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253 Avenue ce 1'Orée - Bte. 10
1050 Brussels, 3elgium
Telerhone: %49-7221

October 11, 1978

‘Mr. G. Robert Blakey

Chief Counsel and Director

Select Committee on Assassinations
‘ House of Rerresentatives

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Blakey,

I have read. the transcript of the testimony of
the CIA's representative, Mr, John L. Eart, before
your Committee on September 15, 1978.

As the former deputy chief of the CIA's Scviet
Bloc Division, so prominently and so disparagingly
featured in that testimony, I may be able to help
the Committes to dege CIA's. investigation of Lee
Harvey Oswald's sojourn in the Soviet Union, as
reported by Yuri Nosenko.

Specifically, I can correct certain mislezding
impressions left bv Mr, Hart. I would czall to vour
attention at least twenty errors, fifteen m¢sleac~*g
statements, and ten important omissions in ais test:
mony, many of them pertinent to your task and,
together, distorting bne entire picture.

Having been publicly dishonorsd bv unfounded
statements before your Committee, I ask for the
courtesy of an opportunity to come before the
Committee, publicly if you are to hold mors public

. hearings, to answer not only fer myself but also
; for the Central Intelligence Agency, which has
misrepresentaed i1ts own performance.

I mention belcw a few of the points of error

and distortion, leaving many cthers to be discussed

in person with the Committee. My comments refer to |
the line numbers in the draft franscript of Mr. Hart's
testimony, and are Xkeved to the Committee's twofold
purpose as vou defined it of evaluating the cerfcr-
mance of the Agency and of we;gh;ng the credibili

‘ of Mr. Nosenko.

1) Effectiveness of CIA's erfo*ﬂanc _
a) in getting the Zfacts about Oswald from Ncsenko,
.b) in investigating these facbso
' 2) Credibilitvy:
'a) of Mr. Nosenko's statements about Oswal
b) of Mr. Mosenko as a source.
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After discussing briefly each of these points,
I will make, below, a few general comments on the
CIa testimony, and will address myself to the matter
of Nosenko's treatment.

CIA's performance in getting the facts frecm Noserko

The Committee Staff Report describes accurately
the CIA's performance in this particular aspect of
its responsxblllty. Referring to the Agencv's ques-
tioning of Noseriko on July 3 and July 27 1964 it
‘'says on page 7 that the CIA's questions “were detailed
anéd specific about Nosenko's knowledge of Oswald. The
questions were chronological and an attempt was made
to touch all aspects of Oswald's stay in the Soviet
Union." Moreover, CIA gave Nosenko a transcript of
his own remarks so he could add anything mers he knew
or correct any errors. (Staff Report, pages 8-9)

Mr. Hart's confusing testimony had the effect of
changing the Committee's appraisal. Yot only givincg
the Agency a "zero" rating on all aspects of this
case, he stated flatly that "There was no erffort ;
peing made to get at more info rmaticn he might have.®
(lines 2848-9) He thus led Mr. Fithian tec suggest
that the CIA had not even taken "the logical first
step" of getting Nosenko's information (3622-8) and
led the Chairman to conclude that no investigation
of Oswald's activities as known to Nosenko had been
made. (4095-8) 1In this Mr. Zart concurred. (4100)

In fact, CIA got from YNosenko all he had teo sav
about Oswald. CIA's reports contained no less than
those of the FBI, who guestioned Nosenko as long as
they thought thev needed to. Your Committee seems
‘to have been satisfied that in its 21 to 24 hours
with Nosenko it, too, had got everything he had to
sav. That added only one new fact, about the KGB's
voluminous surveillance reports on Oswald, which
contradicted Nosenko's earlier reports and, as the
Staff Report notes, in turn contradicted another
aspect of Nosenko's story: that the XKGB didn't watch.

‘ Oswald enough to learn of his courtship of Marina.

One wonders, therefore, whether Mr. Hart would
give your Committee a similar "dismal" or "zero" rating.

In fact, of ccurse, there was nothing more to De
got from Nosenko. If there had been, CIA would have
gone doggedly after ik, Jjust as the FBI and voux
Committee would have. Your Staff Report said that
Nosenko "recited" the same story in each of his )

WW 53080 DocId:32973&00¢ pa§s§ions with the Committee. The word is apt:
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Nosenko had "recited" that story before, to CIA and
FBI, each of whom gquestioned him carefully and
systematlcallv about it.

It is difficult, then, to accept the new judgment

‘ that CIA's performance on this aspect deserved a "zeroc."
It could only be a result of confusicn engendered by
Mr. Hart.

CIA's rerformance in investigating Nosenko's renor<ts
on Oswald

By alleging general prejudice and misunderstanding
on the part of CIA personnel handling this case, Mr.
Hart confused the Committee on the specific guestion
of CIA's investigation of Nosenko's 1nzormation.

When Mr., Fithian asked specifically whether the
CIA had made any attempt to verify Nosenko's informa-
tion on Oswald's KGB contacts, Mr. Eart replied ves,
but then interjected an irrelsvant statement akbout a
"climate" of "sick think"! his aim was presumably *“o
leave the impression that even if ancther KG3B man
had confirmed Nosenko's statements on Oswald, these
dismal CIA people wouldn't have believed him. (38638)
Later Mr. Hart backed off even this degree of appro-
batieon, hinting that maybe, after asll, CIA didn't
;nvestigate at all: "MNo such file (show;ng investi-
gation v1a other defectors) came to my attention." (4177)
But Mr. Hart knew very well that no other defectors
Xnew aboutvOswald‘s connections with the XGB. l

The truth lies in the Warren Commission recert,
cited in lines 4146-9, that CIA just didn't have other
sources in the XGB or elsewhere in the USSR in a
position to check Nosenko's storv. This is not guite
the same thing as saying, as the Chairman did, that
"we now know that the CIA did not investigate what
Nosenko did tell them about Oswald in Russia." (4166)
The confusiocn stems from Mr. Hart's testimony.

If CIA's failure to have on tap another sy in
the KGB who knew about the Oswald case constitutes
"dismal" performance, then that should be so stated.
‘ The record- as it stands, at least in the transcript,
' casts an unjustified ler on CIA's performance in
this particular aspect of its task.

By the way, the coincidence that the CIA had
even one KGB source on Oswald in Russia is worth the
Committee’s notice. Of the many thousands of KGCB

bR ' -
_ = De:nctors <dow7edgean7e of internal USSR crocgcurgsl
) ontreols were aqueried bv CIA concerning the wnole )
Wy 33080 D"““"””@E‘iff}ﬁﬁg wald im #ha ISSR and the results were revorted.



pecple throughcocut the world, CIA had secret relations
with only one, and this one turned out to have
participated directly in the Oswald case. Not only’
once, but on two separate occasions: when Oswald
came to Russia in 1959 and again after the assassi-

‘ naticn when the Kremlin leadership caused a defini-
tive review of the whole KGB file on Oswald.l How
many KGB men could sav as much? CIA was thus
unbelievably lucky to be able to contribute tc the
‘Warren Commission at all. (In view of other suspi-
‘cions of Nosenko, the key word in that last sentenca
is “unbellevanly.“)

Credibilityv of Nosenko's statements 3bout Oswald

The Committee'’s Staff Report 2bly vointed ocut
the contradictions between Nosenko's various state-
ments. Mr. Hart admitted, under Mr. Dodd's insistent
pressure, that Nosenko's testimony about Oswald was
"implausible" and even "incredible." (3431,4353,4396)
He went so far as to recommend that it be disregarded.
(3426,.3438,34567)

- However, Mr. Hart exhorted you to believe in the
rest of Nosenko's rerorting and to believe in Mr.
Nosenko s good faith. (2656,3252-78,3348-55) 1In cther.
words, he assured you that ?osenko s incredible and
unusanle testimony about Cswald £id not come as a
message2 from the XG3 but only from the confused mind
of CIA's adviscr. Therefore, Mr. Hart would have you
disregard it rather than read it in reverse.

To support this recommendation Mr. Hart ssid:
"I cannot offhand remember any statements which he
has been proven to have made which were statements
of real substance other than the contradictions which
have been adducsed todav on the Lee =Harvev QOswald
matter, which have been proven to be incorrect." (3253-8)

But the Committee only spoke to Nosenko abcut this
one matter. Even so, the Ccommittee detected no less
than four or five ceontradictions. Could this, by
extraordinary coincidence, be the only such case?

‘ “When it confronted Nosenkc with his centradictions,
the Committee encountered the range of Nosenko'!s excuses
and evasions -- even before the CIA sent Mr. Hart to
make these same excuses for Nosenko. Nosenko told the

1 . ;

= If memory serves, there was a third occasion, too.
Lid not Nosenko happen to be .in the room in 1963 when
a cable arrived in Moscow concerning Oswald's visa

~ application in Mexico City?
HW 53080 DocId:32273600 Page 6



Committee that he'd been misunderstood, that he didn't

understand English, that he'd been under stress,

drugged, or hallucinating. He would evade the question,

saying you shouldn't ask him what he'd said before, but
‘ should ask about the conditions he’d been kept in.

Mr, Hart's testimony must then have resounded like

an echo in the Ccmmittee room.

Nosenko even told the Committee staff that he
couldn't remember what he had said before. The cddity
of this will not have escared the Committee's notice.
It shouldn't matter what he'd s3aid before; he was
supposedly talking of thlngs he'd lived through: the
KGB files he'd seen, the officers he'd worked with.

If these were real experiences he need only recall
them and his reperts would, all by themselves, come
out more or less the same way each time (within

nermal or abnermal limits of memory, and perscnality
gquirks, of which we are all almest as aware as Mr. Hart).
As the Committee learned, Nosenko's reports did not
come out straight, so Vosenko resorted to this kizarrse
excuse =-- which makes the story appear more learned
than experienced.

Vonethelass the CIA asks the Committee to take
its word that this is the only time such things
haprened, the only such testimony by Nosenko that
need be disregarded. But this is particularly
difficult to accept on such an important matter.

The Oswald affair, after all, was exciting worldwide
interest, and at the time of the KGB's file review,
Nosenko was already a willing secret collano~ato‘ oh
the CIA. One might exrect his powers of retention to.
work unusually well here. VYet it is precisely on
this matter that CIA tells you that Nosenko was
uniguely fuzzy. - ‘ :

What the CIA did not tell the Committee, what
was hidden behind Mr. Hart's '®ffhand” inability to
remember other such bad performances by Nosenke-the-
man-of-good-£faith, was that this verformance was in
no wav unusual. It was simply the way Nosenko reacted
: whenever he was interrogated in detail on important
~ matters. . Not only the contradictions, not only the
‘ changes in the story, but the excuses ancx evasions as
well: all were standard Nosenko.

This brings us to the next sunjeyg.

Credibilitv of Nosenko as a source

This is clearly important tc the Committeg which
must decide whether Nosenko's contradictorv testimony
on Oswald was an aberratien, as the CIA pleaded, or

HW 53080 DocId:32286B@sSBayger from the XKGB.
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Here are a few of the errors in the CIA testimony
wnich might affect your decision:

1) Mr. Hart said, after having reviewed every detail

. of the case for six months with the aid of four assis-
tants, "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 alcohcl he exaggerated." (3352)

Comment: Ten years removed from this case, I can
Still remember at least twenty clear cases: of .
Nosenko's lying about KGB activity and about the
career which gave him authority to tell of it,
and a dozen examples of his ignorance of matters
within his claimed area of responsibility, for
which there is no innocent explanation.

