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UNTTED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR ‘U1IE BISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

HAROLD WEISBERG,
Plaintiff,
v.
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATLION,

befendant.

AFFIDAVIT

My name is llarold Weisberp. T am the plaintiff in this instant cause. .
I reside at 7627 0ld Recéiver Rozad, Route 12, Frederick, Md.

1. My pr}u: experiences include those of reporter, investigative repertar,
Senate investiguator and intelligence analyst. My experience as an intelligence

. analyst was in the forerunner of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and in

the PRepartment of State.

2. In addition to these prior experiences, [ have devoted 16 years to
study of the assassination of President Kennedy and its official investipation.
L aw responsible for bringing te light wuch of what did not come to publiec atten-
tion as a result of the Warren Commission's (the Commission) work. The first of
my seven books was the first definitive analysis of the work of that Cemmission.
It and my subsequent books also analyzed the functioning of the various pélice,
investigative and intelligence agencies invelved in the 'investigation of the
assassination. I have made extensive use of the Freedom of Information aAct (FOLAY,
obtaining and studying an enormous volume of recurds of the various agenciss. I
knoew of no one who has examinud as mony formerly secret records relating to the
crime and its investigation. My kuowledge is such that in C.A. 75-226 che
Leparement of Justice sterted that I koow more about the assasginatibn of Fresidant
fennedy and its official investigation than auyone in the FBI.‘

3. I have read che November 2& affidavit of Robert £. Owen (the Owen

affidavit), of the Directorate of Operations of the CIA.




4. Although misleading and dissembling are prized and well-developed
skills in all intelligence agencies, in the CIA these are most highly prized - o
and practiced - in the component of which Owen is part. In less polite language,
it is known as "dirty tricks."

5. To my knowledge there is nothing in the Owen affidavit that could not
hiave been alleged in his and other prior government affidavits in this instant
cause.

6. Based on my knowledge and experience, I believe that the reason the
statements in this affidavit were not made earlier is because of the risk,
known to the defendant, defendant's counsel and the CIA, that I would prove them
to be deceptive, misleading and uqtrgthful.

7. Because the Caur!t%(at the October 17, 1979, calendar call that
the Court does not read all the affidavits ﬁnd because of the length required
For a paragraph-by-paragraph rebuttal of the Owen affidavit, I stacte at the
‘oucset that it is the purpose of cthis affidavit to show that the Owen affidavit
is deceptive, misleading, inaccurate and untruthful in ways that are not acci-
dental and that part of the proof is the attachments, most of which are of CIA
documents that were disclosed by it long before the two Commission executive
sessiop transcripts in question (the transcripts) were disclosed.

8. 1In Paragraphs 2 and 3 Owen presents a version of what he refers to as
the "rationale" and "circumstances" of the classification of the transcripts in
question. He does not state that the transeripts were properly clasaifieé, and
they were not. The Commission had no power or authorization to classify. These
records were "classified" by the court reporter, as a means of avoiding careless-
ness in his office. This was established in court in my C.A. 2052-73. ' -

9. The "circumstances" set forth in Paragraph 3 are not relevant. They
also are a careful rewriting of "cold war'" history from which essentials are
eliminated. This Owen account of the state of the world at the time of the
assassination concludes with, "One of the most distarbing questions at the time
was whether Lee.Harvey Oswald way a Soviet agent." From this, in Paragraph-3,

he inferred Soviet ipvolvenent.




10. Except among a few entrenched polirical paranoids, the CIA knew and
stated in contemporaneous records T have obtuined that Oswald was not a Soviet
agent ond that the Soviets had no connection with the crimé. A few samples of
these records, disclosed by the CIA itself, follow below. At the time of
Watergate, the CIA got rid of these officials of paranoidal view and preconcep-
tion, those responsible for the fictions Owen now resuscitates. (Because there
is overlapping of subject matter in the Owen paragraphs and in the records,
there is overlapping in the paragraphs of this affidavit and its exhibits have
relevance to other portions of the Owen affidavit than the parts to which they
are initially addressed.)

11. Owen's revisions of history ignore the fact that che Soviets pres
ferred President Kennedy over his unsuccessful opponent at the time he was

NEmER

elected and over his successor., It is not reasonable to suspect that the Soviet
Union would assassinate the American President of its preference only to have,
him succeeded by one it did not prefer. There is no factual basis for the
suspicion now and there was none at the time. As che CIA itself stated, the
assasaination wus opposed to Soviet theory and practice.

12. Owen does refer to the Bay of Pigs, one of a still unended series of
great disasters engineered by the CIA (one he does not mention is Iran), and to
rhe "Cuban Missile Crisis," but he Fails to state their conclusion. The "Crisis'
ended with assurpnces that there would be no war over or in Cuba and with the
beginning of whaf is now called 'detente." The first step in this after ‘the end
of the crisis was the limited test ban agreement initiated by President Kennedy.

13. President Kennedy took other steps toward reducing tensioms with the
USSR, such as cunceling an agreement to provide Great Britain with “Blue Strgak"
missiles and withdrawing Americun missiles near the USSR, beginning with thos;
in Turkey. These changes in American policy for which President Kennedy was
responsible, wanted Ly the Soviet lUnion, were clearly enunciated in his speech
at American llniversity the sunmer before he wau ussassinated. So while there were
tensions in the world, to a large degree brought to pass by the excesses of
agencies like the CIA, under President Kennedy's leadership and to the liking

and agreement of the USSR, they were being reduced.




14, At the time President Kennedy was assassinated, he had ordered the
liquidation of United States involvement in Viet Nam. This was to be accom—
plished by monthly withdrawals of "advisers" and to be comﬁleted by the next
election. The process was begun. It ended a few days after he was killed.
Earlier he had ordered the end of our intrusions elsewhere in Southeast Asia.
This was circumvented by the CIA, which continued those subordinate undeclared
wars with proxy armies of its creation and financing. This is thoroughly docu-

mented in The Invisible Government, by David Wise and Thomas B. Ross, first

published in June 1964,

15. The baseless question of "whether Oswald wes an agent of the USSR"
was created by a few CIA political paranoids and others of the same mindset. The
CIA pressed this at best dubious theory on President Johnson with such vigor it
is a wonder World War TII was not launched as a result. The CIA rushed to the
Whice House known fabrications alleging Oswald was a "red" agent. The CIA's
Mexico City station pushed this hard. When the CIA continued this campaign with
the Warren Commission, the FBI castigated Director John McCone for his irresponsi-
bility in this regard. The fabrication the CIA pressed upon the new President,

who was immeraed‘in the tragedy, in preserving tranquillity and in the problems
of succession an; traneition, had the known purpose of using the assassination of
the President ss?the justification for an attach on Cuba, which really meant
launching World War III. X

16. Afrer the CIA disclosed the documents in which the forepoing is explicit,
it suspended its FOIA disclosure of records relating to.the assassination. I still
await compliance with my 1975 requests and repeated appeals.

17. This fear of World War III and the holocaust it would have meant is
the argumegt by which President Johnson persuaded Chief-Justice Warren to head the
Presidential Commission as Warren informed his staff at its first meeting with him
on January 20, 1964. One of several Commission records relating to this that I
published in 1973 states: '"When the position had first been offered to him he
declined it, on the principle .that Supreme Court Justices should not take this

kind of role." After referring to widespread rumors the President said that some,
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"if not quenched, could conceivably lead the country into a war which would cost
40,000,000 lives. No one ceuld refuse to do something which might help prevent
such o posaibility. The President convineed him that this wss an occasion on
which the actual conditions had to overrule general principles."

18, One of the fabricated reports of Oswald as a pai '"red" assassin,
referred to in Paragraph 15 above, was concocted by a Nicaraguan, Gilberto
Alvarado Ugatte, then in Mexico City. It was immediately identifiable as a
Fabrication. Nonethelesa: the CIA hawked it inmediately to the White House and
then to the Commission, notwithstunding the fact that it had been disproven. An
FBI internal memorandum denouncing this, of December 18, 1963, from its headi
quarters "Oswald" file is attached as Exhibic 1. (The unnamed source referred
to in the concluding sentence is Gerald Ford, who was an FBI informant on secret
Conmission matteras, according to FBI records I obtained in C.A. 77-2155.)

19. Twelve days earlier, according to FBI cable No. 214 from its Mexico
City Office (file 105-82555-242), Alvarado, who made up this story to get the
United States to attack éuba, was to be deported the next morning. The cable
concludes, "CIA UFRE ADVISED..."

20. About buen's "most disturbing" question {(Paragraph 5), “'whether Lee
llarvey Oswald was a Saviet agent," the CIA knew better and its records say other-
wise., One, of the time prior to Nosenko's defection and reporting of the Russian
belief that Oswald was an American agent, is CIA Document Number 376-154 (Exhibit
2). The CIA zefeased this before shutting d;wn all compliance. It debupks any
Soviet involvement in the assassination.

21. Parenthetically, I note that this CIA disciosute also holds the kind

of information Owen now claims, in Paragraph 5 and elsewhere, must he withheld

in the interest of national security, whafthe CIA knew about Soviet intelligence.

22. Each of the six numbered sections of this record dated December 11,

1963, staces the opposite of what Owen now states. The first section says tqf:
& - /

o (ol it Ther

the definitive FBI reports ordered by the President "@&
that "Oswald was the agent of any foreign government." The second atates that

what is known of Oswald is contrary to what is known of the KGB's practice, that
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"Long standing KGB practice generally forbids" what Oswald is known to have done,
including when he made contact with the American Communist Party and Soviet
embassies. The third begins, "Certain facets of Oswald's activities in the USSR
also argue strongly that the KGB would never have recruited him for a mission of
any kind... As a re-defector from the USSR he would immediately be suspect ..."
The fourth rules out Oswald as the kind of person the USSR would have used in any
"executive action" or assassination. (Interestingly, the concluding sentence
confirms in advance what Yuri Nosenko later :uid the KGB concluded about Oswald:
"Even if the KGB had not earlier noted signs of mental aberration, the suicide

try presumably furnished convinecing evidence that Oswald was not agent material.")
The fifth cites Oswald's activities in Dallas prior to the assassination "as one
more negative indication of KGB involvement." It also states of this that "It is,
of course, most unlikely that a KGB agent on an executive action mission would be
permitted (or would permit himself) co" behave publicly as Oswald was reported to
have behaved - attracting considerable attention to himself by bad conduct on a
shooting range. Six begins, "The evidence presently available to us seems fairly
conclusively to rule out any Soviet involvement in the President's assassination."
None of this information was ever refuted. Most of it is axiomatic in the craft
of intelligence; {Another axiom is that the intelligence agencies do nmot assassi-
nate agents of hostile agencies or the heads of other states for to do so is to
start an endless, self-defeating bloodbath. .Dne of the few exceptions is the CIA,
which plotted to kill Castro and other heads of state.)

23, Subsection 6.c is another of the many troupling indications cited
below that suggest Oswald was not alone and may have had unknown domestic connec-
tions. It notes accurately that sometimes Oswald misspelled and was ungrammatical
while at other times he was "rather surprisingly literate.'" Where he was so
"surprisingly literate" is in letters-later used to pim a red :label on him, his
efforts that are consistent with what is known in intelligence as establishing
a cover.

24. Throughout, the Owen affidavit is skilled in its Orwellian pragtice.

"

In Paragraph'4 it takes doctrine from "Through the Looking Glass," in Alice In
Wonderland. It begins misleadlingly: "In February of 1964 Yuriy Nosenko ...

defected to American intelligence." Actually, Nosenko went to the CIA, not




"American intelligence," earlier. Records disclosed by the CIA establish this
was the preceding month. (For example, see CIA Document 498, Exhibit 5.) Then
Dwen slates, "Among other things, he indicated lie possessed. informution about
Lee Harvey Oswald's contacts with the KGB while Oswald was in the Soviet Union."
This is essential to Owen's and the CIA's present purposes and therefore is
stated. But it is contrary to fact, to what the FBI reports say and to what the
CIA itself pave as a basis Ffor its long abuse and illegal captivity of Nosenko,
Nosenko's statement that the KGB made no contact with Oswald, considering him
unstable. John L. Hart's testimony for the CIA to the House Select Committee on
Assassinations (the committee) is quitg explicit on this. Hart, too, found it
hard to believe that the KGB made no contact with Oswald.

25. These formulations also serve to obscure the CIA's real problem with
what Nosenko said. This is stated in my prior affidavits and is undenied - the
Russiune suspected that Oswald was an American "agent in place.' This pointed
at the CIA, although not it alone, but it did not point at the FBI.

26. The Nosenko or Junme 23 Commission transcript holds no indication that
the Commission Members were informed of this by the CIA.

27. "As Nosenko was debriefed," the Owen revision of actuality conmtinues,
“it became clear ‘that Oswald was not an agent of the KGB.” Owen is careful not
to say when "it became clear." This is because it "became clear" enough prior

oo b 01
to the CIA's writing of Exhibit 2, which is dated Qpuu@TRgmESl, 1963, or some weeks
before Nosenko defected. i

28, Ignoring Exhibit 2 and an abundance of other records and proofs, Owen's
newest and long-delayed explanation of alleged need to withhold continues with
"The problem then became one of establishing Nosenko's bona fides. If Mr. Nosemko
could be proven to be honest and his information to be believable, it would be
possible te conclude" what had alreedy been concluded, "that Oswald had no connec-
tion with the Soviet KGB and that the Soviet Union had nothing to do with President
Kennedy's death." Otherwise, Owen states, it would mean that Nosenko was "pro-
grammed by the KCB to provide false information to establish the 'innocent'
nature of Oswald's" nomexisting "contacts with the KGB." &nd horror of horrors,
thus "it womld have been possible to conclude that Oswald may have been an agent

of the KCB when he shot President Kennedy."

29, All of these fictions, all of these "possible" conclusions that




disregard and are contrary to the official conclusions already reached and
published on exactly those points, are essential to the newest of these constantly
Changing CTA excuies Tor the unjuatifioble withholding: "Establishing Nosenko's
bona fides was a critical element in making any judgment on the possibility of
Soviet involvement in President Kennedy's death."

30. Owen's conjectures are neither logical nor reasonable. If Nosenko
were not being "honest," there could be other explanations. Those provided by
llart include the physical and emotional consequences of the severe punishment and
the exceptional strain of three years of isolation in & vault, broken only by
interrogations and efforts to break Nosenko down. Moreover, there was no need
for the Soviet Union to "program" Nosenko with "false information" and dispatch
him "to establish the 'innocent' nature of Oswald's contacts with the KGB" af to
lead this country to believe that the KGB had no connection with the assassination
once the official conclusions stating this were published. This was on and after
December 5, 1963,

31. Even if relevant to the continued withholding of the transcripts, as
it is not, "establishing Nosenko's bona fides," Owen's formulation, was no great
prnhkem. If he provided valusble information that was hurtful ;o the KGB and
helpful to the United States, he was bona fide. '

32. He exposed a number of KGB agents and operators, which is hurtful to
the USSR and helpful to the CIA. He also "pinpointed the location of forty-four
micropliones built into the walls of the Americau Embassy (in Moscow) when it was
constructed in 1952. They were outfitted with covers that shielded them from
electronic sweeps..." (quoted from John Barren's book,.ﬁgg,ifuf which both the
CIA and the FAI provided information.) Hart's testimony on behalf af the CIA
confirmed thia. The importance and value of such information camnot be exaggerated,
notr can the harm it did to the KGB's anti-American intelligepce gathering. Even
if it had been assumed for 12 years that the building was bugged, until Nosenko
‘pinpointed the location" of these 44 bugs, nobody knew what parts of the embassy

were bugged and what were not. Knowing rather than merely suspecting the bugging

also was important information.




33. MNosenko's subsequent career as a well-paid CIA consultant, lecturer
and text writer on intelligence leaves no doubt about his bona Ffides. Only those
who had motive lur destroying him - and literally plenned to do it - could believe
the irrational and unbelievable, what 6wen conjectures and Hart testified was
without foundation.

J4. The method by which the CIA undertook to establish Nosenko's "bona
fides" - rorture and unprecedented abuse according to Hart but.'model" treatment
according to the CIA's affidavits in this instant cause - is the one way guaranteed
not to accomplish that end. On its part the FBT had no doubts about Nosenka's
bona fides. Otherwise, as my uncontested prior affidavits state, it would not
have arranged for him to testify before the Commission without consulting either
the Commission or the CIA.

35. Owen's dissertation on "establishing the bana fides of a defector,"
his Paragraph 5, acknowledges that this can be accomplished by "independent
verification of a substantial portion of the intelligence :information received
from éhe defectu{.“ Instead of stating whether or not the CIA was able to do
this, as it was and did, Owen goes into but a single means, CIA agents inside the
hostile service. He implies there are no other means. He deseribes verification
capaé&lity as "normally a well-guarded secret, since public acknowledgment usually
prompts hostile action to negate such sources." His big point is that "the public
acknowledgment of u lack of such capabili:ies.can be very effectively used against
an intelligence service by hostile foreign intelligence services." Carriéd away
by his mixture of irrelevant truth and untruth, Owen reaches the newest excuse

for withholding the transcripts: . when the defector is an intelligence officer
(and) the independent verification requires other sources knowledgeable of the
daily, inner workings of the defector's intelligence service.'" Owen leaves no
doubt that he really means only CIA agents inside the KGB with "acknowledgment of
the CIA's ability to provide independent verification of information received from
a KGB defector would establish the likelihood that the CIA had sources inside the
KGB." And such a CIA agent inside the KGB, without whom no verification of Nosenko

would be possible, had to be of high rank, able to "influence KGB intelligence

activicies."
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36. All of this typifies CIA efforts to intimidate the courts. Without
doubt, the CIA is expert in intelligence matters. The courts, like all concermed
Awericant, do care about preseiving cssential intelligence [unctions and do tend
to accept CIA representations. Few people outside of agencies like the CIA
understand the actualities of intelligence or have specific knowledge of the
matters in question. In this particular case the CIA representations are untrue.
It can be and in the Nosenko matter it was simple to establish his bona fides by
"independent verification" and this did not require any CIA agents inside the KGB.
Lf Nosenko did provide valuable information not previously known, what is regarded
as other than "throw away" information, his bona fides were established. The two
matters cited above, identification of active KGB agents and operations and of
the 44 bugs in che Moseow embassy, where "independent verification" required '
American, not KCB, probing of the embassy walls, are more than enocugh to establish
Nosenko's bona fides.

