bottom CAN NOT be due to a drinking glass.  

That raises the following question in my mind: Why haven’t the defence experts, nor the experts from 
the prosecution and SAPS done the maths and revealed this inconsistency regarding the ‘drinking glass’ 
hypothesis? Were they also just negligent and reckless, as Const. Swartz has been accused of in this 
matter? Or even a worse scenario: if they were aware of it, but kept it hidden under the carpet, this 
would rather constitute a premeditated intention to defeat the purpose of justice. Either way, such an 
oversight by persons claimed to be international experts in the field of forensic science, put a serious 
question mark behind their professional abilities and skills or moral fibre! 
 
(D) Analysis of Wertheim’s gallery of glasses 

If we apply Equations 4 and 5 (on p. 17) to the set of ten glasses Wertheim used in his 
simulation/experimentation to compare with the images on folien 1, we arrive at the numerical results 
(in mm) shown in Table 3, below. Numerical values in the left columns (on a yellow background) are his 
dimensional measurements for the glasses, whereas the values in the four columns to the right are 
calculated from the theory using the appropriate Equations 4 and 5 on p. 17. 

Glass label 
(d2‐d1): 
lateral 
height 

top 
diameter 

bottom 
diameter

top 
curve 
radius 

d2 

bottom 
curve 
radius 

d1 

difference 
= lateral 
height 

ℓ 

vertical 
height 

h 

Wertheim #1 82 74 67 866.9 784.9 82.0 81.9 
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Wertheim #2 82 79 64 431.9 349.9 82.0 81.7 
Wertheim #3 82 77 59 350.8 268.8 82.0 81.5 
Wertheim #4 90 92 53 212.3 122.3 90.0 87.9 
Wertheim #5 81 50 35 270.0 189.0 81.0 80.7 
Wertheim #6 80 75 69 1000.0 920.0 80.0 79.9 
Wertheim #7 90 75 64 613.6 523.6 90.0 89.8 
Wertheim #8 80 71 45 218.5 138.5 80.0 78.9 
Wertheim #9 85 52 40 368.3 283.3 85.0 84.8 
Wertheim #10 71 70 36 146.2 75.2 71.0 68.9 

 

Compare this set of results with those from the upper curve on folien 1, whose radius was determined 
as being 119.5 mm and that of the lower curve being 366.2 mm: No correspondence anywhere at all! 
Perhaps someone would wish to argue that it was only the top curve (with a radius of 119.5 mm as 
measured experimentally) on folien 1, which, according to the defence experts, was caused by a drinking 
glass of 80 mm lateral height, while the bottom curve is not related, but due to something completely 
different. Plugging these values into the appropriate equations, for a conically truncated glass, results in 
a glass having a top diameter of 92 mm, a bottom diameter of 30.4 mm, a lateral height of 80 mm and a 
vertical height of 73.8 mm. Indeed a funny shaped glass, its rim being 18.2 mm wider in diameter than 
its vertical height and such a narrow 30 mm diameter base, less than a third of its rim’s. For sure an 
“imaginary glass” that will topple over, even before you can deposit your fingerprint on it! Its physical 
dimensions will more readily resemble a very wide‐rimmed, cut‐off ice cream cone than a glass. 

It is as obvious as broad daylight: there is absolutely NO near‐match with any of the ten glasses 
Wertheim used! Not even by the most generous stretch of the imagination. He was surely fishing on dry 
ground, and succeeded in misleading the court. Wertheim’s remark (p.16, §70): “…we can only conclude 
that the presentation of lift #1 as having come from a DVD case is an intentional fabrication of evidence” 
is coming back to bite him in the form of an intentional fabrication of a glass that was only a figment of 
his imagination. 