Never, before this testimony bv Mr., Har%,
was drinking adduced as an excuse for Nosenko's
false reperting. He had no alcoheol in his.
detention,during which he was questioned, as
Mr. Zart reminds us, for 292 days. And not bv
the wildest excess of faith or credulity can
all of the contradictions and compromising
circumstances of the Nosenko case (none of which,
eédly enocuch, did Mr. Eart mention) be attributed
to Nosenko's faulty memory, which Mr., Hart seemed
at such pains to establish.

2) Mr. Hart said that the suspicicns of Nosenko arcse

from the paranoid imaginings and jealousv of a previous
defector, whem he calls “X", Mr. Hart told you that

“"Mr, X's views were immediately taken to be the

definitive view of Nosenko and from that roint cn,

the treatment of Mr, Nosenko was never, until 1967,

devoted to learning what Mr. Nosenko said." (2404-29,2488-91)

Comments:

a) It was not X's theories which caused my i ltlal v
suspicion of Nosenko in 1962. It was the overlap
. . of Nosenko's repcorts (at £irst glance entir ely

convincing and important) with those given six
months earlier by X. Alone, Nosenko looked good
(as Mr. Hart said, 2375-9,2397-8): seen alongside
X, whose reporting I had not previously seen,
‘Mosenko locked very odd indeed. The matters which
overlapped were serious ones, .including a specific
lead to penetration of CIA (not a general allega-
tion, as Mr. Hart misleadingly suggested on lines
2419-21). There were at least a dozen such points
of overlap, of which I can still remember at least
HW 53080 Dmﬂdimzrmuuerehta Hosenko's information tended to negate or



b) Later, our suspicions of Nosenkoc were deepened
by concrete matters, nect parancid supprositions,
and many of these lay outside Nosenko's own
story and hence not explicable by his boasting,

‘ _ drinking, or whatnot.

c) Mr. Bart said that X "was masterminding the
examinations in many ways.* (2457) In fact X
played no role at all in our "examinations"
although he submitted a few questions and ccmments
from time to time. The testimony of CIA on this
point is inexplicable; its falsitv must hawve been
evident in the files Mr. Hart's team rerused.

d) It is simply not true that "the t=eatment of
Nosenko was not devoted to learning what Mz,
Nosénke said."” In the Oswald matter alcne the
Committee has the record cf careful, systematic
questionings in January and July 1964. sSimilar
care was devoted to his other information. The
results £ill some of those forty £ile drawers to
which Mr, Hart referred.

3) Mr. Hart stated, "Quantitatively and cualitativsaly,
the information given by Mr., X was much smaller than
that given by Nosenkoc.™ (2470)

‘Comments:

This breathtaking misstatement hides the fact
that Mr. X, paranoid or not, provided in the £first
months after his defection information wihich led
to the final uncovering -of Xim Philby, to the
detection of several important renetrations of
Western European governments, croof (net allsgation)
of penetration at the most sensitive lavel oI
French Intelligence, and pointers to serious
penetrations of the U. S. Government.

Mr, X gave, before Nosenko, the current
' organization arxd methods of the KGB, and it was
Mr. X who £first revealed both ¢f the two KGB
: operaticns which Mr. Hart adduced as prcof of
‘ . | | Nosenko's good faith. (See (4) and (5) below.)

To be charitable to Mr., Hart, he acdmitted to
the Committee (2434) that he is "not an expert
on Mr.. X's case." His testimony, however, suggests
that he has not read the references to X in the
Nosenko files.
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4) Mr, Hart stated, "Mr. Nosenko was responsible for
the discovery of a system of microphones within the
U.S. Eabassy in Moscecw which had hitherto been
suspected but nobeody had encugh information on it

to actually detect it." (2328-32)

Comments:

a) Mr, X had given approximate locations of some
of the microprhones six monthns earlier. Neither
he nor Nosenko knew precise locations, but both
knew the mikes were there and both could indicate
scme specific offices where *hev cculd be found.
The actual tearing out of walls, which Mr. Har%
describes, would have been done, and the micro-
phene "system® Zound, without Nosenko's information.

b) Contrary to Mr., Hart'!s statement (2350-3) the
KGB would "throw awav" already-ccocmprcmised infor-
mation to buildé up a scurce. Mr, Hart simply hi
frem you the fact that this information was
already compromised when Nosenko delivered ik,

¢) These microvhones were all in the "old wing" of
the Embassy. Nosenko also said, andéd careifull
explained why, no microphones were ilnstalled in
the "new wing." Mr., Edward Jay Epstein, in his
book Legend, savs that 134 micrcphones were later
found there. I think this can be checked, via
the State Department. It would seem to nhave beer
CIA's responsibility to tell vyou abocut this, once
they had raised the subject o microphones to
suppert Nosenko's bona fides. :

) Mr. Hart said, "A very high level KG3 penetration
n a very sensitive position in a Western Eurorean
government was, on the basis of Mr. Nosenko's leacd,
arrested, tried, and convicted c¢f espionage. Therse
is no reason to believe that the Soviets would have
given this information away.? (2354-62) ’

-

Comments: Mr. Hart was presumably referring to
a man we can heres call "¥Y", 6 although I do not

‘entirely understand his reticence, for this case
is very well known to the public.

Mr. Hart has made two misstatements here:

a) Y's reports to the XGB were known to

Mr., X,
ané the case had thus been exposed to the West
six months before Nosenko reported to CIa.
The KGB, recognizing this, cut off contact wlth
Y immediately after X's defection. Y's eventual

uncovering was inevitable, even though X had
not kxnown his name. Nosenko added one 1tam OT
Pags 48ormation which permitted ¥ te be caught sconer
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b) Therefore, contrary to the CIA testimony,
there is a "reason to believe that the
Soviets would have given this information
away." The reason -- that Y was already
compromised -- was perfectly clear in the
files which Mr. Hart's team studied.

6) Mr. Hart told vou that Mr. X had confirmed Nosenko's
claimed positions in the KGB. - (2431)

Comment: Mr. X said, on the contrary, that he had
personally visited the American-Embassy secticn of
the KGB during the pericd 1960-61 when Nosenko claimed
to have been its deputy chief. X knew definitelvy
that Nosenko was not serving thera.
7) Mr, Hart said that. DC/SB "had built ur a picture
which was based on a good deal ¢f historical researct
about a plot against the West." (4809)

Cecmment: Like point (2) above, this is part of CIa's
effort to belittle the case against Nosenkoc. My
wicture" of Nosenko's role as a KGE provocatsur was
based on concrete facteors, which as I have said above
cannot be explained by Nosenko's rerscnality Zlzaws

or memory. It was not based on "historical research,"
as Mr. Hart knew very well -- although it is, in fact,
supported by a long history of Soviet actions of
this sort. :

_ At this point a word may be in erder about Mr.
Hart's contemptuous reference to "historical research.®
As I mentioned above, Nosenko's information in 1962
overlapved and deflected leads given shortly before
bv X, concerning spiss in the U.S. Government. MNow,

a KGB paper of this period, rerhaprs what Mr. Hart

would call a historical document, described the need

for disinformation (deception) in XGB counterintelli-
gence work. t stated that just catching American

spies isn't enough, for the enemy can alwavs start again
with new ones. Therefore, said this XG3 document,
disinformation operations are essential. And among .-
the purposes of such operaticns, as I recall the words
of the document, the first one mentioned is "toc negate

and discredit authentic information the enemy has

obtained." I believe that Nosenko's mission in 1962
involved just that: covering and protecting XG3
sources threatened bv X's defection. Does this sound

-like a "horrendous plot" conjured up by raranoids?

It is a straightforward counterssrcionage technigue,
rerfectly understancdable to laymen. 3But Mr. Hart's
purrose was not enlightenment, but ridicule.

DocId:32273600 PFage 11
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The last of the four or five purposes the secret
KGB document listed (purposes of counterintelligence
disinformation operations) was "to penetrate deeper
into the enemy service." By taking on Mr. Nosenko
as a counselor, the CIA may have helped the KGB
achieve this goal, as well as the first one.

_ What conclusions can be drawn from these and
similar errors in the CIX testimony?

I would submit that despite these efforts to
deride and dismiss the arguments agalnst Nosenko,
there is, as Mr. Helms testified, a solid case
against Ncsenkc, of which the implications are very
serious. The country is not well served by Mr.

Hart's surerficial and offhand dismissal of that case.

For if Nosenko is a XG5 plant, as I am convinced
he is, there can be no doubt that Ncsenko's recited
story about Oswald in the USSR 1s a messacge freom the
KGB. That message savs, in exaggerated and implausible
form, that Oswald had nocthing whatever to deo with the
KG3, not questioned for his military intelligence,
not even screened as a ressible CIA plant. Even Mr.
Hart finds it incredible and recommends that yocu
disregard it, 3ut his reasons are flawed, and can
you afford to disregard it? By sending out such a
message, the KGB exposes the fact that it has something
o hide. Aas Mr. Helms told you, that something mav
be the fact that Oswald was an agent of the XG3.

The form and tone of the CIA testimonv

It is against this grave background that I will
comment on the general tenor of the CIA testimony.

The Committee and the public must have been struck
dumb by the spectacle o a government agency ;aTllng

over itself to cast mud on its own performance of duty.

When Mr. Dodd asked Mr. Hart if CIA.had "failed
in its responsibility miserably," Mr. Hart replied,
in a classic of govermnment advocacy, "Congressman, ...
T would go further than that.'" (3188)

Mr. Hart's testlmony -=- one-sided, intemperate,
distorted -- was carefully structured uO influence
rather than inform the Committee. ' :

DocId:32273600 Page 12
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Mr. Hart went to special pains to force vour .
thinking into a certain framework. He began his
testimony defensively, citing all the Ffactors which
might have caused this defector to bear false witness:

. ' stresses, bad memory, drunkenness, the traumas of
dGefection (shared, bv the way, bv all defectors), and
even the "unreallty of his situation." (2634) Aand

then on to the revelations of mistreatment, which
you are to accept as dismissing all evidence against
Nosenko. "It is with (these mitigating factors) in:
mind that we have to approach everything that
happened from 1962"(2498-9), plus of course the
sheer bumbling incompetence of Nosenko's handling.

the one hand CIA attacked with vencm its cwn
past peraormance, and on the other hand adopted an
almost beseeching tone in defending a Soviet KG3
verson who, by CIA's own admissicn, had rendered
invalid testimony about the assasszn of an American
president.

"You should believe these statements 275 Mr.

Nesenko," Mr., Hart said. (3252) "anvthing that he
has said has been said in goed faith." (3330)

"I am only asking you to believe that he made-
(nis statements) in gecod faith." (3275) "I am

hoping that once these misunders+andings are
‘explained, that many of the problems...which
staff has had with the guestions and answers
Mr. Nosenkc, and also allegations concernin
will be clearsd up and go awavy." (2124-31)

¥ rhook
12 Ly
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2]

-
[ 4
-

Confronted bv Mr. Dodd -with the sprecific contra-
dictions which made Nosenko's story unaccertable,
Mr. Hart £fell back on declarations of faith. (3426,3349)

In the heat of his defense of Nosenko and his
attack on Nosenko's questioners, Mr. Hart jumbled
together the conditions of 1962 (alleged drunkenness)
with thecse of the confinement, leading Mxr. Dcdd to
lay importance on Nosenko's drinking. (3243-4) He
got over to Mr. Dodd the idea that hallucinaticns

: "probably" (3241) influenced Nosenko's performance -

under interrogation (by a subtle turn of phrase,

. lines 2870-73) -- while knowing that hallucinations
were never 3 factor in the guestion-and-answer sessions.
Noting that the CIA medical officer concluded that
Nosenke had feigned his hallucinations (in reriods
of isolation) Mr. Eart could not restrain a knee-jerk
defense, "“but that was simply one medical officer's
opinicn." (2864) 2And £inally, by spending his testi-
meny on the handling of Wosenko and the mistreatment,
he succeeded in skirting al"une facts oL the case
which are, after all, your. concern.

