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Therefore, they examined the ways in which this might be con-
ducted and they decided to apply to Nosenko's handling approxi-
mately the conditions under which an American citizen, Prof. Fred-
erick Barghorn, had been confined for a period of time in Moscow 
in 1963. 

You may recall that Professor Barghorn happened, fortunately 
for him, to be a personal friend of President Kennedy and Presi-
dent Kennedy made a personal appeal to Prime Minister Khrush-
chev and—Secretary General Khrushchev. 

On the basis of President Kennedy's appeal, Professor Barghorn 
was released by the KGB and came back to this country and had 
been extensively debriefed on how he had been treated. 

Therefore, it was decided that Nosenko would be given the same 
treatment. 

What was to happen was that he was to be given the first of the 
three polygraph tests that he had in the course of this period 
during which he was under suspicion, and after the polygraph test, 
he would be told that he had failed the polygraph test and then 
would "be arrested"—I put that in quotes—they would act as if he 
were being arrested. I will come back to the matter of the poly-
graphs later. 

He would then be taken to an area where he would be treated as 
if he were being put in prison. He would be forced to strip, put on 
prison clothes, and so on. 

The effort would be to put him at a psychological disadvantage, 
to shake his confidence, to make him fearful. The guards at the 
house were given instructions that there must be no physical mis-
treatment of him, but that they were not to talk to him, they were 
not to smile at him, they were to treat him very impersonally. 

The original plan for the so-called cell in which he was to be 
confined did not envisage even the existence of any heat in the 
room. It envisaged that one window would be boarded up and that 
there would be one 60-watt bulb burning all night. 

As had been the case of Professor Barghorn when imprisoned in 
Moscow, he would be forced to arise at 6 in the morning and 
required to go to bed at 10 at night. 

The food which he was to receive was described as follows: break-
fast—weak tea, no sugar, porridge; dinner—watery soup, macaroni 
or porridge, bread, weak tea; supper—weak tea and porridge. 

Now, this diet, as a result of the intervention of a medical doctor, 
was varied and improved. But at first this is what was planned. It 
never did become very good. But at any rate, it wasn't as meager 
as I have just described. 

The man was under 24-hour visual surveillance through the 
door. He was not allowed to lie down on his couch during the day 
after he had gotten up at 6 in the morning. He was allowed to sit 
down on the bed or sit down in the chair. 

Although originally there had been a plan for reading material, 
very meager amount of reading material, he was at first actually 
not given reading material. 

There was a definite effort to deprive him of any distractions. 
There was in the house a TV which the guards watched, but the 
guards were provided with earphones so that he would not hear 
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the sounds of the TV, and he was not to hear anybody speak except 
on those occasions when the interrogators came to interrogate him. 

Now, I might also add that originally he was not to have the 
benefit of toilet facilities. There was to be a slop pail which he was 
to empty once a day. But that, I am happy to say, was changed. 
Once again, because the Office of Security refused—which was in 
charge of the house—refused to some of the more extreme meas-
ures which the operational people had produced. 

Now we come to the polygraph, which as I have mentioned is the 
first of the occasions on which Mr. Nosenko was polygraphed. This 
polygraph was administered on the 4th of April 1964 from 1045 to 
1515 hours. 

As I think was mentioned by Professor Blakey, the operator was 
told to tell him at the end that he had failed the polygraph. 

I would like, if I may, to pause here for just a minute to say 
something about the polygraph, and the way that it is used proper- 
ly—I do not wish to tell you gentlemen things which you already 
know, but I simply want to establish the way that the polygraph is 
normally used by the Central Intelligence Agency and has always 
been used by people who use it responsibly. 

In the first place, the polygraph, as you know, is not a Iie 
detector. It doesn't detect lies. It simply detects physiological 
changes, changes of heartbeat, changes of your respiration rate, 
changes in something known as galvanic skin reaction, which is 
electrical conductivity, which is measured by a sensor placed on 
your finger. 

These changes are measured against a base line, and the base 
line is obtained by asking you rather ordinary questions, like what 
is your name, which presumably will not cause you anxiety, unless 
you are faking your name. But you ask a lot of questions and you 
get a base line. 

It is certainly not desirable to raise the tension of the person 
who is going to be polygraphed if you expect to use the polygraph 
as an aid to getting at the truth because the tension becomes 
unpredictable, and then you get tracings on the tape which is run 
which may seem to indicate that the person is telling a falsehood, 
but they may simply be due to the extreme tension which you are 
under. 

Now, the important things about this particular first polygraph, 
which also had a considerable influence on the later conduct of the 
case, was that not only was Mr. Nosenko told after the fact that he 
had failed the polygraph, but before the fact, a rather unusual 
thing—I have never heard of it being done before—was done. 

An artifact which was described to him as an 
electroencephalograph was attached to him and he was told that in 
addition to all the other sensors, we were going to read his brain-
waves. 

Now, there was no purpose for this except as the documentary 
evidence shows—except to raise his tension. He was made to fear 
this polygraph in every way he could. 

The first polygraph has been adjudged invalid because of the 
manner in which it was conducted. The use of these extra strains 
and stresses might be used in a hostile interrogation if you didn't 
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expect to use the results of the polygraph to support what the man 

eventually said. 
But you cannot reconcile using the polygraph in this way if you 

expect to use the tracings to indicate whether or not the person is 

lying. 
A point which is important here is, however, that when the 

results of this polygraph were reported upwards through the chain 

of command, there was no indication that there had been any 

special circumstances surrounding the giving of a polygraph. 

On the contrary, the report up the chain of command from chief 

SB simply said that the polygraph had obtained significant reac-

tions. 
It was after this polygraph that Mr. X was brought deliberately 

into the case to assist the interrogators to examine the answers 

which Nosenko gave, and to suggest further questions. 
As I have mentioned, he was given voluminous material relating 

to the case to analyze. 
Mr. Nosenko then remained in solitary confinement, under con-

stant visual observation, until, if my memory serves me correctly, 

August 1967. There was a change of the location, but that bore no 

particular significance because he was treated approximately the 

same way in both locations. 
Insofar as I could tell from reading a vast number of documents, 

the expectation and the assumption on the part of the top level 

leadership of the Agency was that Mr. Nosenko was being interro-

gated, questioned, whatever you wish to call it, during the entire 

time that he was incarcerated. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. Hart, could you please speak up a little bit. You 

are fading on me. 
Mr. HART. Insofar as I can tell, the assumption among the top 

leadership of the Agency was that during this period of incarcer-

ation Mr. Nosenko was being questioned or interrogated. That is 

flatly contrary to the facts because although he was incarcerated 

for 1,277 days, on only 292 days was he in part questioned. 

We do not know—it is difficult to tell just how many hours of 

questioning there took place on these 292 days, when he actually 

was questioned. The rest of the time, which is 77 percent of the 

total time of incarceration, he was left entirely unoccupied and was 

not being questioned. 
There was, in other words, no effort being made to get at more 

information which he might have. 
The justification for not dealing with Mr. Nosenko was that the 

lack of any contact would put additional pressure on him, pressure 

to confess that he was a dispatched KGB agent. 
This was eventually surfaced in a memorandum which went to 

the Director, and it was stated that the interval in isolation will be 

extremely valuable in terms of allowing subject to ponder on the 

complete failure of his recent gambits. 
His gambits, which may or may not have been gambits, included 

a period when he was hallucinating while incarcerated and totally 

inactive. 	 • 

The eventual conclusion of the medical officer who examined 

him was that he was feigning these hallucinations, but that was 

simply one medical officer's opinion. 
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I am prepared to suggest to the staff, if they wish to look at it, 
they examine some evidence which has been scientifically collected 
specifically by the Russians which show that long periods of isola-
tion  do lead to hallucination. 

So, it may have been well that in addition to the other problems 
which we face in connection with this, or have faced in connection 
with Mr. Nosenko, that there was a period when he was hallucinat-
ing. Now, I am not here speaking as a technical expert on this 
subject, but I have examined some technical works on the subject 
of the effects which long confinement of this sort could have. 

I will have to pause here for a minute to get a date, if I may. 

Well, I will get the date for you in just a minute. 
But Mr. Helms, the then Director, became very impatient with 

the large amount of time spent on this case and the failure to come 
to a conclusion as to the credibility of this man. 

Specifically, this was on August 23, 1966. He set a limit of 60 
days for the people who were handling this case to wind it up. 

This resulted in a period of frenetic activity because the people 
handling the case felt that it was impossible to prove the man's 
guilt and they couldn't conceive of any way of getting at the truth 
unless some additional measures were taken. 

In September 1966 a proposal which they had made that the man 
be interrogated, Mr. Nosenko be interrogated under the influence 
of sodium amytal, which was believed to be a drug which lowered 
the defenses of a subject and made him more vulnerable to ques-
tioning, was turned down by the Director, who refused to permit 
interrogations using drugs. 

The staff handling the case therefore took refuge once again on 
the polygraph and they submitted Mr. Nosenko to a second series 
of polygraphs, which continued from October 19 through October 
28, 1966. These are the series of polygra hs which we have been told by p  
Mr. Arther of Scientific Lie Detection are the most valid of the 
polygraphs which were given the man. 

We take serious exception to the statement, the judgment given 
by Mr. Arther that these were valid polygraphs for a number of 
reasons. We take serious exceptions to them partly because we have no 
understanding of the basis for Mr. Arther's conclusions, and we 
have doubts that Mr. Arther examined all the relevant data in 
connection with making this judgment. 

When Mr. Arther visited the Central Intelligence Agency in 
connection with evaluating the polygraphs, he did not, as I under-
stand it, evaluate the 1962 polygraph, only the series of polygraph 
examinations made in 1966. 

He was offered the Agency's own 1966 evaluations of the exami-
nations as part of providing him with all the data available. He 
declined to see the Agency's evaluations. 

Since the October 18 test was the most significant because it was 
the one which had to do with the Oswald matters— 

Chairman STOKES. I wonder if the gentleman would suspend th for 

just a minute. It is about 1:30 now. I wonder if you could give e 
committee some indication as to about how much longer you think 
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you will go, and then perhaps we can judge whether this is an 
appropriate time for us to take a recess. 

Mr. HART. I can wind this up, Mr. Chairman, in about 15 min-
utes. 

Chairman STOKES. You may proceed then, sir. 
Mr. HART. As I was saying, the Agency attempted to give the 

examiner, Mr. Arther, as much data as they could, in order to 
make a meaningful analysis. However, he did not accept all the 
data which they were offered. 

The examiners at the Agency feel that it would be very hard for 
anybody, any expert, themselves or anybody else, to make an eval-
uation of these, of the tapes of this series of polygraphs without 
knowing the surrounding conditions, and there were a number of 
serious conditions which would interfere with a satisfactory poly-
graph. 

For one thing, the times involved in this series of polygraphs 
were excessive, were very excessive. It is a principle of polygraph-
ing, on which most polygraphers agree, that if you keep the person 
on the machine for too long, the results, the effectiveness of the 
polygraph declines. 

In the case of this series, on the first day the man was kept on it, 
on the polygraph machine, for 2 hours. On the second day he was 
kept on the polygraph for a total of almost 7 hours, and for compa-
rable periods of time leading to a total of 28 hours and 29 minutes 
of time on the machine. In addition to that, it was later discovered 
that while he was actually not being interrogated, he was also left 
strapped on the chair where he was sitting so that he could not 
move. And so while lunchbreaks were being taken, he actually was 
not being interrogated but he was still strapped to the chair. 

Now these lunchbreaks, or whatever they were, perhaps they 
were also used as time for further preparation of questions. But at 
any rate, the record shows that they lasted, for example, on Octo-
ber 20, from 12:15 to 3:30, and on October 21, from 12:45 to 4:45. 
That is 4 hours that the man was left in the chair with no rest. 

In addition to that, the operator was guilty of some provocative 
remarks. He told, before the polygraph examination, one of the 
polygraph examinations began, he told Nosenko that he was a 
fanatic, and that there was no evidence to support his legend, and 
your future is now zero. 

The operator also on another occasion preceded his interrogation 
by saying that the subject didn't have any hope, there would be no 
hope for subject, and he might go crazy, to which Nosenko replied 
that he never would go crazy. Thus the combination of an antago-
nistic operator who, I might add, was by now not operating under 
the auspices of the CIA Office of Security, but who was operating 
under the aegis of the chief of SB and the deputy chief of SB, the 
fact that the man was kept for extraordinary lengths of time 
strapped into the chair, all of these add up, in the estimation of the 
CIA examiners who have gone over this series of tests, to an 
invalid polygraph. 

Now in the handwriting of the deputy chief SB, who was a day-
to-day supervisor of the activity which I have been describing, it 
is—there is an admission which implies fairly clearly that there 
was no intention that this 1966 series of polygraphs would be valid. 



I read here a direct quotation which exists in writing, and most of 
it is in the handwriting of the deputy chief of SB. Speaking of the 
aims to be achieved by the 1966 polygraph examinations, he writes: 

To gain more insight into points of detail which we could use in fabricating an 
ostensible Nosenko confession, insofar as we could make one consistent and believ-
able even to the Soviets, a confession would be useful in any eventual disposal of  
Nosenko. 

Now he doesn't clarify what he means in this document by 
"disposal," but it is apparent that-- 

Mr. SAWYER. Excuse me. 
Did you use the term "eventual disposal of him"? 
Mr. HART. I used the term "the eventual disposal," yes, sir. 

Mr. SAWYER. Thank you. 
Mr. HART. I want finally to address myself very briefly to the 

two reports which were turned out, one of which, both of which 
have been described by Professor Blakey. One was actually about 
900 pages, but it came to be called the thousand paper simply 
because of its extraordinary size. 

That was originally, it had originally been hoped that that would 
be the official CIA write-up on the subject, but there was no agree-
ment between the CI staff and the SB Division on this paper, in 
part because the SB paper had an implication in it that Mr. X, of 

whom I have previously talked, had contradicted himself and was 
not totally reliable. I read here an excerpt in which the chief of the 
SB Division is talking: "Chief CI said that he did not see how we 
could submit a final report to the bureau" meaning the FBI "if it 
contained suggestions that Mr. X had lied to us about certain 
aspects of Nosenko's past. He recalled that the Director of the FBI 
had stated that in his opinion Mr. X himself was a provocateur and 
a penetration agent." 

Thus, what happened was that a long negotiation took place 
during which a briefer paper, which as I remember is 446 pages 
long, was eventually produced, and this became the agreed docu-
ment, agreed between the CIA staff, I mean the CIA-CI staff and 
the SB Division, until such time as Mr. Helms, exasperated by the 
long delays on this case and dissatisfied with the results, took the 
matter out of the hands of both the SB Division and the CI staff, 
turned the matter over to his Director, Admiral Rufus Taylor, and 
Admiral Taylor brought in the Office of Security to try to resolve 
the case. 

I have nothing more to say about the resolution of that case 
because it has been adequately covered by Professor Blakey's pres- 
entation this morning. 

That is all I have to say in this presentation, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman STOKES. Thank you, sir. 
I think this is probably an appropriate place for us, then, to take 

a recess. 
The committee will recess until 2:30 this afternoon, at which 

time we will resume questioning of the witness. 
[Whereupon, at 1:43 p.m., the select committee was recessed, to 

reconvene at 2:30 p.m.] 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 

Chairman STOKES. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair recognizes counsel for the committee, Mr. Klein. 

Mr. KLEIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I would only like to state for the record that I 

have spoken to Mr. Arther, the committee's polygraph consultant, 

and his account of the events leading to the writing of his report 

are significantly different than those stated today by Mr. Hart, and 

I understand that Mr. Hart has stated that he was only repeating 

what was told to him by the Office of Security. But for the record, 

Mr. Arther states that he accepted and read all materials made 

available to him by the CIA and considered all of these materials 

in reaching these conclusions. 
That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you very much. 
Chairman STOKES. Thank you, Counsel. 
The Chair will recognize the gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. 

Dodd, for such time as he may consume, after which the committee 

will operate under the 5-minute rule. 
Mr. DODD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Hart, thank you for your statement this morning. 

Mr. Hart, let me ask you this question at the very outset. 

Would it be fair for me to conclude that it was the responsibility 

of the Central Intelligence Agency to find out, from whatever 

available sources between late 1963 and 1964, what the activities 

and actions of Lee Harvey Oswald were during his stay in the 

Soviet Union? 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN HART—Resumed 

Mr. HART. Congressman, I want to answer that by telling you 

that I do not know— 
Mr. DODD. Let me say this to you, Mr. Hart. 
Wouldn't it be a fair assessment that the Central Intelligence 

Agency had the responsibility during that period of time to exam-

ine whatever information could point to or lead to those activities, 

to provide us with information regarding Lee Harvey Oswald's 

activities in the Soviet Union? Isn't that a fair enough, simple 

enough statement? 
Mr. HART. Sir, I can't agree to that in an unqualified manner for 

several reasons. May I give the reasons in sequence? 

Mr. DODD. Go ahead. 
Mr. HART. In a telephone conversation between the then Director 

of Central Intelligence, John McCone, and Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, 

which took place on the 16th of November 1963 at 11:20 a.m., Mr. 

McCone said: 
I just want to be sure that you were satisfied that this agency is giving you all the 

help that we possibly can in connection with your investigation of the situation in 

Dallas. I know the importance the President plays on this investigation you are 

making. He asked me personally whether CIA was giving you full support. I said 

they were, but I just wanted to be sure that you felt so. 

Mr. Hoover said "We have had the very best support that we can 

possibly expect from you." 
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Then the implication through the rest of this document, which I 
am perfectly happy to turn over to the committee, is that Mr. 
McCone and Mr. Hoover feel that the main responsibility for the 
investigation falls on the FBI. 

My second point is that when I came on board in the Agency, 
having been recalled in mid-June, I asked about the responsibility 
for the Lee Harvey Oswald matter because I knew that he had 
entered into the overall Nosenko case. I was told that the responsi-
bility for the investigation had rested almost entirely with the FBI. 
There were a couple of reasons for that. 

First, it was understood, although I realize that, there had been 
violations of this principle, Mr. Congressman, it was understood 
that the jurisdiction of the Central Intelligence Agency did not 
extend within the territorial limits of the United States, and the 
Central Intelligence Agency had no particular, in fact, did not have 
any assets capable of making an investigation within the Soviet 
Union, which were the two places really involved. 

Third, I want to say that in my own investigation, since I intend- 
ed to depend entirely or almost entirely on documentary evidence 
for the sake of accuracy, I ruled out going into the Lee Harvey 
Oswald matter because I realized that I could not possibly have the 
same access to FBI documents which I had in the Agency where I 
had formerly been employed which gave me complete access to 
everything I wanted. 

Mr. Donn. Mr. Hart, as I understand what you have given me in 
response to my question is the fact that you assumed that the FBI 
was principally responsible for the investigation, and that Mr. 
McCone, as Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, in his 
conversation with Mr. Hoover, indicated that he would be cooperat- 
ing fully in that investigation. So to that extent, and that is the 
extent I am talking about, it was the responsibility of the Central 
Intelligence Agency to cooperate in a responsible fashion in ferret-
ing out whatever information would bear on the activities of Lee 
Harvey Oswald when he was in the Soviet Union, utilizing what-
ever sources of information were available to the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency in achieving that goal. 

Is that not a correct and fair statement of the responsibilities of 
your Agency? 

Mr. HART. Insofar as I am aware of them. Keep in mind please, 
Congressman, that I had nothing to do with this case. I do not 
know about— 

Mr. DODD. I am asking you Mr. Hart, for a comment about the 
activities of the Agency, not specifically your actions as one indi-
vidual. You spent 24 years with the Agency, so you are familiar 
with what the responsibilities of the Agency are. 

Mr. HART. My response to that is that I believe that the Agency 
should have done everything that it could to assist the FBI. I do 
not know exactly what the Agency did to assist the FBI, nor do I 
know what relevant assets or capabilities the Agency had during 
the time we are concerned with to take any relevant action. 

Mr. DODD. All right. 
But you are answering my question; you are saying, "yes," in 

effect. It was their responsibility to assist the FBI or do whatever 

sosioutisite 
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else was necessary in order to gain that information about Lee 

Harvey Oswald's activities when he was abroad. 
Mr. HART. Congressman, I have to repeat that there may have 

been agreements between the Agency and Mr. Hoover or other 

parts of the Government of which I am not aware. I, for example, 

am virtually without knowledge of a very long span of time during 

which the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency and Mr. 

Hoover were barely on speaking terms. I know that it was very 

difficult for the two Agencies to get along. I do not happen to know 

the reasons for it, and I am in no position to judge what they did, 

why they did it or what they should have done in order to resolve 

the lack of cooperation. 
Mr. DODD. Well, after listening to your statement for 1 hour and 

40 minutes this afternoon, do I take it that you would concede the 

point that, as the CIA's activities pertain to one vitally important 

source, potential source of information namely, Mr. Nosenko, that 

in the handling of that potential source of information, as it bore 

on the assassination of a President of the United States, the Cen-

tral Intelligence Agency failed in its responsibility miserably? 
Mr. HART. Congressman, within the context of the total case, I 

would go further than that. I would say that the Agency failed 

miserably in its handling of the entire case, and that since the Lee 

Harvey Oswald question was part of that case; yes. 
Mr. DODD. And, Mr. Hart, I am not going to—I will ask you if 

you recall with me, basically, the conclusion or one of the conclu-

sions of the Warren Commission report. 
Were we not told in the conclusion of the Warren Commission 

report that "All of the resources of the U.S. Government were 

brought to bear on the investigation of the assassination of the 

President," and in light of your last answer, that conclusion was 

false? 
Would you agree with me? 
Mr. HART. Well, Congressman, I do not like to have my rather 

specific answer extrapolated. 
Mr. DODD. But we do consider the Central Intelligence Agency to 

be part of the U.S. investigatory body; don't we? 
Mr. HART. I do. 
Mr. Donn. And you just said they failed miserably. 
Mr. HART, I said they failed miserably in the handling of this 

whole case. 
Mr. DODD. Therefore, it would be fair to say that the conclusion 

of the Warren Commission report in its statement that all of the 

resources of the U.S. Government were brought to bear in the 

investigation of the death of the President is an inaccurate state-

ment. That is not a terribly difficult piece of logic to follow, I don't 

think. 
Mr. HART. It requires me to make a judgment, which I am not 

sure that I am willing to make, because I can think of possible 

other evidence which might come up which might show that there 

is a case to support the fact that the leader, top leadership of the 

Agency, may have thought they were bringing all their resources 

to bear. I simply do not know that. 
Mr. DODD. The only question left, it would seem to me, in going 

back to Mr. Blakey's narration at the outset of this part of our 
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investigation, where he noted that the Nosenko case was important 
in two areas. One had to do with the efficiency, the effectiveness, 
the thoroughness of the CIA's performance, and, second, the credi- 
bility of Mr. Nosenko. 

It would seem to me, in response to the last series of questions 
you have just given me, that we have answered the first question, 
and what is left is the second question, that is, whether or not this 
committee and the American public can believe Mr. Nosenko's 
story with regard to the activities of Lee Harvey Oswald during his 
tenure in the Soviet Union. 