37. With'regard to the alleged question of Nosenko's bona fides, it should
be remembered that the conjectured purpose of dispatching Nosenko as a KCB disin-
formation aperatpr in the investigation of the President's assassination did not
exisr. It is a bIA—manufac:ured fiction.

I 38. Owen then seeks to terrify the Court again with still another horror
that, even if it were true, has no applicability in this case, that "if it became
clear to the KGB that the CIA lacked the means of independently verifying certain
information about the KGB," whatever "certain" may mean, "it might mean that the
CIA hed no source inside the KGB which could in turm signify that the CIA had no
way of knowing about any KGB agents operating inside of the CIA .,."

39. Taking the last part first, there was, after this case was in court
and prior to the Owen affidavit, intense public discussion of just this, whether
the KGB had penetrated the CIA. CIA people were on both sides. The debate centered
around former Director William Colby and his efforts to cleanse the CIA. There
was the suspicion that James Jesus Angleton, long-time head of counter-intelligence,
was such a KGB "mole" because his activities were conmstrufed as wrecking. There

is also the irdformation provided by the CIA and the FBI to Edward J. Epstein,
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derailed in my prior affidavits and not refuted, Epstein then identified such

a KGD "mole" by the code-name "Fedora," with enough description to make his
identification by the KGH wutowatic. (Angleton is one of those who raised phony
questions about Nosenko's bona fides. The alleged doubts resulted in the long
abuse and illegal captivity of Nosenko and denied the CIA the dependable use of
some of his information and his services which the CIA has since Found so
valueble. Angleton was an Fpstein source. Whether or not related, immediately
after Epstein's "Fedora" disclosure, Arkady N. Shevchenko, highest ranking Ruagian
on the United Nations staff, was first ordered home and then defected to the
United States. The lurid details of the CIA's financing of his extravagant life
thereafter, including an expensive call girl, have been on the front pages and
are in a book by that woman.

40. Moreover, it does not require & "source inaide the KGB" to know of
"KCB agents working inside of the CIA." There are other means of making the
determination. In the recent case of the convicted former CIA man, William P,
Kampiles, there was no "source inside the KGB" to identify him. Internationally,
there are.many similar illustrations.

41. Becsuse "independent verification" of Nosenko did not require a
"source inside the KCB," the KCGB would not assume either of Owen's alternative
postulates, that%acknowledged confirmation of Nosenko meant the CIA had penetrated
the KCB or that gcknowledged fnilure to meke independent confirmation meant that
the CIA had not penetrated the KGD. The mosc‘obvioua addictional disproof of the
first pustulatefis that it was done without aid from any CIA agent inside the
KGB, according t; the CIA's own testimony, given by Hart. The most obvious of
the disproofs of the alternative postulate is that it was contemporaneously admitted
that the CIA did not immediately make verification. With the CIA's approval,
the 1964 Warren Report says this.

42. Along with his claim that to establish Nosenko's bona fides the CIA
required sources within the KGB, Owen also alleges in Paragraph 6 and theresafter

a CIA inability to comduct investigations inside the Soviet Union. He qualifies

this in Paragraph 7, where he cites Hart as authority for saying the CIA "did
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not have any assets capable of making an investigation within the Soviet Union."

This is not the same as saying that the CIA had no "assets" or "capabilities"
within the USHK.

43. The most obvious additiomal proof of Owen's wrongful intent in all
of this, his allegations beginning in Paragraph 5, is the fact that the CIA and
the FBI disclosed records holding the identical information Owen now swears to
this Court had to be withheld., (wen's new allegations supposedly account for
the withholding of the transcripts until the day the government's brief was due
at the appeals court. The exhibits I provide in disproof of these Owen allega—
tions were Pro#ided to me by the FBI and by CIA before it suspended all compliance
with my FOTA requests more than two years ago, which was prior to Hart's testimony.

44, In addition, much such information was provided to the Warren Commission
and was disclosed by the defendant with the CIA's approval. One of these records,
of 111 pages, is titled "Oswald's Foreign Activities." This is precisely what
Owen snd the CIA now claim it could not investigate. It is the kind of information’
Owen now claims had to be withheld lest the nation's security be endangered..
These records, long readily available to the public, abound in citations of the
CIA and in confirmation of what Nosenko said. .

45. Although Owen represents that the CIA had no "assets" inside the:
SOV§et Union, the consular official to whom Oswald pretended to renocunce his
citéFenship - while being careful to preserve it - was Richard Snyder. Snyder

c
is ;cknouledgcd to have been a CIA man. The'Embassy doctor, who met with Oswald
and gave Oswald his mother's name and United States address, also was an intelli-
gence operative. lle was invulved in the Penkovsky cas; and trial. He serviced
Colonel Oleg Penkovsky's 'drops." The executed Penkovsky was an extraordinarily
valuable CIA asset.

46, Exhibit 3, CIA Document 151-60, discloses the C%A's ability to check
"landing cards and hotel registers." Unnecessary withholdings make it impossible
topinpoint the country of origin, but if it was Finland then the fact of CIA
operations and investigations there was published by the Warren Commissiom.

Publication includes the CIA's check of landing cards and hotel registers there.
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The CIA also conducted USSR investigations relating to Oswald from there.
Exhibit 3 also indicates the opposite of reason for the CIA to suspect Soviet
fuvalvewent i the asnassinnt ion,

47. Another Soviet source is used in Exhibit 4, CIA Document 350-140.

The CIA's source, identification withheld, met with "SOVIET EMB. REP.," which is
substituced for identification. The information confirms Nosenko, "SOVIET SAID
ACT INCOMPREHENSIBLE BECAUSE COULD NOT EFFECT CHANGE IN U.S., ESPECIALLY FOREIGN
POLICY..." 1t states that "OSWALD*S STAY RUSSIA HAD NO BEARING ON CRIME BECAUSE
OF CP DIRECTIVE SINCE TIME OF LENIN CONSIDERED OFPRESSION OPPONENTS ONLY DAMAGING
COMMUNIST MOVEMENT." Meager as is this information, it could enable the KGB to
identify the CIA's source. This disclosed record, which confirms some of what
Mosenko said, that foreigners could work inside the USSR, illustrates that the
CIA did not require agents inside the KGB for independent verification.

48. Exhibit 5, CIA Document 498, is one of the earliest records relating
to the assussinition disclosed by the CIA. The subject includes Nosenko's name.
The record itself discloses that he was "queried on the OSWALD affair on 23
January 1974." This is earlier than Owen acknowledges in his Paragraph 4.
Exhibit 5 is the CIA's response to an FBI "memorandum ... in which you requested
information which would tend to corroborate or disprove NOSENKO's information
concerning Lee Harvey OSWALD." This is precisely what Owen swears to this Court
could not be disgloeed. However, the CIA did not try to con the FBI. In facet,
i} did not even Fother to classify the record: Contrary to the Owen affirmation,
that national sq;uri:y required secrecy for 15 years, until the CIA had domestic
political need io dispense with some of its False pre:e;sea. its 1964 answer at
the bottom of page 1 states explicitly what Owen swears could not be.disclosed:
"This agency has no information that would specifically corroborate or disprove
NOSENKO's statements regarding Lee Harvey OSWALD."

49. There is much information about which Nosenko was askeg other than
"regarding" Oswald. This had ro do with what Oswald could and could not do within

the USSR, applicable Soviet law, regulations, custom and practice and the manner

of their observance, treatment of people like Oswald and much else. That the CIA
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did confirm Nosenko in these areas is reflected in readily available Warren
Commission records. However, most of the information Nosenks provided, many
hundreds of pages of it in the CIA's [iles, had nothing to do with Oswald or Lhe

assassination,

50. There is similar revelation of what Owen states could not be disclosed
in the CIA's partial but nonetheless fairly extensive releases of ita questioning
of Nosenko and the responses he made. Any informed intelligence agency could
easily interpret these many pages, like those attached a; Exhibit 6.titled
"QUESTIONS FOR NOSENKO." This discloses to a subject expert less than it would
have disclosed to the KGB, but it leaves little doubt that the CIA had a mindset
and bad information. 1t also reflects the CIA preconception that Nosenko lied
or a determination to lead him to say that he lied to the FBIL, whose released
records I have and huve studied. An intelligence analyst's study of this released
record, particularly along with those of the FBI, would diaclose‘pracisely what
Uwen pretends the CLA was trying not to disclose by withholding the transcripts
in question. .

51. If the KGB had the interest, as Owen pretends, and if it did not
obtain the CIA's relesses, it could have gotten the CIA's questions from Edward
Jay Epstein's book, Legend, pages 357 ff.

52. The CIA's draft of questions to be addressed to the Soviet Government
(CIA Document 489-196A, Exhibit 7) contains the same kind of disclosures. Even
more, these questions were guaranteed to be éoun:er—productive. This may not be
apparent to nonexperts, but the State Department and the Commission staff perceived
this immediately. .

53. 1n June of 1978 the CIA disclosed a copy of the Commission's February
1964 internal meme on this as CIA Document 513-199B. (Page 1 only attached as
Exhibit B)

54. Contrary to the Owen representation that the Soviet Government was
suspected of complicity in the sssassination, the Commission recormendation was
that it be told that Oswald was a neurotic lomer and he and the assassination

"

were "not connected with the Russian Government."

55. Of the CIA's draft the memorandum begins with:
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The State Department feels that the CIA draft carries an inference

that we suspect that Oswald might have been an agent for the Soviet

CGovernment and that we are asking the Russian Government to document

our suspicious. The State Department feels that the Kussian Covern-

ment will not answer o letter of thiv kind, at least not truthfully,

and that it will also do positive harm in that they will take

offense at our sending it to them.

56. Why the sophisticated CIA would undertake to turn off any cooperation
from the Soviet Covernment is one of many perplexing aspects of all of this,
purticularly of the CIA's continuing withholdings and its continuing refusal to
comply with my information requests after many years. Despite the Owen repre-
sentations, of alleged disclosures because of review and declassification for
the House committee, my Nosenko requests, which date to 1975, remain without
compliance. The appeals are not acted on, not even resp#nded to. There has been
no satisfactory explanation for the name of the embassy officer who servie&d .
Penkovsky's intelligence information "drops' appearing in Oswald's address book.
Another troubling fact is the CIA's inability to show that Oswald could have
reached Helsinki on his way to Muscow by the time he did if he had used any
known commercial carrier, as my previous affidavits show. I cite these nmoné
a nuﬁber of such troubling considerations because they can bear on motive for
this latest in a series of palpably unfaithful CIA representations to this Cayrt.

57. Owen totally ignored the 10 pages of the January 21 transcript and
all the information relatingeto it provided in my prior affidavits until compelled
to justify that withholding. He still ignores all I stated about it. He does not
attempt to refute it because he cannot. Fro; what Owen says of this tramseript,
it cannot be recognized. He says thatlit "reveals a discusuién of the problems
of how to verify information concerning activities in ;ha Soviet Union related ta
Lee llarvey Oswald's personal experiences as a defector." Such information was
disclosed, long before the transcript was denied, in the agendas of the executive
sessions, which the defendant made available to me and to others. Owen says that
"It is clear that CIA representatives had briefed the Commission staff on the

Agency's capabilities."

This is a large exaggeration. There is reference only
to consultation with the two defectors and then only to consulting them "in

drafting questions ro be put to the Soviet government and in reviewing the
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docunents (sic) written by Oswald." It is obvious that the CIA had many other
capabilities.

58. Owen dJovs not state that nothing is reasonably segregable. This is
because, even if all he suggests were true, which it is not, then most of the
transcript would still be reasonably segregable.

59. The Oswald "documencts," his writings, were all in the public domain
long before this transcript was withheld. The Commission published them in
facsimile. That they were examined by the various executive agencies, including
for codes, also was disclosed by the Commission. That they were unclassified ia
in the transcript itself.

60. Because he cannot, even at this late date, contrive any other expla-—
nation for the unjustifiable withholding, Owen claims the transcript discloses a
secret about these defectors, 'the status of their relationship with the CIA and
the manner in which they were proposed for use in support nflﬁe Warren Commission.'
This, he states, "sugpeasted a great deal about the level of confidence the CIA
had in those defectors."

61. This, obviously, is not true. The CIA, the State Department and/or
the Commission could have ignored any and all suggestions made by the defectors
in their "support," recommending questions to be asked of the Soviet Government.

62. Likewise it is not true that 'Conversely, the fact that no other

intelligence capabilities were diascussed to support the same' unspecified
"objectives of the Commission suggested s:ronély that other assets (sic) were
either not available or not conmsidered appropriate or relisble." This is an
invention that has no basis. The Coumission's agenda w;n disclosed and this part
of the transeript is limited to whether the Commission wanted the CIA to consult
these two defectors for suggestions on the questions to be asked, no more. The
abgence of Commission, not CIA, reference to other 'capabilities" or "asgets' is
entirely inmaterial to whether or not the CIA had others, as it diq in any event.
63. However, still without naming them, as I have from what is in the
public domain, Owen now does admit that "The fact that two officers had defected

from the KGB was obviously not a secret to the Soviet KGB* In this he admits

that the withholding served no national security end.
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64. Owen does not show how anything would have been disclosed by not
withholding the transcript. He seeks to suggest it with the characteristic
averblown genevalities of the iulrlligénce agencies, which would stamp a recipe
for chicken soup "secret." There would not have been any disclosure of "the
status of their relationship with the CIA."

65. Consulting thése two did not disclose the "level of confidence"
imparted because their suggestions could have been ignored and because it is an
obvious assumption that, once they defected to the CIA, it would ask them que;tiona
based on their knowledge and prior experiences.

66. However, because Owen raises these false questions, I address them
with what had_been disclosed, particularly by the CIA, while it withheld the
transcript. This is to show that Owen's representations are spurious and that
the CIA knew them to be spurigus,

67. The nitty-gritty, the questions to be asked of the USSR, in part is
addressed in preceding paragraphs of this affidavit. Long ago the CIA itself
disclosed two d%fferent copies of proposed questions from one of these defectors.
The CIA typed and then retyped this memorandum, practicing different withholdings
on the two versions and by this inconsistency demonstrating that it practices
unjustifiable withholdings. CIA Document 413-76A consists of a copy of a carbon
copy of one versirn, with & covering memo from which the date was first removed
and then added by hand, "16 Dec 63." At the top of the first page of the

defector’'s memo, afrer "Subject," all identification of the one who provided the
"Comments on President Kennedy's Assaséinatiod' is withheld. (These two pages are %
attached as Exhibir Y.) MNothing else remains in the he;ding. But in the other

and clearer copy released by the CIA, from which in xeroxing the documénc number

was eliminated, the date of November 27, 1963, not 16 Dec 63, remains and "Soviet
Defector'" is written in near the obliteration of the name. The CIA's stamp reflects

its FOIA disclosure in May 1976. (This copy is attached as Exhibit 10.)

b8. Because of the time gap between the two defections, although the CIA

withholds the name from what it released, it nonetheless identifies this particular

defector by giving the time of his defection. The KCB, obviously, knew when each
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defected. This one is Petr S. Derjabin (the FBI's spelling).

69. It cannot be claimed in I;te 1979 that there had to be withholding to
keep seeret the "level of confidence" or luck of it that was repused in Derjabin
when the CIA had already disclosed this by having him translate the published
Penkovsky Papers, about which, over his name, Derjabin boasted in a.letzer to
the editor of the Washington Post of November 19, 1965. (Derjabin also published

two buoks, The Seerct World in 1959 and Watchdops of Terror in 1972.) Other ways

in which his identification and carser were public, including by Congressional
testimony, are set forth in my earlier affidavics in this instant cause. That
the CIA used Derjabin to tramslate the Penkovsky papers and permitted him to
testify to a Congressional committee reflects the CIA's "level of confidence'
in him.

70. The covering memo in Fxhibit 9 includes the disclosure of what COwen
claims had to be kept secret, "We have decided to pass on his views without
editing, and Lhis Agency does uot specifically endorse his conclusions or
recommendations."

71. That the CIA retyped and alsoc distributed the memo does not suggest
any lack of confidence or any belief that Derjabin's comments ére worthless.

It a}so does not suggest any lack of confidence in Derjabin when the CIA proposed
to tle Commission that questions be asked of the Soviet Government after it
received Derjabin's November 27, 1963, recommendation that 'the Soviet Government

should be requested to furnish informati;n" about Oswald in the Soviet Union,
followed by indication of the information to be sought. (Interestingly enough,
Derjabin postulated precisely what Nosenko later said.'that Oswald "was considered
unstable"” by the KGB and that he was "allowed to leave the Soviet Union as an
undesirable.")

72. For the most part Derjsabin's memo is paranoidal and inaccurate. It
reflects a strong bias and personal prejudices. Giving credence to Derjabin
discloses much about '"the level of confidence" that can be vested in the CIA
icself,

73. Beginning long before my first request for the withheld record;.
Derjabin's identification and past were public domain. Long before this instant

cause was filed, the FBI disclosed records in the Warren Commission files relating

to him without withholding his identification. Some disclose that, the FBI isbosed -

a zero level of confidence in him. Onp FBI record, compared with Exhibits 9 and
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10, adds justification of the FBI's cpinion.

74. In the FBI headquarters "Oswald" file, 105-82555, there is a long
report by the Wanhington Field 0Ffice, Serial 1079, 1 attach as Exhibit 11 the
cover page, which discloses that the record was never classified, and page 41,
which refers to an interview with Derjabin on November 26, 1963, This is the day
before the date on his CIA memo.

75. The FBI reported that "DERJABIN does not believe the Soviet Government
had any knowledge of OSWALD's plan to assassinate President KENNEDY." However,
his next day's mems to the CIA states the opposite, that Oswald "was specifically
dispatched to murder our President."

76. This discloses more than "the level of confidence' that could be
vested in Derjabin. That the CIA did not convey this to the Commission also
discloses much about the "level of confidence" that can be placed in the CIA and
in any representation it makes regarding the withholding of the transcript. The
trauseript does not disclose this serious question about "the level of confidence"
] the Commission could safely have had in Derjabin or in the CIA that proposed
consulting him about questions to be asked of the Soviet Government.