HW¥ 53080 DocId:32273600 Page 13 ’
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Mr. Hart's emotional closing message (4883) with
its catchy word "abomination," epitomizes his whole

testimony.
That testimeony shows none of the detachment of
‘ a self-styled "historian" proud of his high standards

of scholarship. (4106) It sounds more like a man
pPleading a £flimsy cause, urgently trying to make
a point.

He left with the Committee, and the public, a
picture of a small group of irresponsible half-wits,
carried away by wild fantasies zbout horrendous plots,
failing even to ask questions, much less to check out
the answers, while hiding their vile misconduct and
illegal thcughts from a duped leadership.

Since these impressions provide the background
for Mr. Hart's description of the handling of
Nosenko, they may be worth a closer look.

He created at least three impressions abcut the
nandling of the Nosenko case:

1) That it was the work of an isolated agroup of irres-
ronsible veople

Specifically, Mr. Hart repeated that it was a
“small group of reople...a verv limited group® (2509)
handling the case on the basis of a3 "belief" held
closely by "a very small trusted group." (25I8)

Ze gets over strongly the impression that Mr. Helms
was not properly informed. (4619,3996-4019,4632)

Contrary to Mr., Hart's testimony, every step was
iscussed with all elements concerned: suggestions were
solicited, decisions were worked out in consultation.
The leadership did not lose control or confidence.

If, indeed, the group concerned with the suspicicns
of Nosenko remained "very small" it was because iZ
NMosenko was a KGB plant, there was a KG3 szv within
CIA. This is not the sort of thing one wants to
spread widely.

2) That it was the work of incomretents

Mr. Hart succeeded in getting over to the Ccmmittee
and the public an image of gross incompetencs on the
part of Nosenkeo's handlers. He led Mr. Dodd, for example,
to ask if anv of "these characters" are "still kicking
around the agency, or have they been fired?" (4232) and
to suggest that even if thers had been a KGB conspiracy,
we would not have been competent to detect it. (4189)

H¥ 53080 DocId:32273600 Page 14



Mr. Hart got over this impression of incompetence
in three ways:

‘ a) Bv reveating general, intemperatelv derogatorv
Judgments and labels: He called the handling
o "“the entire case" (3189) -~ including the
competent parts noted above -- '"zero", "miserable®,
"dismal," “counterproductive," and so forth,
and hinted that the handlers were prone o wild
fancies and illegal conduct.

b) Bv withholding facts: Certain information Mr.
Hazt Xnew and failed to menticn might have caused
the Committee to wonder whether, after all,
there might be more to this than the simplistic
picture Mr. Hart drew. For exampls, nhe did not
tell Mr. Dodd the Zollowing about "these characters":

(1) That the reople managing this cecmplex case
were senior officers with perhaps the most
experience within the entire Agency in
handling Soviet Bloc counterespionage matters.

(2) That neither C/S3 nor DC/SE tended %0 see
shadows where they weren't. In ourmanv
dealings with Soviet Blcc intelligence officers
as defectors or agents-in-place, we had, before
Nosenko, never judged anv of them to be KGB
plants. IZ anything, I nave been resproached
for trusting them toco far, as more than one
defector will rrobkably e willing to testifv.

(3) That in ocur service in positions of resgonsi-
bility before, during, and after this affair,
cur performance was rated as surerior, as
CIX personnel records will confirm. I memorvy
serves, even Mr. Hart judged my performancse
‘(and probably C/SB's) after this case as
"outstanding.” I was decorated for my service.

¢) By agiving vou false and misleading information:
Here are at least four examples: ' '

‘ (1) Mr., Hart told the Committee the outright untruth
- that the work of C/SB and DC/SB "on this case
had been discredited and had caused them to te
transferred out of Headguarters to foreign
assignments." (2529) We can produce witnesses,
' if necessary, to prove that this 1is false.
Any "discrediting" came later, by Mr. Hart
and others. We had asked, long in advance,
for our particular assignments and got them
: when the rosts came open in the normal course
HW 53080 DocId:32273600 Page 1L events, both of us after long headguarters
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(2) Mr. Hart introduced a red herring about my
Russian-language competence, which so misled
Mr. Fithian that he spoke, without resbuttal
by Hart, about an "English speaking person
. trving to take notes and writing down what
' this major potential defector was saying and
then transcribing them and giving them to the
Agency, right down through the interrogation.®
(3648-52) He led Mr. Deodd, too, to think
there wers "no verbatim accounts of some of
the interrcgations but rather notes taken bv
people who didn't have a very good knowledge
of Russian." (3245-7) Hart could have saved
a lot of time and confusion by reminding vou
of the simple truth that a Russian speaker
was present at every meeting excert the
initial contact. In fact, there never was,
after that initial contact, any problem of
language, Russian or English. I concur with
the FBI officer cited in the Committee's
Staff Report, page 37: "There was nc gquestion
about being misunderstcod."

(3) Mr. Hart stated falsely that discrepancies
in the transcripts were "verv important in
the history of this case, because (thev)
gave rise to charges within the Agency that
Nosenko was not what he purrorted to be.”
(2296-2302) I know of no lasting misunder-

affected our judgment o Nosenko's becna £i
And why would the transcripts be important
after January 1964, when Nosenko himself was
on hand to be questioned?

(4) By introducing the gquestion o
in the transcripts Hart misle
other wavs:

- He attributed them to my language deficiency
when in fact the transcripts were made by a
native Russian speaker who had participated
in the meetings! How ceculd I know there
were errors in the transcripts? ‘

: - He told you that another defesctor found 150
‘ - discrepancies in the transcripts -- but did
net menticn that it was I who brought that
defector into the case, and caused him to
review the taves and transcripts! Mr, Hart
falsely hinted that I chosza to ignore the

defecter's Zindings.
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By way of footnote to this theme, the Committee
might be interested to learn that the "very thorough,
very conscientious“ defector cited by Hart in connec-
ticn with the transcripts, who is indeed thorough and

£ high professiocnal integrity and unigue expertise
on Soviet intelligence matters, reviewed the whole
Nosenko case and was convinced that Nosenko was a
sent KGB provocateur and had not neld the cositicns
in the XGB wnich he claimed. Mr. Hart seems to nave
forgotten to menticn this.

3) That the case against Nosenkoe is nothing more than
a varancid notion: This theme runs clearly tnrougn
Mr., Hart's testimony. I have already discussed
certain aspects of it '

Mr. ‘Hart incorrectly attributed the whole
"misunderstanding" to grandiocse fantasies of Mr. X.
In discrediting X he mixes, in the Committee'’s mind,
a theory abcut the Sinoc-Soviet split, a "plot” master-
minded "by something called the KG3 d’sinfcrmation
directorate," and the role in this *mag*na*y vlot
of "cene*raulons at high leveals w1;hln inteliligence
services" of the West, a plot in the continuing process
of "exaggeration and elaboration.' (2410-27)

Taken one bv one in a somewhat calmer Ira
reference, these voints may merit the Committe
att e.aulono

me of
als

The Disinformation Directorate exists. ZIvery
defector frem the KGB, including Nosenko, has coniirmed
this, and it has been steadily increased in size and
importance within the KGB over the past decades. It
offers a framework for the centralization and exploita-
tion of just such compromised and innocuous information
as Nosenko has provided to Western intelligence. It
is active and CIA knows it. So why cdoes a CIR spokesma
try to present it as part of a paranold Zfantasy?

Penetration of American Intelligence was s é
bv specific leads given by Mr. X, which were dei
specific leads given shortly thereafter by Mr. N
Mr. EHart is quite right to say that penetration is part
of the problem. He gives false testimony 1if he denies
these leads and savs that we are dealing onlv with a .
theorv or with general allzgations.

e
s<
-
joR =
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Mr, Eart implies that all the doubts about
Mr. Nosenko can be dispelled by the factors Mr., Hart
cited: bad memory, drunkenness, misunderstanding,
’ bad handling, and the rest. In fact, the defense
cf Mr. Nosenko uses these factors one by one to cover
and explain away each of ‘hundreds of specific points
of doubt such as had never arisen in any of the
scores of defections of Soviet Bloc intelligence
cofficers before Nosenko. I have tried repeatedly
to build a coherent picture of the entiretv of Mr.
Nosenko's story, and the circumstances surrounding
it, using these excuses. Not only do thevy £a2il %o
explain the most impor+ant “oiuts, but %they tend to
contradict each other. Perhaps Mr. Zart's peorle
have never gone throuch this exercise.

Here, in short, is Mr. Hart's message. The .
whole case against Nosenko 1is a2 theory abcut a
"so=called plot"” and is "sheer nonsense." (3920-1)
The evidence against Nosenko 1is '"suprcesed evidence."

The CIA's handling of Nosenko

This leads to the subject of Nosenko's treatment,
especizlly his confinement. For 1f Mr. Hart succeeds
in dismissing and deriding the case against Nosenko

and all its implications, he robs the detention ¢z
its context and pyrpose, and truly makes 1t, as Mr.
Dodd put it, "outrageous." (3421)

§-

At the risk of rerpetition I remind vou that:
1) There is a careiully documented body oI
-evidence, not ":upposed evidence”, agalds;
Nosenko, bevond any explanations of bad
memory or misunderstandings. It is not
juridical proof, but it was taken very
seriously bv the Agency's vrofessional
leadership, who were neither-fools nor
" paranoids.

" -2) Among the implications underlying the very
' 'real vossibility that Nosnko was planted on
CIA by the KGB 3are these two:

a) That Lee Harvey Oswald mayv have Dbeen-a
KGB agent. ‘ :

b) That there was KGB penetr atlon of sensitive
elements of the United States CGovernment.

HW 53080 DocId:32273600 Page 18
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EHEere are certain facts that Mr. Hart has hidden or
distorted by the manner of his testimony:

1) Nosenko's treatment for the first two months after
his defection was precisely the same as that given
any  important defaector.

. 2) During that pericd Nosenke had ample opportunity.
to produce information, or to act in a manner,
which might reduce or dissolve doubts about him.

3) During this pericd Nosenko, unlike genuine defectors,
resisted any serious guesticning. It was nct that he
was "drunk around the clock" as Mr. Hart zut it: he
was usually sober when ne deflected guestions, changed
the subject, and invented excuses not to talk, even
about isolated roints of detzil. t became clear that
if he were to be guesticned at zll, scme discipline
nad to be applied.

4) Reasons to susrect Nosenko (not paranocid notions) were
growing and the potential implications to American
Security were becoming clearer. It was our duty %o
clarify this matter.  Anvthing less would have been,
in truth, the sort of derelicticn of duty of which
Mr. Hart falsely accuses us todav.

Please bear in mind that I £ind this case (not 1
handling) just as “abocminable" as Mr., Hart dces., Its
implications are uglyv. It imposed immense andé unpleasant
tasks uren us, and strains upon the Agency which are all
too visible today in vour Committee'’s hearings. The case
has served me ill, professicnally and “erscnal1y. Bug it
was there: it would not go away. The burden Zell upon me
and I did my duty.