And Mr. Hart, I would like to ask you, in light of your testimony 
today, again going more than an hour and a half, why should this 
committee believe anything that Mr. Nosenko has said when, after 
your testimony, you state that he was intimidated, not interrogat-
ed, for more than 3 years, that he was probably hallucinating 
during various stages of that interrogation, that he was, according 
to your testimony, a man of a very short memory; that he was 
drunk or at least heavily drinking during part of the questioning; 
that there are no accounts, verbatim accounts, of some of the 
interrogation but rather notes taken by people who didn't have a 
very good knowledge of Russian. Why then should we believe any 
of the statements of Mr. Nosenko, which from point to point con-
tradict each other, in light of the way he was treated by the 
Central Intelligence Agency from the time he defected in January 
of 1964 until today? 

Mr. HART. I believe that there are important reasons why you 
should believe the statements of Mr. Nosenko. I cannot offhand 
remember any statements which he has been proven to have made 
which were statements of real substance other than the contradic-
tions which have been adduced today on the Lee Harvey Oswald 
matter, which have been proven to be incorrect. The important 
things which he has produced, which we have been able, which the 
Agency have been able to check on, have, by and large, proved out. 
The microphones were in the Soviet Embassy. He has clarified the 
identities of certain Soviet agents who are in this country. His 
information led to the arrest of an extremely important KGB agent 
in an important Western country. The volume of material which 
he has produced far exceeds my ability to have mastered it but it 
has been found useful over the years, and to the best of my knowl- 
edge, it has been found to be accurate. 

Mr. DODD. What you are asking us, therefore, to believe is, 
because Mr. Nosenko may be credible on certain issues and in 
certain areas, he is therefore credible in all areas. 

Mr. HART. No, sir. I am not asking you to believe anything in Oswald. I am 
connection with his statements about Lee Harvey  
only asking you to believe that he made them in good faith. I think 
it is perfectly possible for an intelligence officer in a compartment 
ed organization like the KGB to honestly believe something which 
is not true. 

Mr. Donn. Which statements of Mr. Nosenko's would you have us 
believe? Have you read, by the way, the report that we sent you, a 
40-page report, that was sent last week to the Central Intelligence 

Agency pursuant to the request of the Agency? 
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Mr. HART. Are you speaking of the report which, the essence of 

which, Professor Blakey read today? 
Mr. Donn. Yes, I am_ 
Mr. HART. Yes, I have read that. 
Mr. DODD. You have read that report? 
Mr. HART. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. I am curious, Mr. Hart, to know why—it was my 

belief and understanding, and I am really curious on this point—

why it was that you didn't address your remarks more to the 

substance of that report than you did? I don't recall you once 

mentioning the name of Lee Harvey Oswald in the hour and 30 

minutes that you testified, and I am intrigued as to why you did 

not do that, why you limited your remarks to the actions of the 

Central Intelligence Agency and their handling of Nosenko, know-

ing you are in front of a committee that is investigating the death 

of a President and an essential part of that investigation has to do 

with the accused assassin in that case; why have you neglected to 

bring up his name at all in your discussion? 

Mr. HART. The answer is a very simple one, Congressman. I 

retired some years ago from the Central Intelligence Agency. 

About 3 weeks ago I received a call from the Central Intelligence 

Agency asking me to, if I would, consent to be the spokesman 

before this committee on the subject of the Nosenko case. I said 

that I will be the spokesman on the subject of the Nosenko case but 

I will not be the spokesman on the subject of Nosenko's involve-

ment with Lee Harvey Oswald. That was a condition of my employ-

ment. And if they had attempted to change that condition before I 

came before this body, I would promptly have terminated my rela-

tionship because I do not want to speak about a subject concerning 

which I do not feel competent. 
Mr. DODD. Do you appreciate our particular difficulty here today 

in that our responsibility and obligation is to focus our attention 

more directly on that aspect than on the other, and that we are a 

bit frustrated in terms of trying to determine what the truth is 

with regard to the activities of the Agency as they pertain to Mr. 

Nosenko's statements regarding the activities of Lee Harvey 

Oswald? 
Mr. HART. Congressman, I fully appreciate the difficulty, but I 

must observe that it is not a difficulty which I created. I was 

perfectly frank about what I was willing to testify about and what 

I was not willing to testify about. 
Mr. DODD. So it would be fair for me to conclude that really what 

the Central Intelligence Agency wanted to do was to send someone 

up here who wouldn't talk about Lee Harvey Oswald. 

Mr. HART. I personally would not draw that conclusion, but I 

think that is a matter best addressed to the Director of Central 

Intelligence rather than to me. 
Mr. DODD. Well, you told them you wouldn't talk about Lee 

Harvey Oswald and they said that is OK you can go on up there. 

Mr. HART. I told them, once I came on board, that is as I saw it, 

a crucial question lay here in the credibility of Lee Harvey—of 

Nosenko, and that I thought I was qualified to address myself to 

the question of the credibility of Nosenko, now I mean the general 

credibility of Nosenko. 
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Mr. DODD. But you cannot really testify as to the credibility of 
Mr. Nosenko with regard to statements he may have made about 
Lee Harvey Oswald's activities in the Soviet Union. 

Mr. HART. I can say this, and here you realize that I am entering 
into an area of judgment, it is my judgment that anything that he 
has said has been said in good faith. I base that judgment on an 

enormous amount of work on this case in which I see no reason to 
think that he has ever told an untruth, except because he didn't 
remember it or didn't know or during those times when he was 
under the influence of alcohol he exaggerated. 

Mr. DODD. You understand our difficulty. We are trying to find 
out which one of his statements are true. All right? 

Do you have that report in front of you, by the way, the one that 

we sent you? 
Mr. HART. No, sir; I do not have it in front of me. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. Chairman, could we provide the witness with the 

copy? Chairman STOKES. Do you have it with you, sir? 
Mr. HART. I have what we were given this morning, which is 

substantially the same thing, I believe, as the one we received. I 
believe that Professor Blakey had some items in this morning 
which were not even in here; is that correct, sir? 

Mr. BLAKEY. The report as read is a partial reading of what was 
there. The narration that preceded it was not given to you before 
you came, although of course it was given before you testified.  
report that was given to the public is substantially the report that 
was given to you. There have been some grammatical changes in it, 
correction of some typographical errors, but all matters of sub- 
stance are the same. 

Mr. HART. Thank you. 
Mr. DODD. 

Is that a complete copy of the report that Mr. Hart 

has in front of him? 
Mr. BLAKEY. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. 

Mr. Hart, just some of them. I don't want to belabor 
this point but to impress upon you the difficulty we have in lighd

t of 

what you have said this afternoon, in terms of us trying to eter-
mine what in fact we can believe from Mr. Nosenko s story. Turn 
to page 27 or 28 of that report, if you would, please, 27 first. 

Look down around the middle of the page, and let me begin 
reading there in our report. 

Speaking to the CIA on July 3, 1964, Nosenko was specifically asked whether 
there was any physical or technical surveillance on Oswald, and each time he 

In 1964, after stating to the CIA that there was no technical and physical replied "No." 
surveillance of Oswald, Nosenko made the following statement upon being asked 
whether the KGB knew about Oswald's relationship with Marina before they an- 
nounced that they were going to be married: 

Answer. "They (KGB} didn't know she was a friend of Oswald until they applied 
for marriage. There was no surveillance on Oswald to show that he knew her." 

Although in 1918 Nosenko testified that there were seven or eight thick volumes 
of documents in Oswald's file, due to all of the surveillance reports and that he 
could not read the entire file because of them, in 1964 he told the FBI agents that 
he "thoroughly reviewed Oswald's file." There was no mention of seven or eight 
thick volumes of surveillance documents. 

Now, there, and I should have probably started up above, but 
there we have two cases where, one, he is claiming that there was 
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no surveillance. Then he is stating there was surveillance. He is 

telling us that he, on the one hand, didn't have the opportunity or 

didn't see any reports on Oswald from Minsk and then turns 

around and says that he did have a chance to look at them. 

Which can we believe? 
I mean these are two contradictory statements by a man who, 

according to your testimony, may be acting in good faith, but we 

are confronted with two different sets of facts. 

Which do we believe? Can we in fact believe him, if we accept 

your testimony this afternoon that he went through this outra-

geous treatment for a period of more than 3 years? 

Mr. HART. Congressman, I think what this boils down to, if I may 

say so, is a question of how one would, faced with a choice as to 

whether to use this information or not, would do so. It would be a 

personal decision. If I were in the position of this committee, I 

frankly would ignore the testimony of Mr. Nosenko but I wouldn't 

ignore it because I think it was given in bad faith. 

Let me express an opinion on Mr. Nosenko's testimony about Lee 

Harvey Oswald. I, like many others, find Mr. Nosenko's testimony 

incredible. I do not believe, I find it hard to believe, although I, as 

recently as last week, talked to Mr. Nosenko and tried to get him 

to admit that there was a possibility that he didn't know every-

thing that was going on, I find it very hard to believe that the KGB 

had so little interest in this individual. Therefore, if I were in the 

position of deciding whether to use the testimony of Mr. Nosenko 

on this case or not, I would not use it. 

I would like to say, just to conclude my remarks, let me tell you 

why I don't believe it. I had 24 years of experience in a compart-

mented organization, and I was chief of several parts of the organi-

zation which had done various things at various times which came 

under investigation, happily not while I was in charge of them. I 

will make one specific, give you one specific example. 

I was once upon a time chief of what we can call the Cuban Task 

Force, long after the Bay of Pigs, within the Agency. At some point 

I was asked whether I knew anything, whether I thought there had 

been an attempt to assassinate Castro. I said in all good faith that I 

didn't think there had. I had absolutely no knowledge of this. It 

had been kept from me, possibly because my predecessor several 

times removed had taken all the evidence with him. I didn't know 

about it, but I said it in good faith. And I think it is very possible 

that an officer of Nosenko's rank might have functioned within the 

KGB and not known everything which was going on in regard to 

this particular man. 
Mr. DODD. So you would suggest to this committee that we not 

rely at all on Mr. Nosenko for information that could assist us in 

assessing the activities of Lee Harvey Oswald in the Soviet Union? 

Mr. HART. I believe as a former intelligence officer in taking 

account of information of which there is some independent confir-

mation if at all possible, and there is no possibility of any informa-

tion, independent confirmation of this, and on the face of it, it 

appears to me to be doubtful. Therefore, I would simply disregard 

it. 
Mr. DODD. I would like to, if I could—first of all, do you still 

maintain your security clearance? 
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Mr. HART. Yes, sir. I have. It is restored when I go back to the 
Agency to do work such as this, yes. 

Mr. DODD. Now your statement at the outset was that there was 
communication and contact between the FBI and the CIA with 
regard to the investigation, and in fact the FBI was principally 
responsible, and that the CIA was to assist. 

Is that a fair summation of what the memo indicated? 
Mr. HART. 

To the best of my knowledge, yes. I produced this 
thing in which the Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. McCone

'  says to Mr. Hoover, "Well, you can call on us for anything we 
have." I think the implication is perfectly clear, that Mr. McCone 
is offering to be helpful to Mr. Hoover but is implying that he is 
playing a secondary role in this matter. 

Mr. DODD. So that it would be fair to characterize the actions of 
the FBI as being that of principally responsible for the investiga-
tion into the assassination and calling upon the Central Intelli-

gence Agency to respond in areas where the Agency had particular 
expertise or knowledge that was not available to the FBI? 

Mr. HART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DODD. 

So we talk about Lee Harvey Oswald's activities 

abroad, and we have a potential defector who has indicated to the 
Agency that he has some specific 	 Russia, his 

knowledge 
stayy  

activities abroad. That would legitimately fall into that category, 
an area where the Central Intelligence Agency would have a specif-
ic expertise or knowledge that was not necessarily available to the 

FBI? 
Mr. HART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DODD. 

Now in our report, at the bottom of page 4 and top of 
page 5, it states, and I will quote from the report: "Statements by 
Nosenko at the time of his contact with the CIA in 1964 revealing 
he had information about Lee Harvey Oswald led to his being 
questioned by the FBI upon arrival in the United States. He was 
interviewed in late February and early March. It is not known if 
these sessions were tape recorded, but as of today, all that exists 
are statements prepared by the interrogating FBI agents." 

Do you have any reason to question that as being an accurate 
statement of the circumstances? 

Mr. HART. I have no reason to question it. 
Mr. DODD. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, if I could, to give to Mr. 
Hart, and the reason I asked him whether or not he had a securityy 
clearance, I would like to give him a copy of a secret report  
the Department of Justice. And I want to be very careful, Mr. 
Hart. I am going to ask you only about those areas that have been 
declassified in the report, and I have them specifically, but I would 
like you to have this. 

[Clerk hands Mr. Hart the report.] 
Mr. HART. Thank you, ma'am. 
Mr. DODD. 

I wonder if you might, Mr. Hart, turning to page 5 of 
that report, I think it is question 8 on there, could you read the 
question to me, and then I would like you to limit your remarks to 
the first six lines ending with the word, I think it is two sentences 
there, the first two sentences, ending with the word "received." 

Do you see where I want you to terminate? 

re 

A 
to 
it: 
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of 
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Mr. HART. Yes, sir; I do. 
Mr. DODD. Would you read the question and read the response, 

please? 
Mr. HART. "If the answer to question 6 is different from the 

response to question 7, when did the change occur and why?" 
The answer is "The FBI had no direct access to Nosenko from 

April 3, 1964 until April 3, 1969 and therefore was not in a position 
to make an objective assessment of his bona fides nor of the verac-

ity of information furnished by him. Thus information provided by 
him in early 1964 was accepted at face value and qualified in terms 
of the source and the conditions under which it was received." 

Mr. DODD. Now could you look on page 6 and read the question 

and answer to question 12? 
Mr. HART. The complete answer? 
Mr. DODD. The complete answer there and the complete question, 

yes. 
Mr. HART. "What was the FBI's position from 1964 to 1968 on 

whether Nosenko was telling the truth in the statements he made 

to the FBI about Oswald? 
"Answer: The FBI did not take a position from 1964 to 1968 on 

whether Nosenko was telling the truth in the statements he made 

to the FBI about Oswald. The statements were accepted at face 
value and qualified in terms of the source and the conditions under 

which they were received." 
Mr. DODD. And now lastly, Mr. Hart, I would like you to on page 

7 read the complete question and the complete answer to question 
15. 

Mr. HART. "Question: Did either the FBI or the CIA have prima-
ry responsibility for investigating Nosenko's statements about 

Oswald? If neither had primary responsibility, was there any divi-

sion of responsibility? 
"Answer: The FBI had primary responsibility for investigating 

Nosenko's statements about Oswald that pertained to his, Oswald's, 
activities in the United States, including the assassination of Presi-
dent Kennedy. The CIA had primary responsibility for investigat-
ing Nosenko's statements about Oswald's activities abroad." 

Mr. DODD. I would now, Mr. Chairman, ask the clerk to pick up 
that secret report and bring it back. And for the purpose of the 
record, I am not going to offer that as evidence, obviously. But for 
the purpose of the record, that is the FBI's sworn statements in 
response to questions that this committee posed to the FBI regard-
ing this specific source of information. 

Chairman STOKES. I take it then the gentleman just wants the 
declassified portion that he examined on as a part of the record. 

Mr. DODD. Only what I had Mr. Hart read into the record should 
be considered as part, as public record. 

I would like to ask you, Mr. Hart, whether or not you would take 
issue with that last question, last response, with regard to the 
areas of responsibility, according to the FBI's assessments? 

Mr. HART. I do not take issue with it. 
Mr. Donn. Then I would like to come back once again, if I could, 

to my first question to you, and that is, whether or not it was not 
in fact the responsibility of the Central Intelligence Agency to 
ferret out, to seek out, to do whatever it could to learn everything 
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possible about the activities of Lee Harvey Oswald as they per-
tained to his activities in the Soviet Union. 

Was that not in fact a responsibility of the Central Intelligence 
Agency including not only my assessment but the 	a ssessm ent of 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation? 
Mr. HART. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. 

Mr. Chairman, I would reserve the balance of my time 
and would like to come back, if I could, but I would like to give my 
other colleagues on the committee the opportunity to ask question: 

at this point. 
Chairman STOKES. 

The Chair will protect the ,gentleman in th( 

preservation of his time. 
The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Indiana, Mr 

Fithian---  
Mr. FITHIAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman STOKES [continuing]. For 5 minutes. 
Mr. FrrmAN. Mr. Hart, wasn't it kn 

h  
owled

Nose n 
th
k  

at 	
that 

e CIA at th 

time those individuals were dealing wit Mr. No 
	he wa 

the one person, the one source, that this country had to ascertai 
what Lee Harvey Oswald's activities were in Russia? 

Mr. HART. 
Congressman, I have every reason to believe that thi 

was the case. I want to repeat what I said before, that I was amon 
a number of thousands of people who were excluded from tl

-

knowledge of this case, but everything, every bit of common sense 
have, tells me that that should have been the case, yes. 

Mr. FITHIAN. Thank you. 
Now to just return to one area that Mr. Dodd has already pr 

ceeded on, it seems to me very clear that to fulfill the CIA 
obligations with regard to the international aspects of the assa.s: 
nation, that it would have been much more helpful in what mu 
be viewed as one of the most important endeavors of early 1964, 
would have been infinitely more useful for the Agency to have lb 
tried to obtain from Mr. Nosenko all the information that th 
could about the President's alleged assassin. 

Isn't that clear now and shouldn't it have been clear then to t 
Agency that that would have been a logical first step? 

Mr. HART. 
Yes, it would have been. What I cannot judge, on t 

basis of the documents, and I have tried to stick very close to I 
documents, was whether or not they thought they had done eve 
thing that they could, because they had asked Mr. Nosenko, he I 
given them the information,and they 

may what the 
have thought they w I 

done their bit, I am simply unable to j mudge 	opinions  

of people at that time. 
Mr. FITHIAN. 

In fact former Director Mr. Helms said, when as: 
if questions concerning Oswald did in fact constitute a major ft 
of the overall inquiry that was being made of Nosenko, He 
replied "Yes, no question about it." 

Now if in fact the former Director is correct, and the the info' 
inqui 

that the Agency was making of Nosenko centered on  
Lion he might have had on Oswald, that is, information he m. 
have had about Oswald, it seems to me then that what you 
testifying here to today, starting with, if I may just retrace 3 
testimony, starting with the fact that in Geneva, even before 
Oswald matter, the case was pretty badly handled, that is, 
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had an English-speaking person trying to take notes and writing 
down what this major potential defector was saying and then tran-
scribing those and giving them to the Agency, right on down 
through the interrogation, it seems to me to underscore again that, 
despite the fact that Mr. Helms and others were aware that that 
was the No. 1 mission of the Agency, that the performance of the 
Agency was really pretty dismal. That is the only conclusion I can 
draw from it. 

Am I wrong? 
Mr. HART. Congressman, that would be the conclusion which I 

would draw. But I want to once again say that I know the limita-
tions of my own knowledge, and I have tried, in the course of my 
activities in this highly controversial matter, to be sure that I kept 
that in mind. I too have done some writing of history, and I know 
that you shouldn't go beyond, you shouldn't extrapolate from facts 
beyond the bounds of certainty. 

Mr. FITHIAN. To the best of your knowledge, did the CIA make 
any attempt to verify the information Nosenko provided regarding 
Oswald's contacts or lack of them with the KGB? 

Mr. HART. I will have to think about that just a minute to see if I 
remember. 

Yes, I can say that they did, yes. They did. They asked a number 
of people about this. They got a number of affirmative actions 
about Nosenko's statements about himself. 

Now within the climate of the time, and here I have to introduce 
a word which was used by many persons in the CIA at that time 
about this whole project, the climate of the time was one of what 
many people called sick think, and it was concluded when a Soviet 
said yes, Nosenko is telling the truth, that that cast a reflection 
upon the Soviet who said yes, Nosenko is telling the truth. That 
was taken as pretty clear evidence that he himself was under KGB 
control. Otherwise he would not testify in favor of Nosenko's truth-
fulness. 

Mr. FITHIAN. Mr. Hart, is this the first time that the Nosenko 
case has been discussed before a congressional committee? 

Mr. HART. As far as I know, yes, sir; except that—well, I don't 
know whether the Rockefeller committee would be considered con-
gressional or not. I gather not. 

Mr. FITHIAN. I was referring to the Church committee. 
Mr. HART. Oh, I cannot speak about the Church committee. 
Mr. FITHIAN. At least you did not participate. 
Mr. HART. No, sir. 
Mr. FITHIAN. Now we have been working with the Agency and 

sometimes with you over the past while. If the CIA was aware of 
the blunders that you testified to here today, the blunders that 
were made during the early interrogation of Nosenko, why are we 
first learning about them now at the end of our 2 years of endeav-
or? 

Mr. HART. Since I have no position of command or responsibility 
in the Agency, I can't tell you that. 

Chairman STOKES. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. FITHIAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman STOKES. The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Sawyer. 
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Mr. SAWYER. Witness, aside from what Nosenko has testified to, 
do you, yourself, have any knowledge of any agency relationship 
with Oswald? 

Mr. HART. I do not. 
Mr. SAWYER• When he was paid this money when he was re- 

leased, as I understand it, I get two figures, but one of them would 
lead you to believe it was $125,000 and the other some $87,000. 

Do you know how much it was? 
Mr. HART. The divergence between those two figures I believe 

had to do with the fact that the amount owed in income tax was 
obviously subtracted before he was given the sum. 

Mr. SAWYER. SO  then he got $125,000 but after taxes he got  
$87,000. 

Mr. HART. I believe that is correct, yes, sir. 
Mr. SAWYER. Then you gave him another $50,000 after that; is 

that right? 
Mr. HART. If my memory serves me, Congressman, the $150,000 

was added up in bits and pieces over the years, and it included 
advances which were made to him when he first came to the 
United States, and so forth. In other words, he was allowed spend-
ing money during the time before he was actually confined in 
isolation, and these amounts were kept track of. When added up, 
the amounts, one of which was, again if my memory serves me 
correctly, a down payment on a house were added up, and they 
came to $50,000. 

Mr. SAWYER. So then he got $125,000 pretax, plus he got another 
$50,000 when added together with a number of other items. 

Mr. HART. Yes. 
Mr. SAWYER. And then you paid him, then you put him on a 

salary or retainer or some kind or contract? 
Mr. HART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SAWYER. And what salary is he getting now on that? 
Mr. HART. I do not have the figures as to what his actual salary 

is. I will speak from memory. I believe his salary is somewhere in 
the lower $30,000's. 

Mr. SAWYER. He told us that he came into the CIA about once a 
month, sometimes for a couple of days; is that about right? 

Mr. HART. I do not know that, sir. I know that he comes in 
periodically but I do not know how often. 

Mr. SAWYER. What does he do between the periods? 
Mr. HART. I am afraid that what he does between the two peri- 

ods is an item of classified information which I cannot discuss here 
in this committee. 

Mr. SAWYER. Is he working for the CIA in between the periods? 
Mr. HART. To a large extent, I cannot give you the percentage of 

time that he devotes to work as against the percentage of time that 
he does not devote to work. 