77. In my| prior affidavits. from what was within the public domain, I
identified the other KGB defector as Anatoly M. Golitsin. Owen .still does not
provide identification to the Court. However, what Owen withholds from this
Court in late 1939 the CIA did not withhold in May 1976, for on the second page
of the Derjabin memo he refers to "GOLITSIN's.defeqtinn." This also discloses
"the level of co[:idence" that can be placed in the Owen affidavit and any other
CIA representations having to do with withholding attributed to "national
security."

78. 1In Paragraph 6 Owen also seeks to convey the false notion that these
two defectors were the only means available "'to verify information concerning
activities in the Soviet Union related to Lee Harvey Oswald's personal experiences
as a defector." He states that the CIA "briefed the Commission staff on the
Agency's capabilities" and propused only to use these two defectors as consultants
on the questions and in reviewing Oswald's largely anti-Soviet writings. He

states also that "the fact that no other intelligence capabilities were discussed"
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by the Commission, not the CIA, "suggested strongly that other assets were either
not available or not considered appropriate or relisble." This is a deception.
Despite Owen's pencralitivs amd vapueness, it iy not true,

79. Anyone who has examined the disclosed records of the Warren Commission
at the Archives knows very well that the CIA had and used many other means of
verification and of obtaining and providing information relating to Oswald and
the USSR. To reflect this I attach as Exhibit 12 an early CIA record of the extent
to which, contrary to Owen's representations, the CIA was able to render'aervices
and provide information-to the.warren Commission. This record, CIA Document 647-
824, is dated April B, 1964. Tt states that as of that early date the CIA had
""prepared and forwarded" to the Commission a large number of papers and other
intelligence muterials, This is one of many records showing the CIA was able to
do more than talk to two defectors.

80. This record also indicates that the CIA had many means of establishing
Mosenko’s bona fides other than by sccess to KCL records and particularly as it
related to Oswald's life and treatment in the USSR.

81. In Paragraph 7 Owen forgets that in his earlier affidavit, in which
he could have alleged what he does in this one, he was content ;o attach merely
the beginning of an unofficial :raﬂscript of Hart's testimony before the House

committee. MNow he cites books and pages. But at no point does he state that

Hart's testimony related in any way to the Commission's Nosenko or June 23

transcript. It does not, as without contradiction my prior affidavit states.

Owen's references to classified materials and their alleged declassification are
entirely irrelevant. He makes no effort to show any rélevsnce.

82. Similarly, he here refers to the January 21 transcript by quoting
Hart on the intimidating but irrelevant, that the CIA "did not have any assets
capable of making an investigation within the Soviet Union." (emphasis added)
No such question exiscs. It is not germsne to the transcript or any of its content,
which deals with whether or not the two defectors would be consulted in the
preparation of questions to be sent to the Soviet Government, not investigating

in the Soviet:Union. There thus also is no relevance, except as another CIA
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actempt to frighten this Court, in "public acknowledgement of CIA's limitation:
en intelligence activities in the Soviet Union in 1964 could still, in 1978, be
used by rhe Sovier KGB to rhie disadvantage of the CIA and in a manner in which

identifiable damage could result."

B3. Magically, this hazard has since vaporized, ostensibly because of
"the political necessity pused by the Congreusional investigation." Within my
expericnce "political necessity" is a riew protection against hazard to national
security.

B4. Obviously, this is another false pretense. If the committee's
inspection did not reveal that the transcripts were impropedy classified, they
would still be classified, as is much else made available to the committee.

85. At the time in question the CIA's "limitations" were not nearly as
great in the Soviet Union as Owen would have believed. When the CIA had other
"political necessity,” it was disclosed that the top Soviet leaders had been bugged
in Moscow, even when they were driving around, and their conversations were
recorded. It also obtained a copy of Khrushchev's secret denunciation of Stnliﬁ,
the entire lengthy ctext.

86. Among defectors, the CIA was not limited to these two former KGB
officers, as Owen represents. Another is the former Soviet naval officer who
took the name Nicholas Shadrin when he defected in 1959. Shadrin disappeared in
Euro%e while serving as an American agent. (Contrary to the CIA's representations
rela;ing to its treatment of defectors, Nosenéo in particular, retired CIA Deputy
Director, Dr. Ray Cline, is quoted in the Washington Post of December 9, 1975, as
saying that "After ... what happened to Nosenko and Sha&rin we may have trouble
encouraging other defectors." Shadrin's wife - or widow - is quoted in the same
article as saying, "The Swedes warned us not to come to the U,S. They use you
and dump you.")

87. On his initiative and after several phone calls to me, one claiming
a KGR background and CIA connection met with me in a public place in February 1975.
He had & pathological hatred of Nosenko and resented very much that Nosenko was

trusted by the 'CIA. He also disclosed that other defectors were employed in the
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Washington area. He identified one as working as a translater for the National
Institutes nE_Healch. I know of no way in which this man could have known of

my interesr in Noscoko except from some officin] source and of no way any official
source could have known other than by eavesdropping because this was prior to my
firsc request of any agency for any Nosenko information. This man, who used the
name '"Mr. Martin'" (Golitsin's middle initial is '"M"), undertook to destroy any
confidence I could have placed in agything Nosenko said. This incident, along
with the CIA's making Nosenko available to John Barron and Edward J. Epstein, as
detailed in my prior affidavits and referred to again below, is quite inconsistent
with Owen's and the CIA's representations relating to defectors and alleged dangers
to them.

83. At the beginning of Paragraph 8 Owen interprets the June 23 transcript
as meaning the Commission's primary concerns were an alleged inability "to estab-
lish the bona fides of Nosenko" and "the negative consequences of this uncertainty
for the Commission's hope te use Nosenko's informatien." Others reading the
transcript and knowing the subjecs matter may draw other conclusions, as I do.

Tt reflects the CIA's successful befuddlement of the Commission. With regard to
establishing Nosenko's "bona fides," as my prior Paragraphs shn;, the information
Nosenko provided was not throw-away information, was important, and did establish
that he was an authentic defector. Harc testified that the question was not even
one of bona fides; that with regard to what Nosenko said about Oswald and the KGB
the question rather was onc of his memory, wh;ch Hart testified was severely
impaired by the CIA's abuse and isclation of him; and that despite his high
intelligence, scientific testing showed that Nosenko dia not have a good memory.

89, Owen states that while some information was disclosed earlier, '"None
of the documents released prior to the report of the House Committee in its Volume
IT contained details concerning the problems involved in eat;hlishing Nosenko's
bona fides." This is a careful phrasing intended to deceive by misstating what
is at issue in the June 23 transcript and what was disclosed prior to its release.
in fact, the transcripts themselves were disclosed prior to the publication of

Volume II. The June 23 transcript is not concerned with "the problems involved
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in establishing Nosenko's beona fides." By this means Owen seeks to deceive and
mislead by suggesting that Nesenko's bona [ides had not been established or
disclosed and Lhat Lhere was nu disclosure of this prior to the release of the
trapscript. This is false.

90. Owen represents a Conmission concern over the "negative consequences”
of uncertainty about Nosenko for its "hope to use Nosenko's information." He
shows no such negative consequences and there were none for the Commission. It
expressed no such hope. It concluded otherwise, as the transcript reflacts.

The Commission's records show that virtually all Nosenko said was available to
it from other sources except for what the CIA wants ignored, his report that the
KGB suspected Oswald served American intelligence.

91. Because of the CIA, the Commission did not use Nosenko's neme in its
Report. The Report was altered prior to publication, again in response to the
CIA's request. The original draft of the pertinent passage was released by the
defendant in this instant cause on June 22, 1973. It states of Nosenko exactly
what Owen would have believed was not known prior to the disclosures to the Hnuqe
committee, "his reliability cannot be assessed at this time." This means that
what Owen swears had to be kept secret from the KCB was available to it in this
formulation for more than five years before the transcript was disclosed and for
two years before this lawsuit was filed.

92. There is a leas specific formulafiun but one that would have been
correctly understood by the KGB in a Commission staff memo on a March 12, 1964,
conference with the CIA. The first paragraph reads, "The first topic of conver-
sation was Yuri Nosenko, the recent Soviet defector ... the CIA's recommendation
being that the Commission await further developments.'" Ambiguous as this is, it
would have told the KGB that the CIA was discouraging the Commission's interest
in Nosenko and that it questioned ‘the dependability of what.he said. This also
is what Owen claims had to be and was kept secret. It also was npt withheld until
1979. It was disclosed by the defendant on January 24, 1975, which is prior to
the filing of this instant cause.

93. Although it is true that the CIA misled the Commission abaut
Nosenko's bona fides, it is not true that its alleged doubts were kept secret

uncil the House report appeared. The KGB would not have had to comsult public
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records. All it had to do is read the papers. The CIA's own disclosure was
dispatched around the world by an Associated Press story. I gquote from 2 San
Frane isco newnpaper's publicat ion of a Washington atory of -March 25, 1976, to
reflect the widespread publication within this country:

A recently released CIA memo shows that James Angleton, then head

of CIA counterintelligence, told the (Warren) Commission that the

CIA had no information that would either prove or disprove

Nosenko's story.

This was more than threc years before the time Owen swears the information was
first made public.

94, On May 9, 1975, on the coast-to-coast CBS-TV Evening News, John
McCone, who was Director of Central Intelligence at the time of the Commissionm,
was interviewed by Daniel Schorr. I attach as Exhibit 13 the transcript I
obtained from CBS, MecCone stated:

it is traditional in the intelligence business that we do not accept

a defector's statements until we have proven beyond any doubt that

the man is legitimate and the information is correct. It took some

time to prove the bome (ides of the man, which were subsequently
proven.

95. This disclosure of even Owen's formulation, of establishing and
acknowledging Nosenko's bona fides, also was more than three years prior to the
time until which Owen alleges it was kept secret.

96. 1In Paragraph 9 Cwen states that the House committee's staff report
in its Volume II is "based, in part, on classified material made available by
the CIA and the FBI:" If there was any classified FBI material included, this
means that che FBI withheld from the Commission because the Commission's staff
report of June 24, 1964, the day after the Nosenko executive session, represents
that the Commission received only two reports from the FBI, those cited in my
prior affidavits. They were made available by the defendant on April 7, 1975.
This, too, is more than three years earlier than Owen represents as the first
disclosure. This Commission record is the one cited above, as stating that 'Most
of what Nosenko told the FBI confirms what we already know from other sources."

97. In Paragraph 10 Owen refers to portions of the Hart testimony he
represents as describing the CIA's effort to establish Nosenko's bona fides and

as what the CIA told the Commission about this. However, his quoctations relate
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not to the CIA's effort to establish Nosenko's bona fides but to its attempt to
dastroy him, thus confirming my prior affidavits: "*The question of how to deal
with Nosenko has been curefully examined, ...'" and "'The Agency's activity wes
devoted to breaking Nosenko, who was presumed, on the basis of supposed evidence
given by Mr. X, that Nosenko was a "dispatched KGB agent" sent to mislead the
United States.!" The Hart statement that the Commission was told that Nosenko
"was not a bona fide defector" is not reflected in any Commission records I have
seen and Owen cites nome.

98. "Mr. X" is Hart's reference to the paranoid CIA official who toyed
between the choices of driving Nosenko permanmently insane and killing him without
leaving a trace. He is one of the CIA officials who would have had an interest in
Oswald if Oswald had had any American intelligence connections and who would have
been involved with KGB defectors.

99. In Paragraph 10 Owen swears to the opposite of the CIA's earlier
deceptions and misrepresentations in this instant cause, that its treatment of
Nosenko was of a nature to attract other defections because he was used as a
"model" to make defection attractive to potential defectors. "Breaking" a man
is hardly "model" treatment. Both affirmations cannot be true. ‘The other of the
pair responsible for creating baseless doubts about Nosenko is Angleton. (Prior
to heing forced out of the CIA, Angleton himself was suspected of being a KGB
"mole" within the CIA. He also accused Director William Colby of being a KGB
"mole" within the CIA.) The CIA's attitude agd belief prior to the beginning of
its campaign against Nosenko is reflected in Exhibit 12. This was released in
June 1976 by the CIA. This CIA memo says of "certain a;pec:s of the Soviet pﬁaae
of the OSWALDs' careers" that "NOSENKO's testimony has probably eliminated the
need for some" of the outlined work the CIA was to do for the Commission. This,
therefore, discloses that as of April 8, 1964, the CIA credited what Nosenko said,
regardless of what it told the Commission in March, quoted above in Paragraph 92.
The superior official's evaluation of this reference to Nosenko's éependahili:y is
that it has "merit."

100. Owen's longest quotarion of Hart's testimony in Paragraph 10 is not
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supported by my reading of the available records of the Warren Commission. This
begins, "It is my understanding that the Nosenko information was made available
ta the Warren Conmission but it was wade available with thi reservation that this

" 1In fact, "the Nosenko information' was mot made

probably was not valid ...
available to the Commission by the CIA until afrer the Commission informed the

CIA that it had received this information from the FBI. The FBI did not attach
any "was not valid" stipulation. I have seen no record indicating that the CIA
told the Commission that Nosenko's information "was not valid."

10l. The generalities with which Owen begins his eleventh and concluding
Paragraph are not careless phrasing. They are necessary to avoid overt false
swearing and as a prelude to his tag line, that the "transcripts were declassified
because of the declassification of material necessary for the release of Volume II,
not because of plaintiff's litigarion." Owen shows no relevance of the content
of the transeripts to "... the problems that the U.S. Government had in 1964 in
confirming the details of events taking place in the Soviet Union and in estab-

lishing the details of activities of the Soviet KGB ..." Nor does he say what events

or activities. This is because there were none. Morever, the CIA had no diffi-
culties in establishing the details of some svents in the Soviet Union, such as
the firings, global circumnavigations and landings of Soviet satellites. Long
before the time in question, we had the capabilities of photographing from space
"eyents in the Soviet" Union with such "detail" that, as President Eisenhower
informed the nation, the painted stripes on ;arking areas were clearly visible
and, as stated above, bugging the most intimate conferences of top Soviet officials.
1f by "activities of the Soviet KGB'" OwWen means but fo; some reascn fails to state
"dispatching" Mosenko to provide disinformation relating to the assassination of
the President, then he fails to state this because he cannot. He does not contest
my prior affidavits which state that no such need existed because the conjectured
need was eliminated weeks earlier by the disclosure of the conclusion of the
investigation the President directed éhe FBI to make, that there had been no
conspiracy.

102. ' Owen is not vague about these unspecified "events" because of any
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intelligence need requiring secrecy, He is vague because he cannot state what
does not exist at this point in this litigation without too great a risk. If he
does nat continue rhe CTA's long record of mialeading, deceiving and stating
untruths in this matter, he makes public acknowledgment of them, and that the CIA
is not about to do or permit.

103. Even Owen's representation of what transpired at the June 23 executive
session is not faithful. The transcript does reveal that the Commissioners were
intimidated by the mystique of secrecy and the CIA's threat that it might disclose
intelligence secrets and thus harm the nation. But neither is new. They abound
in the Commission's and other records that have been publicyavailable and for
years have been admitted by the Commission members and its staff. Thia, however,
is not what Owen represents. His allegation that, even after more than a decade,
releasing the transcripts would provide secret information to the KGB about the
CIA and its capabilities hinges on the alleged disclosure of uncertainty about
Nosenko's bona fides. This, as foregoing Paragraphs of this affidavit show, is
not an existing oé a real question but is a contrivance that is at variance Qith
the facts and with the CIA's own prior disclosures. WNeither the trfanseripts nor
the Commission'sirepor: provides any comfort for the CIA contrivance.

104. Wha% Nosenko knew and could have told the CIA was well known to the KGB.
Mone of this app?ura in the Warren Report, which the KGB could have bought anywhere
for % dollar. T%ere is no pessibility that the KGB did not know from this omission
that there existLd at least a question relati;g to Oswald and Nosenko. The most
likely conclusio; within the KGB, from this alone, is precisely what Owen claims
had to be hidden from it - that there was some doubt about what Nosenko said
relating to Oswald. Doubt could not relate to other matters, like his disclosure
of those 44 KGB microphones hidden in the walls of the United States Embassy, for
the KGB knew when they were immobilized, even touched. Thus, what the CIA
persuaded the Commission to omit from its Report did inform the KG? of precisely
what Owen now claims had te be "withheld" from it all these years, thanks to the
spurious and fabricated questions raised by a few influential political paranoids

in the CIA.

26

T LT

L




105. What the transcript actually says is that the Commission would not
use Nosenko's information under any conditions, not even "if he is subsequently
proven to be a bona fide defector." (Page 7641) The Chief Justice himself said,
"I am allergic to defectors, and I just think we shouldn't put our trust in any
defectors." (Page 7643)

106. While this does reflect that someone had raised a question about
Nosenko's bona fides by June 1964, the CIA decided Nosenko was bona fide more than
a decade ago and this fact was within the public domain.

107. 1In this regard I reiterate that the CIA has not made any effort to
dispute my prior affidavits which state this or my allegations with regard to its
having provided Nosenko in person and Nosenko information to writers John Barron
and Edward J. Epstein, both long before the alleged declassification for the House
committee or the release of these transcripts to me.

108. The degree of attempted CIA intimidation of the Commission is also
disclosed by the June 23 transcript, as is its successful deception of the
Commission. General Counsel J. Lee Rankin informed the Members that "I just
received a call from Mr. Helms this morning about it.," (Richard Helms was then
head of CIA dirty works, the compenent of which Owen is now part.) Helms'
alleged fear was of letting the Members of the Presidential Commission read the
Nosenko information provided to it by the FBI: "He'd learned that we even had
papers that the Conmissioners were looking at." (Page 7645) Helms did not trust
any American with what the KGB knew, not eve; a Member of a Presidential Commis-
sion: "And Mr. Helms said that he thought it even shouldn't be circulated to
the Commissioners, for fear it might get out, about ch; name Mesenko," the way
the court reporter misspelled Nosenko. (Page 7645) According to Commissicner
Gerald Ford, Helms worried for naught about this because Ford said at the outset
(Page 7641) that his first knowledge came from some staff drafts he had just
received but he had not "seen any F.B.I. or C.I.A. report; on him:" This was more
then three months after the Commission received those FBI reports. In turnm, thie
means that the Commissioners did not know that the KGB suspected Oswald had been

an American "sleaeper agent," which would have fingered the CIA.
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109. The only "insight into the CIA that the tramscripts could provide,"
Owen's words, is not the baseless and often;unfactual conjectures he swears to
but rhat it could and did mialead a Presidential Commission and did hide from it
and from the country the KGB's suspicion that the officially designated Presidential
assassin served American intelligence. Nothing else was of consequence or not
known to the KGB at the time these transcripts were withheld from me-and there-
after and Owen shows nothing else that was of consequence.