In doing it I was not let down at any time by the
Agency lnadershl They understcod what had to te deone
and why, and they took the necessary decisions to make
it possible,

And so Nosenko was detained.

- If there were reasonable grounds to suspect that he
was a KGB plant, his detention was 1) necessary,
2) effective, and 3) a partial success, for it got
Nosenko's storv and his ignorance pure andé unsullied
bv outside coaching, and this told us much about what
® ' lav behind. | |

- If the case against Nosenko was "sheer nonsense,"
then the detention was not justiifi ' -

Here is how Mr., Hart described the decision: "The next
step, since tha interrogatidns conducted by the CIA, whick
as I say .were ce s*gneq not to ascertain information so much.
as they were o zin on Nosenko the label of a KGB agent acting
to deceive us, since nothing had been proved in the friendly
confinement, the people running the operation determined that

HW 53080 DocIld:gRET3fKcPayecky would De...ad much more snartan confiinement..,

[ e e ~ e~



~18-

This misstates the case. Those early debriefing
sessions were not designed to pin any labkel cn Nosenko.
(It is true that thev didé nothing to assuage our
doubts and that during the same period we were learning
" things outside which tended rather to reinforce them.)
£ the results had been more ﬂrom*sing we might have
worked gradually around, in the questioning, to the
points of doubt, and nﬂght thus have avoided any need
of confinement.

The detenticn of Nosenko was designed initially
to give us an orportunity to confiront him with
certain contradictions in his storv. This would
alert him to our suspicions and if he were still
free he might, we thought, either redefect to the
Soviet Union or "go zublic," either wav removing our
chances to get the data we needed to assess the truth
behind his story of Lee Harvey Cswald and other
serious matters.

sicn:

Our aim was, as Mr. Hart said, to S
s whicn conld,

either of RGB sponsorship, or ¢ white
finally, Zorm some believable pattern.

=
M
w ot
o
30
O
'lh
1

(2D

The results of this and subsecuent hostile
interrogations surprised us. Nosenko was unable to
clarify any single point of cdoubt. 3rcught up against
his own contradictions and our inderencdent information,
he admitted that there could be nc innocant explanation
(not even forgetfulness) or he would remain silen%t, ocor
he would come up with a new story, only to change thsat,
too, later. He did confess scme lies, but they tended
to contradict each other, not offer an innocent
explanation'bor the OdCltle s in his stery. In Zfack,
the nestile inter rogat:.on reinforced and intensified
our sespicions '

'.

After this series of confrontations, we had an
opportunity, £inally, to do something which would
normally have been done first, with any cooperative
defector: conduct a systematic debriefing, which he
had resisted before his detenticn. We coulc, as Mr.
Hart put it, "ascertain inZormation.™”

- Nosenko was coorerative. He even ®©ld his gquestioners
that thevy were righ* to have thus removed him‘f-on the
temptations of drink and women, and to have forced hin
tc work ser ouslv. :

ind so becan months ¢f svstematic guestioni

ne
under neutral, non-hostile, circumstances. Practically
the full range of his knowTEQqe was covered. An example
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is the cuestlon‘ng on the subjecb of Lee Harvey
Oswald in July, 1964, which the Committee's Staf
Report called "detailed and specific." As the
report states, "an attempt was made to touch all

‘ aspects." On each subject Nosenko was given an

\ cpportunity, as on the Oswald matter, to review

the report and correct or amplifvy it. He was
not drunk, not mistreated, not hallucinating, and
there was never the slightest problem of under-
standing. (We should not confuse, as &id Mr, Har%'s
testimony, the circumstances of one meeting in 1962
(language problem) with the whole operation, nor :
the conditions of 1962 (alleged drunkenness) with
the conditicns of confinement, ner hostile with
non-hostile guestioning.)

Simultanecusly we were meticulouslv checkin
files and investigating cutside, cocncerning ever*
rossible aspect of Nosenko's activities and rero
The results £ill many of those file drzwers of

-which Mr. Hart sooke.

H ‘\!Q

_ What we learmed suggested, uniform;y, th
Nosenko's stories about his career and perscn
activities in the KGB were not true. To deri
these findings, to dismiss them as preconcept
is to misrepresent facts clear Ifrom the --les

We found that the XCB operations Nosenko had
reported, Zcor example, were already knewn or had
lost any value thev nad had to the KG3. This is
not true of the reporting of any previous defector.
That Mr. Hart, so eager to convince you cof Nosenko's
good faith, could cite as evidence only cases wnich
had been uncovered by an earlier defector, gives you
an idea. Tweo other KG3 spies, an ex-U.S.2Rrmv NCO
and the well-known case of Sergeant Robert Lee
Johnson (the Orly courier-vault penetraticn!,
both of which Nosenko truly revealed for the first
time, were useless: the NCO had never had access to
Ssecrets nor truly cooperated, Jchnson had lost his
access to the vault and was being publicly exposed
by a neuroctic wife. Such was the pattern, in addition
to Nosenko's deflection of at least six szgecific

’ leads given earlier by the XGB defector X.

Fact piled upon £act, cre ating a convicticn on
the part of everv officer working on this operaticn
that Nosenko was 3 XGB plant. Each hadé his own
viewpoint:; none was paranoids

!
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We conducted two more hostile interrogations,
always increasing our kncwledge, never relieving
any suspicions, getting steadily closer to the

. truth, perhaps. But we got no confession.

All of this tock time, and Nosenko staved in
coniinement. As to the conditions of his detention,
Mr. Hart has given many details. They do not seem
directly relevant to the Committee's mission, for
contrary to Mr. Hart's thesis, they did not
materiallv influence Nosenko's recorting cne wav

- Qr thne other, nor the cquestion of Nosenko's bona
fides. They cannot truthfully be. adduced to
dismiss the case against Nosenko. On the contrarv
these details, in Hart's testimony, tencded to confiuse
the central problem before vou: Nosenko's
redibility and what lies behind his message to
America concerning the KGB's relations with
Lee Harvey Oswald.

However, 1f£ the detention could be dealt wit
as a separate and distinct topic, I am prepar=d t
answer any questions I can on the subject.

-
-

O .

The original justification for detaining Nosenko
had been that he was in the United States under
varole and it was the Agency's duty to pravent his
harming the security of the United States. This
could not last incdefinitz2ly. At the end of the
efforts described above, we were still without
+the "prooi” a confession would provide. We had
only professicnal, not juridical, evidence.

Finally our time ran out and a decision had
to be made about what to do about Nosenko.

The guestion of "disrxosal”

Here the extent of CIA's irrstional involvement
with MNosenko bececmes blatant. Mr. Hart read (with
relish, according to my frisnds who watched on TV)
selectaed items frcm some penciled jottings in av

‘ handwriting which left with vou the impression that
I had contemplated or considered (even "suggested"
as more than one newspaperman understood him) such
measures as liguidation, drugging, or coniinement
in mental institutions. v
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I state unequivocélly, and will do so under oath,
on behal: of myself and anyone I ever Xnew in or out
of the Central Intelligence Agency, that:

. 1) No such measures were ever seriously considered.
2) No such measures were ever studied,

(What "locny bin"? How "make him nuts"? What
drugs to induce forgetrfulness? I know of none
now and never did, nor dig I.ever try to £ind

out if such exist. The whole subject of "liqui-
dation” was tabu in the CIA for reasons with
which I wholeheartedly agreed then and still do.)

3) Yo such measures were ever suggested as a
course of action, even in intimate personal
conversations.

4) No such measures were ever prorosed at anv level
- of the Agency.

I do not remember making any such notes. However,
can imagine how I might have. . Responsible as I was
this "abcminable" case, I was czlled uron to help
the best way to relsase Nosenko =-- without a con-
sion but surs that he was an enemv agent. In an
fort ko find scmethlng @eriting serious consideraticn,
suppose that I jotted cdown, one day, every theorsti-
cally conceivakle action. Scme of them might have been
mentioned in one form or ancher by others: I doubt they
all sprang from av mind. (I cannot even guess what
"points one throucgh four” might have been, the ones
Mr, Hart declined to read tecause thev wera "un important
I guess that means thev weren'zt damning to me.) 3ut
the Zfact that the nctes wers penciled revezls that
they were intended to be transient: the fact that
"liguidation" was included reveals that they were
theoretical; and their loose, undignified language
. reveals that they were entirely rersonal, for nv
fleeting use only. In fact, ncne of these courses

o}
hU)bH

Hy (D {4

H® thrh th H

of action could have been morallv acceptable to me,
much less conceivable as a practlcal sucgesglon to
‘ - higher authority.

Mr. Hart admitted, or proudly claimed, that he
himself discovered these notes in the files, (4270)
Although he recegnized their purely personal nature,
that they were not addressed o*-lnteﬁded fer anv otnher
person, nor had any practical intent, he chose to bring

them to show-and-tz2ll to the Committee and the American
public. Did he £feel this a moral dutv? Or was it
simply part of his evident intent to deride ané destrov.
any opposition to Nosenko? Could he have done 1t for
HW 53080 DocId:322T73B8GORSye0Z3 personal spite? Whatever the answer, the
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cost seems too high: he was discrediting his own
Agency for a matter without substance.

I cannot remember any concrete progosal for

"disposal" being made during my tenure. (¥You under-

d’ stand, of course, that "dlsposar'zs merely profess-
ional jargon for ending a relationship.)- The course
the Agency eventually adopted seems, in retrospect, -
the only practical one. I think the Agencyv did well
to rehabilitate Nosenko and, as I thought, put him
out to pasture.

dowever, I cannot understand why they then
emploved nim as an advisor, as a3 teacher of thei
staff trainees in counteridtel-’gence. The conc
suspicicns of Ncosenko have never been resolv a
because they are well foundaed, they never wi
cleared up and go sway." Mr., Hart snd Admir
‘Turner may frivolously di the
done befors your Commit
still there and it is i
clandestine rerscnnel ¢

Conclusicn

Mr. BEart's testimony was a curious czerformancs.
One wonders what could c:*ve a gevernment agancy into
-the position of:
- trving to discradit and burv under a zile of
irrelevancies the rsasons to suspgect that thae
Sovietr Union sent tc America a provecataur to
mislead us abcut the assassin of Fresident
Xennedvy:
1 - pleading irraticnally and ﬁlsleadingly in Zavor
of a XGB man about whom serious doublts persist;
- misrepresenting, invidiously, its own prior actions;

-

- denigrating publicly the competence and performance
- of duty of its cwn officers;

- : - dredging up unsubstantial personal nctes, le
: carelessly in a highly secret Zile folder, t

@ falsely suggest in zublic g.ho planning bv it
own people o the vilest forms of mﬁsconcuct

As the Congress 1is ConaDlCUOLSLV aware, the velil
of secrecy can hide irresvonsibilitv and incompetence.
Su+t behind that veil the CI: used to maintain un u;ua’7‘

nigh standards of henor and decency and resoonsibility,
and did a3 prettv competent jck, cften in the £
‘impossible demands. The decline of these cqual
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laid bare by Mr. Hart's testimony -- to the Agency's
discredit, to my own dismay, and to the detriment of
future recruitment of good men, who will not want to
make careers in an environment without integrity.