 

3. Opinion on the Mollett brother’s methodology regarding the glass vs DVD 
investigation 

Their document with the file name:  EXPLANATION OF THE LINES ON FOLIEN 1_REVISED_LOW_G.pdf 
reports their study of the top and bottom curves of folien 1. In it they did sound work and I would 
endorse it almost in its entirety. Just a word of caution: I would recommend them looking into the maths 
regarding conical sections. A circle is the section of a plane intersecting with the cone and being exactly 
perpendicular to the cone’s rotational axis of symmetry. It is the limiting case between the more general 
family of ellipses, where the intersecting plane is at an acute angle to the rotation axis. As such, a 
“perfect” circle will hardly ever be encountered in our physical world. Most of the times, we will find an 
almost circular ellipse, with eccentricity almost equal to zero and therefore approximating a circle. A 
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parabola is the section when the plane cutting the cone is parallel to one of the cone’s sides or where 
the eccentricity approaches one. Whereas the hyperbola is generated when the plane cutting the cone 
is parallel to the axis of symmetry or where the eccentricity is larger than one. I also disagree with their 
objection towards fitting circles to the two curves on folien 1 and think they should again check into 
their regression analysis on p. 21 of their document. There must be something wrong, but I cannot put 
my finger exactly on the error.  
Perhaps the equation on their p. 21 of the document should be: ! " #�$%& ' () ' *+& 

or they did not properly allow for the origin to be an unconstrained characteristic in two variables? 
Compare it with the results in Figure 31 on p. 28 of this report. 

 

Fig. 37: Conical sections showing the relationship between a circle, an ellipse, a parabola and a 
hyperbola. 

In their file with the title: Addition_to_Mollett_reports_(meer omvattend).pdf  
they cover most of the aspects concerning the case in general terms. More specifically the ‘lip print’ was 
covered and shown that it could equally well have been caused by a slightly wet latex glove worn by one 
of the investigating officials, WO Mariaan Booysen, whose index finger matches the ‘lip‐print’ 
remarkably well and who is known to have handled the DVD case. This was treated in even more detail 
in the file with the title Lip_report_web_low.pdf  The real problem with this part, is that it is also just 
speculation, although with a reasonable probability of being true. In this respect it is no more nor less 
valid than the speculation by Wertheim and Zeelenberg to the contrary of being a ‘lip‐print’ on a glass. I 
think currently there is just not enough evidence for establishing the truth on this point, except that it 
has been established beyond any doubt that the substrate was not a conical drinking glass, but a flat 
object. With that in mind, why would anybody leave a ‘lip‐print’ on a flat object? It does not fit in with 
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any typical human behaviour. On that ground I would lean towards the Molletts’ argument (caused by 
Booysens’ latex covered finger) as more likely to be true than that of the defence team’s ‘lip‐ print’ 
hypothesis. Exactly the same argument (being a plausible explanation but not necessarily proven true) is 
applicable to their conclusions on the possible cause of the drop marks on folien 1, in the file with the 
title: Spatter_experiment_low_web.pdf as well as the ‘wet’drops reported on in the file 
Wet_drops_report_web_low.pdf 
They also treated the possible cause of the ‘curved’ lines at the top and bottom of folien 1 and 
suggested an alternative explanation from the defence experts’ opinion (being indicative of a drinking 
glass) in the form of a previously overlapping lift and the way the lifting was done from the DVD case in 
question. I am totally convinced that it was not caused by a drinking glass and can prove it, but what 
actually caused it, also remains an unsolved riddle to me. Their opinion on marks or imprints on folien 1 
as possibly caused by a feature in the DVD case has been retracted. It should be regarded as a positive 
when someone is prepared to admit an error and retract it. I also tried to find tell‐tale marks on the 
different photographical copies of folien 1, but apart from contaminating scratches, marks and latent 
fingerprints added over time I could find nothing of significance. Regarding the treatment of the drop 
marks on folien 1, I find their investigation to be more thorough, extensive and convincing than that of 
Zeelenberg. This is also confirmed in the file with the title: Dry_drops_report_web_low.pdf  