110. 1In this and in misleading and misrepresenting to a Court and in
making untruthful representations, Owen and the CIA are consistent with what
former Director Allen Dulles told his fellow Commissoners on January 27, 1964.

At pages 153 and 154 of the transcript of that executive session, Dulles described
perjury as the highest manifestation of intelligence agent patriotism, along with
not telling the truth to his own government. Dulles said that he himself would
tell only the President - and even that is not borm out by his record; and that

he might even withhold information from the Secretary of Defense. 1f Oswald had
been a CIA agent, the subject of the January 27 session, Dulles said (Page 152),
“The record might not be on paper,” but if it were there would be only "hiero-
glyphies that only two people knew what they meant" and they would not tell the
truch. (I have previously provided the entire transcript of this session.)

111. What the staff withheld from the Commissiomers, as the CIA wanted,
the FBI's Nosenko informatiom, it let Helms know immediz@ly. (CIA Document 582-
249A, attached as Exhibit 14) This CIA reco;d also makes it clear that the CIA
had not infnrmeé the Commission about Nosenko or any of the information it had
received from h%m. By then Dulles, personally, knew n;uut Nosenko. This is
established in Exhibit 15, CIA Document E£57-831. Exhibit 15 shows how Dulles
connived with the CIA to tell it how not to inform the Commission of which he was
a member; how not to volunteer information it should have had; and how to hold
off on responding to its inquiries, which the CIA did. Of all things the CIA
refers to a "reply," and that on a "priority basis," to the FBI's two Nosenko
reports. When it expected perpetual secrecy, the CIA did not refer to a commentary
or an analyéis bur to a "reply," as to charges, and this when, according t; Owen,

it had no means of "independent verification" of anything at all.
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112. Dulles did not tell the CIA that his fellow Commissicners knew of
reports that Oswald had been a CIA agent from Nosenko's statements to the FBI.

He limited this, on page 1 of the second memo, to what Margugrite Oswald and her
then attorney, Mark Lane, had said in publie.

113. This record, disclosed in June 1976, is still another CIA disclosure
of exactly that which Owen swears required withholding of the tramnscripts, "the
practical circumstances which made it impossible for the CIA to ondertake such
an investigation inside the USSR." (Page 2, paragraph 5)

114. Trke last paragraph reads, in full, "At no time during these discussions
(chat is, with Dulles, et his home on April 11, a Saturday) did Mr. Dulles make
any inquiries about Nosenko and I volunteered no information on this score."

115. There was disagreement within the CIA over its poliey of having as
little as possible to do with the Presidential Commission's investigation of the
assassination of the President. CIA Document 583-81%4, Exhibit 16, is an excised
copy of a brief dissenting memo. It protests that questions "would not be asked" .
and that "it had been decided 'that the FBI would handle the matter and our
questions would not be asked.'" The author had "no confidence in the FBI's ability
to cover the Soviet phase," whatever this may have meant or included. Fe states,
"it would not be possible to complete our job on the Oswald case if we could not

get the per:ijant information." (Emphasis in original.) While this also is

)

aﬁ iguous, thé KGB could have interpreted it as saying exactly what Owen swears the
CL

had to withhold from it. The CIA disclosed this document in June 1976.

116. 1In earlier affidavits end in preceding Paragraphs of this affidavit
1 refer to the providing of information held secret from me and others to John
Barron and Edward J. Epstein and to Nosenko's being made availablﬁ to both by
the CIA. Barron and Epstein both credit the CIA and the FBI in their books.
Barron also reports that the sources and resources of other intelligence -services
were available, something Owen does not mention. On page ;iv of Barron's KGB,
first published in January 1974, which is after I made the infn;mntiou request
involved in this lawsuit and more than a year before it was filed, Barron states,
“There are two primary sourcas of original data about the KGB: (1) former Soviet

citizens who had been KGB officers or agents; (2) security services who know most
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about the KGB ... We felt that we could nolfrely upon evidence proffered by

any one KGB officer or security service in the absence of independent corrobora~
tion from other officers or nervices ..." Two of these services are the CIA and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). Of the FBI Barron states at this
point, "The late J. Edgar Hoover allowed the Federal Bureau of Investigation

to answer many of our questions. Cartha DeLoach, then Aassistant to the Director
of the FBI, briefed us about significant KGB operations ..." Of the CIA Barron
states at this point that it "fulfilled most of our requests for addresses through
which we were able to write former KGB personnel and negotiate arrangements for
interviews. We further profited from the expert counsel of two retired CIA
officers, William King Harvey and Peer de Silva."

117. Nosenko was a CIA consultant. He, Harvey and de Silva were required
by the CIA to sign secrecy caths. This means they cannot speak without CIA
approval. CIA approval was necessary for the Barron interviews of Nosenko
(page xv) and later those of Epstein, referred to in my prior affidavits. With '
regard to these matters and to my allegations that the CIA made the kind of
information it withheld from me available to Barron and Epstein, there is mnot
even pro forma CIA denial. From the Barron and Epstein bonnéings, no denial is
possible.

118. I do allege bad faith and deliberate deception, misrtepresentation
and false swearing. I do this in part because honesty, decency and justice
require it and in part because, until the éourta face the reality of this
official misconduct, which taints all of the many FOIA lawsuits of which I have
personal knowledge, the aborting of the Act and the ;urdening of the courts
and requesters will not end. There is no time when I have stated and proven
these charges under oath that there has been even pro forma denial under oath
and there has never been direct confrontation or rebuttal. In: this case also
that is not dared. 1In this case also, from the time of the first representation
to the appeals court that the transcripts were being disclosed because so great
an amount of MNosenko information was disclosed to and by the committee, repeated
in the Owen affidavit, these offenses are blatant. That inevitably theu; offenses
would be obvious to me may account for the CIA's failure earlier to risk what it

dares in this Owen affidavit.
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119. 1In my earlier responses under oath to this misrepresentatiom, I
stated that, if it were other than bad faith and if this bad faith were other
than deliberate, there would have been compliance with m§ Nosenko and other
related information requests going back to 1975. fThere has not been. I have
received neither a single piece of information mor any communication promising
it at even the most remote date in the future.

120. When I wrote the CIA on November 9, 1979, about its eight years of
noncompliance (attached as Exhibit 17), I had no way of knowing what would be
in the affidavit the CIA was to provide. The concluding sentence of Exhibit 17
is, "In particular I would like to know when to expect the Nosenko information
your affidavits in one of my cases claim was declassified for the House Select
Committee on Assassinations." I have had no response, not even an acknowledgment.

121. On August 5, 1976, the CIA acknowledged my first Nosenko request,
among others. (Attached as Exhibit 18) The attachment to this letter shows how
the CIA first stalled, by renumbering my 1975 Nosenko request (75-4765) as a
1976 request. In the last paragraph of the first page, it then refused to comply,
instead including this separate request in my request for other materials relating
to the investigation of the assassination of President Kennedy. Its Catch 22
claim is that ﬁF would comply when it provided other JFK assassination records,
which it then did not do. (It even renumbered my 1971 request for information
relating to me to list it as a 1975 request. It has not complied and it has mnot
acted on the aépeala.) It is public kncwleége that the CIA did declasaify and
disclose inforﬁatiun relating to the assassination of the President for the use
of the House committee, as Owen states. The camnitta;'s report credits and
thanks the CIA. This information is within my request, but the CIA has not
provided it, despite the fact that my request is of almost five years ago and
the fact of the committee's publication. Some of it was telecast from coast to
coast. !

122. The CIA continues to deny me infutma;ian it disclosed to Epstein,
who was regarded, with awple justification, as a sycophant. Thia is particularly
true of Nesenko information. When I learned of what had been disclosed to

Epstein, 1 again appealed the CIA's denials and requested separately that which
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had been made available to him and to Barron. Providing me with copies
required no more than xeroxing file copies already processed. From the
February 20, 1978, date of that letter to now, the CIA has not provided me
with a single page of what it disclosed exclusively to Epstedin, despite my
unmet prior request.

123. Bad faith could not be more obvious or more deliberate. The
information made available to the committee for its use and to Epstein for
his use is disclosed and has been processed. Despite the Owen affidavit, none
has been provided to me. This also underscores the fact that the CIA/Owen
representation that the release of what waa disclosed and only this required
giving me the transcripts is spurious, a contrivance with which to deceive and

mislead this Court and to continue to deny me my rights under the Act.

Vet oLt [+ 2

i

HAROLD WEISBERG |

FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND
!
Before me this a»<‘day of December 1979 deponent Harold Weisberg

has appeared and signed this affidavit, first having sworn that the statements

made therein are true.

My commission expires July 1, 1982,

. )
Cees-
NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FCR
FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND
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SUHIECT: RELAVICHSE WITH COCHTRAL INTLLLIGENCE |
AGENCY (CIA) L

Information developed by Kr, Deloach has incdicated that
John MeCone, Dircctor, CIA, has attacked the Dureau in a vicious ...
nng underhanced manner characterized with sheer dishoncsty. I &
:he facts are truc, we can safely assume that hicCone will continue
suclh tactics to the point of seriously jeopardizinpg Bureau prestige .
auc reputasion., We can sit Ly and take no action er bring this ::.

-mwattesr to a head, Over the.years, we have had.nuaerous conflicts s

e e T

with all CIA Directors, UMzny of these problems bhave arisen froa ™ F

statciments attribuged to theose men, Experience in dealing witih

CIA has shown that|ar firm and_forfhright_conirontaiion of thesec - =

officials hac protecieca LuTeau interests in a most cifective monner..
If lcCone is involyed in such nefarious activity, there is a way of
putting a stop to ¥his. '

. , The charEes'agpinst licCone can be desciibed as follows:
' (1) Ile ?11cgadly informed Congressman Jerry Foxd
that CIA hacd!
that_ice Marycy Oswald had received $6,500 to assassinate
Presiuent chncdy. .

g

. (?) lcCone allegedly made this same statement to Drew
Pcarson. ) = . 7

e Yoa i DpEeE @ R SRR

(2) In both instances, the statements werc false and-
lcCone should have known that they were falsc since his * -
agency was fully informed that the story concerning the =~
receipt of money in Mexico was completely discredited. ..

Jo5-A2cer =",
ACTION: . RO? icoapgD . o

- 10 U T e
. 1t approved, the Linison fgent wili”bbn%ront licCone .
with the zllepmations, Congressman Tord will not be identified DLut
will be referred to as a high-ranking Government- official, Bure

ikt e is g

Mr, Selmont ’ : < g ]
My. Deioach . . . o I
I‘r. Sullivan o~ Ls' ; it
i, Dranigang,. - : \7 13 o N . Pt
Liaison " 2 ) / .

: 4 - . ﬂ | " y
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llemorandun lr, Brennan to Kr. Sullivan y ' T
Re: DIELATIONS UITH CENTIAL INTELLIGIHICE ’
AGENCY (CIA) N

coarcen wis! noi be identdiffec. PeCose wiil be told that informa-
v recedived by the Rurenw incicates that he has made folse state-
sratges and 4t will be vnointed out to hi: that his own agency was .
<0y datTowmed that the story regarding Cswald's recelpt of moncy
* exico City was completely discredited. MNe will further be tod

witv we ean only chavacterize his actions as a vicious and unwarrantec
~uvivreil against the Bureau, :

: If HcCone did make the referred statements, we can ezpect
~aim to make a denial. However, it is belicved Jthat we will have _ -.
nade our point and he certainly will know where he stands, will w0 -
undoubtedly have a profound respect for our capabilities to be ..
infoymed, and he certainly will bear all of this in mind 4n the
event he gets any ideéas of making similar statements in the future. . _
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| SUBJECT : ©hagitional St il Commante s the .

WAY 1376

.conSulntes./

‘2 mile wide, e corraupondad with %9, pational headquaricrs

‘J — .
CH TS

K

Osald Coas — ST mariy €F AAL3TN
Fex ared caveludin KPP S T 88 Ltk dacitind - f_‘-:*--....

widh Oswasr?
_-—-—-_-'_‘l

i, According to tha SNaw Yorkz Tizes for 10 Decerber,
the ¥BI report om the asspasioation of Fresideail Xomnady
categorically states that Leoe Farvey Cswald was3 the
assassin, that ke actad alond, and that thers is oo evi-
dapca to lndicata that ke 923 the agent of auy Forziza’
goverament, Thase dimclosures presumably lisiaate tha
possibility o Purtber confirontatiovaos with ¥r. Hoburt
Slusser. Iao the event that X, Slusser continues, to
inslat that tha Presidani was murdezed by tha Soviat Se— . - -
czat police, tre-folls—ing additioaal pazative iadicadioss -
ard observations may be of some value, _—

2. Iong sianding E03 practics geserally forbids -
agents serving putside the USER to bavs axy coatact with
domeatic commuaist parilas or with Bovist emnassies or

.

yoti Gswald blazed z trall o the Sovizis which was

of the Communist Farty Sa—appareally with some regulor—

ity—nand viaited the Sovlet Consulaie 1n doxico City. in

addltion to his well-kaowa jertist political astlwliies,
' W DEch
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S £lzo suboeribod to tho Daily Yerlier and o Trotakzlis
publication, allayedly recaived newspapers Irom tha Soy-
jot-Union, and naiked last Juna that bhis passport ba °
ro-yalidated for travel to the UISZ,.

3. Certain £aceta of Cswald's activities in the
USSR also argus strongly that the ¥G3 would ansver have .
reernlied him for a mlssion of any kind, Flrsat, there
is no doubt that Oswald was debrisfed by the secrat ‘
polica shoxrtly nfter his arrival in doscow, They ware
idtaressted in him pot oaly becauss he was 2 politieal
defsctor, but also becausze be boastaed publicly—in th=
Embasay on 31 Ccicbar 1938-——tini ko intapded to tell
the Soviats "everything be knew' zbout arine Corns
radar ipstallations on the Tasi Cons%./ Accordinzg o
Oswald’s former conmanding officer, this included the
locations of 2ll radar units apd thelr secret call siges,
autbantication codaa and radio ireqguencies—all of whick - -l _
kaowledgz was grist Iow +he Seoviet imtellizence »ill, - - "

[it is extremely — -

unliksly that Cswald—with his Rossian wife—as even

seriously considared for subsequent repatriation to the

United States as =2 4GB assset, As a re-dafzctor drom

the USSA ks would immadiatsly be suspeci and tihus under
surveillanca by the FBi. Furthermores, =1 indication

that hs had nmade good on his boast about the radars .
could easlly lead ic arresat aad indigimest o2 a charge . .-

.of treason,. - - R ST S e

4, Secondly, Sovlai waxecutive action™ agents | .
(agsassins, sabotsurs aad terrorists) are carsiully
selectad by the 553 and specilically traiassd for their 77
pissions. Oswyald very probably rnlaed himsel? ont of !
any considsratioa for this kind ol operation. ©Cn : -
14 November 1959, Hoscow rofused his request 2or Sov-

i1et citlzenship,; Shortly thereafter, he Decams das= .
pondent and reportedly attompted to kill himsell by v e
slashing his wrists, Even if the %08 had not earlier

noted simms of mental abexrations, the sulcide try pre-

sumably furnishesd convineing evidence that Csw»zald was

not azent matexial, .

5. Oswald's activities on u Dallas rifle rz=nz® on
17 November are oi Some intsrest both as circumstantial
evidence of prior plaosning to assassinata the Presidsnt

and 2s one mors nagative indication of XCB involvameat,
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Cswald vwas firing at o rapzs of 100 yards. E2 was agsieand
to target oumbar 8, but nccarding to witnassas, was actu-—
ally fizing at toarg at:-: 7, 8, and B, 3 was thus firing
tirouglh an are of approximaitaly 15 degrzes and obviously
S¢ems Lo have been giaulatling ilre at a movling largut,

It is,0f coursa, most unlikely that -z ECGB agent on an
executlve action mi=slon would ba pami’c"'ed (oxr would
pormit himsell) to praciice. firing under sSuch obvious and
public clrecunstances, '

=~

6. The evidence presenily available fo us sseens '
£aixly conclusiyely to ruils out any Soviet invelysmani in
the President's assasaination, There are, however,
several ratber fascinaiing inconsisispcies, loose ands
and unanuwered gresiloss pbout Czwald. Sope, 1Z not 211,
may b2 treat=sd in the 731 xsyort. Pending its publica-

tion, thay asre 1:lsted b'al.-m for w?aa*avar ha:r may be worth.. .