‘ The Agency need not have gone so far. After all,
Nosenko's bona fides had been officially certified.
Those who disagreed were judged at its highest level
to have "besmirched the Agency's escutcheon." Yot
only are they out of the way, but "evervthing possible®
is being done to see that no cne challenges Nosenko
or his 1ilk, ever again. (4048) The Agency need only
have said this much, and no mcre.

That Aémiral Turner's rersonal emissarv went
so much further suggests that the Agency may .not,
after all, be gquite so sure of its position. Perhaps
it fears that the Committee, wondering about this
defector'!s strange reporting and unconstrained by
CIAa's official line, might innocently cry out,
"Byt the emperor has no clothes on!? This might
explain the spray of mud, to cloud your view,

The above, I rereat, is but a preliminary
statement, and is bv no means all I have to savy
on these subjects.

You can reach me at the add
on the first rage. I presume, 1
appear befcre your Committee, th
will be covered bv the Committe

rhone number
nitted £o

(1

Yours truly,

) ' ’ ' Tennent #. Baglevy
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EXECUTIVE SESSION
ASSASSINATION OF JOHN F. KENNEDY

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 1978

House of Representatives,

Select Committee on
Assassinations,

Subcommittee on Assassination
of John F. Kennedy,

Washingtoﬁ; D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:20 a.m.
in room 2359,,Rayburn House Office Bﬁiiding, fhe Honorable'v-
Richardson Preyef (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.n

Present: Representatives Preyer, Dodd, Fithian, and Thone.
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Mr. Preyer. A quorum being present, the committee will
comé to order. The clerk, Miss Berning, is asked to call the
names of those authorized to sit on this committee. |

Ms. Berning. You, Mr. Chairman; Mrs. Burke; Mr. Thone;
Mr. Dodd; and Mr. Fithian will Be substituting for Mr. Sawyer.

Mr. Preyer. Thank you.

At this time the Chair will entertain a motion to close
the»meeting..

Mr. Dodd. I would so move, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Preyer. You have heard the motion. Allvfhose in
favor will answer to the roll call.

Ms. Berning. Mr. Preyer.

Mr. Preyer. Aye.

Ms. Berning. Mr. Thone.

(No response.)

‘Ms. Berning. Mrs. Burke.

(No response.)

Ms. Berning. Mr. Dodd.

Mr. Dodd. Aye.

Ms. Berning.‘ Mr. Fithian.

Mr. Fithian. Aye.

“Ms. Berning. Three ayes, Mr. Chairman.

‘Mr. Preyer. Our witness today is Mr. Tennent H. Bagley.
Mr. Bagley served as the deputyvchief of the Soviet Bloc

Division of the CIA in 1962, at the time of Mr. Nosenko's first
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contact with the agency in Geneva, Switzerland, and since that
time, has assisted in further interrogatiqns of Mr. Nosenko.
I understand you have a prepared statement that you

propose to read to the committee and that statement includes a

5 letter dated October 11, 1978, to Mr. Blakey, the chief counsel

6 || of the committee. Is it correct that you would like that

7 || Letter to be made a part of the record?

8 Mr. Bagley. If you would, please.

9 - Mr. Preyer. But you propose to read the first part of your

10 I} statement.

1 Mr. Bagliey. Yes, sir.

12 ~ Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the letter dated October 11
13 1| 1978, will be made a part of the record.
14 (Insert:)
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

$ 22
23
24

25
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Mr. Preyer. Mr. Bagley, after you are sworn, you will be
recognized. to read your statement. I might suggest,'aftef you
are sworn, Mr. Bagley, and before you read your statement, that
you might, for the record, give us your present occupation and
your present residence so that we have that'basic information.

Will you stand at this time and be sworn.

Do you swear that the testimony you are about to give
this committeé will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing
but the truth; so help you God?

Mr. Bagley. I do.

Mr. Preyer. Thank you, Mr. Bagléy.' I recognize you at
this time.

TESTIMONY OF TENNENT H. BAGLEY, FORMER DEPUTY -

CHIEF, SOVIET BLOC DIVISION, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

AGENCY

Mr; Bagley. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
would like to make a few introductory‘remarks to introduce my-
self as ‘the chairﬁan has requested. |

I was born in Annapolis, Maryland,'l925; sérved in World
War II for 3 years in the Unitéd States Marine Corps; attended
Princeton University, University of Caiifornié, and the
University of Geneva, Switzerland, where I received a doctoréte

75\(&\ e\
of&ﬁcience, I served in the CIA from 1950 on and specialized
there in Soviet and satellite opérations. I had worked person-

ally at one time or another with most of the important opera-

tions involving these areas over that generation.

H
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In 1962, I became head of the section responsible for
counterintelligence against the Soviet intelligence services;
and in '65 or '66, I was deputy chief of the Soviet Russia
Di&ision.

When it was amalgamated with the satellite countries, in
'66 -- I believe perhaps '65, I became deputy chief of that
amalgamated division. |

In '67 I went to Europe as a station chief in Brussels
where I retired in 1972 on the Agency early retirement program,
entirely, and I repeat entirely, on my own volition. I mention
that because these matters of performance and separation of
service have been raised in this committee.

I also would note for the record that my performance,
which I wouldn't otherwise mention, was consistently rated as
outstanding, and at the end of it I received an agéncy decora-
tion. Since then I have been a private consultant based in
Brussels whgre I represent American and European companieé'who
don't have formal representation in Europe, in the field of
avionics ‘and chemicals,'prihcipally. |

Now I proceed to my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman.
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I have come before your committee to reply to the

testimony of Mr. John L. Hart, who represented the Central

Intelligence Agency here on Septembef 15, a testimony which
misled you and misused me..

As the former deputy chief of the Soviet Bloc Division of .
CIA and directly responsible for the case of the KGB defector
Yuri Nosenko from 1962 to 1967, I can reply more accurately to
your questions and can bring you a better understanding of this
mattef.

Fof one thing, IIWOn't have to rely as did Mr. Hart on
archeological digs into those 40 file drawers of information.
Mr. Hart'sAG-moeth,expedition obviously failed to understand
what they dug up, and their leader was highly selective in what
he ChOSe ;o.exhibit'here. For another, I will not diequalify
myself, as he did; from talking about Lee Harvey Oswald, one of
the most important aspects of the Nosenko case, nor ebout the

case of the earlier defector here called "X," which is a

" critical factor in understanding Nosenko.

CIA's selection of Mr. Hart to study the Nosenko case, and
later to present it to you, came to me as a great surprise and -
mystery. He seemed to bring few qualifications. to the study of

the most sophisticated Soviet counterintelligence operations of
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our generation. As far as I know he never handled a single
'SOViet intelligence officer, and spent his career, as he told
you, remote from Soviet operations, in wars and jungles, as he
put it. Aé a result, he was able to tick off 60 years of Soviet
-deception as a kind of paranoid fahfasy, to make contemptuous
remarks about "historical research about é plot against the
West," and to use the revealing phrase, "I don't happen to be
able té share this typé of thing -- "

Mr. Fithian. Mr. Chairman, may'I interrupt long enough to
suggest we turn off Dr. Bagley's microphone. I think we can
hear him well enough.

Mr. Preyer. The fidelity of that is a little too high. It
tends to muffle your voice. You may continue.

Mr._Bagley. But ''this type of thing'" is what the Nosenko
case is all about.

Mr. ﬁart did not mention, and perhaps never studied, a
number of felated cases bearing importantly on the question of
Nosenko's credibility. From his testimony you would never
guess at the existence of.cases apart frém but related to-the
Nosenko case. Mr. Hart apparently did not bother to talk with
maﬁy of the beét-qualified officers on these cases during his
.6 ﬁdnthsvof research. ' When he came to me in 1976 he had not
even read the basicipapers of the case and instead of talking
substance he asked about an irrelevant phrase from én 8-year-old

dispatch I had wfitten -- a phrase he later brought up with you,

-
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the bit about ''devastating consequences,'" in distorted form and

out of context.

His testimony here seems not designed to enlighten your
committee, but to éubject Nosenko's critics -- Mr. Hart's former
colleagues -- to vilification and ridicule. He left with the
éommittee a picture of a small gfoup of irresponsible half-wits,
carried away by wild fantasies about horrendous plots, failing
even to ask questions, neglecting to check on what was said, and
all the time hiding their vile m#sconduct and illegal thoughts
from a duped leade;ship.'

.Mr. Hart told you a lot aboﬁt Nosenko's mistreatment but
very 1itt1e about Nosenko's credibility as concerns Lee Harvey
Oswald. He called on you to maké an act of faith, as the CIA
seems to have done, in the good Qill and truth of a Soviet KGB
man who had rendered false and incredible testimony about the
assassin of an American Presidené. I quote: '"You should be-
ligye'these statements of Mr. Nogenko,f Mr. Hart said, "anything
he has said has been said iﬁ gooé faith." Then;-avoiding the
subject of Oswald, he led you inﬁo a maze of ifrelevantvdetail
about Nosenkofs problems and CIA*s earlier misunderstanding and
miétreatment’of this defector. Qy spattering mud on Nosenko's
earlier handling, and partiéularﬂy on me, Mr. Hart threw up a
.cloud which threatens to impede %our attempts to éet at'thé
anéwer té the.true question béfofe YOuf _And i ask you here to

focus. on that question, instead of the irrelevancies.
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That question, of course, is how and why a senior KGB
defector, directly respénsible for importaﬁt aspects of Lee
Harvey Oswald's sojourn in the Soviet Union, could deliVer-
testimony to this committee which even the CIA's representative
called "implausible" and "incredible."

Mr. Hart even said that if he were in your position, he
would simply disregard what Mr. Nosenko said about Lee Harvey
Oswald. H seems to have done just that, himself. But Mr.
Helms rightly labeled that a copout, anq it is not clear to me
how Mr. Hart thought you could or wouldrjust pretend that the
question isn't there.

Of course, you can't. For today you are in thé same posi-
ﬁion I was in back in 1964, trying to make sense of Nosenko's
reports. You are investigating and evaluating Nqsénko's reporﬁ—
ing‘on‘Lee Harvey Oswald. I did not think, in my time,,that I
could just shrug off Nosenko's bizarre stdry of Oswald with some
irrelevant and:half-hearted explanation, as Mr. Hart did here,
and slide off into some other subject.

Mr. Hart did not explaiﬁ what he thought you should
believe; or how this "incredible'" testimony is coﬁpétible with
tﬁe claim that Nosenko has, by and large, ﬁold nothing but the
truth since 1962.

~ He said Nosehko's testimony to you was a unique aberration;
I quote: "I cannot offhand remember any statements which

(Nosenko) has been proven to have made which were statements
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of real substance othef than the contradictions which have been
adduced today on the,Lee‘Harvey Oswald matter, which have been
proven to be incorrect." But the committee only spoke to
Nosenko about this one matter, and even so;-the committee de-
tected at least six or seven conéraﬁictions from oﬁe telling to
another. Could this, by coincidénce, be the only such case?

(I can tell you the answef is no; on the contrary, this was
typical Nosenko whenever he was pinned down on details.)

While extolling Nosenko's tfuthfulness; Mr. Hart spent a
surprising amount of time givingﬁyou reasons why Nosenko might
have lied or seemed to lie, such as drunken exaggeration, con-
fusion, emotional stresses, hallucinatiohs, and the impact of
ﬁistreatment‘. But that wasn't hélpful to you, for none of
these things had anything to do ﬁith Nosenko's story about
Oéwald. _After all, Nosenko told?the CIA and FBi his stofy about
Oswéld before any mistreatment, and he told it to your committee
after any mistreatment, and no oﬁe thought he was drunk at any
one of those times.