In the two files with the titles: Prints_PART_1_web_low.pdf and Prints_PART_2_web_low.pdf they 
studied the various prints found on folien 1. They first challenge (on p. 3) the opinion of Wertheim that 
the print of the left index finger was curved downwards, foreshortened and rolled on to a side by 
overlaying the corresponding finger ‘s flat print. The problem with such a procedure is that if you start 
off without proper proof that the two images actually line up correctly, then all subsequent derivations 
and therefore conclusions based thereupon is not necessarily true and should be treated with 
scepticism. In my opinion this is a weakness in this particular part of their investigation. It is obvious 
from the right hand figure on p. 10 of their document that their indication of the core and delta is 
shifted too much to the left. Compare it with the numerical fit of Figure 12 on p. 10 of this report. What I 
do find of significant value is the figure on p. 30 of the second part, showing up numerous fragments of 
unidentified fingerprints also present on folien 1 and specifically the direction of their ridges, which are 
scattered almost randomly. Wertheim does mention it indirectly, or rather hijacked it to fit in with his 
unsubstantiated claim of simultaneous print indications of the middle finger, the ring finger and the 
pinkie being aligned with the print of the identified left index finger. On p. 13 section 62 of his report he 
states: “The relative locations of the critical elements of lift #1 and an experimental lift from glass #2 are shown 
in the two photographs below. The curved upper and lower edges are not marked in the photographs but are 
clearly visible. The left index fingerprint in each lift is marked in green, the right thumb print is marked in red, 
the lip print is marked in blue, and the presumed left middle, ring, and little fingers are marked in yellow.” 
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If that does not constitute the worst example of an opportunistic hijacking of all sorts of blotches, 
marks, unidentified fingerprint fragments (which clearly are unrelated and almost randomly orientated) 
to create a misrepresentation of the highest degree just to strengthen his biased argument, I shudder to 
think to what lengths he might go to bend the truth to his liking. 
 
In my opinion the Molletts’ reporting of their methodology is much more transparent than that of either 
Wertheim or Zeelenberg. Also their way of investigating and analyzing a problem is on a more solid 
scientific base than the defence experts’. As regards their hypothesis for the possible causes of the 
numerous unanswered questions: it is at least equally plausible if not more plausible than that of the 
defence experts. 

 

4. Was folien 1 lifted from the specific DVD case in question? 

On this question I could not find any solid evidence pointing to a believable answer either way. I think 
from the moment the police failed to keep proper custody of the particular DVD and its cover, this 
question became humanly unanswerable. Currently that appears to me to have been the last lost piece 
of evidence that could have provided the true answer to this question. 

 

5. Opinion on the Mollett brothers deductive logic, methodology and 
conclusions 

There is no obvious error in their logical train of thought. It is sound and the deductions are logical, but it 
still relies on unproven hypothesis. A contrary argument can be formulated and will be accepted to be 
just as plausible. I don’t think there is anything they could and should have done differently to solve this 
riddled problem and exposed the truth. 
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6 Conclusions 

To summarize my conclusions: 

A. I provided unambiguous mathematical proof that the left index finger deposited its print 
(subsequently lifted on folien 1) on a flat surface and not on a conically curved surface. (See p. 
10 and 11) 

B. I gave irrefutable proof that the left index finger was straight and not bent, when it came into 
contact with the object from where its print was lifted on folien 1. (see p. 11) 

C. I proofed the left index finger to have been extensively rotated clockwise (towards the 
radius/thumb), even more than when the rolled SAPS control version was captured, at the 
moment the print was deposited and subsequently lifted on folien 1. (see p. 11) 

D. The finding in C above, leads to the subsequent conclusion that the left hand was rotated into 
such a position that its middle finger, ring finger and pinkie would not have touched the object 
simultaneously with the left index finger when its print was deposited and subsequently lifted 
on folien 1. (see p. 11) 

E. I also showed that it is humanly impossible to lift a glass when grasped only by means of a 
straight, extensively rolled over left index finger and thumb. (see p. 12) 

F. I gave exact mathematical proof that the curves observed at the top and bottom of folien 1 
could not have originated from a conical truncated object such as the rim and/or bottom of a 
drinking glass. (see section 2 from p. 14 to 34) 

 

All six of the above items are incompatible with the substrate of folien 1 being a drinking glass, while it 
can be reconciled with a DVD case (but does not necessarily proof it). 