8) Ino aa intar.fiw 1as" Auaust Cswald stated
that his father-in-lay was a Soviet army co‘lnnel who
taught hia to &rink vedka when bhe came to court Mariaa,
After the assassination, however, ¥rs, Buth Paina {(saome-
tims Cswald 2rissd and landiady) stated that Yardaa's
father, o colonel, had dizd wben Marina was an infant,

‘) To the time of sowme $437, the US picked

.up tbs tab Zor Cswald's rotura to this couniry., This

loan was repald bsiween Cctobar 1982 and January 1963. . -
Durieg this "'ariod, Cswald was earning 550 per week,
Thus, over hal? of bls total earnings went fo the govern-
ment nz:u:l he supported himself, his wifs and cbilu on
Sonewyhat lesa. than- 32471;;3-551? Mg rent at fhat time -
was 359 per month. Thz possindlity tink ks recsived out-
side help in repaying the govsroment npparently hasnnat
besn z-nlsed in tke pre=ss,

c) ' In contraal to tha lettexrs Cswald wrote
to his motker, Govsrnor Connally acd Senator Tower, his

.letters to the Fair Play for Cuba Commitise are rather

surprisingly literats, They do not app=ar to coatain
his frequant misspeliings and ungramuwatical langoaza,
There hav= been no suggestions that he rsceived help in
framing thke letters, and he told the FPCC tiat ha was
fipancing his activities on 1is bebalf out o his own
pociket.
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¢) %“hers is incrsasiag syidencd tiat Cuwald
apd big wifs wwre aot bkappily sureied. Shs ¥as well-
liked nad Lo wns unpopular., She spemed pannlsely Zond
of tLhe Uplted Siates, did ool share kis patl-azzrican
vipws nod sosetines apoke of 39 bkara 12Ze in td2 Sov-
ict Union. Cawald resested Dax friands and best hexr
up on at laasi one cecasion. Slnce he could mok havs
plannud tha nasansination of tha Presldant pricr to
26 Soplamber—yhem LIS Dallas .2rin was asnounced—could
1t be that bis application Jor a passsert {withoui cona
for iiarizsa) oa 24 Juss, Dis applicatlou for o Haxican
wiaa on 17 Sepiember and bis txip ip Haxico CAiiy on
28 Heptombewr sSi=ply imiicata tat bo placoed To dasart
hls wife and Saek roings in toe Eagiat Lnioa?

o) Dsspiia Mrs. Zalne's fesilzoay ZRad i
Cswaid could pot drive, wiisesss: aaid ho drove 2imsell
to the Dallazs wifle racgz oa OB of his visits. Be vnas
driven thers= by .al anidantifisd =aa oa his cthex trip.
Cne pitaess also clodiza that Tyo =2d gars iavolved in tha
attospt—avideatly by Gswald——io skoo% Gensrnl Sallar
1last dpril.
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subject 23 abave, fila {3) 35=25510, la wiizk you Tequasicd iziarmadkim

| miles moeeid tiod o covvoounTals or dlaprova NCHENES'x Inlarmadom

ﬁuacn:._n.;g fas Harvey CEWALD. Cur dlas centaia che fallowing
lafsrmation rom NESEURS &2 2w ALD wicz oay swmpildy or comtenels
tze izformatios {svmasded ia seicrenga: . o .
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arem s medd) - Eouree was guericd oo B2 onwALD ailzir =n 23 Jaaeary
1964, Sturcs Topasiod thal lus ewa Taparizeesi 2as avelwed
tyoetly with CSWALD becanse OSWALD cama o tye USSR asa
tonrist ia 1959, e bad ncd dom2 €2 specisi Soriet afsatm ia
“any way il fource’s Dozarimemd socsived 3 F=por: Sai S3WALD
o =ad ass=d 1o bececm 2 a Seviet cilize=. I was tmplisd Bac Suares
bimpall gzasuined CSWALIDS Yoquesi. TRhe 255 decidad to lzek
iztn SSWALDY= caca 1o 3aa i ers was Aoy cearatisnal intazwsi,
which par: of 15y XG5 maizat =avo use for il and aZest wea buaind
g meomaai. It was dagides tEal CN1EALD may of & iatarsesy
mhatazarer 3o lae HOE setommaaded inay mesedy 4o home to

tha T.5. =3 2 retwrmiag iesrist 2ad thers 52 tmgh tae fyzmaiilisa

4 it the Sowiak Embaaay of Tegsesiing r3 hacome & Haviak cidzen.
i CATALD maa mady by dramans seucnrs of seicide whes he
rogsived $2ia Tessenge. s Bad Soum supzazes to 5o oo A tzip

ol gthers tacrizty ut ilsd lo shwm op for tha growp. Alhiz Botel

13 s faund that his koy kad ool 3sen tuzs=d iz a2 Ure desk, doit
won TTemMEes 1233 5 9Ad a1l iz Bl roum. Iznus Sovizio want iz
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(2) Jiom wmorriad aloul Lha 2943 Ality (had TSFILD pectd
0 is azaia {f refuved avries, ths Sovices decided pive 2=
B tempurary residencs pormil alihimga they o so intactios of
idviag lm Suvies cllzemasin. Ba 23ked FRY 2o bnd Deen geant i
Aifnsk and Source reciisd reay 13is mas meTaly by czance. Thew
bad zet masiod CSWALD 10 sty ia M oacse ok Xiinsls was cazssn .
arsisardy. T L
{3} Aziad abeui Larinag CHSFALD, Soures ==l 24t sho mas go
3 comfrmeqd Commmunial 2ad 20d Seen firewn oul of tha Zsmaemod
for oat paying nas duss. Da nd o myoay tionghls hanin llve a
goed life, bave Baitary drassss azl snen rizss. Sk |22 3 stogid
wETman and bud no intsssss in imaraving Rearsell, “Froc tha Sovias
painl of view zha already had anf-Saviet Sarasterizitcs, Sh= waa
ot 09 Amari asywny ool 202 an »duenied perssa,

{4) Filmally SSFAL0 yob tized of living in Linsk sod wamied
£ golback o th= U.5. e had maszied leazios aod wanted Io tate
her oilh Mo, The Sovicss dacided 1o lot fas 33 and a2ed Zsrinnts
Bzsla o 6k i tharm 2l nerusale CSRALD nos L2 gpxeasd and-Joviet
Pr7dazarda aftar hizdepaziora. TDe pncls naimesn) pof mas the
Soviet Gavornment ind zilewed CSAALD i Uve hesw, Ehal e bz
marvied Lare and e Goversmend was aalags to 188 his wile Jeave

" wikh himo, ale.
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{5} Asked =by oy Tovnrmmant had allswed lincisn = leavs,
Seorzo renllad imar 26 was perfecily natarai.  Sie wea lmaily
@arzied apd expresssd o desirs to (2290 Wit her Suskaad, Codaz
Sovisd lam Hmre ia oo gueszios bul wisd sha wowit e allcoed to leave.

{5) Tho thsrwer of Ssurce’s azccuns was that asithar CSTALD ]
nor via wifz i2d 2t any Hmo Moea of Aoy iteresd whatsgever o
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uanesifacingly o oF o the e that tha Sowies Taien saouok
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Lm 2 SNC03 vas frizaienad ol CSWAlD, and would nag haws
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o {2} ¥hen syeaiiag of SSWALD's request Is return o the USSR,
.. Souwes vazariad tizt T3WALD “wenl i3 laesics to apply for o
pee=xisslun o go o iRy JOSH. Jur peopis Guksd oscow and we Loy
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- CSWALD's citlzenship request " 2 ;

EXAIBIT 5

\b % ' OR NOSENKO . 3 r\.«-wtf-"\,
o
I'nowledgoeability e

1. Did you handla the CSWALD case yoursslf? If not, to what
extent wers you iavolved in it? Did you ever gsee or talk to CSWALD?
During what period wer= yon in close touch with the case? How did you
keep up wilth i aftsr it was no longer in your fiald of Tesponsibility ?

Iaitial KGB involvement ‘ | Ra

2. When and how did OSWALD first come to XG3 atteation? Was
his visa application ia Helsind processed by the KG3 in Helsin'd? In
Moscow? Describe routins handling procedure of US tourista to the Soviet
Unicn. Was CSWALD's irip handled any diffsrently? - o

. 3. ‘hen and how did the KGB hear of CSWALD'S rsquest for Soviet
citizenship? Did CSWALD make a writtsn request? Did you examine this
written raquest? Can you describe ita contents in full? {To whom addressed, -
how dated, text a3 closely to vertatim as poasible - what askad, what affared, .
what reasoas given). How long had CSWALD been in Moscow before he made
his r=quest? Waa it sent immediataly to the KGB? Waa it ever sent to the
Supreme Sovist? K i

.

Freliminary XGB assessment

™ .

4. What steps did the XGB take to inveatigata the request? At whose
directicn? How was OSWALD's bona fides established? How was the sincerity
of his request tasted? How was his operational poteatial investgatad and i
evaluated? Did the KGB ever think tha: OSWALD might be an agent of American
iatalligencs? If so, how cid iz g0 about investigating this poseibility? Describe
as felly as possibla the ¥G3 elementa involved, ths XGB Fersonnel involved, -
the progreaaive steps taksn, the Hma required. T ]

5. When and by whom was it decided that the XGB kad no interest in
OSWALD? Vias thia the decisicn of the Second Chisf Dirsctorata alone, or
was the Flrot Chisf Dirsctorats consult=d, ‘which clamesnt of the Sacond
Chief Directomia was responsible for CSWALD after tha dacision had been
r=ade to grant him a residencs permit? o

- 0‘-‘ f-‘-o--q.!h A
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Citizenaaip denied

6. When, how, and by waom wad OSWALD apprised of the decizion
that he must go home and regueat citizansnip from thers? At waat lavsl
of the government or Fariy was this decision resached? How much influence
did the XGB have in this decision? .

Suicide aktempt

" 7. Who found OSWALD bleeding to death in his room? Folice, hotal
employees, Intarist perscunel?

‘a. To waat hospital was OSWALD taksn? Approcimately what was
tha date of tha afltsmpted gnicida? How long did he zamain in tha hospital?
Was ha visitsd by KGB parsoasal whila there? What kind of {reatmeat »a3
he given thors? Why waa the American Embasay not informed? ’

9. What action did the KRGS taks on discovering that CSHALD had triad
to commit suicide? What racommendaticns did it malks, if any? Did the KGI
comsider it wise for the Soviat Usica to allow OSWALD to stay aftar thia?
VWhy was CSWALD nct turned over to the American Emnbasay? Did OSWALD'
2ttsmpt tend to conflsm the KGA's opinica that asking CSWALD $o lsave had
bean 3 wisa move, or did it raise the possibility of reconsidezation of his iy
casae? . . Ny #

Centrals ' : . : o N - 8

10. Was OSWALD's xroom al the Berlin Hotel bugged? ‘At ths Matrooo.
Hotal? I sp, w23 it 2 routina bug, or wasit jnatalled eapecially for CSWAL
What "ka' was there, if any? Did you persocmally reviaw it? ‘

11. 1/as CSWALD's Amexican passpost held at the Metzopols Hotel?
If 50, when and how did hs get it back in ordsr to taka it to the American
Embassy azd tara it Ia? .

Faychalogical assassment

12. Did the XG3 maks a psychological assesamesnt of OSWALD - desc
the methods used in as much detail as possible. Whal were tha professional
qualificatitma of those malking this assesameat? Wers they proiessicnal

Jpsychologista, phychiatsiat:
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p3ychologista, phyc.biat:iééa. {intelligzence oificers, ox what? Were
non-preicssional observars employed to report on the actvitas of
OSWALD and tha results evaluatad by paychologists, for exampla?

13, What was tha Soviata® opinion of OSWALD's porscnality?
Exploitatiom

14, Was the KGDB intersstad in OSWALD's positive i.ntelllgencé
potential, and was he intsrrogated or debriafed on his knowladgeability or
_oa subshntivs military or cthar matters? Did CSWALD ever oifar to
give information on the US Marine Corps or othaer maltars io the Soviats?
If the KG3B did not try to et such information irom him, why not?

15. Was any attzmpt mads to exploit OSWALD fo7 propaganda .
purposes (Radio Moacow breadcasts, or matarial for them; TV intervisws;
lzctures; tublic appearances)? ) N _ . .

Residencs permit N ’
16, How long was it pefors OSWALD was given permissicn to reside in’
/the USSR? When and by whom was he notified that parmisaicn bad been
grantad? What did he do whila awaiting tha decisicn?. i

17. What level of the governmani decidad that OSWALD should be
sent to Minsk? ’

KGB contral ia Minsk

18. Did OSWALD resceive any money from the Soviat government at
any time, cther than his salary at the factory where he worked in Minak?
How much? Why? By whose decisicn? Is this a standard practice? From
thz budget of what organization would these funds be allotted? )

19. Did the XGB actually have mo further interest in OSWALD after
he moved Lo Minsk, or did it continu= to monitor his activitics and to assess
his potential from time to time?

20. Describe controla the KGB exsrcised over CSWALD. Was he
paysically ourvailled? EHis apartment bugged? His malil monitored, etc.?

Cthar? Compare this with controls exercised over cther defzctors.

[/Initial efforts
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1nitial effazts to return to US

21. Whenand how did he Sovieta fixst learn taat OSWALD was

in raturaing to the Us5? Was the KG3 awars of CSWALD's
in which ha indicatad

intersatad
American Embassy in FebruaTy 1981

lettar to the
thia wish?
22. lna letter written in Fabroary 1961, CSWALD refarred to
nich ha claimed ba had gent in DecembaZ 1960, Was
Would such lattars toa for=ign

previous latie™ w
such a lsttur ev=T observed by the RGB?

cmbazay, 3 rarticular the American =mbasay, b2 withdrawn from mail
channals? X ) ) : e ow
Mariza PRUSAKOVA T R

23, How did OSWALD meek Marisa FRUSAXQVA? Was the XGB

jnvolved ia azmy waAy?
2 KGD was familiaxr with

this informalion availabls before

estigated? How extensively?
in particular the jinformat

24, Your atatement indlcated thal th
tackgrovad and character. Was
If act, wh=n Was sna inv
What were tha gourcas of information o8 Marxina,
that she was ngtupid a=nd not educatad.
crriting Marina a3 an jpformer on OSWA
Us? U sha was not recraitzd, woat was

25, Did the KGB conszider T®
ve been awaIs of a recroitment of

As an agens afler ha¥r arrival in the
the basis of this decisica? Would you ha

Marina?

pu provids aay blographic in{ormation o2 Marina and har

“26. Cany
ch detail a3 possible.

relatives? As mw
u explaia the fact that M

father wan and beara her mother's 3urnamé,
born out of wedlock, yet she also bears the patronymic

indicating that her fatner was known?

arira claims not to imow who her
thus isdicating that she was3

27. Can yo
mpikolayevna, "

| 28. To what

ey

W Sha was, afterall, 2 graduata pha¥:

L
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28. ‘To what extant was Marina surveilled, oF otherwisa observed i

before and aftar her marriags to OSWALD?

s did the XG3 consider Marina ant-Sovist" i

. 29. Cn what ground
at the Hima 328 wisaed Lo leavs tha USSR with CSWALD? She appears
to have been promoted in her job after her marriage. Why was thia

allowed?
30, \What was the nama of Marina's uncla whom you mentioned? What
was his reiaticmship to tha KG37 What datails can you provida on his
Sackground, employmeak, cte. Yias=n, by whoci, and undsr what circumatasc
was he briefad ca what he should say to OSWALD regaTding CSWALD's
comments on the USSR alfter his retura to tha US? What was the substancs

of tha briafing given to the uncle?

USRI M A et TR

-

31. How did it bappen thal thers ware so few difficulties in the way
a of Marioa's marriage to a forelgner and degarture from the couniry with
him? HEave not similar aitnations in the past vsually resultad in proloaged
and oftsn unsuccessiul negotiationa with the Sovist government? What level
of tha govsrament OF Farty would malks the fipal declsion regarding Maxzina's
marriage to CSWALD and thair depazturs from the country? Whal offical
brisfings would Marina have received prior to he¥ departure? CSWALD?

T T A

CSWALD and Marina, way |
(July - December 1961)7

32. If the Sovieis wers glad to be rid of
did it take= so long for action on their exit visas

.

KGB prasence and acHvities . -
contact between OSWALD aad KG3 officials
in the Soviat Unioca? Give specifics where

was OSWALD witting that any
2 Would any KG3 officizl:

niatives of soma other org
a3 of any KGB officiala

33, Was thers any dir=ct
at any Hma wiile CSWALD was
posaible, including namas, Teasons.
individuala he flkzd to wers KGB3 representatives
have identified themselves to CSWALD as represe
such as TASS, MVD, etec.? Can you supply thz nam
who worked on any aspact of the OSWALD case?

ORI T T

retained his American
sricd in which ths XGB
rtant that be

that OSWALD had

§5R7. During tha p
GB have considared it impo

34, Did the KGD consider
nils he was io the U

citizensihip w
WALD would the X

was asasasing ©S
Jxetain US
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retain US citizenship natil such tima a3 the KGB had decided waather ta
poe bim? “ould the 1XGB bave takan aay stepa to easure this, such a3

intercepting 2ad confiscating U5 WALD's mail from the Smbassy? Did
the KG3 iatercapt the US Embaaay letisT of 6 November 1959 to QSWALD
javiting him in t2 formaliza the renenciation of his US citlzenship?

CSWALD's ‘contacts

35, Can you give any inforrcation oA OSWALD's pezsczal contacts
in the Soviat Uaicn? Wers anyf of thesa peopla wplant=d! on OSWALD,
i.e0., wera thay KGB umployse3ds infprr=anta oF ageata?

36. Werseall of the {nturiat perscemel with whom OSW

ALD came in '
contact KGB agania {or employess )2 ‘o

KGB precadure
37. In what ways. if any, was the CSWALD case bandled diffarently
{rom other American defsctor casea? . J

. 38. Was the Flrat Chiaf. Dirsctorate glven any ini!

OSWALD? If so, through what chann
shown in OSWALD oF Marina by the First Chief Dirsctorats? Would such

jntaxest bave heen knowa to the Secead Chief Dirsctorate?

OSWALD ia ths US

39, Weras you aware of any efforta by OSWALD or his wifa to retorn

to the USSR in 1962 or 19637
40, If ag, what did the KGB do with regard to these requests?

41. Do yocu have any {afermaticon o2 OSWALD's trip to Mexico in -
SeptambeT 19637 Whom he saw and what ha aaid at the Soviet Embasay?

4z. Did the KGB have any infosreation on OSWALD's contacts with
Cubans ia the Sovizst Union? Any infprmatica regardiag his contacts with
Cubans cr the Cubazn government aiter his return to the US?

J43. What was

srmation regarding
al and at what stage? Wasany intersst

-
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43, What was the :'eacn':m in tha KG3 whaen it was learaed that
OSWALD had dlled Fresident Kaonedy? Did the KGB urndertaks any
further investgation of ChYWALD's activitias in e Soviat Unica aitar
the assaasisation? Was thersa revie
field invesdgasion? WVasany additional information davaiopad?

shington turned ovar to the U.s.

44, 'The Soviet Embassy in Wa
{ said were ita cansplar fle oa

governmant certain documexts which it
OSWALD. What other files did the Soviet goveram
especially XGB Oles? Deseribe them. What was tha #¥G3's Tola in

this rolsase of files?

w of ala file, wags thers an additional

ent have cn OSWALD -
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20 Januaxy 1964

The Commisslon of Investigation Into the facts and clremme
stances of the assassinatlon of Presldsnt John F. Kennady,
22 November 1963, has: '
taicen note of Qu Cenaular matarials kindly mada availabla
by the Government of the USSR on November 30, 1963,
pezialalng to the ;.cuﬂ:y_:i Lee Harvey Oswald asd hia |

wlie In the United States during the period Juna 1962 to

mcwam lshnlyd.u!zms ha.n:mpnoncnz-ou i

mnch dni:u]. as po--n:h rﬂganung M. Oau.u'a ah'ra.nda.:tivlty h

the USSR [tzelf. That would cover, rnnghly. tha pcrled Octaber

- * 1959 to May I%L The Commxmisaion, tharsiors, nqu:ta tho

a.uhhnu o.i.ﬂn USSR-Government- Ln—mklag—aﬂuabh I:o l:: d.ncu- A

mmh.ﬂ;m and da-!zlh raga:rdh:g Mr. Qawald's mldcm:e in ﬂu
s:rrm Uniom, - ' f.