Mr. SAWYER. Apparently as of now he is receiving $35,325 a year. 
Would that be about the range? 
Mr. HART. That would accord with my memory, yes. 
Mr. SAWYER. This arrest of Nosenko took place in the United 

States, did it not, as I understand it? 
Mr. HART. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. SAWYER. Was there any kind of process or authorization or 

anything sought by the CIA to do this? 
Mr. HART. I won't tell you what the process was. I have been 

advised by the CIA general counsel that if you have, if the commit-

tee has any questions as to the legal validity of this, that this 

question should be answered by a member of the general counsel's 

staff because I am not a lawyer, but— 
Mr. SAWYER. I am one, and I don't think there is any question 

about the legal validity of it. It is a question, did you have any kind 

of a semblance, a process of any kind? 
Mr. HART. The process is what I am about to explain. The 

process was a trip by Mr. Helms to the Department of Justice in 

which he consulted Mr. Nicholas Katzenbach who was at that time 

the Deputy Attorney General, and Mr. Katzenbach brought in one 

or two other people and they discussed the status of a person who 

is here on parole. The reasoning as I remember it was that a 

person who is here on parole was not legally within the United 

States, in the normal sense of the term. 
Mr. SAWYER. So then on the basis of Katzenbach's OK, you made 

the arrest; is this correct? 
Mr. HART. That is the sequence of events, yes. 

Mr. SAWYER. And where was he taken after he was arrested? 

Mr. HART. He was taken to a house in the suburbs of Washing-

ton, the location of which I am told is still, I rim to treat as 

classified, and he was held there under the circumstances which I 

have previously outlined. 
Mr. SAWYER. But then he was moved at some time, was he not? 

Mr. HART. He was moved to still another place which was built 

especially to house him, the location of which I am not at liberty, 

according to my instructions, to divulge. But I can tell you what it 

was like, if you so desire. 
His accommodations were somewhat better but they were abso-

lutely unacceptable, in my personal opinion, from any civilized 

point of view. 
Mr. SAWYER. But these facilities were built specially to put him 

in? 
Mr. HART. They were, sir. 
Mr. SAWYER. Would it be fair to say in some other part of the 

country, other than this area? 
Mr. HART. In another part of the country, not in the District. 

Mr. SAWYER. But in the United States? 
Mr. HART. Within the United States, yes, sir. 

Mr. SAWYER. And was this a windowless facility that he was kept 

in? 
Mr. HART. It would be most closely comparable, Congressman, to 

a bank vault. The door to it was in fact the type of barred door 

which you see to protect safety deposit vaults in small banks. 

Mr. SAWYER. How big a thing was he kept in? How big was this 

room? 
Mr. HART. The exact dimensions 

estimate, and I am a pretty good 
between 10 by 10 and 12 by 12. 

Mr. SAWYER. With no windows 
anything? 
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Mr. HART. Correct, sir. 
Chairman STOKES. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. SAWYER. Thank you. 
I wonder if I could have an additional 2 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman STOKES. Without objection. 
Mr. SAWYER. I understood from talking to Mr. Nosenko too that 

there was an episode where he became so desperate for something 
to do, because he was not allowed even to read, that he fashioned a 
little chess set out of threads he pulled out of the clothing that was 
put on him, to do something, and when they observed this, they 
confiscated that too. 

Were you aware of that episode? 
Mr. HART. I am, sir. That is true. He also made himself a 

calendar out of lint from his clothing, because he was trying to 
keep track of time, which as I have previously mentioned, the book 
I have on scientific studies of the effects of isolation, it becomes 
very hard when you are isolated over a prolonged period of time to 
keep track of time. Your sense of time simply slips, there not being 
any landmarks, as it were. He was desperately trying to keep track 
of the time, so he made himself calendars out of lint. But in the 
course of his having been compelled to sweep up his room or clean 
up his room, why these calendars were of course ruined, so he had 
to start all over again. 

Mr. SAWYER. Another thing I didn't understand is you said that 
he had a bad memory. 

Well, of course a bad memory wouldn't affect a polygraph test at 
all, would it? 

Mr. HART. Yes, sir, it could. 
Mr. SAWYER. How could it, in that it doesn't record whether 

what you are saying is correct or not? It merely records whether 
you are deliberately falsifying, and if you don't remember, your 
memory is poor, it wouldn't register against you on a polygraph? 

Mr. HART. Well, it is slightly more complicated than that, sir, in 
that the person has to, one, know the difference between the truth 
or falsity of what he is saying. He also has to have a sense of guilt 
in regard to telling something which is untrue, and that sense of 
guilt is reflected in the physiological change which then registers 
on the polygraph. 

Mr. SAWYER. But if his memory is faulty, he will be thinking he 
is telling the truth, but it is just faulty memory, and therefore it 
would not affect the validity of the polygraph. 

Mr. HART. That, itself, would not affect the validity of the poly- 
graph, in and of itself, no. 

Mr. SAWYER. You also said that part of the reason for this great 
secrecy was because this plot, this disinformation plot, was so 
dangerous. Well, all you had to do is not believe what he told you 
and it couldn't hurt anything, could it? 

Mr. HART. Congressman, if I may have permission, I would Like 
to read an excerpt from a document which I wrote following an 
interview with the man whom I have called the Deputy Chief SB 
Division. I went to see the Deputy Chief SB Division in the middle 
of 1966—excuse me-1976, and I asked him questions about various 
aspects of this case in which he had been the prime mover really. 

to 

1st 
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One of them I asked him related to a message from him from a 
place abroad which had gone around me. I was his chief, but he 
had sent me a message. He had sent a message through a channel 
so that I would not see it, to the chief of the CI staff, in which he 
had commented on the so-called Solly report, which was the Office 
of Security's report which was published in 1978 and which laid the 
basis for the rehabilitation of Nosenko. In this letter, which I ran 
across only because I had all files available to me, once I made my 
investigation, he talked about the devastating consequences, that is 
in quotes, "devastating consequences" of the liberation of Nosenko. 

Now I want to read the document, if I may. This is a memoran-
dum of conversation which I made immediately after my interview 
with this man, and I had a witness present during the time I 
talked to him and also during the time I made this statement. 

"In an effort to approach the question of KGB objectives from 
another angle, Hart asked DCSB to specify what 'devastating con-
sequences' he thought were likely to ensue from freeing Nosenko. 
His response to this question was also evasive. He said that inas-
much as there had been no devastating consequences, it was point-
less to talk about what might have happened. To a further question 
as to what consequences he had anticipated that might affect him 
personally"—for he had said that there would be dangers to him 
personally—"he refused to answer on grounds that the matter was 
speculative." 

I have no idea what he was talking about frankly. 
Mr. SAWYER. And that would apply then to the plot, this misin-

formation plot, requiring this great secrecy in handling too, I 
assume. 

Mr. HART. I have tried to remain fairly dispassionate in my 
presentation this morning, Congressman. I think it may have 
seeped through that, I think, this so-called plot was sheer nonsense. 

Mr. SAWYER. Now, we were told by Mr. Nosenko that these 
periods of interrogation would run 48 hours at a stretch. Did you 
verify that? 

Mr. HART. I cannot at this moment remember one which lasted 
48 hours, but I do not doubt that that may have happened, because 
what they did was, they staged them at irregular hours and people 
came and went. 

I am not sure that the records would even be able to establish 
the fact because the times were not always kept track of that 
accurately. 

Mr. SAWYER. Incidentally, to who was that memo addressed, or 
to whom was it addressed, that made a mention of "before they 
dispose of him." Who was the addressee? 

Mr. HART. That was not a memo. That was not a memo which 
went anywhere. That was written by the man I referred to as 
deputy chief SB, and it was a draft which he had then corrected in 
his handwriting. 

On the outside of it it said "excised portions" of a report. So, it 
was something which did not go to any addressee, as far as I know. 

Chairman STOKES. The time of the gentleman has again expired. 
Mr. Hart, can you tell us the cost of this specially constructed 

house for Mr. Nosenko? 
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Mr. HART. It would be easy to ascertain, Mr. Chairman, but I do 
not happen to know how much it was. I will tell you that it must 
have been quite expensive because I can describe it for you briefly, 

if you wish, sir. In addition to the vault it consisted of a house which disguised 
the vault, which surrounded it, and which contained facilities for 
the guard force to live and pass their time while they were guard-

ing this man. There was a chain link fence out at the back containing a very 
small area, and by that I mean an area of, I would estimate again;" 
from seeing photographs, perhaps 12 by 16, which was built as an 
exercise area. Then around all that there was another chain link 
fence with barbed wire at the top of that. 

The building, the vault itself, was a very expensive construction 
because it consisted of heavy steel-reinforced concrete. 

Chairman STOKES. When you say that the cost is obtainable, you 
mean that we could obtain it from the Agency. Is that what you 

are saying? 
Mr. HART. Absolutely, sir, yes. 
Chairman STOKES. Now as I understand your testimony this 

morning, when you were called back in your present capacity you 
conducted a study from June of 1976 until December of 1976, 
yourself and four assistants, with reference to ten four-door safes of 
documents, is that correct? 

Mr. HART. Yes, sir. Chairman STOKES. And it is from this material that you now 
lecture for some four and one half hours, is that correct? 

Mr. HART. I have lectured on one occasion for four and one half 
hours. Yesterday I made a similar lecture and tried to reduce 21/2  

it, 

and did conduct the lecture followed by a question period in  

Chairman STOKES. During the course of this lecture, whether it hours. 

be two and one half hours or four and one half hours, do you, 
during the course of that lecture, touch upon the Oswald portion of 

the CIA's activities? Mr. HART. I make it a point to say at the beginning of the 
lecture that I did not investigate the Oswald matter because it was 
impossible for me to do so for a number of reasons, the most cogent 
of which is that I could never have had access to the amount of 
documentary evidence which I had access to in CIA, and I insisted 
before I agreed to make the study that I must have total access. 

I could not have asked for that at the FBI. 
Chairman STOKES. For what reason? 
Mr. HART. 

I don't think they would have given it to me. I was 
able to ask for it at the Central Intelligence Agency because I w a 

as 

a senior officer who had served with them for nearly a quarter of  
century and they trusted me. I had built up no such record of trust 

at the FBI. Chairman STOKES. You also told us this morning that a decision 
was made not to tell Mr. Helms about what was going on with 
relation to Mr. Nosenko, is that true? 

Mr. HART. No, sir, I didn't say that the decision was made. said 

that I drew the conclusion from the way the documents were 

.2.7117M.170,r1.7=.:77, 77.77777 
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phrased, reports to Mr. Helms were phrased, that Mr. Helms was 

not being adequately informed of this subject. 

Now, that conclusion was based on a very large number of docu-

ments which I read and which I noticed a pattern of using words in 

their most harmless form. 
In other words, if the documents were to speak of a polygraph 

examination, the documents did not speak of polygraph examina-

tions in which we have previously attempted to frighten the man, 

and of the fact that they kept the man in his chair in between 

interrogations and so on. 
I can only think of a couple of documents offhand from which 

Mr. Helms could have inferred the type of treatment which was 

being given the man. 
Chairman STOKES. Didn't you say this. Didn't you say that he 

was not well-informed; that is, he was not given the total picture? 

Mr. HART. I believe that he was not well-informed. I believe that 

he was not given the total picture. 
Chairman STOKES. Then you added to that the fact that you 

yourself, in the capacity that you held at that time, with reference 

to two men whom you cited, you were not permitted to know 

certain things regarding those two men in your unit, is that true? 

Mr. HART. That is absolutely true. Now, I never asked for infor-

mation because I didn't know about the case. 

Chairman STOKES. Well, I think the American people would prob-

ably be very much concerned about knowing what prevents that 

type of situation from prevailing at the CIA today; that is, how 

have things changed? 
Mr. HART. Is that a question, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman STOKES. Yes. 
Mr. HART. I can only speak from a small exposure to CIA as of 

the present time, so I cannot tell you all of what has changed or 

how. You must keep in mind that when I go back, I go back for 

brief periods and for a specific purpose. I am not involved in the 

large number of things which I was involved in before. 

I do know that Admiral Turner overruled a number of his subor-

dinates in insisting that I personally be brought back to give a 

series of lectures to all the newly promoted supergrade personnel 

through all parts, throughout all the agency on this subject. 

I do know that Admiral Turner has specifically insisted that a 

number of his most senior people—and I don't know all of them by 

any means—read the rather lengthy document and annexes at-

tached thereto, and that he has—he used the term, our escutcheon 

has been besmirched by this case, and said that he wanted to do 

everything he possibly could to see to it that there was never any 

repetition of this. 
Chairman STOKES. But at any rate, if I understand your testimo-

ny correctly, if the agency has taken the proper steps and has 

initiated the kinds of reforms that will see that this kind of a 

situation never occurs again, you are not the proper person to tell 

us about those reforms, is that correct? 
Mr. HART. That is correct, sir, because I have no command 

responsibility, no authority whatsoever. I am a one purpose person 

who was called back for this particular subject only. 

Chairman STOKES. Now, let me ask you this. 
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This much we know—Nosenko was in the possession of the CIA, 

not the FBI, isn't that true? 

Mr. HART. That is true, sir, yes. 

Chairman STOKES. Now, we know that under American law the 

CIA has responsibility for matters outside the jurisdiction of the 

United States, don't we? 

Mr. HART. Yes, sir. 

Chairman STOKES. We know that the FBI has primary responsi-

bility within the confines or the jurisdiction of the natural borders 

of the United States, isn't that true? 

Mr. HART. 
Within the borders of the United States, yes, sir. 

Chairman STOKES. Therefore, it is simple logic under law that 

with reference to the activities of Oswald in Russia, that would fall 

within the domain and the jurisdiction of the CIA, would it not? 

Mr. HART. It would fall within the jurisdiction, but not necessar
-

ily the competence to do anything about that jurisdiction, yes. 

Chairman STOKES. Well, being a historian, and being a part of 

the CIA as long as you have, you know that the CIA had a certain 

rsponsibility in terms of the investigation of the facts and circum
-

steances surrounding the assassination of President Kennedy, do 

you not? 

Mr. HART. Yes. 

Chairman STOKES. Now, this much we also know, that Nosenko 

was under arrest and was in jail in the United States, isn
't that 

true? 

Mr. HART. That is right, sir. 

Chairman STOKES. And during the period he was under arrest 

and in jail, out of 1,2'
77 days he was only questioned in_art_g

92  

days, and according to your calculation 77 percent of 
hetime he 

was not being questioned, is that correct? 

Mr. HART. Absolutely correct, sir, yes. 

Chairman STOKES. Then obviously the only conclusion that we 

can come to is that with reference to the activities of Oswald, 

through Nosenko, that there was no investigation of that matter by 

the CIA. Isn't that true? 

Mr. HART. 
Off the top of my head I would tend to say that was 

true, because I have not seen any indications in those files which I 

have read of any energy on the subject. 
I do want to point out that simply by virtue of the fact that a 

piece of correspondence was about Lee Harvey Oswald it would 

have been in a file which I did not ask for because I had pointed 

out that I could not do an adequate job which met my standards of 

scholarship if I didn'
t have access to all the documents. 

So, I don't think I am really quite—I don't think I am completely 

competent to answer that question. 

Chairman STOKES. Let me ask you this. One of the responsibil
- 

ities of this committee is to assess the performance of the agencies 

in relation to the job that they did, cooperating with one another 

and with the Warren Commission in terms of the investigation of 

the assassination. 
In light of your statements here to other members of the commit

- 

tee with reference to the performance of the agency which you 

have described as being dismal, et cetera, if I were to ask you to 

rate the performance of the agency in this matter on a scale of I to 
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where would you rate them? 
Mr. HART. I would rate it at the lowest possible figure you would 

give me an opportunity to use. I am perfectly willing to elaborate 

on that, Mr. Chairman. 
I have never seen a worse handled, in my opinion, worse handled 

operation in the course of my association with the intelligence 

business. 
Chairman STOKES. I have one other question I would like to ask 

you. 
In the final report submitted by the Warren Commission, page 18 

says this: "No limitations have been placed on the Commission's 

inquiry. It has conducted its own investigation, and all government 

agencies have fully discharged their responsibility to cooperate 

with the Commission in its investigation. 
"These conclusions represent the reasoned judgment of all mem-

bers of the Commission and are presented after an investigation 

which has satisfied the Commission that it has ascertained the 

truth concerning the assassination of President Kennedy to the 

extent that a prolonged and thorough search makes this possible." 

Then at page 22 it further says this: "Because of the difficulty of 

proving negatives to a certainty, the possibility of others being 

involved with either Oswald or Ruby cannot be established categor-

ically. But if there is any such evidence, it has been beyond the 

reach of all the investigative agencies and resources of the United 

States, and has not come to the attention of this Commission." 

In light of your testimony here today with reference to the 

performance of the agencies, obviously the conclusions of the 

Warren Commission which I have just read to you are not true, are 

they? 
Mr. HART. May I add one point. It is my understanding that the 

Nosenko information was made available to the Warren Commis-

sion but it was made available with the reservation that this 

probably was not valid because this man was not a bona fide 

defector and that there was a strong suspicion that he had been 

sent to this country to mislead us. 
And therefore again speaking, sir, from memory and as some-

body who has already told you that he is not an expert on this 

subject, I believe that the Warren Commission decided that they 

simply would not take into consideration what it was that Nosenko 

had said. 
Chairman STOKES. But in light of the fact that we now know that 

the CIA did not investigate what Nosenko did tell them about 

Oswald in Russia, then obviously the Commission then still could 

not rely upon that data for that reason. Isn't that true? 

Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, I am not sure, when you use the word 

"investigate"—I am not absolutely certain, and I don't want to 

quibble about semantics needlessly, but I am not actually certain 

that there was much more to do. 
I hesitate to judge in retrospect their actions on that basis. I 

would make harsh judgments on most other aspects. But I don't 

really know whether they did all they could or not because I do not 

happen to know whether, for example, all the other defectors were 

queried on this subject. No such file came to my attention. 
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So, I am once again having to say that I don't know for sure the 

answer to your question. 
Chairman STOKES. My time has expired. 
The gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. Dodd. 
Mr. DODD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Hart, in response to Chairman Stokes' question in terms of 

how you would rate the CIA's performance if you had to rate it on 
a scale of 0 to 10, I gather from your answer that you would rate it 
zero, that being the lowest score. 

Mr. HART. Yes, sir. Mr. DODD. Let me ask you to hypothesize with me for a minute. 
Let's assume, given the level of performance that you have just 
rated the Central Intelligence Agency's activities during that 
period of time, let's just suggest that if in fact there had been a 
conspiracy, or had been some complicity—and by that statement et'I 
am not in any way suggesting that I believe there was, but ls 
just for the sake of argument say there was—are you saying in 
effect that even if there had been some involvement by the Soviets 
that the caliber of the activity of the CIA during that period of 
time was such that we wouldn't have ever found out any

-way? 

Mr. HART. No, sir, I am not saying that. 
Mr. DODD. You used a word in response to Mr. Sawyer. During 

your testimony you raised a point. He heard you use the word 

"disposal"—  
Mr. HART. Yes, sir. Mr. DODD [continuing]. In talking about a memo that you were 

quoting, on how Mr. Nosenko would be treated if certain things 
didn't occur. Is that a word of art in the Central Intelligence 
Agency and, if so, what does it mean? 

Mr. HART. I would like to make--there is a two-part answer, 

Congressman. I would like to says ay that the word "disposal" is often 

used, I believe, rather carelessly because it can mean simply in the 
case of, say, a refugee whom you have been handling how do we 
dispose of this matter, how do we relocate him. 

Now, the second part of my answer will be more secific. I Chin n 
k 

I know what it meant in this case, but I would prefer to depend  
documents, and I will read you a document. 

I am about to read you a very brief excerpt from a ch 
docum 

was enot 
nt, 

also written in the handwriting of deputy chief SB, whi  
a document which to the best of my knowledge he ever sent any- 

He appears to have been a man who didn't think without the body. 
help of a pencil. Therefore, he wrote, tended to write his thoughts 

I will read you the document. I don't believe that I am going to out as they occurred to him. 

have to make any judgment. I think you will be able to draw your 

He was talking about the problems which were faced by the fact own conclusions, sir. 

that a deadline had been given the organization to resolve the case. 
Mr- Helms had given them a deadline. As I have previously said. 
he believed that there would be "devastating consequences ' if this 

man were set free. 
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What he wrote was, "To liquidate and insofar as possible to clean 
up traces of a situation in which CIA could be accused of illegally 
holding Nosenko." 

Then he summed up a number of "alternative actions," which 
included—and I start with No. 5 simply because the first four were 
unimportant. 

"No. 5, liquidate the man; No. 6, render him incapable of giving 
coherent story (special dose of drug, et cetera). Possible aim, com-
mitment to loony bin." Some of the words are abbreviated, but I 
am reading them out in full for clarity. 

"No. 7, commitment to loony bin without making him nuts." 
Mr. DODD. The word "disposal," was that the word "liquidation" 

you were talking about? 
Mr. HART. I am drawing the conclusion that disposal may have 

been a generalized word which covered inter alia these three alter-
natives. 

Mr. DODD. There is no question about what the word liquidate 
means, though, is there? 

Mr. HART. No, sir. 
Mr. DODD. Since I have got you here, and you have that memo 

right in front of you, the words "devastating effect" that were 
predicted if Nosenko were released, to your knowledge, Mr. Hart, 
are you aware of any contract that may exist between the Central 
Intelligence Agency and Mr. Nosenko that in payment of the 
money that he has received he would not tell his story and that, 
therefore, we averted the alternative suggested in that memo or 
that note by the payment of money to Mr. Nosenko? 

Mr. HART. No, sir. I can tell you that Mr. Nosenko will learn of 
this for the first time when he reads about it in the press because 
this information has been known to me, and I was the one in fact 
first to run across it. 

I didn't feel that I needed to add to the miseries of Mr. Nosenko's 
life by bringing it to his attention. So, I did not do so. 

Mr. DODD. Let me ask you this. In response to Chairman Stokes, 
you really—and I appreciate the position you are in in not being 
able to comment on what steps have been presently taken by the 
current administration or the immediately previous administration 
to reform some of the practices that have gone on in the past. 

But can you tell us this, if you are not fully capable of talking 
about the reforms: Are some of these characters still kicking 
around the Agency, or have they been fired? 

Mr. HART. There is nobody now—well, I will make one exception 
to that. There is one person now in the Agency whose activities in 
this regard I could question, but I do not like to play God. I know 
that— 

Mr. DODD. Is it the deputy chief of the Soviet bloc? 
Mr. HART. No, sir. 
Mr. DODD. He is gone? 
Mr. HART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DODD. I gathered by what you have told us here today that 

we really cannot rely on the statements of Mr. Nosenko for a 
variety of reasons, and that your suggestion to us was to discount 
his remarks, albeit you believe that in good faith he is a bona fide 
defector. 
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You have quite a few years of experience yourself, and I went 
over your resume and I noticed that you had a significant amount 
of experience as an intelligence analyst, as a counterintelligence 
analyst, you had written several papers on defectors, you seem to 
have some expertise in that area. 

I would like to take advantage of your presence here today and 
ask you a couple of questions drawing upon that expertise, if I 
may. 

Mr. HART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DODD. If you take out that report that we submitted to you, 

and looking at the bottom of page 23, and going over to page 24, 
and then there is a paragraph on page 25, I would like to read; and 
I would like to get your comments on it, if I could. Do you have it 
in front of you? 

Mr. HART. I have page 23 with a heading in the middle which 
says, "Committee Investigation of Nosenko's Oswald Story." Is that 
the right place? 