 

Let us now look into the specific contradictions between my findings and that of the defence experts 
Wertheim and Zeelenberg. 

1. On p.7 §36B of Wertheim’s report he states:  
The side of a fingerprint with an apparent pattern of left slope loop (identified in paragraph 28 
above as the left index finger of Fred van der Vyver). The relationship between the first and 
second phalanges shows a degree of curvature. 
Zeelenberg also latches on to the same idea by saying that the print opens up between the first 
and second phalanges and use it as proof of a bent left index finger on the print. 
 
My response: 
Take a look at Figure 38 
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If one considers only the print from folien 1 as shown in Fig 38 (A) in isolation, one can be 
excused for interpreting it as an ‘opening up’ between phalanges one and two due to the finger 
being bent. When properly aligned with the rolled and matching fingerprint on a flat surface as 
shown in Fig 38 (C) it is obvious that even the rolled print on a flat surface does not show ridges 
in the fold between the two phalanges towards the right side. 
The problem is that both defence experts did not align the prints in question properly and just 
relied on their years of experience to visually make a judgment. 

2. On p.7 §36 of Wertheim’s report he states:  
Two adjacent latent prints lacking sufficient value for comparison, but having physical 
characteristics consistent with simultaneous impressions of fingers #8 and #9 deposited 
contemporaneously with #7 of Fred van der Vyver (no firm conclusion of simultaneity could be 
supported through identification of the fingerprints themselves). 
Zeelenberg also used expressions such as: 
Position and whole arrangement from fingerprints in relation to each other, is typical for a glass 
 
My response: 
Where is the proof of such fingerprints? Even their identification of the two right thumb prints is 
doubtful in my mind. As regards the rest of the left hand’s fingers: Wertheim submits he cannot 
prove simultaneity with the print of #7, but I would like to challenge him to even prove and 
show us that they were coming from fingers of the same person, never mind the same left 
hand! All I see on folien 1, as far as fingerprints go, apart from the positive identification of the 
left index finger, is two larger prints (right thumb they claimed without proof) and a number of 
fragments of prints with the direction of their ridges scattered almost randomly. To hijack these 
unidentifiable fragments to support his claim of simultaneity from the other fingers of the left 

Fig. 38 (A): The aligned image 
of the print in question from 
folien 1. The area considered 
to be ‘opening up’ between 
the first and second phalanges 
is the area just below the mark 
A in red. 

Fig. 38 (B): The superimposed 
and aligned images from the 
rolled SAPS control print of the 
left index finger and the print 
in question form folien 1. The 
area considered to be ‘opening 
up’ is the area just below the 
mark A in red. 

Fig. 38 (C): The aligned image 
from the rolled SAPS control 
print of the left index finger. 
The area considered to be 
‘opening up’ is the area just 
below the mark A in red. 

A A A
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hand, so as to strengthen their hypothesis of a glass, is nothing else but opportunistic 
misrepresentation. Why do I suddenly get the impression that these two international defence 
experts did not work independently, but supported one another whenever they wished to bend 
the truth? 

3. On p. 15&16 §68 of Wertheim’s report he summarizes the features he found consistent with a 
print coming from a glass: (I only list the ones I proved otherwise)  

a. Two parallel lines 80 mm apart representing edges of surface 
b. Curvature to the lines that represent the edges of the surface 
c. Angle of finger (rolled onto its side) 
d. Curvature of finger from joint to joint 
e. Position of finger relative to edge of object  
f. Relative positions of all fingers to each other and to lip print 

 
My response: 
The two lines at the top and bottom and specifically their curvature were proven 
mathematically to be impossible to have been created by the rim and/or bottom of a 
drinking glass. 
Can there be any logical reason why a forensic expert might think that the side of a 
finger will not leave a print on a flat surface?  
I proved that the left index finger was not bent in the joint. 
Why should the particular position of the finger be any less likely to occur as it did in 
case of a flat surface, than a conically curved one, unless you want it to be there? 
Knowledge of the relative position of the other fingers is wishful thinking on the part of 
both Wertheim and Zeelenberg and is utter hogwash. 
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