Emhnh&ydmmy aulhbhmrﬂufﬂzh
: perhd 'd:ichl.ni::mhry w-lndl:ahb‘ln-‘bmdwpiuan

which Bu msn Government's fa'rnnhh Tespanse tn I:hl.l :eq_neu: o

muhdprﬂ.nhrumllytaﬂn(:ml.ulm cL :

-1, Toasslst: in the :uaa:lunut e anld'a'nmﬁl and *

physical cendition daring hh sojomarn In the ":fISSR. the follow= .

Ing infoymation i deafred:

A LT

2. Documentary recerds rf all haaplhli:a:hn: and -

madlcal examinations or treatment In the USSR, Inclnding:

() detalls of his treatment in October 1959 in
Moscow (when he was allegedly fousd unconsclous L
hia hotel roam by Intcurist pulda, Rlma Shirckova,

and was taken to a hospltal);

Draft prepared by\ (based in part on/ dra.ft) Forwarded
to Commission (Mr, Rankin) with covering note from DDP,

2l January 1964, (T, be submitted to Govt of USSR)

1 ) SO - =
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. wulpm, uwuuldb-mdultukmw:hnfnnswhg.

{2) any other hospitalization recerds for
illpess or inhurias;
(3) resulta of any physical escamizations,

b. Outcoma of psychological assesamert or teat.i, .
made either at the time of his request fox political asylam
or la.ta:.‘ -

C. Any‘cnmam abeout, or evalpation of, his .
psycholegical r:ﬁ.k;-up_by his werk colleaguss or t'y.ﬂ:us .
who dealt with him officially o= socially inlimcaw-ani' . -
e.!.:nh.ﬂ;e. i -.

2. Taalamhhnaamamenxnfhismdaﬁnkﬂlwm:

Geps  wmiped
{° %

a, Did Osnldhzreanywupmhhiapmnes.aina A

in the USSR other than the sivgle-barrelled IZB-59,
16-guage shotgun, $N646217 A |
By Was the hunting parmit §26231 fsaned to -
thOnlﬂ-Jml%OHﬂvzlﬁfnrmm
ever renswed 7 If not,. mwushh!lhdmm
question, why nct? )

c. Correspondence connected with Oswald's® . . 1

possession of the weapoa, =~ S e
d, Registration or other documer: - periaining

to his poasesszion of amy cther weapon,

3, To complata cuxr mdmenﬂa&imd Dswzld'a ‘bm:l:- :

g':nunl a=d carser, the Commisaion would welcomes: o SE

a2, Correspondencs perti.nan: to Q:m]d's requast =

for and tha grant of permission to reside in tha USSR,

including:
(1) Omwmld's own letiars;
o o
B oo T ey e R 2 gz gy .__._‘ T 2 ::_
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(2) reccrda, or records abstracts, of any
commisaions or other organs which deliberated
the quastion of asylum and permisaioa to resids

in the USSR;

Arate—— -
o o s

e,

(3) docmments or reports of apmropriats’
authoritiss on the quastions whya;dthinak
was chomiarhsaphc- of sojorrn. %
b. Dm:a:d records pextinent to Ol'wa.lﬂ's

stsyinthw USSR, ln:hdln;:

(1} curmwmzum shyin

Mhmﬂ:wmmm | :
.phet- whexw Mm :ro;hiero& 23 a.rniﬂ-at;
=) hhpumnm-atmayhu{a) ' v,,
M - B
®) aayua:lmmhcshi;bmﬂlts S
) other than booklet 01311655 lassued by the. | - U
zhmumwﬂmm:
. (c) mmyworkboskss © Pt b
, NG T prTp— ol B
ath!acthﬁaldhisuni:n-ani.ﬂhbph:a.
65 soncenstiunladirssobeilinse St wiivechiions: ;
incloding OVIR asd Militiag S | = o |
(5) ether basic pesmld-uemat;s, pasges, - |
etc., lssued to Ozwalds
i
=y e o s i — R e I
AT N S e, esee: 3 e 7 bren e 1 ity N it e T

e T

T T
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{6) records of the marriage of Oswald
apd Mariza Frusakova; '
(7) statement, preferably montheby-month,
of C!szalﬂ'a salary, his additiocal jncome, if any,
a-n’é any cther mhon;ayla\mmnbea inthe
m. . .
€. Descriptionof Oswald's official clt!:mh;p. i z:d
. repidence status int.ha r.'ssn with a:qperﬂmz:t dmonu, '
d.‘ Cmupndax- and docunuta Pﬂ'hinhs tg
Oswald's derartize from the USSR, incloding:

(1) M'smwm&mwm- Ve
ments of kbexion to departs I

2) mﬁadmmmm B ;
" which dsliberated pxn the qmsﬂnndlﬁaq.cm:.
. (3) a chronological marrative account of his . _
departare, ‘ B e ey
e Azyﬁhu:maspuﬂemﬁM'ithSwid v
authositles inthe SR, | & |
. , £ A description of Osh.!d'upﬂrso:al. sccialamg
3 mﬂmummmhm ussa, inchdlng s
By o anylﬂwmﬂinnwhichmighminthh Gumh-laabeeur
— to usderstasl ks motivation for ml:sandhterlnﬂag
4, nuoswauhmeaqu&acﬁ}ityiﬁm;m
such as drmnkamnasze, disturbincg the peacs, tb.ait, black . ¢
oA PERSo~MAL vieLEMCE
ma:huteertng.hetc. T 2t 3"’. inforreation and decomentas
\ pertinent to such activity wonld be appreciated, -
5. Copiss of aoy statementa, befors or sicce the a;ssaa-lna:ian

of President Kennedy, volumteered by Soviet citisens who knew ox
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- o) - Ty
may bave been associated with Oswald during his residenca in
the USSR that would have a bearing on the questions above
stipulated or might be of use to tha Commission,
B - .
e . - B - ;2
\'\‘- Be 5 . = * ‘—
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: [OFFICIAL FILE COZY, -
-..I
@0s Moo fHoward P. Willens

1HOM: e W bevia Slawson . ff EPRL N

SUBJECT: Letter to tiae Russian Covernment

Background
Lee Oswald spent a2lmost three years in Russia. Almest
our sole sources of information on these years aré his oun
writinzs and correspandence and Mariha's testimony. Ve.are
therefore préparlng a letter to be sent to the Russian

Goverrmant asling for additional informa tion. .

On 21 January 1964 the CIA sent us a draft of such a
letter. The State Department has commented that in its
opinion the CIA draft would proubably have serious adverse
éiplomatic effects. Tne Statc Department feels that ﬁhe .
CIA draft carries an inference that we suspect that Oswald
might have been an agent for the Soviet-ﬂovarnpent and that
we are asking the Russian Government to document our ' ’
susplciohs. The State Department feels that the Russlans
will not answer a letter of this kind, at least not truth-
fully, and that it will also do positive harm 1n that they
will take offensec at our sending it to them. The Stabe

Departmznt pfaposes instead that we send a verj shaort and

simplé request for whatever.information the Russian

~
I
»

)
Documont Number 5[3 =1 C;q B
for FOIA Review oy YUN 1978
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_ mention that the USA was the chief proponent for not extending - .

Extr8iT /0O

|
/ ’-\I —_—""" 27 November 1953

METRANDUI FOX: Coiel, 50 - ‘T D . ‘Fex"

SUBJECT: [ Cozments on President Kennedy's
Assossinatlon ‘

‘x - s o
ks

1. We should understand that my cormeats which follow are not

tused solely on the thesis that OSWALD was specifically dispatched to
rurder gur Preaidest, The very real pessibility also exists that

0SWALD was cent here on enother mission by the KOB and subsequently -
cccozplished the desd om his own ipitiative. Howsver, such a possibility
does pos make the KO3 less culpeble as the seeds for OSWALD's act
rust bhave been planted while he was being trained in.the USSR for his
otber mission. We might first exemine the question uppermost in the
rinds of rost Americans, "Woat did the USSR have to gain by killing
the President?" I believe we can make a good case &8s to the precise:
gains accru=ing to the USSR axd more pp=cific=lly eccrusing to
YIEIWUSECIEY. In preface let me adooaish my resders not to play down .
the political aspects.of Soviet intelligscce opsratlons. The Amexican -
iptelligeace services! apolitical approach to imterpreting and .
countering Soviet intelligence gnerations frankly frightens me at .- . -
times. But more spscifically the assassinstion of President Kﬂ:nedy
would sccozplish the followlng for KERUSECEEV personallys

. 2. Western pressure behind the leadsrship of the USA wuuld ‘
autoraticzlly ease up. Witness President Johnscn's' immediate
coneilistory telegram to KERUSECEEV, after the murdsr. We might -

--" %

long range credits to the USSR, Extension of luas range credits 13 .
vitel to the USSR at this Juncturc.

’

e (A AN VAN

be This leads us :Lntn the most pressing prdblen vithi.u the
USSR. 'fThe VWest psrsistently underrates the extent of the Soviet
internal situation. It was oy prediction that as a result of the
misranagesent of the 1563 harvsst apd ths CAICOM argusents that - -
KHERUSZCHZV would resizn during the upccming Decesber plenum of the
Co—unist Farty of the USSR. Our Eresident's daath thus effectively
diverts the Soviets' attentica from thair internal prohlems. It
d:!:ec..];r affects KIRUSECEEZV?s longsvity. v

" uo ;.\'ep\aig'w‘og }u; i

9151' U

»

c. In the Cuban situstion any USA or Cuban ::pat:iate o
oetlons agsinst Cuba will now be tainted by the. fect that these are
vepg=ful acts sgninst Cuba becsuse of ‘OSWALD'a "Fair Play for Cuba®”
associnticns. Obovicusly the Sorists propsrly ioterpret our situation | |
in that Presidest JOENSOT will :r.-estruj.u any planned mterreutiana in
Cuba Icu- a long time.

L

o
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cperation to kill the President? Whet are the ess:ntinl :Lnsrcdienta?

d. A more amsnable America will strengthen KIRUSHCUEV's
handd in his rmnning battle with the CHICOMS. le will thus have

unother reacon to say his form of peaceful com:i..tencﬂ- is superior
1o thut of the CHIICUNS'.

¢. Concelvably any of Presidsat KEXFEDY's planned actions
to get cven more Lirm witk the Sovieds during the pre-election year
ore thus subotaged by the President®s murder.

f. The Soviets obviocusly undsrstood that the death of Preeident
¥ER0EDY would result in the crergence of DeCAULLE as a strong Western

leader. D=GAULLE of course says “'-rhnt's good. for France is not n-c&ssxri.‘!;z
tad far the USSR™ ) B .

By The death of President KENKEDY remaves a popular rany:u:g

polot for allies. Furthermore, and more pertinent, bhis desth X
rewoves a gychbol for Soviet intellectusls who have inevitably mads
invidicus cosparisoms between their own intellectual desert and the
Tlovering of the arts vnder the KEMNED!s, The problem of thes intellectusls
in the USS.ﬂ should not be interpreted as the least of KHRUSECHEV:s

terpal problaps. Welmust recall that beginmipz with Lenin, :Lntellec:m:l:.
tve provided the impetus for revolution in the USSR and they corprise

qne of the'three balls KERUS3CEEV rust constantly Ju.ssle—-‘l:he mtel:h:cttmls,
ihe Party nnd. the }H.lltary. . s

ha Ii.' the USSR hss any ambitious aims in l:anipulati.ng U.S- .
public opinicn thelr mmder of President KENMEDY would serve to = - . .
exncerbate the presemt differences betwesn the radical left smd .

right in Azerdica. In foct the USSR propegsnda rachine began to say

the pmrder was cormitted by the radical right es socn &8s the deed was . .
done and befare OSHALD was cavtured. ) s o T

-.'.

1. Fipally, the death of President KEIBEI}'Z whe.‘hh:r a plannei
crpemtion or not, willl serve the rost obvicus purpose of providing
proct of the pover and cmmisclence of the KGB. This application of ]
pheer terror could be inmterprated as a werning to Russia's own citizens,
us the Soviet intelligence aervices have suffered some very real |
TeverGes recently with PERKOVSSY, COLITSTN's defection, their igncoinicus
e&pulsion from the Congo, ttc. I have long predicted that the USSR

would take som= drastic action to balt the raplid erosiecn m‘.‘ the:'..r
security, St

2. Cun we ‘b:r:i.e.fly Tiew the CSHALD operaticn as & muunted KG:B

8. The KGB bad saee three years to assess OSWAIJJ in the USSH,.
Laymen will deprecats the value that the I{GB attac:hes to cuch on the

-




t OSWALD was'a nut ond properly
ratioa Ly the KGB. However the

ypot wesessment. They muy 'nlso say tha
ct assusuzins bave been unbalanced

would not be enbtrusted with puch zn ope
R pmpl:ﬂ y knoas that hlstorically me
raludjustod types. '

KCB could not use a Soviet citizen
that OSJALD was assistzd by
Sticking to essentiolie=—

b. In such an coeratiom the
thouzh the very real possibility exists
a Soviet 1llegal of the ¥GD 13th Department.
It was a good plon thet did cucesed. A

. Ce
could have been his point
e ¥now the RGB's |

OSWALD did escaps from the bock bullding. tpa T AT s

d. He did get to o theater which
of contact with his {1legal case officer. Cortalnly W
penchant for using theatexrs for r=etipg placese- .

e. After his nrrest, which w=s only due to his unforturate
encounter with Policemen TIPPET, CSHALD ald recsin silent. How ldke =
the behavice cf Col. ANEL was his bebavicr in this vegards - @ 7

3, Also the very real possibility exlots that the KGB intepded  ~
to liguidate OSWALD after he did the joh. His mesting in the theater
was probsbly for just such a liguidation ar removal from the sceane.

e the possibility that

In RUSY¥'s pert in the gperatlen we must recozniz
RUBY was also a KGB hatchet man. Locving at the bars essentials of |

his part in the operatlca we see the fallowing: . .
a. RUEY had eccess to the police stabicd. Reports ssy he -
personally kmew most police=msn. . ot s R

b, He successfully silenced OSHALD. i S k:
" RUBY Temains silent and his cover is holding upe

Ce
a. Eehsaagoodlesmﬂ.ortazpm:?iusaniw;‘ S A

e. Fe has a reasonsble chance +o escape the desth semtence.

better qualified to comment an the

L. The undersigned might be %
z sbout his activities

OSWALD espects of this case 1f we ¥mey the fallowln
priar to hls departure to the USSR: (z., be, end c. below offer three
possihle enswers to the quesiles, "{ny dié he go to roscow "
a. First, OSWALD was & self-made Marxist or Communist who
thin decision by himself

that is, he mds
cking for a betier life

decided to go o= his oWmj
He poasibly was lo

and pro=ptied by no oOt.

without kmosdng what the Soviet Unloa Teslly 10e o

(B T I

R e

S
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" Jearmirg more sbout ths Soviet Unica and receiving instructioas for -

~ee

_ bow loag wexe such stops)?

i

[7
P .
!

b. Sccond, efter OSWALD's discharge ag an fundesirable™
{roa the Marines, he found himself in a ditficult and uppleasant
siluablon; fo L possille that in thlg sltustlion he wan noticed by |
a spotter or recruiter for the Tilegala or soze other depsrtoent and
vas considered as o possible wvandildate for use oOr recruitment? The
111 information obout CSWALD wes sent to Moscod, apd on MoscoWw's
order an imvestigaticn of OSWALD vas rade end there followed e declsicn
to "invite" him to ¥psecow. Using the ward vimyite", the undercigned
bhas io mind that some egeats or recrulters through cooversatloas with
05WALD, but wlthout cctually suggesting the trip itself, incplred
OSWALD to travel to the USSR. And, in this case, it is vpossible that
gomscnme gave him some finencial assistance and soms advice on how to
do this. : v . S L i

c. Third, OSWALD wemt to Moscow, or was sent to Koscow, R
by come pro-Soviet, pro-Co—unist, pro-Cubsn crganizetion(s), o
hevipz in mind the=t he would stey in the Soviet Union for a few years, ’

frtur= cperetioms, ectivities, ctc.

5. Know;t.ng for sure 'Ehat the Soviets never glve & mﬁ uiti:i.c;uﬁ
making an investigntilcn of thes person raking the applicatica, we have
to pske cur own investigatlon of the following questicns: P Tewom

.~ a. When did OSWALD Zirst begln to express his wish to go
to the Soviet Uniom? Play: B & b et gt s

b. To whom d1d e talk, whom did he contact st this eaxly _
time, ood how much time elapsed between these talks and contacts end ° ot
his opplicaticn? ' . v % u T f & )

. . -
L

c. How, when and through whem did CSWALD get his Soviet visa?

d. nowlongdmittakerm-mmgettbémr S

' e. Who perscmally gave the viss to OSWALD? We must Xmow 1f :
the perscn at the Exbassy who talked to CSWALD ¥es a KGB exployec. R

. £. Vhen and how did OSWALD travel to the USSR (air, aseay
through which countries; in which countries, if amy, dld he make stops;

-

6.:2) Tosether with tbs sbove, 1t is very izportant to lmow aof

OSWALD's clrcu—stances before his trip to the USSR. Vho knaw in advance
that h= was going epd who kmew that he hed goneil Mother, brother,
relatives, friends, neighbors, girl friends, “Boy friends, old buddies, etca?

1 o '

(% -
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wo whos dld OSWALD say goodbye before he left for the USSR: personally
or by telepkone, by mil? Did be ever ask anyone any guestions on

travelinyg to the USSR?  Whom?