Mr. Donn. Yes. Going down to the last paragraph on that page, 
"Nosenko has always insisted that the KGB never had any contact 
with Oswald. He stated in both 1964 and 1978 that the KGB 
determined that Oswald was of no interest to them, and did not 
even bother to interview him." 

Turning to page 24, "Question:"—and this is from the deposi-
tion—"And exactly why did no KGB officer ever speak to Oswald 
before they made the decision about whether to let him defect?" 

Answer by Mr. Nosenko, "We didn't consider him an interesting 
target." When asked if he knew of any other defector who was 
turned away because he was uninteresting, Mr. Nosenko answered, 
and I quote, "No." 

Turning to page 25, eliminating for the purpose of brevity a lot 
of this, I would like to draw your attention to the second paragraph 
from the bottom, which begins with the words: 

In short, Nosenko's Oswald story is the following: The KGB although very inter-
ested in the U-2 never learned anything about it from Oswald because it didn't 
know he had any knowledge of the aircraft. Why? Because Oswald was never 
questioned by the KGB, because the decision was made that Oswald was of no 
interest to Soviet intelligence. 

Now, as someone who has had a quarter of a century of experi-
ence in this area, do you think that is plausible? 

Mr. HART. Well, let me first downgrade your expectations of me 
a little bit, if you don't mind, Congressman. I have had a quarter of 
a century of experience, but a lot of it was in fighting wars in 
Vietnam and Korea and going in jungles— 

Mr. DODD. I will accept your disclaimer. 
Mr. HART. But let us assume that I have some expertise, but it is 

not quite as great as you attribute. I am flattered, but I am not 
that good. 

However, I find it implausible that in the relatively small city of 
Minsk, which is the capital of the relatively small country within a 
country called Belorussia, that the KGB in Minsk was so busy that 
they wouldn't have found time to do a little bit of something in 
regard to Nosenko. That just strikes me as implausible. 

Mr. DODD. Well, does it strike you also as implausible that here 
you have a young man who had served in the Marine Corps with 
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some specific training in the U-2 planes, who renounces his 
American citizenship at the American Embassy, announces to his 
Intourist guide that he wants to stay in the Soviet Union, that 
information then becomes available to the KGB, specifically to Mr. 
Nosenko, and that they determine on the basis of his entry applica-
tion, or whatever the papers are, relatively simple forms, that he is 
uninteresting 

Does that strike you as being plausible, that that would be the 
extent of their looking into the possibility of talking to this individ-
ual about what information he might give to them? 

Mr. HART. I am not clear in my own mind. I may be wrong on 
this, but I am not clear that the KGB knew of Oswald's connection 
with the Marine Corps. My memory is that Mr. Epstein, who tried 
desperately to interview me on a couple of occasions, but didn't 
succeed, is that he takes credit for uncovering that fact. 

I don't think that anybody was particularly aware of that, that 
fact. Therefore, it may have been that there were KGB priorities 
that didn't include him. 

Mr. DODD. I am not suggesting, Mr. Hart, that they knew he was 
a U-2 pilot. You misunderstood my question. I am stating that as a 
matter of fact. But my concern is that here you have someone in 
the Soviet Union who announces he wants to stay, that he wants to 
live there, that he wants to become a Soviet citizen, and the KGB 
according to Mr. Nosenko decides that on the basis of his applica-
tion to come to the country he is uninteresting. 

Now, does that strike you as plausible, based on your informa-
tion and your knowledge of intelligence and counterintelligence 
activities, that the KGB would dismiss that kind of a request 
merely by looking at the entrance applications, and not make an 
effort to talk to the person, to see what information they might be 
able to impart? 

Mr. HART. Congressman, I find it implausible. I might say that if 
this had ever been the case within the experience of any of us who 
had anything to do with Soviet operations, it would have greatly 
facilitated our tasks in connection with putting people into the 
Soviet Union. 

Briefly, no, I find it implausible. 
Mr. DODD. All right. That is what I was trying to get at. I wonder 

if you might also just—and I will try to wrap this up as quickly as 
I can. 

Mr. SAWYER. Could I interrupt just a second, just to correct. You 
made a remark to the effect, I think inadvertently, that Oswald 
was a U-2 pilot. 

Mr. DODD. No. I apologize. I didn't mean he was a U-2 pilot. He 
had experience in working on U-2 planes—radar, I guess, is what 
it was. 

I would like to dwell, if I could, on your comments with regard to 
the human experience that Mr, Nosenko was undergoing at the 
time of his defection. You talked about the expectation of a job, 
and so forth, the short memory that he apparently had, according 
to the Wechsler test that you gave to him, and his apparent drink-
ing prior to being interviewed in Geneva. 

Again, I will ask you, based on some of your expertise, because it 
may be difficult to reach an answer otherwise. Here you have a 



man who has spent 10 years in the KGB. At the time he defects he 
is one of the top people in the Second Directorate. He is deputy 
chief of the Seventh Department of the Second Directorate. He 
comes and announces he wants to defect. 

Now, he isn't a young college student deciding he wants to leave 
the country. He is an experienced intelligence officer. Do you think 
it is realistic to believe that Mr. Nosenko didn't appreciate from 
the day he decided to defect, if in fact he did, that he was going to 
undergo a tough period of time before we would believe him; and 
that, in fact, he must have known in his own mind that the idea of 
being immediately accepted, his story immediately being believed, 
immediately being placed in a job with an alias, was something 
that was not going to happen in a relatively short period of time? 

Mr. HART. Congressman, I believe from what I know of Soviet 
treatment of defectors from the United States, who were valuable 
defectors, as he was, that they have been treated extremely well, 
that they have been given much less trouble, they have been 
welcomed, in fact. 

Everything has been done to encourage that other people like 
themselves would come to the Soviet Union. They are usually given 
a stipend immediately. They are given living quarters. They are 
treated extremely well. 

On the basis of what he knew of how the Soviet Union treated 
defectors, he would have assumed that he could be treated very 
well. 

Now, on the basis of what he knew of how the United States 
handled defectors, which is not a glorious record, he would have 
had occasion to be fearful because it is true that it has often been 
very hard for even the most valuable person to defect to the United 
States. It has been rather difficult. 

It is not just that they have difficulties. It is that we have 
difficulties accepting and believing them. 

Mr. DODD. So your response to my question is that he could have 
and should have expected a rough time? 

Mr. HART. He certainly could have expected interrogations to 
establish his bona fides. He should not have expected the sort of 
treatment he got because it has not ever been the experience of 
any other defector that he happened to know about at that particu-
lar time, with the exception of a man whom he did know about, 
who tried to defect in Moscow, and he was promptly—action was 
taken by the American Embassy without actually ever consulting 
the Central Intelligence Agency representative which resulted in 
that man being tracked down and I believe subsequently executed. 

Mr. Donn. Mr. Chairman, can I just ask to suspend for one 
minute, before I yield my time? 

Chairman STOKES. Certainly. 
Mr. DODD. Just to resume, if I could, and I will try to make this 

the last question, you talked about the Wechsler test. 
As I recall your statement you said that in the Wechsler exam of 

Mr. Nosenko's long-term memory, he showed being below the mean 
of someone with regard to long-term memory. Is that a correct 
assessment of your statement? 
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Mr. HART. He was below his own mean in terms of the various—
I will see if I can hold this up. If you wish, I could bring it up to 
you and show it to you. 

Mr. DODD. That is all right. 
Mr. HART. Basically, what you have here is a profile, these are 

squares here, and you have the various—you have the 10 elements 
of his intelligence, which are graded. There are two down here, 
there is another one here, another one here, and so forth. 

They are all superior to his memory; in other words, his memory 
was the lowest, showed up as the lowest element in those things, 
those qualities which go into making up this very indefinite term 
which psychologists really can't agree on, which is what we call 
intelligence. 

Mr. DODD. I am not going to state it as a matter of fact because I 
am not 100 percent sure. I am going to make a request of the 
chairman that we ask the Library of Congress to give an assess-
ment of what actually is contained in the Wechsler exam. 

But in the half hour or hour since you have made that state-
ment, I have done a little investigation to find out exactly what is 
included in a Wechsler exam. 

While it was not a thorough investigation, I am told by the 
Educational Testing Service here in Washington, D.C., the director 
of that agency, who is a member of the American Psychological 
Association, that the Wechsler test is not designed nor is it fair to 
use that test in any way whatsoever to reflect long-term memory. 

It is basically an intelligence test, and the only direct memory 
test is a digit span, showing someone a series of numbers for a 
matter of seconds and then removing them and asking them what 
those numbers were. It is primarily to test their ability to concen-
trate. 

So, I would like to find out if I could, more about the Wechsler 
exam. 

Mr. Chairman, I would make that request through you of the 
staff that we get a better reading on exactly what is in the 
Wechsler exam. 

Chairman STOKES. It certainly may be done. 
Mr. DODD. I can't resist asking you, Mr. Hart, that if you are 

right and I am wrong, and Mr. Nosenko had a bad memory, what 
are we paying him $35,000 a year to be a consultant in 1978 for 
activities that occurred prior to 1964, if he has such a rotten 
memory? 

Mr. HART. There are several questions implied, Congressman, in 
what you said. May I sort of start out in sequence, if you don't 
mind? 

Mr. DODD. Sure. 
Mr. HART. In the first place, what I was referring to was the 

digit span. The digit span, he got a weighted score of seven, which 
for one of this—a person of this performance would have been low. 

Second, you can probably get a great many answers out of a 
great many people on the subject of the Wechsler adult intelligence 
scale. 

What I use as my standard source on this subject is called 
"Wechsler's Measurement and Appraisal of Intelligence," by Dr. 
Joseph D. Moderatso, Ph. D., who is the psychologist who took over 
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the periodic revisions of the books on the Wechsler scale, whit 

was first developed by Dr. David Wechsler at the Bellevue Hospit 
in New York. 

This has been investigated, reinvestigated, and I took one 
month course on this subject. You will find that various authoriti 
on what these things mean differ considerably. 

Basically, the memory span can be—there can be a correlati 
between short-term and long-term memory span. We don't he 
time in this committee-- 

Mr. DODD. Why don't we do this. I have made the request we I 
to get an assessment of it. I am certainly not an expert on it 
think that may be the best answer. I would ask, however, 1‘ 
Chairman, at this point that that piece of paper that you show 

that apparently 	gr has a aph on it or some kind of a score, I woi 
like to have that made a part of the record and marked as exhi 
F-426, if that is in order. 

Chairman STOKES. Without objection, it may be entered into 
record at this point. 
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Mr. HART. May I ask that it be Xeroxed, rather than my to 

this over, because I would like to keep this copy. 

is  
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h 	 Chairman STOKES. We will Xerox that and substitute it for the 

	

tl 	 exhibit in the record. 
Mr. DODD. You want to answer the last part? If he has such a 

	

3- 	 bad memory, why do we have him as a consultant? 

	

?s 	 Mr. HART. Yes. In fact, Mr. Nosenko is not used as an IBM 
machine which is a repository of information over the years. Mr. 
Nosenko is used as an intelligent human being who lived, worked 
in the midst of the KGB for a long time. 

I think he is—if you met him, you would find him an intelligent 
man to talk to. He has interesting ideas on the subject of the Soviet 
Union. He reasons well. Like many of us, including myself, I might 

	

r. 	 say, his memory is not as good as his powers of logical thought. 

	

,c1 	 That same particular test has another little square on it which 

	

Ed 	 measures what is called similarities, and it measures the power of 

	

it 	 abstract thinking in a rather loose way. That happens to be one of 
his things on which he scores high. 

	

to 	 Mr. DODD. For the purpose of the record, this committee spent 
more than 6 hours with Mr. Nosenko at the Central Intelligence 
Agency. So I thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, I apologize for taking so much time. 
Thank you, Mr. Hart. 
Chairman STOKES. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Sawyer. 
Mr. SAWYER. Is it fair to say that his rating of seven really is not 

rated against the population as a whole being below average, but 
the lesser of his variable abilities? 

Mr. HART. Exactly. 
Mr. SAWYER. All of which are quite high? 
Mr. HART. Exactly. I am saying—well, this seven is a pretty low 

weighted score for a person of his abilities because when you get 
down just a little bit before that, below that, why, you come into 
the level where you are likely to presume that a person is under 
stress or is having, subject to some type of retardation or some-
thing. It is pretty low. 

Mr. SAWYER. The last of those optional dispositions, disposable 
items that you read there, out of that memo, as I understood you 
you said that the last of the three, after there was liquidation, and 
then there was something, drugging him so he could not talk, and 
then putting him in a loony bin, after first rendering him nice, is 
that what you said? 

Mr. HART. No, making him nuts, sir. This was a memo of one 
man to himself, and therefore it wasn't couched in polite proper 
lang.uage. 

Mr. SAWYER. But the thrust of it was at first you drive him 
insane and then put him in a loony bin? 

Mr. HART. That is as I understand it, yes, sir. 
Mr. SAWYER. Now, you said that people, all except one, are not in 

the Agency anymore. How did they come to leave? Did they get 
fired for this or did they just retire in the normal course? 

Mr. HART. Sir, I would prefer that that question, which I believe 
is a very private matter, and affects a number of people, I think 
that should come from somebody in the command line of the 

	

ng 	 Agency. I don't think it is proper for me to address personnel 
matters. 

• 



4z. 

532 

Mr. SAWYER. Well, do you know the answer to it? 
Mr. HART. I think I know the answer to it, but I believe that the 

Director of Central Intelligence should reply to that I an cot a 

lawyer, and I do not have counsel to consult here. But I do feel that 

is an improper question for me to answer. 
Mr. SAWYER. Now, you say Helms had limited information, or at 

least some limitation on the information that he received on this. 

He must have known about this torture vault or whatever it a you 

had specially built. He would have known about that wouldn't he? 

Mr. HART. He sent two people down to take a look at it before it 

was used. The two people happened to be the chief of the SB 

division, and the chief of the CIA staff. 
Also, if I remember correctly, the chief of the Office of karity. 

They came back and said that it was a satisfactory plate to keep 

someone. 
Mr. SAWYER. But he must have known the general format of it 

wouldn't you think? 
Mr. HART. I can't say how much he knew. 
Mr. SAWYER. He also knew apparently that they had held him in 

solitary confinement for 1,277 days. 
Mr. HART. He did know that, yes, sir. 	• 
Mr. SAWYER. And actually, he thought they were interrogating 

him the whole 1,277 days, was that the thrust of the fact— 

Mr. HART. Well, I am not sure he thought they were interrogat-

ing him every day. But I—and here I want to make clear that] am 

entering into the realm of presumption—I never saw any indica-

tion that anybody told him that 77 percent of the time that this 

man was in this prison, that nothing was happening to him. 

Mr. SAWYER. He knew, too, apparently that they wand to use 
sodium pentathol on him, which he turned down. 

Mr. 	T. Sodium amytal, but the same thing. 
Mr. SAWYER. Did the Department of Justice know or were they 

advised what you intended to do with this man, when you were 

consulted? 
Mr. HART. I do not believe that that was spelled out in detail. At 

the time that Mr. Helms went over to see Mr. Katienhath, as I 
interpret events, nobody realized that this man would he held that 

long. I am quite sure that nobody had any thoughts that ho would 

be held that long. 
Mr. SAWYER. Well, did they tell the Department of Justice that 

they planned to subject this man to torture over this period of tune 

by depriving him of adequate food and reading material? 

Did the Department of Justice have any information what they 

were proposing or even the outlines of what they were roping to 

do to this man? 
Mr. HART. I do not believe that they did. 
Mr. SAWYER. I don't have anything else, Mr. Chairmaa Thank 

you. 
Chairman &aims. The time of the gentleman has expired 

Mr. Hart., I just have one question. It is based upon what have 

heard here today. It troubles me, and I am sure that it is pig to 

trouble some of the American people. 
The American people have just spent approximately $2.5nuilion 

for this congressional committee to conduct a 2-year investigation 
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of the facts and circumstances surrounding the death of President 
John Kennedy. 

Pursuant to that, this committee met with Mr. Nosenko 2 succes-
sive evenings, where we spent in excess of 3 or 4 hours with him 
each of those evenings. 

In addition to that, counsel for this committee, Kenny Klein, 
spent in excess of 15 hours with him preparing before the commit-
tee met with him. In addition to that, Mr. Klein has perhaps spent 
hundreds of hours at the CIA researching everything about Mr. 
Nosenko. 

I want to predicate my question, my final question to you, upon 
this statement which appears in the staff report at page 17. It was 
read by Chief Counsel Blakey here earlier today in his narration. 

It says: 
Following acceptance of Nosenko's bona fides in late 1968, an arrangement was 

worked out whereby Nosenko was employed as an independent contractor for the 
CIA effective March 1, 1969. 

His first contract called for him to be compensated at the rate of $16,500 a year. 
As of 1978 he is receiving $35,325 a year. In addition to regular yearly compensation 
in 1972, Nosenko was paid for the years 1964 through 1969 in the amount of $25,000 
a year less income tax. The total amount paid was $87,052. 

He also received in various increments from March 1964 through July 1973 
amounts totaling $50,000 to aid in his resettlement in the private economy. 

We know in addition to that now about the home we don't know 
the cost of, that the CIA has built for him. 

To this date, Nosenko is consultant to the CIA and FBI on Soviet 
intelligence, and he lectures regularly on counterintelligence. 

So that I can understand, and the American people can under-
stand, the work of this congressional committee, do I understand 
you correctly when you say that with reference to what Nosenko 
has told this congressional committee about the activities of 
Oswald in Russia, this man who is today, not 15 years ago but 
today, your consultant, based upon everything you know about this 
bona fide defector, you would not use him? 

Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, when the question arose about wheth-
er I would use—depend on the information which he offered on the 
subject of Lee Harvey Oswald, I replied that I find that informa-
tion implausible, and therefore I would not depend on it. 

I did not make that same statement about any other information 
which he has offered over the years or the judgments which he has 
given. I was addressing myself specifically to his knowledge of the 
Oswald case. I was making a judgment. 

Chairman STOKES. Your judgment is that from everything you 
know about him, and from what you know that he knew about 
Oswald in Russia, you would not depend upon what he says about 
it? 

Mr. HART. I would not depend on it, but I am not saying that he 
wasn't speaking in good faith because I repeat that one of the 
principal qualities of an intelligence organization, whether we like 
intelligence organizations or don't like intelligence organizations, is 
compartmentation as it is called. 

That means that a person at his level might well not know about 
something which was going on up at a higher level. The KGB is a 
very large organization, considerably dwarfing any intelligence or-
ganization which we have and, therefore, it is perfectly possible for 
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something else to have been going on which he wouldn't have 
 

Chairman STOKES. Can we then leave the term "in good faith," 
and can you tell us whether he would be telling us the truth? 
known. 

Mr. HART. He would be telling us the truth insofar as he knows 

The Chair recognizes counsel for the committee, Mr. Gary Corn 
it, yes. 

Chairman STOKES. Thank you. 

well.
Mr. CORNWELL. 

Mr. Hart, may we look at the document that you 
referred to several times that has the list of the ways in which-
they could have disposed of the problem that Nosenko posed at the 
time of his contemplated release? Is that a document we could look•  

Mr. HART. I 
would like, if I may, to simply excerpt this part of it. 

If that is an acceptable procedure, I will give you exactly what it 
at? 

I have here a mixture of things which have been declassified at was that I presented in my testimony. 

my request, and not declassified and so forth. So, if you will allow 
me simply to make this available. There we are. 

The document was handed to counsel.] Mr. CORNWELL. Mr. Hart, do you not have with you the items 
that would appear on the list prior to item number five? 

Mr. HART. I do not have that with me. It would be possible to dig 
them up. The reason that they are not in there is that I considered 
them insignificant. I consider this obviously very significant, and I 
simply wasn't using up space with insignificant things. 

In many cases throughout in study I was using portions of 
rather long documents. But it would be possible to find that, yes. 

Mr. CORNWELL. All right. The portion that you did bring with 
you, though, however, seems to refer to notes which were prepared 

prior to 1968, is that correct? 

Mr. CORWELL. By the deputy chief 
of the Soviet branch. 

N 
Mr. HART. Yes, Sir. 

Mr. CORNWELL. And at a time in which the Agency was contem-Mr. HART. Yes, sir. 
plating the release of Nosenko, the release from confinement. 

Mr. HART. Yes. The director said, as I remember his specific 
words, "I want this case brought to a conclusion." 

First he asked for it to be brought to a conclusion within 60 days, 
which I think would have put the conclusion in sometime in Sep-

tember of 1966. Later on they 
went back to him and said, "We 

can't do it that fast," and he extended the deadline until the end of 

Mr. CORNWELL. 
And this was the same deputy chief of the Soviet 

branch who earlier in your testimony you stated had referred to 
the year. 

potentially devastating effects from that release; is that correct? 
Mr. HART. He later used that term. That term was used by him 

much later after he was no longer connected with the Soviet Divi-

sion. That was in the letter which 
I 

described he wrote, so that it 

bypassed me as his superior, and I happened to find 
it in the file. 

Mr. CORNWELL. And you 
testified that at one point, I believe, you 

didn't know specifically what dangers this deputy chief foresaw 
might stein from his being released; is that correct? 

' ; 
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Mr. HART. He had refused to tell me. He refused to tell me. I can 

read you that. 
Mr. CORNWELL. No, I think we remember that. But at least in 

this memo it appears that the principal fear that he had was with 

respect to the CIA being accused of illegally holding Nosenko; is 

that correct? 
Mr. HART. That was a fear expressed in there. I frankly think 

that there must have been something else in his mind, but I, for 

the life of me, don't know what it was. He had built up a picture 

which was based on a good deal of historical research about a plot 

against the West, and since I don't happen to be able to share this 

type of thing, I don't know. 
Mr. CORNWELL. I think we understand. 
Let me simply ask you this: Nosenko has never publicly com-

plained of his illegal detainment, has he? He has never taken that 

to any authorities and asked that anything be done with it, has he? 

Mr. HART. He, I believe, when he was released, that in connec-

tion with the release but not as a condition of release, you must 

understand that this was not a condition of the release, but as of 

the time that the settlement was reached with him, I believe that 

he signed some type of document saying "I will no longer, I will not 

make further claims on the organization," something of that sort. I 

have never actually read the administrative details. 

Mr. CORNWELL. That was the point that I was coming to. 

Thank you. 
Mr. HART. Yes. 
May I say something more, Mr. Cornwell? He does periodically 

get very upset. He got very upset, for example, on the subject of 

the Epstein book. He is a very—he is a normal human being, and 

when he feels that he is being maligned, he gets just as upset as 

anybody else around. 
Mr. CORNWELL. But your conclusion then is that in 1968 he was 

paid a large sum of money. In connection with it, he agreed not to 

voice any complaints about the way he was treated prior to that, 

and the fears that were at least in certain persons' minds prior to 

that did not come to pass. 
Mr. HART. I don't believe, I do not interpret these events, al-

though they can be so interpreted, as his being paid off not to 

cause trouble. The fact is that two responsible members of the 

Agency had made commitments to him, and they are clearly, you 

can hear them, you can see the tapes and you can, I believe, hear 

them on the tapes if you listen to them talking. They made com-

mitments to him that they were going to do this. 