So i will go back to the question here and see if I can
help you find an answer. There has'to be‘séme way to eXplain

how this direct participant in the events delivered incredible

ltestimonyrabout them. There must be some explanation for the

differences in Nosenko's story aﬁ'different times he told it,

for his excuses and evasions whe@ confronted with these differ-

ences, and for his final refusal to talk any more about them
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with your committee.
As we seek an answer to these questions, I ask you to keep
three things in mind: |
- First, that at the time he reviewed Oswald's file for
the KGB, Nosenko was already a willing secret collaborato
of the CIA. Therefore, hé must have been alert when
dealing with this matter of such obvious importance to
the United States and to his own country.
- Second, that Nosenko told us of some of these events only
10 weeks after they happened, so there wasn't time for
them to become dim in his memory. |
- Third, that no one has suggested that Nosenko is mentally
unfit. Mr. Hart brought in the Wechsler test and other
psyéhdldgical details merely to show Nosenko's relative
strengths and weaknesses, not to prove him a mental bas-
ket case. On the contrary, Noseﬁko claims to have risen
fast in the KGB, and he is regafded by his current
employers as ﬁan‘intelligént huﬁan being'" who ''reasons
‘well." I am quoting Mr. Hart, of course, who also éalled
youf attention to Nosenko's poweré of "logical thought"
‘and his high score in '"power of abstract thinking."
Aside from the irrelevant details about Nosenkb's stresses
under mistreatment, and drunkenngss; I found two things in Mr.
Hart's testimony which might bear on the Oswald story. First

and foremost, he spbke about compartmentation, bringing his own
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experience to éhow how a person in any organization working on
the principle of ''meed to know"‘might not be aware of everything
going on, even in his own operations. Now, I suppose Mr. Hart
intended this as a contribution to Mr. Nosenko's defense;
,certainly‘Mr. Nosenko had never ﬁentioned it. The trouble ié,
it doesn't apply to this story. Nosenko had said;repeatedly, to
CIA and FBI and recently swore under oath to this committee,
that he was right there én the inside of any ''compartment.' He
personally reviewed the application of Oswald to stay in the
‘USSR in 1959 and he personally particiﬁated in the recommenda= -
tion that the KGB should not let Oswald stay in the country and
in the decision not to nbtify'the KGB sectipns which might
normally be inte:ested in debriefing a man like Oswald. Nosenko
knew that the KGB leadership decided that they '"didn't want to
be involved" with Oswald -- not to question him at all, not even
to screen him as a possible enem& plant. Nosenko personally
pgrticipated in the refusal of Oswald's visa request from
Mexico not long before the assaséinatioﬁ of President Kennedy.
And after the assaSSinétion,‘Nosénko himself was told to review
Oswald's KGB file; and did so. He has insisted that if ‘anyone
in the KGB ever talked to Oswald? he, Nosenko, ﬁoﬁld know about
it. So "compartmentation' explains nothing. Nosenko's story
rests.essentially on his personal involvement and authérity.
Thé_sécénd and last possible explanation whiéh we can find

in Mr. Hart's testimony is Nosenko's odd memory, which Mr. Hart
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took such pains to establish. After all, Nosenko seems to have
changed details of seven or eight aspects of the story at one
time or another. The trouble with this is, it doesn't touch the
heart of the story, the truly incredible part,.Nosenko didn't
forget whether or not the KGB questioned Oswald; he remembers
sharply and consistently -- and insists, whatever other changes
he makes in his story -- that Oswald was never questioned by the
KGB. He knows that and remembers it, for he participated
directly in the decision not to.

Now that was all Mr. Hart offered. But I think we should
try every conceivable explanation. Here are a couple I can
think of.

Maybe Nosenko was merely boasting, exaggerating, building

things up a bit, especially his personal role. Maybe, for

example, he only overheard some KGB officers talking, didn't

hear it right, and then passed on an incorrect story_to'us as
his gXperience, to make himself look important in our efes.
Maybe, under this interpretation, he honestly thinks his story"
is true.

Another eXplanation, going a bit further, might be that he
in?ented the whole story. Perhaps, convinced that the USSR
wouldn't get involved in the assassination éf an Ameri¢an

President (which is what we all tend to think), he invented

this story as a contribution to American peace of mind and to

international amity.
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Both of these explanations run into trouble. Nosenko,
while in detention, had plenty of time and incentive to baék'off
a mere exaggeration, and did, in fact, admit a few minor lies..
But about this story he is adamant. Just recently Mr. Hart
tried to get Nosenko to come off it, but even in the current
climate of good.will and trust, Nosenko refused. And remember,
too, that Nosenko volunteered to testify to his incredible tale
before the Warren Commission, and he swore to it.under oath be-
fore your committee.

And thereAare other problems, too. If we begin to play
with the idea of fabrication we will have to ask just what parts
of the story were invented: did Nosenko also invent the high
KGB job which gave him ''knowledge' of the Oswald case?

AnyWay, CIA wouldn't ‘accept this line of speculation. They|
insist that Nosenko aiways talks in good faith, even‘if his
Oswald story isn't believable. They surely wouldn't want you
to think they had hired a fabricator as their édvisor and
teacher. .

And there is yet another obstacle to this line of thought,
and not the least important. We must not forget that the
Soviet Government itself has confirmed Nosenko's authority to
tell the whole story about Oswaid. 1In Mr. Edwérd Jay Epstein's

book Legénd he reports that an attache of the Soviet embassy in

‘Washington, named Agu, told him that Nosenko is the person who

knows most about Oswald in Russia, even more than the people in
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Minsk whom Epstein applied vainly to go see.

No, I think we can all agree: Mr. Hart, myself, your
committee, Mr. Agu, and Mr. Nosenko: Nosenko wasbneither ex-
aggerating nor inventing nor forgetting nor was he compartmented
away from the essential facts of the story.

So what is left to explain this incredible testimony? I
can think of only two explanations.

Maybe Nosenko's story is true, after all. Let's overlook
for a moment ﬁhe fact that everyone (except Mr. Nosenko) believe
the contrary, including Mr. Hart and today's CIA, including Mr.

Helms, Soviet specialists, and ex-KGB veterans in the West.

Let's also overlook the way Nosenko contradicted himself on

points of detail from one telling to another. Let's focus only
on the essential elements of the story, the ones which remain
constant. There are two: first, that the KGB never questioned
Oswald, and second, that the KGB ne?er found out that Oswald
had information to offgr“them:about iﬁteresting U.S. military
matters.

nge was this young American, Lee Harvey Oswald, just out
of the Marine Corps, already inside'thé USSR and going to great
leﬁgths to stay there and become a citizen. The KGB never
bothered to talk to him, ﬁot even once, not even to get an idea
whether he might be a CIA plant.(and.although even Nosenko once
said, I think, thaf_the KGB feared hé might be); |

Can this be true? - Could we all be wrong in what we've
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heard about rigid Soviet security precautions and about their
strict procedures and disciplines, and about how dangerous it is
in the USSR for someone to take a risky decision (like failing
to screen an applicant for permanent residence in thé USSR) ?

Of course not. Let me give you one small case history
which illustrates just how wrong Nosenko's story is. This is an

actual event which shows how the real KGB, in the real USSR,

reacts to situations like this. It was told by a former KGB

man named Kaarlo Tuomi, and can be found on page 286 of John

"Barron's book, KGB. The story concerns (and from here on I

-qﬁote) "a young Finnish couple who illegally crossed the Soviet

border in 1953. The couple walked into a militia station and
requested Sovieﬁ citizenship, but the KGB jailed them. Continu-
ous questioning during the next 11 months indicated only that
the couple believed communist propaganda and sincerely sought to
enjoy_ﬁhe life it promised. Nevertheless the KGB consigned
them to an exile camp for suspects in Kirov province. Because
fuomi spoke Finnish, the KGB sént him into the cémp as a -
"prisoner” with instructions to become friends with the couple.

Hardened as he was to privation, he was still aghast at what he

saw in the camp. Whole families subsisted in five-by-eight

wooden stalls or cells in communal barracks. Each morning at’
six, trucks héuled all the men away to peat bogs where théy
labored until dark. Small children, Tuomi observed, regularly

died of ordinary maladies because of inadequate medical care.
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Worse still, the camp inmates, who had committed no crime, had
no idea when, if ever, they might be released. After only 3

days Tuomi persuaded himself that the forlorn Finns were con-

‘cealing nothing, and he signaled the camp administrator to

remove him. 'That place is just hell,' he later told Serafim,

his KGB supervisor. 'Those people are living like slaves.' 'I

-understand,' Serafim said, 'but don't get so excited. There's

nothing you or I can do about it.'" That's the end of the’
quotation.

.So on the one hand we have a young ex-Marine, Lee Harvey
Oswald, from the United States; on the other hand we have a
simple Finnish family. Both say they want to live in Russia.
The Finns are questioned for 11 months.by the KGB; then con-
signed indefinitely to a hellish camp for‘euspects. The Ameri-
can is not even talked fd once by the KGB. The Finn's expe?i-
ence fits all we know about the true Soviet Union, from
Aleksander Solzhenitsyn and so many others, unanimously.
Oswald's experience, as Nosenko tells it, cannot have hapéened.

The second main point of Noseﬁko's‘story about Oswald was
that the KGB did not find out that Oswald had information to
offer about interesting military matters. Nosenko specifically
told your committee this. To demonstrate its falsity, I need
only.quoteffrom page 262 of the Warren Commissiqn~report,
concerning Oswald's interview with the American Consul Snyder in|

Moscow on October 31, 1959, when Oswald declered that he wished
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to renounce his U.S. citizenship. I quote: ''Oswald also
informed Snyder that he had been a radar operator in the Marine
Corps, intimating that he might know'of something of special
interes;, and that he had informed a So&iet official that he
.would give the Soviets any information concerning the Marine
Corps and radar operation which he possessed."

Nosenko didn't mention this. Apparently he didn't know it.

Sé I think we can safely agree with Mr. Hart that Nosenko's
story about Oswald is not credible, not true.

Up to this point we've tried five éxplanations,and still
haveﬁ't found any acceptable one for Nosenko's story, its
contradictions, or his evasive manner when confronted with these
contradictions. But because you have to find an explanation,
just as I had to in 1964, I will propose here the only other
explanation I can think of -- one which‘might explain all the
facts before us, including Nosenko's performance before this
committee.

This sixth explanation is, of course, that Nosenko's
story; in its essence, is a message from the Soviet leadership,
carried to ﬁhe United States by a KGB-controlled agent provoca-
teur whé had already established a clandestine reiationship of
trust with CIA for other purposes a year earlier. The core of
the Soviet messagé is simple: thét‘the KGB, or Soviét Intelli-
gence, had nothing to do with President Kennedy's_assassin,

nothing at all.
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Why they might have sent such a crude message, why they
selected this channel to send it, and what truth may lie behind
the story given to us, can only be guessed at. if'you like, I
am prepared to go into such speculation. But even without the

answers to these questions, this sixth explanation would make it

.clear why Nosenko adhered so rigidly to his story. However

incredible we might find a message from the Soviet leadership,
learned and recieed by Nosenko, we would find it difficult to
get him to back off it: discipline is discipliﬁe, especially
in the KGB. |

New, I'm ready to believe that Nosenko may have genuinely
forgotten seme details of this learned story. I can also

accept that, on his own, he may have embroidered on it and got

~caught when he forgot his own embroidery; this seems to fit the

facts we have, including Mr.VHart's description of Mr. Nosenko's
memory. This could explain Nosenko's differing descriptions of
the KGB file, and his accounts of whether there was or wasn't

careful surveillance of Oswald which would detect his relations

with Marina, and his change of name of the KGB officer who

Vworked with him on the Oswald case -- that sort of detail. It

would also explain why he told your committee repeatedly that he
didn't remember what he'd said previously. This wouldn't have
mattered if he'd really lived through,the ekperiences he
deséribed;‘hisvstories of them at different times should come

out straight, all by themselves. When, in fact, they didn't, .