6b osWALD in Moscow. When OSWALD arrived in Mascow, he was :
under sbsemaotion, investigntion erd cormlete control by the KGB. In i
thlc particulsr case, uader the Second Chief Dirsctorate (cr). Being
uader the control of the KG3, at the same tire he was under heavy
imvestigation dirscted at answering the guestlon of why +this stupid
fe=rican had eome to the USSR (it do=sn't make any differsnce whethexr
they ¥mew in advance about CSHALD or nds; armyway, they would conduct
cuen an investigatlon). Every possible bit of informtion was taken .
frea CS'JALD| sbout the USA, especially ebout his service in the Marins "-- .l
Cosps, etc.' At the seme +time, OSWALD was wmder constant cbservatlion ]
pod study for possible future use by the Soviet Intelligence acd CI

geTvices.

L S

i 7. It should be noted hers that any forelgner, especlally an
—=rican, yho arrivesa in the USSR for perm=ap=at or prolonged stay

§lways 13 exmzined by -the Soviet State Security a8 a possible candidate

tor future, use (special training scnd recruitoent )within the USA or

other countries (but against the USA). After a good study and inves= .

tication which comtimes about six months in Moscow, under norzal EI

firancis) puppert and mindzom ce=fort from the KGB, the EGB makes Its
conclusions: that OSWALD is clear and is who he claims to be and .7

that he cigat pessibly be used or useful for Soviet Imtelligence or

CI Service. KOTE: the undsrsigned believes that duzing his (OSWALD's)
first fow momths in Moscow, edditicmal inguiry and investigation of

OSHALD wag going ca through the Soviet Embassy in Washington and

threugh Soviet sgent networks in the USA end possibly through pr . Coe

Sovict and pro-Communist crganizatioms within the USA. -

8. After being a few weeks or months in Moscow, CSWALD expressed
a wich to stoy forever in the Soviet Union end to be a Soviet citizen.
Then the KOS eaid to himz "If you really want to be a Soviet citizen e
_and, cerve the Comumist csuse, you mist denounca Arerican Icperialism .
snd foerican citizenship.® Therefore, scpewhere in this period, e
OSWALD wemt 4o tha US Echassy and rejcunced his US citizenship. - -7 :
After this oot Stote Security decided to give CSWALD sc=e kind of Job )
in nccordapee with his ¥nowledge sad capsbilities, at the same : :
. comtirming to study hin as & potential egente - o o T o ¢ i

9. Because to mske a good agent ‘tekes a long +time and becauss g
OSWALD was irpatient-—and because he had not yet been glven Bovlet .
citizemohiz—the KGB decided not to mske of him a good agent, but aid .
no: bresk relaticns with him end decided to use him in a nore o less

open vay. . 1 - ]
X g N who o ad mewg TR Tt .
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10, Wonen CGondlD ehoded soze dlesatisfocticn ckout the Saoviet wny
of 1ife (L% io usu=l for Azsricans)—and by this time CORALD hod alresdy
pet hle pirl friend (the KGB probably helped him to £ind her—to melke
iim hoppy ond to mike cure thet he would not leave the Soviet Union)=—
ihe FOB &£t the sace time continued to trzin kim, probably in the way
of en old-fashloped Marxist, telling him thet he would be a good :
rizhter against imperielists and cgainst Azsrican milliopaires, such
na HOCKEFELLER, KEMEEDY end others. And somewhare here, while in this
rind of treining, & low level case officer of State Security told him
tiat to hove a better life in the US you have to fight very bard to
pury capitalism, as our Nikita Sergeyevich seys; together with
cupitalicn, you have to bury all the millicmaires, including your
£irct beest nnd blood-sucker, KERNEDY (NOTE: this is mot a tall
stomy; 1t 15 the way in which State Securlty cperates with the stupld . .

pareicts nod with naive followers of the Carmunist movement). If om'-7:-, P

n high level within the KCB it was decided that there is nothirz good -
in O5WALD end that he is just & paive Armerican ond thet he could not
be relied wpon fully, but that nonetheless he cculd be used because
he 1o for our csuse and is agninst capitalism in gensral, then the
rollowing would have baen sugs=sted—afiesr OSWALD alrsady bad asked
parmicoion to return to the USA: OSWALD was told to be 2 good
rigater ogoinst capltalism and to secure your Soviet cltizenship, you
rust chew yourself as a good fighter for the Cozmunist cause insids
the USA; then, we glve you permission because we belleve you are a
ctrong Marxist to return to the USA and to do sowmething for our
common cause, such as to help anmy American pro-Soviet organlzations
or, for instance, becoz= a merber of a Free Cuba Commitiee or in case
of erisls to do something cutstanding——thet will be noticeable everywhers=-
that will prove that you sre & resl Cormunist. Then, sazewhere here, if

he vos alresdy & Boviet egent or note, the girl showed up, or she was

there befors, but by this time she was pregnant and OSWALD decided to ke
go to the USA. Then he was told. After this telk, OSHALD shoubedes -

_ where ic your freedom? Ehe is my wife, we have a child, end T would

ke to go. If he did c=k= 8 big noise, they decidsd to let him end

her go; or if he slresdy was a tralned egemt, then without amy ldnd -
of noloe on his part, bub with soms @ifficuliles, permissicn was grauted -
for her to go with him. : ; . B ) L%

- 11. locking at the wife of OSWALD, we should have in mind thabt e 1
che was apnd otill is en egsnt or at least a low-level informsnt of the
KGB. If she was not befcre she met OSWALD, she became so after the
second day ohe pet hin. This 1s the regulatioca in State Security on
how to handle forsignsrs—Iit rekes no difference whether they exe . .-
Co—=unists or not. - ‘ ¢ =% TR

-

12, Invastigation of CSWALD's wife should be underteken as T
cozn @3 ponsible, with special ptienticn belng pald the questione to £cllow:

- - . . -

L
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a. First, wbo is che? Her educztlon, profession, oge, fomily
boaekground, Party affiliction (Kensomol rmembership). If che was a
pesber of the Kuzsozol, then the Xumsorol organizublon wlll tuke any
steps posoible against ber traveliog to the US. Alco, che must be
expslled froa the Komsaczol, and then she automatically would be
considered a cerber of the Imperialist Camp. Then, if she was a member
Gf the Karsozel end this action did not take place, it was because of
KGR interference against such action. The sams action would relate
to ery of her relstives—rather, mother brotherSs....1f they were
merhers of the CPSU or Kcasomal. » ¢ 4

b. To which cffices was she imvited before and after their
rarriege? If she was invited to scme officizl Soviet offlces, and if
these offices msked her not to merry a foreigner and not to go with °° i
him, then probebly she was not a mecher of the Kemsomal and she did -
it on ter own willy but if she apswers that po ope invited ber to
such offices, then the whole Job was done by the KOB==gmocthly
guietly, with no talk gzoing arcund about Lt. . . 3

ce Wno helped her end how mamy times to write papers for
the Scviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs to ssy that she had married
an Ar=rican citizen end would 1ike to go with him to the USA? Tf
it was done a few tires and with grest difficulties, then probably
1t waa done only with & 1ittle help from the KGB. If, however, the
papers were preparsd only once and permission was graoted after only *
8 few momths! wait, then everything was done by the XKGB . (According -
to the Arericsn pewspopers, her aspplication for permission to co=2 to -
the US was processed very easily and quickly.) § BN By

d. When end whers did they register their rarriage? Who were
the witnesses to that parriage? How many relatives end friends (af o
52e) were present at the wedding and celebration. -What kind of o
glfts did they receive at the time of msrriage and from whom? Where -
did they take up residcnes efter msrrisge? Were they given an spartmant,
or & ream? And in what neighberhood? T ey

:  e. Where did her husband, CSWALD, work? In what fackory? -
What were his hours of work? FHow long did he spend in ¥oscow before -
he vent to Mirsk? Who chose Minsk—did he or did somsone else? .

£. ¥ho were her busband's friends? From what circles? .. . -
Workers? Imtellsctuals? - =i - 2

-

g. FEov many times were she and her husband—yhlle they lived
together = iovited to the police staticos or omy other Soviet -
government offices, tozether or separctely? (KOIE: There is mo other
office then the KGB which would meke such sn invitation. It makes

ro difference if they were egents or nota) ot ’ o
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h. llow crart (intelligent) is she? Does she really speak
ro BEnglish? Is her Eaglish better than she shows or better than 1t .
should be sfter being here only twe years? Or worse? .

1. Wbat dces she say sbout life in the Soviet Unlom?

Did her husband have s gua while he was in the Scviet |
Union? If so, how doss she know about 1t? When did he get 1t? Did he
bove specisl permicsica to cerry & gun?, Dld he bring this gun with
him across tke bordsr? For your inforrmatloa, nobody carrles a gun

in the USSR rithmrt the KOB eventually learrping of 1t. ILeast of all
an Arstican.; . o R

Je

i .
| k.| Who gave £inancinl help to them before they left the
Soviet Uni (ror2: For a regular worker in the Soviet Uniom, 1t is
impessible to save encugh money to buy & ticket and mke amoy kind of
preparations to go ebroad.) : Ay

1. Who gave lnstructions to OSWALD to ask for fivanaial
assistance et the American Exbassy upon his return to the USAZ

1f 50, in whst church? Whose idea was 1t? Did they baptize their
second child, born in the US?T - s

n. If OSWALD never hed a permanent job here in the UsA, then
- who was golug to finance his next trip to the USERT How much dild his
wife Jmow obout his plan to retwn to the USSR via Cuba?l .

13. The imvestigation o the wife should be made step by step, -
- ke=ping in mind and mever forgstiing that OSHALD as well as she
herself were under constant observation snd with comstant contacts

... 7 with crgans of the KCOB. %1thowt such cbservation and contacts with
e =, orgena of the KEB, o foreignsr csn live within wthe Eoviet Unlon.

. In eny ixmvestigation of
- .In vitw of the extracrdinacy circt=stsnces surroucding this case the ¥BI,
the Depart==nt of Stste, could logically encuzh request that
evailshle info on OSWALD's story im the USSR end
Soviet Exbsssy in Mexico Clty. A friendly metion can be expected

e reguest. We might learn a great deal from the Soviet reply.

+his casle e shouJﬁ aot lose the initietive.

m. Was their fi=at child born in Russia--baptized In the USSRT . -

-
PG
5

thromgt

th= 'USSRprmide.J.‘

+he purpose of his visit to the

to Xams
Hon
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CPORTING OFFICE OFFICE OF CNIGIM - DATE INVESTIGATIVE PERIOD
WASHINGTON FIELD DALLAS 12/2/63 11/18 - 30/63
.TLE OF CASE REPOAT MADT BY o TYFED BY
O i CARL E. GRAHAM elw
LEE HARVEY OSWALD : CHARACTER OF CASE

P | IS - R

REFERENCEA: Bureau teletype 11/30/63.
. Bureau teletyps 12/1/63.
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ADMINISTRATIVE DATA:

. s Investigation conducted by WFO that was known tpo
be of evldentiary significance was previously submitted to
the Dallas Office in appropriate FD 302s. This material
forwarded by airtel to Bureau dated 11/26/63 under caption
“Assassjnation of President: JOHN F. KENNEDY, 11/22/63,
Dallas,| Texas." This information is not being repeated in
this report. It is noted this information pertained to
the transportation of evidenge, collection of handwriting
specimens of OSWALD, delivery of bullet obtained from U.S.
Secret Service, and the obtaining of a U.S. Postal Money

\ Qrder uged to pupchase rifle used in the assassination.

17 Also included ini this material was an insert reflecting .- _ 28 8
(5" . ~the results of review of USKC personnel record for 4 ] b
[,y’*. HARVEY OSWALD, _p.o( AV ¢
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6

i On some TV program on November 23 1963. or J@£~% ¥ i
November 24, 1963, it was reported .that the Dallns Police *

% Department had quéstioned a JOSEXRODLIGUEZ, a fellow employee .
of OSWALD, at the book warehouse from which assassination ) i
of President KENNEDY occurred. -Office of Security had il
check made of visa files of Department of State regarding kit
this name and located fgllowing information regarding one
JOSE HIGEEQ RODRIGUEZ,y MOLINA, possibly identical, -

On March 6, 1959, latter individual was 1ssued
B-2 visa at Embassy, Havana, Cuba, valid through March §,
1961, for one month's visit to a cousin in New York City,
not identified and no: address given, He was warned not .
to accept worg or overstay period of admisslon. Visa Humher -
1490477 was 1ﬁsued. Following description was givem: . ... . --
i : ¢ .

. y Dat$_pi_b1rth: L 1/27/36

p ) Place of birth: ‘Havana,, Cuba - e

: HeiEht: 5'6" " :
Welght: 180 pounds
Hairp: Brown
Eyes: Brown .
Complexion: Fair 4
Mardital status: Married .

_ Home address: Calle 15 #201 Lawton, Bavana, Ll

On November 26, 1963, PETR sz’nzn.mam, an , 5
‘adnitted former Soviet intelligence.officer, furnished zfg¢555£12 L
the following'information concerning LEE HARVEY OSWALD '
and his wife: :

DERJABIN does not believe the Soviet Govarnment
had any knowledge of OSWALD's plans to assassinate Prasident
KENNEDY; however, he does belleve tkat OSWALD and his wife -
had EOmB connection with the Russian intelligence service.
He said the Boviet Government undoubtedly has a file on
OSWALD and feels that it should be reguested to furnish:
information regarding OSWALD's activities while in the
Soviet Union. Normally, when an individual leaves the
Boviet Union and has been working for the government, he
would be furnished some clothes and transportation expenses
to his destination. BSince this was not done, DERJABIN ~

- 4L = ,
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i feels that OSWALD's departure from the Soviet Union was -~ ..

% planned by the intelligence service. OSWALD must have been

1 investigated upon his arrival-in the Soviet Union and t
probably,lived in Moscow while he was undergoing
investigation prior to his going to Minsk, Also, DERJABIN
feels that OSWALD must have been indoctrinated into the
Soviet system prior to his being permitted to return to
the United States, or he was considered unstable and allowed
to leave as an undesirable. He said OSWALD's wife must
have been an uneducated peasant type and considered safe
to leave the Boviet Union or had connections with the Soviet
intelligence service, < :

DERJABIN believes that the wife of OSWALD should

be observed closely and thoroughly interrogated. DERJABIN

i sugg:gted that amec,g others, the following questions should
be asked: . ' . : ‘o

1. When wae it that she first met OSWALD and -
the details concerning such circumstances.
i DERJABIN sald that if she was not working
for intelligence service at the time of
the meeting, she would have been contacted
within two days. ’

2, Where they lived in Minsk and details
regarding the type of apartment.

3, Details regarding OSWALD's activities
while in Minsk during non-working hours.

4. TWhere did he go and how long was he gane
during the eveninga.

5., How well did he learn the Russian language.

; .. 6. VWas she a member of the Komsomol, and were .
' any of her family members of the Communist
Party. .
7. What station in life did they occupy and
were any of them officials of the Boviet

Government. .

- 42 -
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8. Details regarding their securing permission
to leave the Soviet Union, - . St

R

9. Details concerning events leading to their . -
marriage. ! . ’ . e

By communication dated November 26, 1863, information
was received from the Savannah FBI Office that one "HOBO" BMITH
had telephonically advised -.: . an employee of a television
gtation in Columbia, South Carolina, on November 8, 1963, he T
knew President JOHM F. KENNEDY was going to be killed. This g
same individual again contacted the employee on November 26,
1963, and said he had tried his best to keep the President
from being shot but was too busy. This caller also claimed -
he had "protected WILSON with his life as far as he could go"
and indicated he was n good friend of DWIGHT D, EISENHOWER
and had written many letters to him. The caller indicated — ___
he goes by the name of "HOBO" SMITH but this is not his real

"pame.

A M I

The above information was furnished to SAC ROBERT I.
BOUCK, Protective Research Section, U. 8. Secret Bervice, Lo
on November 27, 1963. SAC BOUCK advised his files reflect
no record of "HOBO" SMITH. ¢

4
]
#
E
ﬁ
2
g
:
i

“
iA“review of information in WFO files reflects J

one "HOBO7SMITH, also_known as JAMES LEWIS"SMITH, 253 .

Oakland Avenue, Spartanburg, South Carolina, was known'

as a chronic complainant in 1946.

By communication dated November-26, 1963, Los Angeles
FBI Office, advised Lieutenant HICHAEL?ﬁggADRO, who was
formerly assigned to U. S, Marine Cofpk,Air Control Squadron
Number 5, Marine Corps Air Facility, Santa Ana, California,

in 1958, had been upset by literature received by LEE

HARVEY OSWALD ,who was a member of this unit in early

1958 , OSWALD reporiedly told DEPADRO such literature was
being received so he could practice Russian,

On November 27, 1963, IC MICHAEL VERNON DEVOL
determined from U. S. Marine Corps files the service record -
for DEPADRO, which would contain his home address;ri=
presently stored at the Military Personnel Records Center,
St. Louls, Missourii i ' i
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8 April 1964 -

MEMORANDUM EOR:  Duputy Dircector for Plans

SUBJECT: Status Report on Work for
the Warren Commission

1. Paras | and 2 of the attached memorandum reflect
work already done and forwarded to the Warren Commission.
Para 3 indicates material now in process. Items a and ¢
will be completed by 15 April. Item b is dependent upon
an answer from the FBI which as late as this morning is
not forthcoming. -

2. Regarding the other suggestions made byf
, I do not belicve he should discuss any aspect of
this case alone on any basis with members of the Commission
staff. 1f this is done, he should be accompanied either

—

by | . or| who is working on the case.
As For the questioning of iarina, I would be reluctant
to have| or anyone else from Clandestine Services

" figure directly in this.

3. 'The suggestions made in para 6 have merit and
if you agree, we will tell him to proceed with these.

Attachment

47-G2K

fo. ECIA Review on  JUH 1078 .

Document Number
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| 8 April 1964

MEMORAMNDUM FOR:I .

~ SUBJECT : Status Report on( ‘Work for the
Warren Commission.

! 1. To date, has preparcd and forwarded through
: appropriate channels to the Warren Commission the following papers:

o " : a. Chronology of OSWALD in the USSR, October 1959 -
1 June 1962 3

1 b. Questionnaire for Mrs. Marina OSWALD

J c. DBiographic Information on Mrs. OSWALD and Her Relatives

d. Name List with Traces

- a revised list of approximately 160 persons known to
the OSWALDs, with traces, was submifted in March.

e, Soviet Use of Assassination and Kidnapping
(2 background paper)

| 2 Soviet Press Reaction to the Assassination of President
Kennedy, 23 November - 31 December 1963

2. In addition, we have prepared and forwarded several other items
including the following: :

a, A letter to the Commission providiﬁg information on OSWALD's
Soviet weapon (February). )

b. Answers to the Commission's questions concerning information
in State Department files (April).