Mr. CORNWELL. Thank you. 
I have no further questions. 
Chairman STOKES. You don't think though, Mr. Hart, that if he 

were to sue the CIA for his illegal arrest and detention that they 

would continue to keep him as a consultant, do you? 

Mr. HART. Sir, you are getting into a point which I cannot speak 

about. I have no idea what they would do. As a matter of fact, I 

don't think he would do it. I think it is suppositious. 

Mr. CORNWELL.. Mr. Chairman, may we have the document that 

Mr. Hart provided marked as an exhibit and placed in the record? 

1 	.1 
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Chairman STOKES. Without objection, and he may want to substi-
tute a Xeroxed copy for the original. 

Mr. CORNWELL. Thank you. It will be JFK F-427. 
[JFK exhibit F-427 follows:] 

-- 23 -- 

T--,Ueputy Chi51411,1 	- . 
I 	 in a series of handwritten notes, set forth the 
\I Task Force objective as he saw it: "To liquidate G insofar 

as possible to clean up traces of a sitn in which CIA td be 
accused of illegally holding'Nosenko." Further on, he summed 
up a number of alternative actions," including: 

5. Liquidate the man. 

6. Render him incapable of giving coherent 
story (special dose of drug etc.) Poss 
aim commitmt to looney bin. 

7. Commitment to loony bin w/out making him nuts.S2  

.7,2,70,gftv 

JFICEllanwirF-427 

Chairman STOKES. Mr. Hart, at the conclusion of a witness' testi-
mony before our committee, under the rules of our committee, he 
is entitled to 5 minutes in which he may explain or comment in 
any way upon the testimony he has given before this committee. I 
at this time would extend the 5 minutes to you if you so desire. 

Mr. HART. I don't think I will need 5 minutes, Mr. Chairman, but 
I thank you for your courtesy. 

The final remark that I would like to make is that I have had 31 
years, approximately, of Government service, both military and 
civilian, and participated fairly actively both as a, first, as a mili- 
tary man in the Army, and then in quasi-military capacities as 
chief of station in two war zones. 

It has never fallen to my lot to be involved with any experience 
as unpleasant in every possible way as, first, the investigation of 
this case, and, second, the necessity of lecturing upon it and testify-
ing. To me it is an abomination, and I am happy to say that it does 
not, in my memory, it is not in my memory typical of what my 
colleagues and I did in the agency during the time I was connected 
with it. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. I thank you. 
Chairman STOKES. All right, Mr. Hart. 
We thank  you for appearing here as a witness, and at this point 

you are excused. 
There being nothing further to come before the committee, the 

Chair now adjourns the meeting until 9 a.m. Monday morning. 
[Whereupon, at 3:35 p.m., the select committee was adjourned, to 

reconvene at 9 a.m., Monday, September 18, 1978.] 
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Although in 1979 Nosenko testified that there were 

seven or eight thick volumes of documents in Oswald's file 

due to all the surveillance reports and that he could not 

read the entire file because of them, in 1364 he told the 

FBI agents that he 'thoroughly reviewed Oswald's file." 

There was no mention of seven or eight thick volumes of 

surveillance documents. 

During the course of the HSCA executive hearings at 

which Nosenko testified, he was questioned about his prior 

statements to the FBI and CIA. He was questioned about his 

1964 statement to the FBI in which he spoke of monitoring of 

Oswald, such as review of his mail and periodic checks at his 

place of employment, but said nothing then about physical 

and technical surveillance that he had testified about before 

the Committee. 

First, the statement was read to him without identifying 

where it came from. Nosenko was simply asked if he had ever 

made such a statement. He answered: 

"Sir, I cannot tell you what I stated. I was for 

quite a big period of time, quite a few years, 
interrogated, by hours, and in different types 

of conditions, including hostile conditions... 

where they asked questions in such form which 
later my answer will be interpreted in any way, 

however they want to interrogate us...And I 
cannot tell you what I did say. I cannot 

remember dates. You must understand, it's 

hundreds of interrogations, hundreds." 
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At this point. the F31 report was introduced as am 

exhibit and shown to Nosenko. Upon 
reading it, he offered 

the following explanations as to why 
he did not tell the F3i 

about the physical 
and technical surveillance: 

'Maybe I forget." 

'Maybe they didn't put Jr. in7." 

'It's not big deal...nothing important." )referring 

to the tapping of Oswall's phone). 

Nosenko was then 
shown a 1964 statement he had made 

to the CIA in which he stated that the KGB did not know 

about Marina's acquaintance with Oswald until the couple 

applied for permission to marry. because "there was no 

surveillance on Oswald to show thief he knew her." When 

asked if he ever said that. ht responded that he did of 

remember my questions and answers.' when he was 
shown that 

the document which contained the statement was a ::A 

document, he said: 

"AS fax as I remember,  those conditions in which I was 

asked. Better ask where I was in this period of t1me, 

what conditions 1 was kept, and what 
type of inter- 

rogations were going on." 

This, 
of course, referred to the period of 

April 4. 

1964 to the end of 1961 when Nosenko was kept in solitary 

confinement by the CIA. 

Nosenko was then 
referred to his testimony 

the preceding 

day, when he was .questioned about his prior stetememts to 
mhe 

F3I and CrA, 

.41 
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Q. when you spoke to the FBI about Lee Harvey Oswald, 

did you always tell them the truth? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you always tell them everything you knew? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When you spoke to the CIA about Lee Harvey Oswald, 

did you tell them the truth? 

A. The same, the same. 

Q. Did you always tell them everything you knew? 

A. Absolutely. 

At this point, Nosenko stated that "it's some kind of 

here misunderstanding on both parts, that would be mine and 

interrogator." When he was asked whether it was an inaccurate 

transcript, he stated: "I consider many, many things are 

inaccurate.' 

He then suggested that the real problem was a failure 

to distinguish between a 'thorough investigation" on the 

one hand and a "checkup' on the other and suggested that his 

answer was not incorrect because, from this point of view 

I was answering the question." A few moments later, he 

said: "Sure I answered and this was the question..." 

Nosenko testified to the HSCA in the 1978 hearings 

that after Oswald attempted to kill himself, the KGB 

assigned two psychiatrists to examine him independently. 

Nosenko stated that he personally read both reports and each 

concluded that Oswald was "mentally unstable." During the 

ottaitaiii 
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course of reciting all he knew about Oswald, he interrIpted 

his narrative at one point and said 

"Gentlemen, I am sorry, I did not mention one 
vitally important thing. When he was in hospital 
when Ile cut his wrist and when he announced that h will 
repeat the same if they will not allow him to stay,

e  
 

it was decided in the Seventh Department in the presence 
of me. Chief of Section, Chief of Department to check 
him through a psychiatrist. And was given command to _ 
Officer Bastrusin to arrange it that psychiatrist 

of the Botkin Hospital will check him and at the same 
time Rastrusin was ordered to arrange another psychiatrist 
from another hospital, independent and they will check 
him in different times, not together and each will write 

opinion separately. I have seen these both reports... 
both their opinions coincided that Oswald was mentally 

unstable." 

When Nosenko was questioned by the HSCA as to why the 

Soviets would allow someone to remain in their country whom they 

knew to be mentally unstable, he responded with the following 

explanation: 
A. ...He was allowed to stay because KGB and Soviet Government 

had come to the conclusion that if this person will kill 

himself, it will be reaction in newspapers which can in 

any way hurt the starting, the warming of Soviet-American 

relations. 
O. The Soviets were worried that he would kill himself 

in 

Soviet Union? 

A. Right, if they would not allow him to stay. 

Nosenko was then questioned as to other alternatives. 

Q. Could the KGB have taken him and put him on the next 

plane out of Russia and thereby ended their whole 

problem with Lee Harvey Oswald? 
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A. It is a very sensitive question. He can jump out of 

car. If he decided, if he is mentally unstable, you 

don't know what he will do. 

When the possibility of just taking Oswald to the 

American Embassy and leaving him there was raised, Nosenko 

stated: "It can be done, sure. It can be done, but it 

wasn't done." 

When he was asked why the Soviets would allow a 

mentally unstable foreigner to marry a Soviet citizen, 

Nosenko responded: 

"...in the Soviet Union there is by Decree of 
Presidium of Supreme Soviet USSR a law allowing 
marriage of Soviet citizens with foreign. A 
foreigner can marry a Soviet citizen by the law." 

Nosenko added that the only time the KGB could interfere 

with such a marraige is if the Soviet citizen was working 

in a sensitive place, like a missile plant. 

In statements Nosenko made to the CIA in 1964 with 

respect to these psychiatric evaluations of Oswald,' Nosenko 

gave the following testimony: 

Q. Did the KGB make a psychological assessment of Oswald? 

A. No, nothing, but at the hospital it was also said he 

was not quite normal. The hospital didn't write that he 

was mad, just that he is not normal. 

Did the hospital authorities conduct any psychological 

testing? 
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A. I don't think so. There was no report like this. 

Assuming that Nosenko was distinguishing between 

psychiatric and psychological reports, he never volunteered 

that he knew of any psychiatric reports or evaluations. 

When questioned at the hearing on June 20, 1978 

about this statement, Nosenko said that he did not 

"know whether it is correct or wrong." Nosenko was asked 

whether he ever made a statement like that he said: "I do 

not remember statements for five years, interrogation.' 

When he was told the statement came from a CIA report, he 

said: 'Sir, I do not remember what I said to them; but 

I would like you to find out the conditions in which 

interrogations were done, how it was done, by what 

procedures, when two interrogators are seated...one playing 

part of bad guy and other good guy, and it started slapping 

then, not physically, but I mean psychologically and in 

conversation, turning question upside down, however they would 

Like, then this leave, another one will start in softer way." 

Nosenko went on to state: "And I would not trust any of their 

documents in those periods of time." A few moments later 

he told the Committee that "my knowledge of language was very 

poor in '64. I didn't understand many questions..." 

Finally he stated: 	One more thing -- if we are going into 

this, a number of interrogations, I was under drugs, and 

on me was used a number of drugs, and I know that, and 
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In evaluating Nosenko's objections to his statemen
t 

given to the CIA in 1964, the HSCA considered the 
following: 

1. A sworn deposition was taken from the CIA 

officer who interrogated Nosenko on the date in 

question (only one officer was present on that 

date). 	He stated that Nosenko was cooperative 

during the sessions, that Nosenko spoke coherently
 

and essentially he understood quite well. He 

said that when Nosenko did not understand he would
 

indicate this to the officer. He said that 

Nosenko never complained to him of being drugged 

and that Nosenko gave no indication during any of 

their conversations of being drugged. 

2. The staff of the HSCA listened,to a tape recor
ding 

of the session, during which Nosenko was questione
d 

about Oswald by the CIA in 1964. 

3. The HSCA requested a full accounting by the
 CIA 

of any drugs given to Nosenko during the years he 

was in CIA custody. The CIA responded that no 

drugs of any kind were given to Nosenko in 1964, 

and in later years only drugs of a "therapeutic' 

nature were administered to him. 

4. The HSCA analyzed the statements made to t
he FBI 

in February and march of 1964, prior to the 

commencement of the hostile interrogations to 

which Nosenko referred. Relevant was Nosenko's 
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In March,
 1964 Nos

enko told
 the FBI 

agents wh
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him that 
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Fa 	and xerch F3: interview sessions with Nosenko. When 

asked whether there were any language prtOlems, the aTent 

stated that this was not a problem. The ,questions. ac: -  

to the r3/ aqent. were phrased in both Russian and English and. 

in his opini01, 'there Wa3 no question about being misunderstood.' 

He also described how the dual reports were written. The 

tents would speak with Nosenko and take notes. The.: then would 

return to their office, discuss che case
, and lacer they would 

return to Noserao and discuss with him any ;aps or thia.Ts they 

were not sure about. 7..1. was his belief that everyt.hinq o 

importance was gone over with Nosenko and "discussed with him 

time and tlme again tz 7sike sure we had it 8CCUZ'Stg." When 

asked i2 Nosenko had an opportunity to see t!te finished re;ort 

before it became official, he stated: "I think that he had. 

In order to eliminate any oueetians as far as accuracy, 

think he saw a lot of stiL2f." 

Thus, ::osenko first stated in  li64 :hat he alone made 

the decision not to allow Isveld t2 defect and that ha was 

workiaq with an officer named 3rupnov. In i9-1 befor. the HSCA. 

he testified that there was a meetiai' 
at which he was pzesent 

when the decision was made and that the case officer was named 

Rastrusia. 

Nosenko mold the FSCA that he personally read a 

cable. sent from the Soviet 	asay in Mexico City whirn 

asked for 4uidance In nandlinc a visa 	 

Zee ...a.rYey Csweld. 
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read it. In 1978 before the HSCA, Nosenko knew there was a 

cable, personally read it and remembered that it was about 

half a page long. 

After questioning Nosenko on a number of other state- 

ments which he made to the FBI and CIA in 1964 and receiving 

similar responses to those described, the Committee returned 

to the earlier topics. Nosenko on numerous occasions had 

complained that the transcripts were inaccurate, that he was 

drugged, that he was not fairly questioned, etc. Therefore, 

the Committee prepared to play the actual tapes in which 

Nosenko made these statements and allow him to comment on 

them. 

Nosenko, earlier in the hearing while explaining why 

he did not mention the physical and technical surveillance 

to the FBI and CIA in 1964, testified that if he had been 

asked, he would have said "yes." 

Q. If they would have asked you, was there physical 

surveillance? 

A. Yes, I will answer yes, it was. 

Then Nosenko was asked if the question had been put to 

him: "Was he (Oswald) physically surveilled?" And had he 

ever answered: "No, there was none." 

Nosenko was then shown a statement that indicated that 

he had indeed been asked that question and given that answer. 

But Nosenko testified: "I do not remember: it's not right, 

the answer.' 



745KtfAWYPW'l 

:ate-

:iving 

"reed 

ad 

le was 

!fore, 

481 

At that time a tape recorder was brought out and the 

following was stated by the questioner: °I would ask that 

this tape, which is marked 2 July '64, reel number 66, be 

deemed marked for identification." A recess was requested 

to put the tape in the machine. At the conclusion of the 

recess, Nosenko refused to answer any question dealing with 

interviews done by the CIA prior to 1967. He stated that all 

statements prior to that time by the CIA were the result of 

hostile interrogations and that he was questioned illegally 

in violation of his constitutional rights. At that time, 

all questioning dealing with prior statements to the FBI and 

CIA was suspended by the Committee. 
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Mr. BLAKEY. I would like, Mr. Chairman, with your permission at 
this time to summarize the highlights of that report. 

Chairman STOKES. Counsel may proceed. 
Mr. BLAKEY. Nosenko has testified to the committee that he was 

born Yuri Ivanovich Nosenko in the town of Nikolayev in the 
Ukraine, October 30, 1927. 

On leave in Moscow in 1953 he joined the MVD, later the KGB. 
In 1955 Nosenko was transferred to the seventh department of the 
second chief directorate, a department newly formed in the KGB to 
monitor tourists to the Soviet Union. 

In July 1962 he was promoted to deputy chief of the seventh 
department, second chief directorate. 

Nosenko first came to the attention of U.S. intelligence agencies 
in June 1962. He identified himself to the CIA and offered to sell 
information for 900 Swiss francs. He explained he needed ree. 

the 

money to replace KGB funds he had spent on a drinking sp 
He has since said he did not really need the money but felt an 

offer simply to give away the information would be rejected, as it 
had been with similar offers by other Soviet agents. 

On January 23, 1964, Nosenko was heard from again. Back in 

Geneva as an escort to a disarmament delegation, he 	
me inford the 

CIA this time he wished to defect, giving as his reason disillusion-
ment with his government and doubt that he would be able to 
leave the USSR soon again. The CIA was surprised by his sudden 
decision to defect, but Nosenko was adamant. 

On February 4 Nosenko revealed he had received a telegram 
ordering him to return to Moscow directly from Geneva. Nosenko 
later admitted, however, that the recall telea was a fake. He 
had made up the story to get the CIA to ag

gr
ree

m 
  to his defection 

without further delay. 
By April 1964 Nosenko had been in the United States for nearly 

2 months. Already top officials of the Soviet Russia and counterin-
telligence sections of the CIA had nagging doubts as to whether he 
was a bona fide defector. 

Information Nosenko had given about Oswald, for one thing, 

aroused suspicions. The chief of the Soviet Russia section had difficulty accepting the 
statements about Oswald, characterizing them as seemingly "* " 
almost to have been tacked on to or have been added, as though it 
didn't seem to be part of the real body of the other things he had to 

say, many of which were true." 
Statements by Nosenko at the time of his contact with the CIA 

in 1964 revealing he had information about Lee Harvey Oswald led 
to his being questioned by the FBI upon arrival in the United 

Nosenko told the FBI about his knowledge of Oswald and the States. 
fact that the KGB had no contact with him. The concluson of the 
March report by the FBI reads as follows: 

On March 4, 1964. Nosenko stated that he did not want any publicity in connec-
tion with this information but stated that he would be willing to testify to this  

is 

information before the Presidential commission, provided such testimony is 
gi

re the 
ve 

secret and absolutely no publicity is given, either to his appearance befo  

commission or to the information itself. 
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The report noted that on March 6 Nosenko inquired if the infor-
mation he furnished on March 4 regarding Oswald had been given 
to the appropriate authorities. He was advised that this had been 
done. 

On April 4, 1964, CIA officials decided to place Nosenko in isola-
tion and to commence hostile interrogations. 

First, he was subjected to a polygraph, one designed to insure a 
proper atmosphere for the hostile interrogations. The CIA polyg-
rapher was instructed to inform Nosenko that he had lied, regard-
less of the actual outcome of the test. 

In his report, the polygrapher wrote his true conclusion, which 
was that Nosenko had indeed lied. The official position now stated 
by the CIA is that the test was invalid or inconclusive. 

The conditions of Nosenko's isolation have been described by the 
Rockefeller Commission as `spartan.' Both Nosenko and the CIA 
were asked by the committee to describe them. 

Nosenko says the room to which he was confined had a "metal 
bed attached to the floor," and "the only furniture in the room was 
a single bed and a light bulb." 

The CIA states: 
Nosenko received a regular diet of three meals a day. Periodically during this 

time his diet was modified to the extent that his portions of food were modest and 
restricted. 

Nosenko states he "' ' was not given a toothbrush and tooth-
paste and food given to me was very poor. I did not have enough to 
eat, and was hungry all the time." 

The CIA: 
Nosenko did not have access to TV, radio or newspapers. He was provided with a 

limited number of books to read from April 1964 to November 1965, and from May 
1967 to October 1967. His reading privileges were suspended from November 1965 to 
May 1967. 

Nosenko: "I had no contact with anybody to talk. I could not 
read. I could not smoke." 

The CIA states Nosenko was "under constant visual observation 
from April 1964 to October 1967," the end of the period of his 
isolation. 

Nosenko: 
I was watched day and night through TV camera " " I was desperately wanting 

to read and once, when I was given toothpaste, I found in the toothpaste box a piece 
of paper with a description of the compound of this toothpaste. I was trying to read 
it under my blanket, but guards noticed it and again it was taken from me. 

Both Nosenko and the CIA agree that conditions improved mar-
kedly beginning in the fall of 1967—the end of the period of isola-
tion. 

Nosenko was questioned about Lee Harvey Oswald on five occa-
sions in 1964. Nosenko said as soon as President Kennedy's asssas-
sin was identified as a man who had lived in the Soviet Union, the 
KGB ordered that Oswald's file be flown to Moscow and reviewed 
to determine whether there had been any contact between him and 
Soviet intelligence. Nosenko said further he was assigned to review 
Oswald's file. 

Based on that review as well as his earlier contacts with the 
case, he was able to report postively that Oswald had neither been 
recruited nor contacted by the KGB. 
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At the time of his second polygraph examination in October 
1966, Nosenko was again asked about Oswald. The CIA examined 
him. The same one who administered the first test concluded again 
that Nosenko was lying, although the official agency position. now 
is that the test was: "Invalid or inconclusive because the conditions 
and the circumstances under which it was administered are consid-
ered to have precluded an accurate appraisal of the results." 

The Soviet Russia section of the CIA wrote a 900-page report 
based on its interrogations of Nosenko, though it was trimmed to 
447 pages by the time it was submitted in February 1968. It came 
to the following conclusions:  

Nosenko did not serve in the naval reserve as he had claimed. 
He did not join the KGB at the time nor in the manner he 

described. 
He did not serve in the American Embassy section of the KGB at 

the time he claimed. He was not a senior case officer or deputy 
chief of the seventh department, as he stated he had been. 

He was neither deputy chief of the American Embassy section 
nor a supervisor in that section. 

He was not chief of the American-British Commonwealth section. 
He was not a deputy chief of the seventh department in 1962, as 

he had claimed. 
High officials of the CIA, including Richard Helms, were aware 

of the Nosenko dilemma by the time the Soviet Russian section 
report had been drafted. In mid-1967, a career officer in the office 
of security was assigned to write a critique of the handling of 
Nosenko. 

The security officer gradually came to the conclusion that No-
senko was supplying valid intelligence, and that he was who he 
claimed to be, leading to the eventual conclusion that Nosenko was 
bona fide. 

The investigation ended in the summer of 1968. On August 8, 
1968, Nosenko was given a third polygraph test. Two of the ques-
tions related to information he had supplied about Oswald. This 
time Nosenko passed. The CIA, when asked by the committee to 
comment on the third polygraph, now states: "This test is consid-
ered to be a valid test." 

This committee obtained an independent analysis of the three 
polygraph tests given Nosenko from Richard Arther, president of 
the Scientific Lie Detection, Inc., and a member of the American 
Polygraph Association. In his report, Mr. Arther expresses the 
judgment that the second test, the one in which the examiner 
determined Nosenko was lying, was the most valid and reliable of 
the three examinations administered to Nosenko. 

As for the two questions about Oswald in the third test, Mr. 
Arther characterized the first as "atrocious" and the second as 
"very poor" for use in assessing the validity of Nosenko's re-
sponses. 

In a report issued in October 1968, the security officer disputed 
each and every conclusion of the report of the Soviet Russian 
section written only 8 months earlier. 

The security officer report, like the Soviet Russian section report, 
paid little attention to the Oswald aspect of the Nosenko case. 
Neither attempted to analyze the statements made about Oswald. 
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Out of a combined total of 730 pages of the report, only 15 deal 

with the alleged assassin of President Kennedy. 
The security officer did reach the conclusion, however, that No-

senko was not dispatched by the Soviet Government to give false 

information to the U.S. officials about Oswald. 
The Warren Commission received FBI and CIA reports on No-

senko and his statements about Oswald but chose in its final report 

not to refer to them. And while Nosenko expressed a willingness to 

testify before the commission, as I previously noted, he was not 

called as a witness. 
The CIA has informed the House Select Committee of Nosenko's 

status subsequent to the 1968 report as follows: Following the 

acceptance of Nosenko's bona fides in late 1968, an arrangement 

was worked out whereby Nosenko was employed as an independent 

contractor for the CIA effective March 1, 1969. His first contract 

called for him to be compensated at the rate of $16,500 a year. As 

of 1978 he is receiving $35,325 a year. 
In addition to the record yearly compensation in 1972, Nosenko 

was paid for the years 1964 through 1969 in the amount of $25,000 

a year less income tax. The total amount paid was $87,052. He also 

received in varying increments from March 1964 through July 1973 

amounts totaling $50,000 to aid in his resettlement in the private 

economy. 
To this day, Nosenko is a consultant to the CIA and the FBI on 

Soviet intelligence, and he lectures regularly on counterintelli-

gence. 
In 1978, the select committee began its investigation of the No-

senko case. It was granted permission by the FBI and the CIA to 

read all documents, to interview principals in the case, and to 

question Nosenko himself about his knowledge of Oswald. 