G

_HW 53080 DocId:3}p273600 Page 45



10
11
"12
13
14
15
16

17

18

19
20
21
® 22
23
24

25

HW 53080 DocIﬂ:ﬁ22T36[lU Page 46

'perhaps one could just shrug and forget it. It is not. We got

20

Nosenko resorted to this stfange statement, which made his
stdry appear ﬁore memorized than experienceé.

Now, I reéognize that this is an unpleasant and troubling
supposition, a hot potato inaeed. But please remember that
before coming to it, we had dismissed all the other explanations
possible. So we cannot simply slide over this as easily as CIA
does.- It is a serious possibility, not a sick fantasy..In fact,
iﬁ is hard to avoid.

What is more, Nosenko's story of Oswald is only one of
scores of things that Nosenko said which make him appear to be a

KGB plant. 1If the Oswald story were alone, as Mr. Hart said it

was, a strange aberration in an otherwise normal performance,

the same evasions, cqntradictions, excuses, whenever we pinned
Nosenko down, the way you did on the Oswald story. Those other
matters, while;not of direct concern to this.committee, included
NosgnkofS‘accqunFs of hiS'career, of his travels, of the way he
leafned the various items of information he reported, and even
accounts of his private life. More important, there were‘things
outside his own repbrting and his own performance, which could
not be explained away by any part of CIA's.litany of excuses for
Nosenko (which so strangely resemble Nosenko's own). All of
those irregularities point to the same conclusion: .that Nosenko
was sent by the KGB to deceive us. Thaﬁ is, they poiht to the

same conclusion as our sixth possible explanation of Nosenko's
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story about Oswald.

The CIA's manner of dealing with these points of doubt
about Nosenko's good faith (at least since 1967) has been to
take them one by one, each out of context of the others, and
dismiss them with a Variety of excuses, or rationalizations:
confusion, drunkenness, language problems, denial that he ever
said it, bad memory, exaggeration, boasting, and éoincidence =
hundreds and hundreds of coincidences. With any other defector,
a small fraction of this number of thingé would have caused and
perpetuated the gravest doubts. For the KGB does send false
defectors to the West, and has been doing so for 60 years. ‘And
the doubts about this one defector were persuasive to the CIA
leadership of an earlier time.

Today, a later CIA leadership chooses to dismiss them. If
they only pretended to do so, to justify the release and re-
habilitation of Nosenko, that woula be understandable. But they
must really bglieve’in Nosenko, for they_are using him in cur-
rent coﬁnterintglligence work and exposing their clandestine
officers to him, and bringing him into their secret premises to
help train their counterintelligence personnel.

They go much further ﬁo demonstrate the depth of their
commitment to Nosenko. They vilify their earlier colleagues who
disaﬁprovéd of him. The intensity of‘Mrf Hart's attack on me,
and the fact that it was done in public, must have surprised

you, as it did others with whom I've spoken over the past weeks.
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As Nosenko's principal.opponent, I am made out in public as a
miserable incompetent and given credit, falsely, for murderous
thoughts, illegal designs, torture, and malfeasance.

| The CIA had to go far out to invent these charges, which
are not true; Mr. Hart had to bend some facts, invent othérs,
and gloss over a lot more, in order to cover me with mud.

In fact, I have detegted no less than 30 errors in his
testimony, 20 other misleadiﬁg statements, and 10 major omis-
sioné. They seem aimed to destroy the opposition td Nosenko,
and‘they have the effect of misleading your committee on the
significance of Nosenko's testimony about Oswald.

I will cite only a few of these poiﬁts here. Others are to
befound in my letter to this committee dated October 11, 1978,
which I introduce as an annex to my testimony. I can, of course
go.into further detail if you wish.. But ‘I discuss below some of
the points most relevant ﬁo your appraisal'of Mr. Nosenko's
credibility as concerns Lee Harvey Oswald.

First, Mr. Hart misled you badly on the question of.
Nosenko*s‘géneral credibility.' It was stunning to hear him say,
after reyiewing every detail of the casevfor'6 months with the
aid of four assistants, (I quote) "I see no reason' -- heré I
repeat; "I see no reason" -- "to think that (Nosenko) hasAever
told an‘untruth; except because he didn't-remember it or.didn't
know or during those times when he was undé; ﬁhe influence of

e

alcohol he exaggerated." Even 10 years away from this case, I
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can remember at least 20 clear cases of Nosenko's untruths about
KGB activity and about the career which gave him authority to
tell of it, and a dozen examples of his ignorance of matters
within his claimed area of responsibility, for which there is no
innocent explanation.

EXcuse me just a moment and off the record.

(Discussion off.the record.)

Mr. Preyer. Back cn the record.

Mr. Bagley. The "influence of alcohol'" cannot be much of
a factor, for as Mr. ﬁart reminds ,us, Nosenko was questioned for
292 days while in detention -- when he had no alcohol at all.
But Mr. Hart jumbled together the conditions of the 1962 meeting
(alleged drunkenness) with those of confinement, leading
Congressman Dodd to lay importance on Nosenko's drinking. He
even got over to Mr. Dodd, by a subtle turn of phrase, the idea
that hallucinations fprobablyf influenced Nosenko's performance
under interrogation. Yet Mr. Hart must have known that
hallucinations were never a factor in the question-and-answer
sessions.

Then, too, Mr. Hart missﬁated the early roots of our
suspicions of Nosenko. Mr. Hart said that they arose from the
paranoid imaginings and jealoﬁsy of a'pfevious defector, whom he
calls "X." 'Mr. Hart told you, and I quote, that "Mr. X's views
were immediately taken to be the,definitive views of Nqsenko and

from that point on, the treatment of Mr. Nosenko was never,

2]
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until 1967, devoted to learning what Mr.Noséhké said." This is
not true, as a document in the files, which I wrote in 1962,
will make clear. It was not X"'stheories which caused my
‘initial suspicion of Nosenko in 1962. It was the overlap of
Nosenko's reports -- at first glance entirely convincing and
important -- with those given 6 months earlier by "X." Alone,
Nosenko looked good to me, as Mr. Hart said; seen alongside "X,"
whose reporting I had not seen before coming fo Headquartefs
after‘the 1962 meetings with Nosenko, Nosenko looked very odd
indeed. The matters which overlapped were serious omnes,
including a specific lead to penétration of CIA -- not a gemeral
allegation, as Mr. Hart misleadingly suggested. There were at
least a dozen such points of overlap, of which I can still
remember at least eight. Nosenko's information tended to negate
or defleét leads from "X."
And this brings me to Mr. Hart's efforts to makebyou think

that the suspicions of Nosenko were based on foOlish_fanciés

about "horrendous plots.'" Let me try to restore the balance
‘here. A KGB paper of this period described thevneed for dis-
information (deception)‘in KGB' counterintelligence work. It
stated that just catchingbAmerican spies isn't énough, for the
enemy - can alﬁaysvstart again with new ones. Therefore, said
this KGB document, disinformation operationé are essential. -And

among their purposes was ''to negate and discredit authentic in-

formation which the enemy has obtained." There is some reason
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to believe that Nosenko was on just such a mission in 1962: to
cover and protect KGB sources threatened by '"X'"'s defection.
Does this sound like a "horrendous plot'" conjured up by
paranoids? It is known counterespionage technique, perfectly
understandable to laymen. But as I have said, Mr. Hart's
purpose was not enlightenment, but ridicule. |

To prove Mr. Nosenko's credibility, Mr. Hart made a
breathtaking misstatement about the defector "X": ''Quantita-
tively and qualitatively,' said Mr. Hart, 'the information given
by Mr. 'X' was much smaller than that given by Nosenko." Could
Mr. Hart really have meant that? Mr. "X," paranoid or not,

provided in the first months after his defection information

which led to the final uncovering of Kim Philby; to the first

detection of several important penetrations of Western European
governments; proof (not general allegations) of penetration at
the heart of French intelligence; and pointers to serious
penetrations of the United States Government. Before Nosenko
"X" uncovered the current organization and methods of the KGB,
and very large numbers of its‘personnel active in its foreign
operations. |

And listen to this: It was Mr. "X" who first revealed bothl
of the two KGB operations which Mr. Hart adduced as of Nosenko's
good féithi _ They concerned microphones in the‘Americaﬁ Embassy
in Moscow and a penetration 6f one of.our NATO allies.

As for the microphones, Mr. Hart stated that "Mr. Nosenko
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Nosenko's information. Contrary to Mr. Hart's statement the KGB

‘source of theirs. Mr. Hart simply hid from you the fact that

-of espionage. There is no reason to believe that the Soviets

26

was responsible for the discovery of a system of microphones
within the U.S. Embassy in Moscow which had hitherto»been
suspected but nobody‘had enough information on it to actually
detect it.'" But Mr.:”X" had given approximate locations of some
of the microphones 6 months earlier. Like Nosenko, he did not
know the precise locations, but he knew the mikes were there and
could indicate some specific offices where they could be found.
The actual tearing out of walls, which Mr. Hart mentioned, would

have been done, and the microphone ''system'" found, without
would "throw away" already-compromised information to build up a

this information was already compromised when Nosenko delivered
it. |

Mr. Hart's other proof of Nosenko's credibility was as
follows;' Mr. Hart said, "A very high level KGB penetration in g
very sensitive position in a Western European government was, onl

the basis of Mr. Nosenko's lead, arrested, tried, and convicted

would have given this information away.' End of quote. Now,
Mr. Hart was presumably referring to a man we can here call "Y"
although hie case is very well known to the public. Did Mr.
Hart really not know, or did he choose to hide frem you,'the
fact that "Y'"'s reports to the KGB were known to Mr. ”X;” the

earlier defector? The KGB, knowing this, cut off contact with
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"Y" immediately after "X"'s defection. "Y"'s uncovering was
therefore inevitable, even though '"X" had not known 'Y'"'s name.
 Nosenko added one item of information whicﬁ permitted "Y'" to be
caught sooner; that is all. How, then, could Mr..Hart have said_
"There is no reaéon to believe that the Soviets would have given
this information away''? The reason, that "Y'" was already
_compromised, was perfectly clear in the files which Mr. Hart's
team studied.

Mr. Hart also told you that Mr. "X" had confirmed Nosenko's
-claimed positions in the KGB. This is not true. Mr. "X" said,
on the contrary, that he had personally visited the American
Embassy section of the KGB during the 1960-61 period when
Nosenko claims to have been its deputy chief, and knew definite-
ly that Nosenko was not serving there. |

So these are some of the matters affecting Nosenko's
general credibility, which may be important to you when you
assess the meaning of Nosenko's inéredible testimony on Oswald.