-

/c. Pictures and biographic
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c. Pictures and biographic summarics concerning two Sovict
officials stationed in Mexico. (Provided} for forwarding
to the Commission). )

3. At the present time we have the following items in progress:

‘a. Additions to the chronology based on material recently
made available by the FBI,

b. A picture of OSWALD in Minsk which was found in CIA
Graphics Register. (This is not to go to the Commission until the
results of an FBI check with the source of the picture becomes availabl

. A brief summary of the OSWALDs' contacts with Sovict officia
and gther citizens after their arrival in the United States.

: .

4, i{'\fhzwe reviewed Marina OSWALD's testimony before the Commissi
and plan tg return to the Commission's offices for a further examination of
pertinent transcripts and exhibits next week. Mr. David Slawson of the
Commission's staff has indicated a desire to discuss the Soviet aspects of
the case informally with me after his return from a field trip. With your

approval, I shall do so.

5. Mr. Slawson also stated that Marina is to return to the Commissio
for further questioning and that he would advise us of the date that this would
occcur so that we might submit more questions for her if we wished. He
voiced his desire to have someone from CIA (he implied Lhat it might be rae)
present when Marina is again testifying. ;

6. I believe that we should not conclude our work for.the Warren
Commission without preparing a brief analysis of certain aspects of the
Soviet phasa of the OSWALDs' careers. NOSENKO's testimony has probably
eliminated the need for some of this, but I think that we should do a brief
essay on Marina and on OSWALD too, drawing together what we believe to be
the significant features of their life and activities in the USSR. This should
include a comparison of OSWALD's experiences with those of other defectors
to the USSR, going bayond the informalion already provided the Commission
on this subjuct. S :
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Program Transcripts
SPECIAL PROJECTS DEPARTMENT
CBS News

LS CELEVISTION NitLWORIC

CLS WVENING NLWS WIVU WALTER CRONKITE

Friday, May 9, 1975
6:30 - 7:00 PM, LT
7:00 - 7:30 PM, LDT

ANHOUMCER: I'rom CBS News headquarters in New York, this is the
CEL LVENING NLEWS WDl WALLER CRONKITE; and Peter Collins in
Vientiane, Laos; Randy Daniels in Detroit; Robert Schakne in-
New York; David Culhane in New Yorlk; Suari'on Lovejoy in Lansing,
Michigen; Daniel Schorr in Washington; and Barry Serafin in
Washington.

©1975 CBS Inc.
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.




GORVENLNG NEWS WIUIL WALTER CRONKITE 5/9/75 5

CROWKIPE: tew guestions are being asked about the assassination of President
Kennedy wnd about Lee llurvey Oswald, the man who killed him. Daniel Schorr
s Lenviad sume sipdlicunt details about the Russian phase of Oswald's
life.

DANLEL SCIHOKR:  In Webruary, 'G4, ten weeks after the Kennedy assassination,
Lieutenant Colonul Yuri Nosenko of the KGB - the Soviet secret police -
defected to the U.S, with detalls of the KGB file on Lee Harvey Oswald. Now
his existence and his L'BI interrogation report have been disclosed, after
sleven years. Nosenko told the FBI the KGB considered Oswald mentally
abnormal, possibly an American agent, decided not to try to recruit him.

The report wasn't cited when CIA Director John McCone and his deputy,

Helms, testified before the Warren Commission. Today, McCone explaiiisi ta .

JOUH MC COME [former CLA Director]: It is traditional in the intelligence

business that we do not accept a defector's statements until we have proven
beyond uny doubt that the man is legltimate and the information is correct.
It took some time to prove the bone fides of the man, which subsequently were
proven, however, but were not known at the time of the testimony.

SCHOKlK: Nosenko said the KGB had decided to refuse Uswald Soviet
citizenship, tried to vet rid of him, and only after he slashed his wrists
#n a Moscow hotel, permitted him to g0 to Minsk, with instructions that he
ve watched but not recruited. [ussians who hunted rabbits with Oswald
reported he was a very poor shot.

When Uswald turncd up at the Soviet embagsy in Mexico in September, 163, said
Nosenko, the KU vetocd 2 visa ftor him.

Alter the assassination, in Nuvenber, the KGB found in Oswald's file an entry
that the Kul in Minsk hod tricd to influence Uswald in the right direction,
gugpresting a pousible wosipmment. DLut a crash report to Nikita Khrushchev
concluded that was a Lurcaucratic, selt-serving statement and wrong.

—laniel Schorr, CLS News, Washington.
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3 PresipenT's ConmIsSION

] o oN TUR !
‘] AssAsSINATION OF PrEsIDENT KENNEDY ¢ M Loy

i , 200 Maryland Ave. NE. LLfE n:;:m,n .-"‘
1 R ia )

EARL WANRKLN
<

il WASHINGTON, D.C. 20002

KICHARD B. WUSSELL
JORN 2AneNeazd [RLRVEY
ALE Eahils

CoRALD KFORD

JUHN ). M=CLOY MAR B 1354

ALLEN W, DULLES

e P
RequaesT L LJ_(A!'(-L.& C o mmission- for co i, Depnng
2w Pge‘fr-c-'i \ea -ﬁ: \/ur: NoSENKO.

Mr. Richard llelms

Deputy Lircctor for Flons

Central Intelligence Agency
Washington, 25, De C- / :

Dear Mr. Helms: ;

fhe Commission has recently received a report
from the Fedsral Bureau of Investigation covering an inter—

/ﬁuw that took pluce belween represcntatives of the Buresu
and the recent Soviet defector, Yuri Ivanovica liosenko. -

) 0
1t oppears to us thztdgmnka‘s defection, : N
vhether_ or umot it is autkentie, is of” very great interash

to thevCemigsion. I would liks to set up & confersnce
eerly in the week of Mesch 9 babtdzen mephers of the Coa-
mission staff gnd sembhexs of tha CIA to discuss St =

furtner and to axplore geperally the work your Agency has
in progress of interest to this Cormissions

Will you Dplease comtact me ab your earliest
convenience to set a time for this confersnces ¢

Sincerely, .

i : J-_ I..ee Rankin
Dacumsant Number Mﬁ?,ﬁ. Ceizdral Counsel
{or FOIA Review on JUH 1973 : i
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' "“"/ - —s 13 Apri;l. 1561
ISMORAMDIN FOR THE REGRD
2o | called ne in at 0900 a.ndr showed me in draft a memorandum

recording his corversation with Allen Dulles on Saturday 11 April re CIA
assistance to the Warren Commission. In essence, the conversatlon dealt
with gquestions wh.ch the Warren Cormission will direct to CIA. Copy
follaws? gl

ol has sugzested that nothing further be done re preparation
of an analyais of the OSWALD affair pending receipt of the questions from
the Commission. Answerire these questions might make it unnscessary to
prepare an analysis. '

3 | askad that we prepare, on a oriority basis, a reply te
the FBEI communication containing two reports on the OSHALD case from
Nosenko.. | is handling. | and | are to see it in
draft, T
P.S. " also returned té me the several items of Oswald production

borrowed on 11 April,.

Document Mumber (557 5 83 i

for FOIA Reviewong  JUN 1975
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/ . 13 April 1964

MEMORANDUM FOR:  Daputy Director far Plans .
” e ‘

SUBJECT: cnbiscussions with Mr. Allan W, Dulles

I on the Uswa ase oA 1L Aprii- )

l. At the instructions of ths DDP, I visited Mr. .
Dullas on 11 April to discuss with hia certain questiona ' . -
which Mr. Dulles fesels the Warren Ccamsission may pasa ta . . ...
CIA. Mr. Dulles explainad that whils the Cemmiasion..msi...
Wwished to clarify certain aspects of the Oswald casa in .
which a rasponss from CIA seemed nacessary it was not surs .
how the guesticns should be posrd nor how CIA should respond.
jiTe Dulles hopad that our discussions would eazble him to—:- i
%dvlse the Commission on this matter. He first ralssd the -
allegation that Oswald was a CIA agent. Ho mentionad.two . oA
sourcas for this accusation. Ona was Mrs. Marguerite sV ¢ [ -
Oswald, Les Harvey Oswald's mother, and tha other was Mr. .
Mark Lane, Mrs. Oswald's attorney. iHe suggested that:-ths =
Coanission, in asking us this question, might well FPorward
a sunaary or pertinent excesrpts of the testimony concerning
this matier., He notsd, howevsr, thaz Mrs. Oswald's testi- -
mony was so incoherent that it would be difficult to find g
pertinent excerpts, thus it would be better for the Coa= .. . .57

-mission to summarize tha tsstimony. : ; .

Z. Mr. Dulles then suggestsd that the response to this. & -
question could be in the form of sworn tastimony befora the i
Commission by a senior CIA official or a letter or affidavit, S |
s recalled that the Dirsctor of the FBI had rsplied by¥ . T
latter to a similar question. In any event, Mr. Dulles - . S
felt the reply should be straightforward and to ths point. '
Hle thought language which made it clear that Lee Harvey ...
Oswald was never an employee or agent of CIA would suffice, .
Ve should also state that neither CIA nor anyom acting
on CIA's behalf was ever in contact or communication with -
Oswald. VMr. Dulles did not think it would be 2 good idea
to clte CIA precodurss for agent assessmant and handling
to show that it would have been unlikely for Oswald to have
bosn chosen as a CIA agsnt to enter Russia. Thers ara always
exceptions to every rule and this might be misunderstood by
agmbers of the Commissicn with littls background in activity
of this sort. I agreed with him that a carsfully phrased
denial of the charges of involvament with Oswald seemed
most appropriate, o : SN I
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3. Tha next éuastion concerned tha possibility of
Oswald's having been a Soviet agent. »r. Dulles suggestsd _
that the Commission's quastion oa this mattar be phrased
somewhat s follows: "In the knowledge or judgment of CIA
was Lee iarvey Oswald an ageat of the Sovietr intelligenca
sarvices or the intslligencs sarvices of other coamunistz
states at any time prior to 2Z Noveabar 1963, or was Oswald
solicited by these intelligencs sarvices to become such an
agant?" After considaring this questiom, it beca=s apparont
that tha problaa of making a "judgzment™ as to whether Oswald
might have become an agent of a comaumist powsr was subject
To the same difficultiss we would haves encountared 1f wa .
had tried to answer the allegation of CIA affiliatad by
citing CIA"s own procaedures, If CIA, in responding to.ths
"judgaent" porticn of the question, wers to say that iam-,
light of its knowledge of Soviet Bloc procadures it was -
unlikely that Oswald would have baccme their agsni, we -.-% .
would have to admit that exceptions are always possible. .

,Hr. Dullgas and I £slt that it wonld be bettar to avoid this
fland confips our responss to @ prucise statsment of fact..

- This stagsment, in Mr. Dulles® view, could nota that CIA

possessedino knowladge either gained independently or fro=z
its study of the matarials suppliad by thoe Comzission
tending #o show that Lee Harvey Oswald-was an agent of

the Sovigt intelligsnce services, or the services of any
ather Communist country, or-for that matter of any other.
‘qountry.i S

4. Both questions were discussed individually but
latsr Mr, Dulles suggsated that becauss they wera inter- .-
connected it would be better if the Commission posed thea
in one letter to CIA. I agreed that this might be simpler.

5. After covering these questions of dirsct intsres:
to CIA, Mr. Dulles mentioned other issuss which corcsrnad
the Commission, Ile remarked that meambers of the Comaissioa
could not understand why CIA had not begun an investigation
of Oswald as soon as it raceived word that ha had defacted,
I noted that this question had bean discussed with Mr.
Rankin and his staff and thers seemed to bs considsrable
_undarstanding of the practical circumstancss which made it
impossible for CIA to undertake such investigaticn insids

the USSR. I expressed the hope that it would naot be necsssary
for .CIA to place mattors of this sort in the public racord.
Mr. Dulles agraed.
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6. Mr. Dulles then asked if it wera normal for
the Sovist Governaent to permit a Soviet wWoman to maATrTy
a foreignsr and then allow her to leave with her husband
shortly after the marriage. This question perturbed the
Commission and they would like to have an answer. L said
that whereas tha Tespons2 could hava soms bearing on whether
Oswald was an agsnt, the proble= saemad to lie mors in thes
consular £ield and I suggested that the best way to cbtainm
an opinion on what constituted "normal practics” in marriage
cases in the USSR would ba to quastion the Departmant of
State. Mr. Dulles agreed with this. .

7. Mr. Dullas exprassad hls appraeciation for the
asslatancs accorded him and said that he would discuss the
fraaing of the qusstions for CIA with Mr. Rankia on Monday,
13 April. At this point I did offsr a personal opinion in
regard to the way in which CIA should respead. Noting that
testizony om guastions such as these would be difficulz to ‘
inssrt in the public recerd, 1 sugzestad that it would bs
bast if tha CIA rmaponse wera in writtan form., However,
much will depand on the form in which the squastions ave

- eyentially put to us and I imagine that a final decision

can be mada at that time.

8. At no time during thess discussiens did Mr. Dullss
make any inquiries about Nosenko and I volunteered na infor-~
mation on this scoro. s
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1. OUn Friday, 6 March, in response to @ question fronm

SR X

Paul Dillen stated that the questions fors . re
e Oswald case “would mot be asked". | stated that the
FBI was covering the whole Oswald case, spending a good deal
of cime on it. / : . ¥ f
2. On Monday, 9 March, 1 sav briefly on this matter

and p:u:usr.ud the decision not to ask our questions. He reiterated
that it had been decided "that the FBI should handle the matter and
our questions would not be asked". He thought, however, that they
would be covered eventually. I indicated that 1 had no confidence
in the FBI's ability to cover the Soviet phase. I indicated that it
would not be possible to complete our job on the Oswald case if we
he pertinent information. Later that same day L

,could not get t
mancioned 21l chis to . He agreed to raise question anew

icl . .
m.crtf = . ’/
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CA 151448
ExmiBIT 1T

UEFice or SULA aequeita/ap ouls 11/9/79
ventral Intellijence agunoy
Lear Lir, : )
You Luve not actad on my apieul for a welver of clurges. I have jrovided proof
that my work wnd interest are fublic rathcr then for personal gain, The ccurta émd
the wwpartmont of Justios huve so found anu the bepartoent has walved fesa and
refwdiol whnt I lusl puids dow I have ruwi that a cour: hus held that undor thesa
condition the CIA also may not us.esy chargsss I therafore write to resind you of
thls snd other appeals on which you have not suted, some relating to requssts
oow alrout eight yeurs olde

If you roquire wmore i:formution that 1 have provided ploase ask for ite

I would lik. to kpow when you sxpect to act on the:a quite cld apreals,

I wlao would like to know ubun to expeot the bulance of the JTK sassssination
satariale .

In purticulur 1 would ila to kuou whon to expect i losenky fuformation yows
 aftidavits in ons ofx ny cases alain was declasaifisd for the House Select Comdttse

on dscan:duationas

. ) ' Harold Welsberg
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ExwiBIT 18

WaASHINGTON, D.C. 20505

5 Aug 1975

Mr. llarold Weisberg
Route 12
rrederick, MD 21701

Dear Mr. Weisberg:

This responds to your letter of 21 July.

Enclosed you will find the list of numbers given to your
requests, with the shorthand descriptions used by us. Note
that we have, jindeed, included the name Yuri Nosenko, currently
under F-76-143.

In regard to your request for an organizational chart
of this Agency, we quote in part from the CIA Act of 1949,
Section 6:

v, ,.the Agency shall be exempted from the provisions
of section 654 of Title 5, and the provisions of any other
iaw which require the publication oT disclosure of the
organization, functions, names, official titles, salaries,
or numbers of personnel employed by the Agency....“

As you can see from this language, 3 formal request from
you would have to be denied under (b) (3) of the Freedom of
Information Act as being spacifically exempted by statute.

Request number E-75-6669 is broadly comprehensive on the
Kennedy assassination and the investigation thereof, and ob-
viously overlaps and duplicates some of your moTe specific
requests. You have described a 'new request" which duplicates’
in part what has recently been requested by Mark Allen. How-
ever, any documcnts responsive to this ''new request' are already
covered by the broad and comprehensive wording of youT request
under [-75-6669 and are part of the re-review currently in
process and of which you are aware. Therefore, we have not
assigned a new number to this request but shall continue to
treat it under I-75-6669. '
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You again refer to the "the Borsages request." If you
mean Borosage, we do not have a request from him on the
Kennedy assassination topic. We reiterate our belief that
you were possibly confusing the name Borsage with Belin who
did make a similar request and who did receive exactly the
sume documents released to you;, nothing more.

Regarding the name Hugh McDonald, first raised in your
letter of 2 March 1976, we were given insufficient biographi-
cal information with which to make any positive identification.
In light of your language, "If you can confirm or deny that
McDonald was ever an Agency employee of any kind....So, if
there is any information you can let me have I would appreciate
it. I will not contest a negative decision....", we did not
record this as a formal request warranting a separate number.
However, you should understand that under the same provision
of the CIA Act of 1949 quoted above, we would have to provide
a formal denial under FOIA (b)(3) of any document responsive
to such a request.

Finally, although not raised by your letter of 21 July,
we must advise you that certain of the documents found re-
sponsive to your F-76-382 on Martin Luther King, Jr., have
necessarily been referred to another component for review.

We shall not be able to get our response to you on this re-
quest by the end of this month as earlier projected, but shall
do our best to expedite it when the materials reach our hands.

Sincerely

Gend F. Wilson .
Information and Privacy Coordinator

Enclosure




Requests of Harold Weisberg

F-75-004
F-75-4765
F-75-4927
F-75-6669
F-75-6838
F-76-105
F-76-143
F-76-149

F-76-219 °

F-76-382
F-76-405
F-76-437
F-76-438

i

Personal (subsumed under F-75-4927)

Yuri Nosenko, etc. (subsumed under F-76-143)

Personal

Kennedy assassination

Materials given to FDR

Heine affidavits

Yuri Nosenko, etc.

Olson papers

Rocca source material

Martin Luther King, Jr.

1967 CIA review of Kennedy assassination info
CIA's use of Rocca

Behavior modification