Nosenko spoke to the House committee on five occasions. During 

two of these sessions, staff members took notes. In the third, No-

senko gave a sworn deposition, and on July 19 and 20, 1978, No-

senko testified before the committee in executive session. There 

was no substantive variation in Nosenko's recounting of the facts. 

There have been, however, significant inconsistencies over the 

years in Nosenko's story. 
Let me here note one, although others appear in the full sum-

mary. Nosenko has always insisted that the KGB never had any 

contact with Oswald. He stated in both 1964 and 1968 that the 

KGB determined that Oswald was of no interest to them and did 

not even bother to interview him. 
Question: And exactly why did no KGB officer ever speak to 

Oswald before they made the decision about whether to let him 

defect? 
Answer: We didn't consider him an interesting target. 

When asked if he knew of any other defector who was turned 

away because he was uninteresting, Nosenko answered, no. No-

senko said the KGB not only did not question Oswald when he 

asked to defect, it also did not interview him later when it was 

decided he would be permitted to remain in Russia. At no time, 

Nosenko told the committee, did the KGB talk to Oswald. 
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Question: Now when it was determined that Oswald was going to 
be allowed to stay in the Soviet Union and live in Minsk, did any 
KGB officer speak to him at that time? 

Answer: No. As far as my knowledge, nobody was speaking with 
him. 

Question: Why didn't the KGB speak to him then? 
Answer: KGB once said we don't have entrance. The same was 

reported to the Government. Must be by the chairman that the 
KGB doesn't have interest. The KGB didn't want to be involved. 

According to Nosenko, the KGB would have been very interested 
in the fact that Oswald worked at the air base in Japan from 
which the super secret U-2 spy planes took off and landed. 

Question: And in 1959, would the Soviet Union have been inter-
ested in someone who served as the radar operator on an air base 
where U-2's took off and landed? 

Answer: Yes, sir. It would be very interesting. 
But Nosenko maintains that the KGB never spoke with Oswald, 

so it didn't know that he had any connection with the U-2 flights. 
The head of the CIA Soviet Russia section from 1963 to 1968 was 

asked by the committee if he knew of comparable situations in 
which someone was not questioned, was just left alone, as Nosenko 
says Oswald was. He replied that he did not know of any former 
Soviet intelligence officer or other knowledgeable source to whom 
they had spoken who felt that this would have been possible. 

"If someone did" he said "I never heard of it." 
In short, Nosenko's Oswald's story is as follows: The KGB, al- 

though very interested in the U-2, never learned anything about it 
from Oswald because it didn't know he had any knowledge of the 
aircraft. Why? Because Oswald was never questioned by the KGB 
because the decision was made that Oswald was of no interest to 
Soviet intelligence. 

After questioning Nosenko on a number of other statements and 
their possible contradictions with prior statements which he made 
to the FBI and the CIA in 1964 and receiving similar response to 
the one I have just outlined, the committee in its May hearing 
returned to earlier topics. Nosenko on numerous occasions had 
complained that the transcripts he was being shown were inaccu-
rate, that he had been drugged by the CIA during interrogation, 
and that he was not fairly questioned, et cetera, et cetera, et 
cetera. Therefore the committee decided to play for Mr. Nosenko 
the actual, tapes of the interrogation in which Nosenko made these 
statements and to allow him to comment- on them. 

At the time a tape recorder was brought out and the following 
was stated by the questioner: I would like to ask that this tape, 
which is marked "3 July 1964, Reel No. 66", be deemed marked for 
identification. 

A recess was requested to put the tape in the machine. At the 
conclusion of the recess, Nosenko returned to the room and then 
refused to answer any questions dealing with interviews done by 
the CIA prior to 1967. He stated that all statements prior to that 
time by the CIA were the result of hostile interrogations, and that 
he was questioned illegally in violation of his constitutional rights. 

The committee considered how to respond to Mr. Nosenko's ob-
jection, and after deliberation, it decided that all questions dealing 

1 

a 
r 

t 
t 

a 

• 



487 

with prior statements to the FBI and the CIA would be suspended 
by the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my summary of the report. It is 
appropriate to note that a draft of the staff report, a summary of 
which was just read, was submitted to the CIA for declassification. 
Within 2 days, the CIA declassified the entire draft, requiring that 
only a few minor changes and the deletion of the names of agency 
personnel and sources. 

The committee provided both the FBI and the CIA with copies of 
the report and asked the agencies if they wished to respond to the 
report at the public hearing to be held today. 

The FBI informed the committee that no response would be 
submitted. The CIA has made available to the committee John 
Clement Hart as its official representative to state the agency's 
position on the committee's Nosenko report. Mr. Hart is a career 
agent with the CIA, having served approximately 24 years. He has 
held the position of chief of station in Korea, Thailand, Morocco, 
Vietnam, as well as several senior posts at CIA headquarters in 
Virginia. 

Mr. Hart has considerable experience with Soviet intelligence 
and counterintelligence activities while serving in various capaci-
ties in the United States and abroad. He has written two extensive 
studies on Soviet defectors, one of which, dated 1976, dealt with the 
handling of Yuri Nosenko by the CIA. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be appropriate at this time to call Mr. 
Hart. 

Mr. PREYER. At this time, before we hear this witness, the Chair 
would like to take a few minutes recess until the other members 
have had an opportunity to return from the vote. I think it is 
important that they have the opportunity to hear this witness. So 
at this time, the Chair will take a recess not to last more than 5 
minutes. 

The committee stands in recess for 5 minutes. 
[Recess.] 
Chairman STOKES. The committee will come to order. 
The committee calls Mr. John Hart. 
Mr. Hart, would you please stand, raise your right hand and be 

sworn. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you will give before 
this committee will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. HART. I do, sir. 
Chairman SToicEs. Thank you. You may be seated. 
The Chair recognizes counsel Ken Klein. 
Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, at this time I believe Mr. Hart would 

like to make a statement to the committee. 
Chairman STOKES. You are recognized, sir. 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN HART 

Mr. HART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, gentlemen. Before I begin 
my statement, I would like to make a prefatory remark on a 
technical aspect of what was said about me by the chief counsel, 
Mr. Blakey. I was not and never have been what is called a career 
agent with the CIA. I bring that up only because that term hap-
pens to have a technical meaning in the Agency. I was what you 
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would call an employee or an officer of the Agency. And I would 
like to have that made part of the record. 

Chairman STOKES. The record may so show. 
Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, it has never been my custom to speak 

from a prepared text. I have tried, and I never succeeded. There-
fore, what I have before me are a series of notes which were 
finished about 8 o'clock last night, based on guidance which I got at 	1 
that time from Admiral Stansfield Turner, the Director of Central 
Intelligence. 

It is my purpose to tell you as much as possible about the 
background of the Nosenko case with the idea not of addressing 
what have been called his bona fides, but what has been described 
as his credibility. 

Now, I must say that I have difficulty in distinguishing between 
credibility and bona fides, but in any case, the testimony and the 
evidence which has been presented regarding Nosenko simply 
cannot be evaluated properly unless I give you the background 
which I am about to present. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a request at this 
point if I could. As I understood it, last week, the agreement and 
understanding was that we would prepare a report of our investiga-
tion, submit it to the Agency, to which the Agency would then 
respond in a Like report. We were notified earlier this week that a 
detailed outline of the Agency's response would be forthcoming. 
Am I to assume that this detailed outline consisting of a single 
page, listing four subtitles, is the summary of Mr. Hart's presenta-
tion? That is, as far as I can determine, the full extent to which we 
have any response relating to Mr. Hart's testimony at this junc-
ture. 

What I would like to request at this point is that this committee 
take a 5- or 10-minute recess, and we have the benefit of examining 
your notes from which you are about to give your testimony, so 
that we could prepare ourselves for proper questioning of you, Mr. 
Hart. 

Mr. Chairman, I would make that request. 
Chairman STOKES. Does the witness care to respond? 
Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, I will do anything which will be of 

help to the committee. I want to state that I am not personally 
certain what was promised the committee. I was brought back on 
duty to be the spokesman for the agency. I spent my time prepar-
ing testimony which I am prepared to offer here. If it will be of 
assistance for the committee to see this in advance, I am perfectly 
happy to do so, if there is a way of doing that. 

Chairman STOKES. Does the gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. 
Dodd, want to be heard further? 

Mr. DODD. Yes, just to this extent, Mr. Chairman. It is not my 
intention to delay these proceedings any more than they have to 
be. I am not asking for a lot of time. If we could have just 5 or 10 
minutes in which we might be able to make some Xerox copies of 
those notes, so that we could have the benefit of following you 
along in your testimony on the basis of that outline, it would be 
helpful I think in terms of the committee assessing the material 
and also preparing itself for the proper questions to be addressed to 
you at the conclusion of your statement. So I do it only for that 
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purpose, Mr. Chairman. It is not in any way designed to thwart the 
efforts of Mr. Hart or the Agency to make its presentation. 

Chairman STOKES. Would the gentleman be agreeable to provid-
ing Mr. Hart the opportunity to proceed with his testimony, and 
then in the event that you deem it necessary to have additional 
time to review his notes, or to prepare an examination of him after 
his testimony, that the Chair would grant you that time at that 
time. 

Mr. DODD. That would be fine, Mr. Chairman. I will agree to 
that. 

Chairman STOKES. I thank the gentleman. 
You may proceed, sir. 
Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, I also want to emphasize that in order 

to be of as much help as possible, I am perfectly willing to take 
questions as we go along. This is not a canned presentation. It may 
be easier for the members of the committee to ask questions as we 
go along, in which case I will do my best to answer them as we go 
along. 

Chairman STOKES. I think the committee would prefer to have 
you make your presentation. Then after that the committee will 
then be recognized—members will be recognized individually for 
such questioning as they so desire. 

Mr. FITHIAN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness to move the 
microphone a little closer in some way or another. We are having 
some difficulty in hearing from this angle. 

Mr. HART. Yes, sir. Is this all right? 
Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, the effort in this presentation will be 

to point out some of the unusual factors in the Nosenko case which 
resulted in a series of cumulative misunderstandings. And I am 
hoping that once these misunderstandings are explained—and they 
were misunderstandings within the Agency for the most part—I 
am hoping that when these are explained, that many of the prob-
lems which are quite understandable, which the staff has had with 
the questions and answers from Mr. Nosenko, and also allegations 
concerning him, will be cleared up and go away. 

I will endeavor to show that the handling of Nosenko by the 
Central Intelligence Agency was counterproductive from the time 
of the first contact with him in Geneva in 1962, and that it contin-
ued in a manner which was counterproductive until the jurisdic-
tion over the case was transferred to the CIA Office of Security in 
late 1967, specifically in August of that year. 

The manner in which the defector was handled, which I am 
going to outline, resulted in generating a large amount of misinfor-
mation and in creating difficulties, not only for an investigating 
body, such as yourself, but for people such as the Director of the 
Central Intelligence, Mr. Helms, who was not well informed in 
many cases as to what was actually happening. I do not mean to 
imply that he was told untruths. He was simply not given the total 
picture of what was going on. 

Since Admiral Turner has become Director of Central Intelli-
gence, he has been quite concerned about this case, and he specifi- 
cally requested that I come back periodically to the Agency, from 
which I retired in 1972, and give presentations to senior officials of 
the Agency on the nature of the case. The complexity of the case is 

• 444,:01..aitat.:44; 3.4447.11 



• ---nTry.7.,.!,  C.; 

• f,,,:te 

490 

such that to give a minimally adequate presentation to the first 
group which I lectured took me 41/2 hours of continuous lecturing. 
However, I think that since the interests of this committee are 
more pinpointed than that group I have been lecturing, I can 
certainly do it in a shorter time. 

Now, the study which I made was made from mid-June 1976 
until late December 1976. It required the full-time efforts of myself 
and four assistants. 

We collected from various parts of the Agency 10 4-drawer safes 
full of documents, and we had also access to documents which were 
in repositories in other parts of the Agency, and which we simply 
didn't have room to collect in our office. 

In making this presentation, I will be somewhat hampered, but 
not to the point where I can't do the job properly, by the fact that 
this session is, of course, open to the public. Most of the documen-
tation which we had, in fact I would say, almost without exception 
was heavily classified, and we pulled together pieces of documenta-
tion which no single person had ever seen before. So we put togeth-
er the first full picture which has ever been had of this activity. 

The first specific question which I want to address myself to is 
this case as a human phenomenon, because the human factors 
involved have a direct bearing on some of the contradictions which 
have appeared in the case. 

And unfortunately the human factors were the last to be consid-
ered by the people who conducted this case between 1962 and 1967. 
Some of them were ridiculously simple things which you might 
have thought would come to their attention. 

I am about to discuss a psychological profile which was made of 
Mr. Nosenko on June 24, 1964. This would have been available to 
any of the persons working on the case, but they—and it probably 
was seen by them, but they paid no attention to it. 

Let me say by way of qualification for giving you this evidence 
that although I am not a psychologist, I have had considerable 
training in psychology and specifically in giving of intelligence 
tests. And I am about to talk to you about what is known as the 
Wexler adult intelligence scale, which was administered to Mr. 
Nosenko. The Wexler adult intelligence scale measures 10 elements 
of the—of a person's intelligence. Of the 10 elements shown here 
on the measure which I have here, and which I will be happy to 
make available to the committee staff, if you wish, it is shown that 
Mr. Nosenko's memory was the weakest aspect of his overall intel-
ligence. His memory in terms of the weighted scale came out as a 
7. Now, the mean would have been a 10. Thus he was at the time 
tested, he was registering a memory well below the normal level. 

It is impossible to say what he would have scored under condi-
tions which were more normal, because it must be taken into 
consideration that at the time he was—he was tested, he had been 
subjected to not only the stresses and strains of—involved in defect-
ing, but also in some rather rough handling which he had received 
since his defection. However—you will see that if this man—man's 
memory was below the normal to be expected for a person of his 
intelligence, that any of the testimony which he gave in the course 
of various interrogations could be expected to be flawed simply by 
the human factor of memory alone. 
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Second, I want to point out that defection is in itself a major life 

trauma. It has a very serious effect, which I cannot testify to from 

the medical standpoint, but it is—it has both psychological and 

physical effects on people, and anybody who has, as I have, had to 

do, had considerable contact over the years with defectors, knows 

that a defector is usually a rather disturbed person, because he has 
made a break with his homeland, usually with family, with friends, 

with his whole way of life, and above all he is very uncertain as to 
what his future is going to be. 

I have had defectors whom I personally took custody of turn to 
me and the first question they asked was, "When are you going to 
kill me?" In other words, defection is an upsetting experience, and 

you cannot expect of a man immediately after he has defected that 

he will always behave in a totally reasonable way. 
Another circumstance which I want to bring up is the fact that 

the initial interrogations of Mr. Nosenko, which took place in 

Geneva in 1962, were handled under conditions which, while un-

derstandable, did not make for good interrogations. They did not 
make for good questioning. 

Mr. Nosenko, as of the time he was being questioned in 1962, was 

still considered by the KGB to be a loyal member of that organiza-

tion. He had considerable freedom because he actually did not have 

any duties in connection with the disarmament discussions. He was 

simply the security guardian of the delegates. He was the KGB's 

watchdog. And as such, he was able to move freely and in a 

manner of his own choice. He availed himself of this freedom to 

make contact with an American diplomat, who in turn turned him 
over to representatives of the CIA. 

In making these contacts, which were recurrent, he each time 
was nervous that the local KGB element might for some reason be 
suspicious of him, and therefore he took about an hour and a half 

before each meeting in order to be sure that he was not being 
tailed. In his particular case, this countersurveillance measure con-
sisted of visiting a number of bars, in each of which he had a 

drink. He had one scotch and soda in each of four or five bars. So 
by the time he got to the point where he was going to be ques-
tioned, he had had four or five drinks. 

When he arrived on the spot where he was going to be ques-

tioned—this was a clandestine apartment, in the Agency's terms, 
Agency's jargon it is called a safe house, he was then offered 
further liquor. And he continued to drink throughout the interro-

gation. 
In talking to Nosenko, and requestioning him a few days ago, I 

asked him to describe his condition during these meetings, and he 
said, "I must tell you honestly that at all these meetings I was 

snookered." 
And I said, "You mean that you were drunk?" 
"Yes, John," he said, "I was drunk." Therefore he was being 

interrogated about very important things while he was heavily 

under the influence of liquor. And he said to me that in some cases 

he exaggerated the importance of his activities, in some cases he 
really didn't know what he was doing, he was simply talking. 
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Now, I want to then tell you how the problems involved with this 
testimony, if you can call it such, given by Mr. Nosenko, was 
further worsened. There were two people sent from Washington specifically to talk 
to Mr. Nosenko after he made the approach. One of 	

was a 

native-born American who had learned a certain amount of Rus-
sian academically, but did not speak it, write it or read it fluently. 
The other was an American citizen who spoke native Russian, but 
whose principal purpose was to be an interpreter. 

There was a tape recorder on hand at these meetings. Sometimes 
it worked well, sometimes it did not work well. You must remem-
ber, I am sure, that back in the 1960's tape recorders were much 
less refined than they are now, and the ambient noise, straight 
noise, and so forth, interfered considerably. 

However, records of these original meetings were not made from 
the tapes on the tape recorder. The records which were thought for 
a number of years to be transcripts were in fact made from notes 
made by the non-Russian speaker, what he understood as a result 
of interrogation by the Russian speaker, or what he got himself 
from his own knowledge of Russian. He made notes. 

After the meetings, these notes were then used as the basis of 
purported transcripts, purported transcripts, which went 
lenged for a number of years. When later in 1967 these transcripts were compared carefully 
with what was on the tape, it was shown that there were a number 
of discrepancies. These discrepancies were very important in the 
history of this case, because the discrepancies between what Mr. 

 

Nosenko really said and what was on the tapes gave rise to charges 
within the Agency that Mr. Nosenko was not what he purported to 

But the important point is that in many cases what was being be. 
used against him as evidence of telling untruths was not in fact 

what he had said. I will take simply one example to illustrate for you what hap-

pened. Nosenko mentioned that he had attended what is called the pened. 
Frunze Naval Preparatory School. Frunze was a general who was a 
hero of the Russian revolution and there seemed to be countless 
institutions of a military nature in the Soviet Union named after 
him. The most famous is the Frunze Military Academy which 

roughly compares to West Point. 
Into the transcript was put the fact that Mr. Nosenko said he 

had graduated from the Frunze Military Academy. He never said 
this. He never said this at all, but it was held a 	nce 

gainst him 
wh 

 that
ic h was 

he 

had said this. That is an example of the type of evide  
used against him in assessing him. 

Now I would like to say a few words about what, despite this, 
these difficulties—excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I would like to say a 
few words about the intelligence which Mr. Nosenko did produce 
during that time, despite the adverse circumstances surrounding 
the questioning. In the first place, Mr. Nosenko was responsible for the discovery 
of a system of audio surveillance or microphones within the U.S. 
Embassy in Moscow which hitherto had been suspected but nobody 
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had had enough information on it to actually detect it. The infor-

mation provided by Mr. Nosenko was sufficiently specific, so that 

when the necessary action was taken which involved wholesale 

tearing out of walls, tearing out of plumbing, tearing out of old-

fashioned radiators, it was discovered that there was a system 

which totaled 52 microphones which were planted throughout the 

most sensitive parts of the American Embassy in Moscow. Forty-

two of these microphones were still active at the time and were 

being used by the KGB to collect information continuously on what 

was going on in the American Embassy. 
It has been said that this was not a significant contribution, that 

some of the people, whom I shall describe later, who have claimed 

that Mr. Nosenko was a dispatched Soviet agent sent to deceive the 

U.S. Government, said this was throwaway information. 

I can only say, Mr. Chairman, that this is not entirely a matter 

of judgment on my part or on the part of those of us who have 

investigated this case. We do not believe that there is any reason to 

think that the Soviets would ever have given away that informa-

tion simply to establish somebody in a position to mislead us. There 

are no adequate precedents to show that they would have done so. 

Another case which was revealed to us in 1962, despite the, as I 

say, undesirable circumstances surrrounding the questioning of Mr. 

Nosenko, had to do with a man, whom I in open session cannot 

identify, but he was a very high level Soviet KGB penetration in a 

very sensitive position in a Western European Government. He 

was, and on the basis of Mr. Nosenko's lead, arrested, tried, and 

convicted of espionage. There is no reason to believe that the 

Soviets would have given this information away. There is no prece-

dent that we know of for the Soviets giving information of this 

sensitivity away. 
Now I want to mention some further aspects of the difficulties 

which arose in the handling of the agent, some of the events which 

distorted this case. The first important communication which went 

back from Geneva after the two Washington emissaries had met 

with Mr. Nosenko was sent by a man who, in order to avoid the 

use of personal names, although the true name of this individual is 

certainly available to the staff, and if they have any questions I 

will be happy to answer, I am going to call him the deputy chief of 

the SB Division, Soviet Bloc Division, throughout my testimony. 

The deputy chief, who is the chief interrogator over there, sent 

back a telegram to Washington on June 11, 1962, in which he said 

"Subject" meaning Nosenko "has conclusively proved his bona 

fides. He has provided info of importance and sensitivity. Subject 

now completely cooperative. Willing to meet when abroad and will 

meet as often and as long as possible in his departure in Geneva 

from June 15." 
On June 15 both Nosenko and the Deputy Chief SB departed 

from Geneva, Mr. Nosenko to return to Moscow and his KGB 

duties, the Deputy Chief SB to return to Washington. 

In the course of my investigation, I asked the gentleman, who 

was for many years chief of the CIA counterintelligence staff, to 

describe to me what ensued after the arrival in Washington of 

DCSB, and I shall give you a brief quote which was recorded and 
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transcribed and which is held in our files. This is the chief of the 
counterintelligence staff of the CIA speaking: 

We got the first message from Deputy Chief SB—that is the one that I have just 
previously quoted to you—on Nosenko from Geneva, and Deputy Chief SB was 
ordered back to Washington, and we had a big meeting here on Saturday morning, 
and Deputy Chief SB thought he had the biggest fish of his life. I mean he really 
did. And everything I heard from him, however, was in direct contrast from what 
we had heard from Mr. X. 

I now come to the subject of another defector who, throughout 
this paper, I am going to call Mr. X, although the staff is well 
aware of his true identity. 

Mr. X was a defector who had come, who had defected from the 
Soviet Union in late 1961. In the course of his dealings with the 
Central Intelligence Agency, he was diagnosed by a psychiatrist 
and separately by a clinical psychologist as a paranoid. And I am 
sure that everybody knows what a paranoid is. This man had 
delusions of grandeur. He was given to building up big, fantastic 
plots, and he eventually built up a plot, which I will have to go into 
in a little detail here, which centered around the idea that the 
KGB had vast resources which it was using to deceive not only the 
U.S. Government but other Western governments. This plot was 
masterminded by something called the KGB disinformation direc-
torate, and this KGB disinformation directorate was able to deceive 
the West, as a whole, meaning the United States and the allied 
European countries, because of the fact that it had penetrations at 
high levels, both within the intelligence services of these countries, 
including our own, but also in high places in the governments of 
the various countries, in the nonintelligence parts of the govern- 
ments. 

Mr. X's story did not come out immediately in one piece. It was 
elaborated over the years, and for all I know, it may be still in the 
process of exaggeration, exaggeration and elaboration. 

One aspect of Mr. X's character was that he was rather jealous 
of other Soviet defectors. 

Now he did personally know Nosenko, and when Nosenko came 
out, he did give evidence confirming that Nosenko had had certain 
jobs, which was in agreement with what Nosenko told us he had 
done. At later phases of the handling of Mr. X, he changed his 
story a number of times. I am not an expert on the Mr. X case, and 
therefore I cannot give you all the details. It is a very lengthy case, 
but he did go through a number of stages in which he changed his 
stories. 

Mr. X was a problem for the Central Intelligence Agency and for 
anybody else who dealt with him, because he basically insisted that 
he wanted to deal only with the President of United States. He did 
not want to deal with people at a lower rank. But he had a 
substantial influence on the case because he came to be accepted as 
almost a member of the Central Intelligence Agency, in terms of 
the handling of the Nosenko case. He was in due time given access 
to a voluminous amount of information relating to matters of 
counterintelligence interest. 

In the case of Nosenko, he was given access to all the debriefings 
of Nosenko. He was given access to the tapes themselves. He was 
consulted as to Nosenko's bona fides. He was allowed to think up 
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questions which were to be asked Nosenko. He participated almost 
as if he were a U.S. citizen, with a status similar to my own in the 
organization. 

He did this, however, without the knowledge at that time of 
Nosenko. He was kept behind the scenes, but he was mastermind-
ing the examinations in many ways. 

The final point that I suppose I might make about Mr. X, which 
will give it, give you some evidence of his peculiar point of view, 
was that it was one of his contentions that the schism between the 
Soviet Union and China, Communist China, was simply a KGB 
disinformation ruse, designed to confuse the West. He offered this 
theory quite seriously, and in some limited quarters within the 
agency, it came to be taken seriously. 

Now Mr. X said, in regard to Nosenko, that Nosenko had been 
sent out specifically to remedy the damage produced by Mr. X who 
defected some time previously and had given us information which 
he thought of great value. In point of fact, quantitatively and 
qualitatively, the information given by Mr. X was much smaller 
than that given by Nosenko. But I will read you an excerpt from 
what Mr. X had to say regarding Nosenko because it bears on the 
manner in which Nosenko was cheating—was treated. 

Now this is a report written, not a direct quote, a report written 
on a conversation with Mr. X. 

Mr. X felt in general that there were indeed serious signs of 
disinformation in this affair. He felt that such a disinformation 
operation to discredit him was a likelihood. A KGB officer could be 
permitted to tell everything he knew now—that is another KGB 
officer—everything he knew now, if he worked in the same general 
field as Mr. X. 

The purpose of Nosenko's coming out, he thought, would be to 
contradict what Mr. X had said, and also possibly to set Mr. X up 
for kidnaping, also to divert our attention from investigations of 
Mr. X's leads by throwing up false scents, and to protect remaining 
Soviet sources. 

Now Mr. X's views were immediately taken to be the definitive 
views on Nosenko, and from that standpoint, from that point on, 
the treatment of Mr. Nosenko was never, until 1967, devoted to 
learning what Mr. X had to say. It was devoted to "breaking"—
excuse me, sir, I misspoke. It was never devoted to finding out 
what Mr. Nosenko said. The Agency's activity was devoted to 
breaking Nosenko, who was presumed, on the basis of the supposed 
evidence given by Mr. X, that Nosenko was a "dispatched KGB 
agent" sent to mislead the United States. 

It is with this in mind that we have to approach everything that 
happened from 1962, after the first contact with Nosenko termi-
nated, and the time that Nosenko was turned over to the CIA 
Office of Security for reinvestigation. 

The polygraphs themselves must be evaluated in the light of 
their use, not to get at truth, because they were not used as an 
instrument of getting at truth, because they were used as an in-
strument of intimidation of one sort or another, in one way or 
another. 

Now again on the handling of Mr. Nosenko, the belief among the 
small group of people running the Nosenko case, a very limited 
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group of people, was that he was part of a plot of the type outlined 
by Mr. X, which was so horrendous that therefore not many people 
could be made privy to this investigation. 

One of the reasons for that, even within the Agency, was that 
Mr. X had alleged that the Agency must be penetrated by the KGB 
at a high level, and therefore you had to limit what Nosenko and 
Mr. X said to a very small number of people who were thought not 
to be penetrations, a very small trusted group. 

The secrecy surrounding this case, I can illustrate to you from 
the following personal experience. 	 - • 

In 1968 I came back, well, after this case had been resolved, I 
came back from Vietnam and was put in charge of the European 
Division of the Directorate of Operations of the Agency. Under my 
supervision at that time, there were two senior officers, one a GS-
18 and one a GS-16, who had been two of the three persons who 
were in charge of the Nosenko and Mr. X cases. I was never told of 
their participation in this case. I was never told that their work on 
the case had been discredited and had caused them to be trans-
ferred out of headquarters to foreign assignments. 

Therefore even though I was their supervisor, I was not permit-
ted to know of this important part of their recent past and of their 
performance. 

In 1964, Mr. Chairman, Nosenko came back out from the Soviet 
Union, again to Geneva, again in the same capacity as the KGB 
security officer attached to the Soviet mission to the disarmament 
conferences. He came out with the intention, a firm intention, of 
not going back. The Agency in the meantime had built up an 
elaborate case against him, a case built up under the aegis of the 
chief of the CI staff, the chief of the Soviet Bloc Division, and the 
deputy chief of the Soviet Bloc Division. Again it was the man I am 
referring to as the deputy chief of the Soviet Bloc Division, al-
though he did not as yet hold that rank, who came out to Geneva 
to make the recontact with Nosenko. 

The question of just how to deal with Nosenko had been careful-
ly examined, and it was decided that although the Agency was 
intensely suspicious of him, perhaps more than suspicious, they 
had concluded that he was being dispatched to mislead the U.S. 
Government. Nevertheless we must not tip our hand. We must not 
let Nosenko know that we suspected him, because Nosenko would 
then report back to his superiors that we knew what they were up 
to. Thus Nosenko was treated with the maximum of duplicity. 

As an illustration, I want to read then an excerpt from a tran-
script, and this is an accurate excerpt from a transcript. I want to 
read an excerpt of a conversation which ensued on the 30th of 
January 1964 between the deputy chief SB and Nosenko. 

Nosenko, who, by the way, was worried about his future. He 
knew he had some kind of a relationship with us, but he was 
interested now in breaking finally with the Soviet Union and 
coming to the West, and he wanted asylum in United States, and 
he wanted to be sure that he was able to earn his living. He wasn't 
asking to be in charge of the Government. He wanted an opportu-
nity to earn his living. 

Nosenko said: 

YI 
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The only thing I want to know, and I ask this question, what should I expect in 
the future? 

The Deputy Chief SB replied: 
The following awaits. As I presented it, you wanted to come to the United States 

to have some job. some chance for future life which gives you security, and if 
possible, the opportunity to work in this field which you know; is that correct? 

Nosenko: Absolutely. 
Deputy chief SB: The Director has said yes, flatly, absolutely yes, in fact, I would 

or 7 	 That IA the ,n117 Word to rifnvr. 	it. We ta Ike(' ahnot it, and since 
tal/k W1117 O. bUJOASJAVIbli dilx.aumon,, I will 	all 	Mt 	th Mg will I* tom* 
details that we spoke about. We talked about the means by which you could have a 
solid career with a certain personal independence. Because of the very great assist-
ance you have been to us already, and because of this desire to give you a backing, 
they will give you a little additional personal security. We want to give you an 
account of your own, a sum at the beginning of just plain $50,000, and from there 
on, as a working contract, $25,000 a year. But in addition, because of the case." 

Which I have said I cannot otherwise identify, in which a KGB 
penetration had been arrested on the basis of Nosenko's informa-
tion: 

But, in addition, because of this case, which would have been impossible without 
your information, we are going to add at least $10,000 to this initial sum. 

So he was being paid, he was being assured of a bonus of $10,000 
for his excellent performance in connection with one case. That 
commitment was subsequently reiterated in almost those exact 
words on a later occasion when he was on his way back to the 
United States. 

Once Nosenko arrived in the United States, there were a couple 
of problems. The two agencies were interrogating him, although he 
was in the actual custody of the Central Intelligence Agency. The 
FBI did not at that time at least share the doubts about Nosenko 
which the Agency had. They regarded him as a bona fide defector, 
and considered that his information was valid and useful. It shows 
in the record that at a later date Mr. Hoover expressed himself as 
believing that Nosenko was a valid defector but that Mr. X was a 
provocateur. So there was a direct conflict between the two agen-
cies on this subject. 

The position of the Central Intelligence Agency was that it faced 
a dilemma as to how to keep Nosenko sufficiently isolated so that 
he could not communicate with his supposed "KGB controllers," 
who were still masterminding his activities, while at the same time 
keeping him sufficiently cooperative to be debriefed. 

The dilemma was compounded by the fact that while the FBI 
was primarily interested in ascertaining from Nosenko valid infor-
mation which they presumed him to have, the interest of the 
Agency was not particularly in obtaining valid information because 
the Agency assumed that he would not be giving valid information 
except incidental to establishing falsely his bona fides. 

Therefore, the Agency thought, the Agency effort was devoted to 
a plan to break him. "Break him" meant getting him to confess to 
what was presumed by the Agency to be the case that he was a 
dispatched KGB agent still functioning under KGB control, al-
though in American hands. 

On February 12, 1964, Nosenko was lodged in a CIA controlled 
house under constant guard, while being treated in a friendly 
fashion. Yet, he was, during all this time, still worried about his 



498 

status because there was a certain unreality, I would say, about his 
situation. 

He had been assured that he was going to be granted a salary 
and that he was going to have a job and so forth. But he was kept 
very isolated, he was under guard at all times, and he was being 
interrogated periodically by the FBI and by the Agency. 

His fear, as he recounts it now, is that he was worried about 
being milked of information, after which he might be discarded. He 
didn't know what would happen if he were discarded because he 
still had a very active fear, as he does to this day, that the KGB 
would like either to kidnap him or kill him. 

He nevertheless remained tractable and cooperative for the first 
few days, although in the succeeding weeks he became more diffi-
cult. He had a serious personality crisis, which led to heavy drink-
ing, and he got to the point where he was starting out the day with 
a drink and was continuing to drink more or less continually 
throughout the 24 hours, except for those times when he was 
asleep. 

This, once again, has a tendency to vitiate some of the testimony. 
But I would say that one can certainly say that there is no particu-
lar reason to believe that what he was saying wasn't in good faith, 
despite the fact that it may have been inaccurate because of the 
amount of alcohol. 

An interesting point is that at about this time, while Nosenko 
was still in this friendly confinement, a Soviet defector who had 
been with us for some time and who was doing research for us 
noticed that there were serious discrepancies between the so-called 
transcripts of the 1962 meetings and the tapes from which these 
transcripts had allegedly been made. 

This particular Soviet defector who is very thorough, very consci-
entious, wrote a memorandum to the deputy chief "SB" saying that 
these transcripts do not resemble in many respects the tapes—and 
here I am afraid I am speaking from memory, but I think my 
memory is accurate—I think he named 150 discrepancies which he 
had found in a cursory review of the tapes, and he offered to make 
a full report of the other discrepancies which might exist. 

Insofar as the record shows—and we examined the record quite 
carefully to see if there was any reply—we cannot find anything 
which indicates that the defector was asked to make a full exami-
nation and a full report of the discrepancies. 

I cannot account for this, but in any case, it can be said with 
certainty that the responsible people who—or at least one of the 
responsible people running this operation was in a position to know 
that the transcripts were not accurate and did not take the trouble 
to ask for a more accurate version. 

The next step, since the interrogations conducted by the CIA, 
which as I say were designed not to ascertain information so much 
as they were to pin on Nosenko the label of a KGB agent acting to 
deceive us, since nothing had been proved in the friendly confine-
ment, the people running the operation determined that the next 
step would be a confinement—much more spartan was the word 
used in the Rockefeller report—a much more spartan confinement 
was appropriate and a so-called hostile interrogation. 
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PERSONAL H:STORY  

Nosenko has testified to the Committee that he was ttrr, 

Yuri !yam:with Kosanko in the town of Nikoleye7 in the Ukraine, 

October 30, 1927. His Iather, :van Isiderovich Nosenko, was 

Minister of Shipbuilding in the U.S.S.R. prior to his death in 

1955. 

Continuing with Nosenko's biography: 

Re attended the Institute of International Relations from 

1943 to 1950, then entered Navy Intelligence and served in the 

Far East and the 3altio region until 1953. On Leave .n Moscow 

in 1953. he joined the M1/17 (later the {OS). He was assigned to 

the First Department of the Second Chief Directorate, '..'hick was 

responsible for surveillance and recruitment of 1:.3. Embassy 

personnel. As a KGB officer, he began studying foreign languages. 

In 1955, Nosenko was transferred to the Seventh Department 

of the Second Chief Directorate, a department newly formed to 

monitor tourists to the Soviet Union. Surveillance and re---  

ment remained his duties. 

In 1956. Nosanko was promoted to senior lieutenant. tr. :?57, 

the year he was accepted as a member of the Communist ?arty, he 

was made a captain and named deputy chief of his department. 

In January 1960, Yosenko was transferred back to the First 

Department of the Second Chief Directnrate, and in :enuary 1962, 

he returned to the Seventh Department as chief of his section. 
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Agaim, he was assigned to coordinating the surveillance and 

recruitment od American tourists. In ,:uly 1962, he was promoted 

to deputy chief of the Seventh Department, Second Chief Directorate. 

NCST,NKO SECO!!ES MOWN TO U.S. rnTsLt.r.lricz  

Mosenko came to the attention of U.S. intelligence agencies 

ift June 1962 in Geneva where he was serving as the security escort 

to a Soviet disarmament delegation. he identified himself to 

the C:.1  and offered to sell information or 900 Swiss francs. He 

explained he needed the money to replace KGB funds he had spent 

on a drinking spree. {He has since aaid he did not really need 

the money Out felt an offer simply to give sway the information 

would to :ejected, as it had teen with eimilar offers ay other 

Soviet. agents.! 

he CIA agreed to deal with Nosenka, and he ;remised to 

make contact the next time he came abroad. he made it clear he 

would not defect, however, because he would not leave his family. 

he also told the CIA never to contact him in the Soviet Union. 

}iO5ZN1t0 OEFE=S 

On january 23, 1964, Nosenko was heard from again. Back in 

Geneva as escort to a disarmament delegation, he informed the 

CIA this time he wished to defect, giving as his reason 

disillusionment with his government and doubt that he would be 

• 



able to leave the U.S.S.R. scan again. The CIA was surprised 

by his sudden decision, but Nosenko was adamant. 

On February 4, Nosenko revealed he had received a telegram 

ordering him to return to Moscow directly. He said he feared 

the KGB was aware he was working with the est, and his life 

depended on his being permitted to defect immediately. The 

CIA agreed, and he was spirited away. {Nosenka later admitted 

the recall telegram was a fake. He had made up the story to 

get the CIA to agree to his defection without further delay.) 

DOUBTS ABOUT NOSENHO'S BONATIDES  

By April 1964, Nosenko had been in the U.S. for nearly 

two months. Already, top officials of the Soviet Russia and 

Counter-:ntelligence sections of the CIA had nagging doubts as 

to whether he was a 
bonafide defector. Their misgivings were 

based on a number of points: 
1. Many Leads provided by Nosenko had been of the "gi:re- 

awaY" variety, that is information 
that La no longer 

of significant 
value to the HOB. or information 

which, in the probable judgment of the KGB, is already 

being probed by Western intelligence, so 
that there 

is more to be gained 
from having a dispatched agent 

"give it away" and thereby gain credibility. 
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2. A background check of. Nosenko -- of his schooling, 

military career and his activities as an intelligence 

officer -- had led D.S. officials to suspect Nosenko 

was telling them a "Legend," that is supplyimg them 

with a fabricated Identity. Certain aspects of 

Nosenko's background did not"check out," and certain 

events he described seemed highly unlikely. 

lagram 
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:2 Is 

:are 

3. Two defectors who had preceded Nosenko were skeptical 

of him. One was convinced Nosenko was an a HC,S 

mission, the pur7ose of which was to neutralize 

information he had provided. 

4. information Nosenko had given about Oswald aroused 

suspicions. The chief of the Soviet Russia Section 

had difficulty accepting the statements about Oswald, 

characterising then as seaming "ainost LO have been 

tacked an or to have been added, as though It didn't 

seem T:.0 be ?art of the real body of the other things 

he had to say, many of which were true." 

_.ready 

nere 

7ant 

rNTERAOGATIOM OF MOSBNICO BY Tn°  FHtTi! 	ABOUT OSWALO  

Statements by Nosenko at the t.ime of his contact with the 

CIA in 1964, revealing he had information about Lee Harvey Oswald, 

L-371 0 - 7il - 23 Vol. 2 
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led to his be
ing questione

d by the FBI 
upon arrival 

in the U.S. 

He was intervi
ewed in late F

ebruary and early March. It 

is not known i
f these sessio

ns were tape r
ecorded, but a

s of 

today all tha
t exists are 

statements pr
epared by the

 

interrogating
 PHI agents, 

a four-page report of the F
ebruary 

sessions, a nine-page report of tho
se in March. 

Nosenko told 
the FBI about his knowledge o

f Oswald and 

the fact the XOB had no contact 
with him. 

The conclusio
n of the Marc

h report read
s as follows:

 

On March 4, 1
964, Nosenko 

stated that h
e did not 

want any publi
city in connection with this infor

mation 

but stated th
at he would b

e willing to 
testify to th

is 

information before the Pre
sidential Com

mission, 

provided such
 testimony is

 given in sec
ret and 

absolutely no publicity is gi
ven either to

 his appear-

ance before t
he Commission

 or to the in
formation 

itself. 

The report no
ted that on M

arch 6 Nosenk
o inquired if

 

the informatio
n he furnished

 on March 4 re
garding Oswald

 had 

been given to the appropriate a
uthorities. He was advised

 that 

this had been done. 

NOSENX0 IS PL
ACED IN ISOLA

TION BY THE C
IA  

On April 4, 19
64, CIA offici

als decided to
 place Nosenko

 

In isolation 
and to commen

ce hostile in
terrogations.

 

First, he was
 subjected to

 a polygraph,
 one designed 

to 

insure a prop
er atmosphere

 for the host
ile interroga

tions. 

The CIA polyg
rapher was in

structed to i
nform Nosenko

 he had lied,
 

■.■ 
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regardless of the actual 
outcome of the test. (In 

his report, 

the polygrapher wrote his
 true conclusion, which w

as that Nosenko 

had indeed lied.] The off
icial position now stated

 by the CIA, 

is that the test was "inv
alid or inconclusive." 

The conditions of Nosenko
's isolation have been de

scribed 

by the Rockefeller Commis
sion as "spartan." Both N

osenko and 

the CIA were asked by thi
s Committee to describe t

hem. 

Nosenko says the room to 
which he was confined had

 "a metal 

bed attached to the floor
" and "the only furniture

 in the room 

was a single bed and a li
ght bulb." 

The CIA states, "Nosenko 
received a regular diet o

f three 

meals a day. Periodically
 during this time, his di

et was 

modified to the extent th
at his portions of food w

ere modest and 

restricted." 

Nosenko states he "was no
t given a toothbrush and 

toothpaste 

and food given to me was 
very poor. I did not have

 enough to eat 

and was hungry all the ti
me." 

The CIA: 

"Nosenko did not have acc
ess to TV, radio or newsp

apers... 

He was provided with a li
mited number of books to 

read from 

April 1964 to November 19
65 and from May 1967 to O

ctober 

1967. His reading privile
ges were suspended from N

ovember 

1965 to May 1967." 

to 
Nosenko: 

"I had no contact with an
ybody to talk. I could no

t 

read. I could not smoke.
.." 

d lied, 

that 

!riko 

.L_ 
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The CIA states Nosenko was "under constant visual 

observation from April 1964 to October 1967," the period of his 

isolation. 

Nosenko: 

"I was watched day and night through TV camera...I was 

desperately wanting to read and once, when I was given 
toothpaste, I found in the toothpaste box a piece of paper 

with a description of compound of this toothpaste. I 
was trying to read it under my blanket, but guards noticed 

 

it and again it was taken from me." 

Both Nosenko and the CIA agree that conditions improved 

markedly beginning in the fall of 1967 (the end of the isolation). 

THE CIA INTERROGATES NOSENKO ABOUT OSWALD  

Nosenko was questioned about Lee Harvey Oswald oo five 

occasions in 
1964 -- on January 23 and 30 in Geneva, and on 

July 3, 27, and 29 in the U.S. The sessions of July 3 
and 27 

were of ?articular interest to this Committee, since they were 

detailed and specific about Nosenko's knowledge of Oswald. 

The questions ware chronological, and an attempt was made to 

touch all aspects of Oswald's stay in the Soviet Union. Areas 

of inquiry included Oswald's visa application and his entry into 

the U.S.S.R.; KGB contact with Oswald: Oswald's request to remain 

in the U.S.S.R.; the denial of this request and Oswald's 

subsequent suicide attempt: Oswald in Minsk and his loh in a 

radio factory; Oswald's marriage to Marina; Oswald's attempt to 

return to Russia via Mexico City in 1963. 

prf 
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The interrogator, an employee of the Soviet Russia Section, 

conducted the interviews in English and tape recorded them. 

Nosenko related that he was assigned to the Seventh 

Department of the Second Chief Directorate when Oswald arrived 

in the Soviet Union in 1959, at which time Nosenko's section had 

responsibility for counterintelligence operations against 

American tourists. 

At the time Oswald asked to remain in Russia, Nosenko 

reviewed information the KGB had on the American. Soon after 

Oswald went to Minsk, Nosenko was transferred and last contact 

with him. However, he became reinvolved in the case right after 

the assassination. 

Nosenko said that as soon as President Kennedy's assassin 

was identified as a man who had lived in the Soviet Union, the 

KGB ordered that Oswald's file be flown to Moscow and reviewed 

to determine whether there had been any contact between him and 

Soviet intelligence. Nosenko said further he was assigned to 

the review of Oswald's file. Based on that review, as well as 

his earlier contact with the case, he was able to report 

positively that Oswald had neither been recruited nor contacted 

by the KGB. 

In his July 27 interview, Nosenko was handed a transcript 

of a tape recording of the July 3 session. He read each question 

:d of his 

was 
given 
▪ of paper 
• I 
Is noticed 

-proved 

isolation). 

1 five 

ld on 

and 27 

ney were 

ald. 

ade to 

. Areas 

entry into 

t to remain 

b in a 

:tempt to 
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aloud and made corrections or additions. He can be heard clearly 

doing so on the 
tape -- reading each question and answer, inter-

jecting 'right' after most answers, or simply moving 
on to the 

next question. Occasionally, he elaborates on an answer. 

At the time of his second polygraph examination -- in 

October 1966 -- Nosenko was again asked about Oswald. The CIA 

examiner, the same one who had administered the first test, 

concluded Nosenko was lying, although the official Agency 

position 
now is that the test was: 

'invalid or inconclusive because the 
conditions and 

circumstances under which it 
was administered are 

considered to have precluded an accurate appraisal 

of the results.' 

T1LLSOVIET RI IREP°RT  
The Soviet Bussia Section of the CIA wrote a 900-page 

report based on its interrogations of Nosenko, though It was 

trimmed to 447 pages by the time 
it was submitted in 

February 

1963. It came to the following conclusions: 

Nosenko did not serve in the Naval reserve, as he had 

I- claimed. 

He did not 
join the KGB at the time nor in the manner he \  

\ described. 
I He did not serve in the American Embassy section of the 

KGB 
at the time he claimed. 
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He was not 3 senior case officer or Deputy Chi
ef of the 

Seventh Department, as he stated he had
 been. 

He was neither Deputy Chief of the Amer
ican Embassy 

section nor a super;risor in that sectio
n. 

He was not Chief of the American-Britis
h Commonwealth 

section. 

He was not a Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department in 

9G2, as he had claimed. 

THE 1958 REPORT  

High officials of the CIA. including DCZ Pichard Helms, 

were aware of the Nosenko diiemma by th
e time the Soviet Russia 

Section report was being drafted. In mid-1967, a career officer 

in the Office of Security was assigned 
to write a critique of 

the handling of Nosenko. 

The off.rer had ne.ter met Nosenko, but
 he had been ronnectec  

with the case from the outset. As a security of
ficer, he had 

been briefed on information Nosenko had
 supplied, and he had 

devoted considerable time and effort ru
nning dc.m leada proviero 

by Nosenko and other ROB defectors. 

Although he had been close to the Nosen
ko case, the 

reviewing officer had no :art in the de
cision to place him in 

 

isolation or treat him in a hostile wa
y. The officer has 

explained to the Dommittee he was oppos
ed to the tactic, for he 

t' k 

:7 P7t., 	ix.  

A x 
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Celt Nosenko had not been 
thoroughly debriefed and his Leads had 

not been fully checked, 
The security officer's 19-page critique was directed 

primarily at the regort of the Soviet 
Russia Section that Listed 

reasons for doubting Nosenko was a 
bcnafide defector. The officer 

concluded that flosenko's bonafides were still an open question. 

the resolution of which could only be 
based on further interfiew;. 

The officer's recommendations were approved, and in Late 

1967 he 
was assigned to implement them. Three members of the 

Soviet RUSSIA Section 
were designated to assist him for 

about 

four months. 

The officer thereupon interrogated Noaenko from 
three to 

five days a week for nine 
months. FBI agents 

were furnished 

transcripts of the Leads atosenko provided. 

In .7anuary 1963, the officer asked Nosenko to write 
doer 

what 
he knew spout Lee Harrey Oswald. A three-page statement was 

submitted, but the officer 
never questioned Nosenko about it, and 

at no time later did Nosenko provide the C/A with 
information 

about Oswald. 
The security officer gradually came to the conclusion that 

Nosenkowas supplying valid intelligence and 
that he was who he 

claimed to be, 
leading to the eventual conclusion that Scsenko 

was bonafide. The investigation 
ended in the summer of 1962. 

ey 
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NOSENKO'S THIRD POLYGRAPH TEST  

On August 8, 1968, Nosenko was given a th
ird polygraph 

test. Two of the questions related to inf
ormation he had 

supplied about Oswald. Nosenko passed. T
he CIA, when asked 

by the Committee to comment on the third 
polygraph, now 

states: "This test is considered to be a
 valid test." 

This Committee obtained an independent an
alysis of the 

three polygraph tests given Nosenko from 
Richard Arthur, 

president of Scientific Lie Detection, In
c. and a member of the 

American Polygraph Assocation. In his rep
ort, Mr. Arthur 

expressed the judgment that the second te
st, the one in which the 

examiner determined Nosenko was lying, wa
s "the most valid and 

reliable of the three examinations admini
stered to Nosenko." 

As for the two questions about Oswald in 
the third test, Mr. 

Arthur characterized the first as "atroci
ous" and the second as 

"very poor" for use in assessing the vali
dity of Nosenko's 

responses. 

In a report issued in October 1968, the s
ecurity officer 

disputed each and every conclusion of the
 report of the Soviet 

Russia Section eight months earlier. He 
wrote: 

Nosenko is identical to the person he cla
ims to be. 

The claimed services of Nosenko in Navy i
ntelligence 

(Naval reserve) are adequately substantia
ted. 

Nosenko was an officer of the American Em
bassy section 

of the KGB. 
Nosenko was an officer of the Seventh Dep

artment and 

was its Deputy Chief. 
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Nosenko was Deputy Chief of the American Embassy section. 
Nosenko was Chief of the American-British Commonwealth 

section. 
Nosenko was Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department in 

1962. 

INVESTIGATION BY THE CIA INTO NOSENKO'S STATEMENTS ABOUT OSWALD  

The security officer's report, Like the Soviet Russia 

Section report, paid little attention to the Oswald aspect of 

the Nosenko case. Neither attempted to analyze the statements 

made about Oswald. Out of a combined total. of 730 pages of 

report, only 15 deal with the alleged assassin of President 

Kennedy. 

The security officer did reach the conclusion, however, 

that Nosenko was not dispatched by the Soviet Government to 

give false information to U.S. officials about Oswald. He 

listed the reasons for his conclusion in his report: 

7- NOsenko's first contact with the CIA was in June 
1962, 17 months prior to the assassination. 

Information provided by Nosenko was not sufficient 
in "nature, scope and content" to convince U.S. 
authorities of no Soviet involvement in the assassination. 

Even if the KGB were involved in the assassination, the 
oviets would assume that U.S. authorities would, in 
turn, believe only a few senior officers of the KGB would 
be aware of it, and Nosenko would not be one of them. 

The Committee investigation developed some additional 

points regarding the CIA's attention to the Oswald aspect of 

the Nosenko case. 

A 
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The CIA employee who interviewed Nosenko on July 3 

and 27, 1964, told the Committee in a deposition he was not 

an expert on the KGB, nor had he any previous experience with 

KGB defectors. He was asked about his knowledge of Oswald, 

since it was in these interviews that the most detailed 

questions about the alleged assassin were asked. He replied: 

"I tannOt specifically recall having read any files 
pertaining to Lee Harvey Oswald. Certainly I had read 
and heard a lot about him in the newspapers, televissom

ione, 

and radio. I may have had the opportunity to read  
previous debriefings of Nosenko concerning Oswald, 
but I am not sure of that." 

When asked if he eve: spoke to Nosenko about Oswald, 

the security officer who wrote the 1968 report said: 

"yo. Well, all I have, you have there [Nosenko's 
three-page statement). I did a writeup on it. I 
didn't see that it seriously conflicted with what 

we had." 

Q. And did you ever question him about what he wrote? 

A. no, because I had no reason to disbelieve him. 

Questioned further as to why he did not compare all of 

gosenko's statements on Oswald, he re lied; "I did not have p  

all the information on the Oswald investigation. That was 

an FBI investigation." 

C. Well was it available to you if you had asked the FBI 

for their reports of what Oswald had said to them? 

A. It might, under certain circumstances, but in this case 

here, as far as our office was concerned, the Oswald 

matter was an FBI matter, 
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Contrasted to these statements Ls the testimony of 

former CIA Director Richard Reims to the Committee. 

Asked if "questions concerning Oswald tdid) conszim.Ite a 

major facet of the overall inquiry that was being made of 

:tosenko," Relms replied, "Yes, no question about 
it 

THE ''rARP.F.N 	
NOMIIM 

The Warren Commission received F31 and CIA reports 

on Ncsanko and his statements about Oswald but chose, in 

its the report, not to refer to them. And while Rosenko 

expressed s willingness to testify before the Commission
,  

he was not called as a witness. 

Richard Helms told the Committee he mat with his 

lustice Warren to emphasize the CIA had not been able to 

establish Noseoko's bonafides. Reims cautioned Warren of 

the 'contingency that maybe the statements that he had nada 

about Cswald'a having mo identification with the ,CO were 
no:: 

if he WAS :pct bonafide 
accurate," and 'the implioation that,  

and had come for the purpose of covering up the tracks of 

Soviet ihtelligence, that this had implications which should 

to weighed on the scales." 

yr 



'e 

-16- 

J. Lee Rankin, General Counsel of the Warren 
Commission, 

told the Committee it was his recollection tha
t no one from 

the Commission attempted to interview Nosenko
 about Oswald. 

He recalled further that the Commission decid
ed it did not 

have experience to make a determination about
 Oswald's 

credibility. When asked whether he thought th
e knowledge of 

the Commission staff about Oswald might provi
de an advantage 

in questioning Nosenko, Rankin replied he did
n't believe so. 

"We didn't have enough information about Oswa
ld at any 

time to be informed in depth." 

Asked if he believed the C:A had special know
ledge of 

Oswald, Rankin replied: 

"I always had the impression that they knew q
uite a 

bit about the history and that they appeared 
to know 

about as much as we did about his life." 

Q. Were you under any impression as to wheth
er the Agency 

was specifically trying to check out any of t
he information 

given to them by Nosenko about Oswald? 

A. I got the impression that they were doing 
that and were 

going to do it carefully. 

NOSZNRO'S STATUS SUBSEWENT TO THZ 1968 REPOR
T   

The CIA has informed the House Select Committ
ee on 

Assassinations of Nasenko's status subsequent
 to the 1968 

report: 
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Following acceptance of Nosenko's bonafides in 
late 1968, an arrangement was worked out whereby 
Nosenko was employed as an independent contractor 
for the CIA, effective March 1, 1969. His 
first contract called for him to be compensated 
at a rate of $16,500 a year. As of 1978 he is 
receiving $35,325 a year. In addition to regular, 
yearly compensation, in 1972 Nosenko was paid for 

the years 1964-1969 in the amount of $25,000 a 

year less income tax. The total 
amount paid was 

$87,052. He also received in varying increments from 
March 1964 through July 1973 amounts totaling 
$50,000 to aid in his resettlement in the private 
economy. 

To this day, Nosenko is consultant to the CIA E..:1 FBI 

on Soviet intelligence, and he lectures regularly on 

counterintelligence. 

THE HSCA REVIEWS MATERIALS ON NOSENHO  

On 1978, the Select Committee began its investigation 

of the Nosenko case. It was granted permission to read all 

documents, to interview principals in the case and to question 

Nosenko about his knowledge of Oswald. 

The materials reviewed are as follows: 

1. Nosenko's statements about Oswald to the FBI 

one dated February 27-28, 1964 and one dated March 

3-4, 1964 (the Committee reviewed the FBI reports 

of the interviews only, since no tapes, transcripts, 

Or notes presently exist). 
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from 

1 FBI 

stion 

i all 

lestion 

March 

ports 

scripts, 

2. Tapes and transcripts of statements by Nosenko to 

the CIA about Oswald on January 23 and 30, 1964 and 

July 3, 27, and 29, 1964. 

3. The Soviet Russia Section report of February 1968. 

4. The Security Officer's critique of the handling of 

the Nosenko case, dated June 19, 1967. 

5. The security officer's report, dated October 1968. 

6. A report written in 1976 by a retired CIA official 

who documented internal problems at the CIA over 

the Nosenko controversy. 

7. All CIA files on Nosenko which dealt with Oswald 

or the Kennedy assassination. 

8. All FBI files on Nosenko which dealt with Oswald or 

the Kennedy assassination. 

9. The three-page statement on Oswald written by 

Nosenko in 1968. 

Statements taken by the Committee are as follows: 

1. The security officer was interviewed on two occasions, 

on the second of which he gave a 193-page sworn 

deposition. 

2. The two KGB defectors who preceded Nosenko. 

3. The Chief of the Soviet Russia Section from 1963 

to 1968, who gave a sworn deposition. 
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4. The member of the Soviet RUSSIA Section who inter-

viewed Hosenko on July 2, 27 and 29, 1964 gave 

a sworn deposition. 

3. An FB/ agent who was present at ell FBZ interviews 

of Nosemko gave a sworn deposition. 

11 0 

Fa 

NOSZNKO'S STATEMENTS TO THS COHL4ETTEZ ABOCT OSWALD 

On each of three occasions that the Committee questioned 

him. Ncsenko recited the following story: 

Ha first became aware of Oswald in the fall of 1959, 

when a subordinate named 7astrusin said an 
American tourist 

named Oswald desired to defect to the.sbviet Union. 

Nosenko asked what infontation theROB had on Oswald 

and was told they had the,questionnaire he had filled out when 

he entered the =Intry, his visa application and reports from 

interpreters, intourist guides and hotel personnel. None of 

these sources, according to Nosenko, indicated Oswald could be 

of any interest to the •AGB. 

• 

6. Richard Helms, CSA Director from 1966 to 1973.. 

7. Yuri Nosenko, interviewed on three occasions, on the 

third of which he gave s sworn deposition: also 

heard in two executive session hearings of the 

Select Committee. 
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:nter- 
Based on this information, Nosenko, Rastrusin 

and their 

(
) section chief reported to the Chief of the S

eventh Department 

where it was decided to refuse Oswald perm
ission to defect. 

trviews 

3. 

i, on the 

_:so 

:he 

Nosenko says neither the American Department o
f the Second 

Chief Directorate, which would have jurisdict
ion over all 

Americans, or the First Chief Directorate, th
e intelligence 

department of the KGB, would have been intere
sted in Oswald. 

Consequently, they were not notified of his r
equest to defect. 

A short time later, Nosenko was informed that 
Oswald, on 

being notified he could not stay in the Soviet
 Union, slashed 

his wrists in a suicide attempt. Nosenko and 
his associates 

were surprised by this, because Oswald had gi
ven no indication 

4esticned 	 of being unstable. 

Nosenko and his superiors concluded that Oswal
d should 

:959, 	 be independently examined by two psychiatrist
s. Nosenko had 

an opportunity to read both reports and 
said that both 

psychiatrists found Oswald to be "mentally un
stable." 

swat= 	 while in the hospital Oswald threatened suici
de again, 

cut when 	 if he were not allowed to remain in the Sovie
t Union. The 

its from 	 KGB, its position bolstered by the findings o
f the psychiatrists, 

lone of 	
"washed its hands" of the matter. 

could be 

	

	
Nosenko does not know who made it, but a decis

ion came 

down to allow Oswald to remain in Russia, tho
ugh he wasn't 

• 
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granted citizenship. A significant factor, says Nosenko, was 

the fear Oswald would kill himself, and the KGB would be 

accused of the murder of an American tourist at a time the 

Kremlin was trying to reduce East-West tensions. 

Nosenko learned that Oswald was sent to 
Minsk to work in 

a 
radio factory. Tn addition to his salary, he was given a 

monthly stipend of 700 rubles, which 
Nosenko believes was 

paid by the Soviet Red Cross. 

Oswald's KGB file was 
sent to Minsk with a letter to 

Minsk KGB to keep Oswald under surveillance but to have no 

contact with him. In addition to periodic physical surveillance 

in which Oswald was followed by KGB agents, his phone was 

tapped, his mail intercepted. Nosenko explained that the 

surveillance, which was to continue throughout oswald's stay 

in Russia, was not unusual and was 
to insure Oswald was not a 

Western agent. 
Nosenko says he was transferred soon after Oswald went 

to Minsk, and he lost contact with the case. Then, in 1963, he 

was reassigned to the Seventh Department of the Second Chief 

Directorate. There, he was informed that Oswald had applied at 

the Soviet Embassy in Mexico City for a visa to travel to Russia. 

Since Oswald had told embassy officials he had previously lived 

in Russia,  a cable 
was sent to Moscow asking for 

guidance. 

r. 

b. 
"4W,V44TIA41, 
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Nosenko says he personally read the cable. 

Nosenko says he was not aware in 1963 that Oswal
d had 

married and departed Russia, but he recalled the
 case due to 

the unusual circumstances surrounding the decisi
on to allow 

Oswald to remain in Russia in 1959. 

Nosenko says he and his department chief advised
 that 

Oswald should not be allowed to return to the So
viet Union. 

The next time Nosenko became involved in the Osw
ald 

case was immediately after the Kennedy assassina
tion, when he 

learned that Oswald was the alleged assassin. O
n instructions, 

he telephoned KGB headquarters in Minsk, and hav
ing been 

assured there had been no contact with Oswald wh
ile he was in 

that city, Nosenko asked that Oswald's entire fi
le be sent to 

him in Moscow. 

Nosenko was present when the Oswald file arri
ved at KGB 

headquarters a few hours later, having been flow
n in by military 

aircraft. He recalls it was a large file -- sev
en or eight 

volumes -- and that he examined the first one, p
age by page. 

It is the critical one, he has told the Committ
ee. If there 

had been any KGB recruitment of Oswald, evidence
 of it would have 

appeared in Volume One. The other volumes consi
sted mainly of 

surveillance reports and transcripts. 

• r.::Jq.14•10". 



From his examination of the first volume, Nosenko claims, 

he can state 
unequivocally that Oswald was never recruited by 

the KGB. In fact, he insists, no KGB 
officer ever spoke with 

him. 
According to Nosenko's story, the Oswald file 

was  .n his 

possession for about one-and-a-half hours. 

Nosenkes last encounter with the Oswald case was a fat,: 

weeks after the 
assassination. A friend told him the KGB had 

conducted an investigation of Oswald's activities .n Ains4, 

in which it was learned he had occasionally yore hunting with 

members of a gun club. His fellow hunters had considered him 

such a had shot, they often had to give him same. 

COMMITTEE INVESTIGATION OF NOSENKO'S OSWALD STORY 

Josenko spoke to the Eouse Select Committee on Assassina- 

tions on five occasions. During two of these sessions
,  staff 

members took. notes. In the third, Nosenko 
gave a sworn 

depooicion and on June 19 and 20, 1973, Nosenko testified before 

!"1 	

the Committee in executive session. Thera was no substantive 

variation in Nosenko's recounting of the facts. 

Nasenko has always insieted that the RGB never had any 

contact with Oswald. He stated in both 1964 and 1973 that 

the KGB determined that Oswald was of no interest to them and 

e 	
did not even bother to interview him. 
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Q. And exactly why did no KGB officer ever speak to Oswald 

before they made the decision about whether to let him defect? 

A. We didn't consider him an interesting target. 

When asked if he knew of any other defector who was turned 

away because he was uninteresting, Nosenko answered, -No." 

Nosenko said tie KGB not only did not question Oswald 

when he asked to defect, it also did not interview him later, 

when it was decided be would be permitted to remain in Russia. 

At no time, Nosenko told the Committee, did the KGB talk to 

Oswald. 

Q. now, when it was determined that Oswald was going to be 

allowed to stay in the Soviet Union and live in Minsk, 

did any KGB officer speak to him it that time? 

A. Mo, as far as my knowledge. nobody was speaking with 

him. 

O. Why didn't the KGB speak to him then? 

A. KGB once said we don't have interest. The same was 

reported to the government, must be by the chairmarG that 

the KGB doesn't have interest. KGB didn't want to be 

involved. 

According to Wosenko, the KGB would have been very 

interested in the fact that Oswald worked at the Atsugi Air 

Base in ,a pan from which the super secret t-2 spy planes took 

off and landed: 

a. 
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1. And in 1959, wouli the Soviet Union have been interested 

in toMeorte who served as a radar operator on an air base 

where C;-i's took off and landed? 

A. Yes, sir, it would be very interested. 

But Mosenko maintains that the KGB never spoke with 

Oswald, so that it didn't know that he had any connection with 

the C-2 flights. 

The head of the CIA's Soviet Bussia Section from 1953 to 

1.96a was asked by the Committee if he knew of comparable 

situations in which someone was not luestioned, was lust /eft 

alone, as Nosenko says Oswald was. He replied he did not know 

of any former Soviet intelligence officer or other knowledgeable 

source to whom they had spoken, who felt this would have been 

possible. "1'.1 someone did," he said, ": never heard of it.' 

In short, Nosenko's Oswald story is as follows: 

The KGB, although very interested in the C-2, never 

Learned anything about it from Oswald, because it didn't know 

he had knowledge of the aircraft. 	by Because Oswald was 

never questioned by the ma, because the decision was made that 

Oswald was of no interest to Soviet intelligence. 

when it was decided Oswald would be sent to Minsk, a letter 

accompanied his file ordering the Minsk KGB to place him under 

periodic physical surveillance and full-time technical 

surveillance, that is, phone tapping and Letter opening. 



a letter 

ce hiss ,index 

izal 

:ening. 

cn 1963 to 

:able 

;ust left 

it not know 

:nowledgeable 

have been 

t of it." 

never 

Iiin't know 

swald was 

:as made that 

-_=ion with 

with 

467 

-26- 

Aside from wanting to monitor Oswald as a possible 

western agent, the KGB's reason for the surveillance was to 

keep track of the identities of his friends and acquaintance
s. 

Nosenko testified that the KGB would have known about Oswald
's 

acquaintance with Marina soon after they met (on March 17, 1
960, 

according to Oswald's diary). 

Q. ...If he met Marina Oswald on March 17, how long would yo
u 

estimate it would take before the KGB would know about her? 

A. In the same March they would have quite a big batch of ma
terial 

on her. 	. 

Surveillance came up later in Nosenko's testimony, when 

he said the Oswald file, when it arrived in Moscow subsequen
t 

to the assassination, contained seven or eight thick volumes
. 

Most of them consisted of information relating to the survei
llance. 

Q. You told us about the volumes in the file that were returned 

by military plane from Minsk. 

A. Right. 

Q. That and the other volumes, did it include all the record
s 

of the phone surveillance and periodic surveillance... 

A. Included, that is why it is so thick file... 

Nosenko testified that because the volumes in the file 

were so thick with surveillance reports, he only had time to
 

read part of the first volume of the file. 

Q. Did you have an opportunity to read the entire file 

at that time (when it arrived from Minsk)? 

A. No sir. 
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Q. Row much of the file did you read? 

A. It was simply looking, page by page, first part of the 

first volume. 

Q. Did you go through any of the other volumes? 

A. No sir. 

Cpon reading Nosenko's statements made to the FBI and 

CIA in 1964, less than a year after the assassination, it is 

clear that he did not inform them of the physical or technical 

surveillance which he described to the Committee. 

In the 't report detailing the interview with Mosenko 

in March of 1964, it states that Nosenko 'opined that the only 

coverage of Oswald during his stay in Minsk consisted of periodic 

checks at his place of employment, inquiry of neighbors, 

associates and review of his mail.' 

Speaking to the CIA on July 3, 1964, Nosenko was specifi -

cally asked whether there was any physical or 
technical sur-

veillance on Oswald and each tine he replied 'No.' 

in 1964, after stating to the CIA that there was no 

technical and physical surveillance of Oswald, 
Nosenko made 

the following statement upon being asked whether the KGB knew 

about Oswald's relationship with Marina 
before they announced 

that they were going to be married: 

A. They (KG31 didn't know she was a friend of Oswald 

until they applied for marriage. There was no sur-

veillance on Oswald to.show that he knew her." 