Now, Mr. Hart also distorted the CIA's performance in get-
ting the facts about Oswald from Nosenko. Your committee staff
report had it right, before Mr. Hart came forth. Referring to
the Agency's questionihg‘of Nosenko on July 3 and.27, 1964, the
report says that the CIA's questions '"were detailed and specific)
about Nosenko's knowledge of Oswald. The queétions wére
chronological and an attempt was made to touch all aspects of

Oswald's stay in the Soviet Union." Close quote. Moreover, the

p273600 Page 53



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

- 21
®
23
24

25

HW 53080 DocId:J

28 .

CIA gave Nosenko a transcript of his own remarks so he could add
any more he knew, or correct any errors. This is from yoﬁr staf
report, pages 7-9.

But then came Mr. Hart with his sweeping denunciations of

t

CIA's "miserable" and ''dismal" and "zero" performance, and
stating flatly that '"There was no effort being made to get at
more information (Nosenko) might have." Mr. Hart thus led
Congressman Fithian to suggest that the CIA had not even taken
"the logical first step' of getting Nosenko's information and
led the chairman to éonclude that no investigation of Oswald's
activities as known to Nosenko had been made. In this Mr. Hart
congurred.v

In truth, of course, there was nothing more to be»got,from
Nosenko, unless it would be later changes of earlier details, as
happenéd when your committee questioned Nosenko. If there had
been more, we would have gone doggedly-after it, of course. We
were not fhe incompetents M&. Hart made us oﬁt to be. Yoﬁr
staff>report'said that Nosenko '"recited' the same story in each
of his three sessions with the committee. The word is apt:
Nosenko had ”recitedﬁ»that story before, to the CIA and FBI,
gach'of‘which questioned him systematically about it. So why
did Mr. Hart give his own Agency a 'zero" on all phases of the
handling of.Nbsenko?- Surely he was éeeking to fling mud, not to
give serious answers to serious Questions. His effect was‘

confusion.
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" Oswald. How many KGB men could say as much? CIA was thus un-
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Mr. Hart also suggested to you that CIA just didn't in-
vestigate the validity of what Nosenko had said about Oswald.
That is equally false. What else, for example, was the purpose
of our subjecting Nosenko to hoétile interrogation and subject-
ing his information to meticulous investigation wherever we
could? Those 40 file drawers are full of the results.

But of course we'Were not able to check inside the USSR, as
the Warren Commission noted. We didn't have other sources in
the KGB who were connected with this Oswald case. But think how
lucky we were to have even one inside source on Oswald inside
the KGB. O0f the many thousands of KGB men around the world, CIA

had secret relations with only one, and this one turned out to

but on three separate occasions: when Oswald came to Russia in
1959; when he applied for a visa from Mexico to return to
Russia; and again after the assassination when the Kremlin

leadership caused a definitive review of the whole KGB file on

believably lucky to be able ﬁo contribute to the Warren Report.
In view of other suspicions of Nosenko, the key word in that
last sentence is ”Unbelieﬁably.”

Gentlemen, I hesitated before replying publicly to Mr.
Hart's félse charges, for a number_of reasons:

- For one thing, I found it hard to imagine myself in

the position of defending myself against the CIA before
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the Congress. My record should have been ample

2 protection against that.

0 3 - Then, too, I'm comfortable in the knowiedge that_ my.
4 honor and integrity, although torn to shréds’by the
. CIA before this committee and the public, remain
6 intact with those who know the ﬁruth.
7 - And of coufse, my embarrassment, my public dishonor,
= count for little compared with the reputation of a
9 Government agency which must uphold an image of
10 integrity. To call public attention ﬁo the way the
11 CIA misinformed you might cause it embarrassment. I
12 do not want to harm the CIA, which has enough real
13 enemies. . | |
14 'For»without:theaCiA, who Would‘remain-to oppose the relent-

15 || less work 6f»subversion and deception and penetration being

16 || directed abroad by the KGB égainst our country? Who would

17 || oppose that arrogant and brutal instrument of repression in'the 

18 secret, dark places where it works? | |

19 . Finally, it was this thought, of the.KGB, WBich decided me

20 to come before yoﬁ! Some of the mud the CIA spattered on me

21 might have clouded‘your view of the KGB's relétidns'with Lee

‘I’ 23 Harvey Oswald, as given tb you by Yuri Nésenko of the KGB. The
23 fljing mud maykhave screened important aspeéts of ﬁhe casér By

24 wiping some of it away I thought I might help ydu to restore

25-|| what seemed to me a clear presentation of the facts in your

‘AW 53080 DocId:3P273600 Page 56




HW 53080

10
1"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

DocId:3

3L

committee staff report -- written before Mr. Hart's testimony.

What I seek is to let the facts carry‘the day, to wipe
them clean again for your inspection. You need not accept
either the beseechings of Mr. Hart, or any counterargument from
'me. But my hope is that ydu will not let the facts get obscured
by emotional distortions, or irrelevancies.

Mr. Chairman, my pfeparedfstatement continues now with a
series of remafks on a series of issues of interest to the
committee, which is the detention.of Mr. Nosenko. I have alread?
mentioned to you that I think it irrelevant to your concerns,
but since it was a matter of considerable concern to you and of
interest to the public, I have prepared a few pages here which
I can‘either read. or use in response to a few questions you may
have. . |

Mr. Preyer. Let me suggest that you read them.

'Mr. Bagley. Thank you, sir.

The detention of Nosenko has been deséribed in sensation-
alist terms by Mr. Hart and, as he cleariy intended, has caused
séme outrage on.the part of the'commiﬁtee. I Want to deal with
it because the éommittee has béen led to consider it, not be-
cause it is truly pertinent to your concerns. Mr. Haft and Mr.
Nosenko use if, falsely,_as an excuse for discrepancies in
‘Nosenko's reporting. But this is a distraétion, filling Mr.
Hart's testimony_in place éf discussion of Lee Hérvey Oswald.'

- Mr. Hart's bias must have been evident to all. He
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expressed his personal view that the treatment of Nosenko was
"absolutely unacceptable" and he introduced terms like ''bank

vault" to imply inhuman treatment. He led Mr. Sawyer to talk of

a ''torture vault" and 'partial starvation' and gave the idea

that Nosenko was subjected to unbearable heat, or left shudderin

'in the wintry cold. He portrayed the conditions in terms

leading committee members to use words like '"shocking" and
"horrible." Yet at the same time Mr. Hart was describing
himself as a "historian" bound by known fact. In fact, he mis-
led you about almost every aspect of the detention.:

Had he in fact bothered to collect facts from all con-
cerned, you would have gotten a quite different and more
rational point of view, one which deserved at least some respect
if for no other reaéons than that it prevailed within Mr. Hart's
own organization for 3 years.

In fact,‘bne oVerriding flaw in Mr. Hart's version of these
"horrible" matters is that the Agency leadership -- serious and

responsible people -- had approved Nosenko's detention and at

least the broad outlines of his treatment. Mr. Hart's way

around this was to-suggeét that Mr. Helms_was not aware of what
was going on. Mr. Helms has belied that and indeed has called
into queétion some of the impressionévconveyed by Mr. Hart to
the committee concerning Nosenko's treatment.

I participated in most of the discussions about the

detention and I remember the circumstances pretty well. Let me
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propose to you the explanation I would have givén you had I

" been the Agency's representative. What I knew may Be more valid
thenvwhat Mr. Hart has selected fromiAgency records and colored
in sensationalist hues.

In the first place, let me remind you of the reasons for
the detention. Mr. Helms described a few of them, but Mr. Hart
did not give you the picture at all. This is important, for if
Mr. Hart succeeds in dismissing and deriding the case against
Nosenko and all its implications, he robs the detention of its
context and purpose and truly makes it, as Mr. Dodd put it,
"outrageous." Here is why Nosenko was confined:

- First, during the initial period qf freedom after his
defection, when his handling was ideﬁtical to thaﬁ of any normal
defector, Nosenko resisted any serious questioning. It was not
that hé Wés "drunk around the clock' as Mr. Hart put it; he Qas
usually sober when he deflected questions, changed the subject,
and.invgnted excuses not to talk.

- Second, his conduct and>léck of discipline threatened
vembarrassment to the Agency during’his parole in the United
States. Remember, he had not beén formally»admitted to phis
coﬁntry.' |

- Thixd, there was a documented body of evidence, not
"supposed evidence” -- ﬁhat's a quote fr6m Mr.'Haft--- beyond
aﬁy explanationé of bad memory or misunderétandings, which made

it likely that Nosenko had beeh sent by_the,KGB to mislead us.
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It was not juridicial proof, but it was taken very seriously by
the Agency's professional leadership, who were neither foois nor
paranoids. |

- Fourth, the implications underlying this very real

.possibility were too serious to ignore. Among them were these
two: that Lee Harvey Oswald may have been a KGB agent, and that
there was KGB penetration of sensitive elements of the United
States Government.

- Fifth, if we were to confront Nosenko with the contra-
dictions and doubts while he was still free, he would be able to
take'steps to evade further questioning indefinitély.

- Sixth, there was a special urgency to get at the truth of
Nosenko's reports about Lee Harvey Oswald because of the time
limits imposed on the Warren Commission.

Thé legal basis for the detenﬁion has been expléined to youl
by Mr. Helms. It had, as we understood cleariy at the time, the
appfovai of the Department of Justice and other Government
ageﬁcies. Wé did not think we were doing anything illegal, at
least not until the fime had strétched out‘beydnd reésonable
limits, at which.time we began to prepare for his release.
Nosenko himself didn't seem to.consider it ”illegal”.at_the
time; iﬁ doubtless seemed a logical intenéification of the .
severity of the_screehing process which he knew he had to go
through."He did not complain of Violaﬁion‘of any constitutional

rights nor ask for a lawyer. An innocent man might have

P273600 Page 60



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24

25

HW 53080 DocTd::

35

protested and resisted, but Nosenko was engaged in a contest,
and knew that he was failing to convince us -- as indeed he

freely admitted (he said he was "looking bad'" even to himself,

- but had no way to explain the many contradictions, ignorances,

Aand errors). He complained about cold and heat, but not, as far
as I remember, about the fact of detention and interrogation.

There were two basic reduirements for the detention: that
it be secure and that Nosenké not be able to communicate with
the outside (with the KGB or with unwitting helpers). There-
fore, we needéd a separate, isolated house in a rural‘or thinly
pdpulated area, as far as possible from other houses, with
discreet access for the comings and goings which an inter:bga—
tion would require. The Office of Security found a place, but
as I remember it was not easy and the rent was high.

The actual conditions of detention within the house were
noﬁ designed to .cause him discomfort -- or, for that matter,
‘comfort either. They were.to be healthy and clean. He was
never touched or threatened and,hekalways knew he wouldn't be;
he could always resist a line of questioning by simply clamming
up, with a shrug; there was nothing we could do about it.

| Nosénkq complained about the heat in summer. . His window
was blockéd, not to cause him discomforﬁ but to.évoid contact
with the.outside. A top-floor room was chbsén in preference to
a bééemént because.it Woula bé dry and'heélthy, while the base-

ment-wbuld be damp. When it became stuffy,; Nosenko rightly |
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complained and as I remember, an effort was made to improve~the
situation; I think a blower was installed to keep the aif
moving, but‘perhapé this can be checked in the files.

I don't remember ény:complaint about'éold in the winter.
If there had been, I cannot imagine why he would not have been
given extra‘blankets, and I do not believe the complaint is
justified.

His diet was planned always in consultation with a medical
doctor. To accuse the Agency of trying to subject him to
"partial starvatioﬁ” is unjust; to imply that Nosenko's
handlers wanﬁed to, but a medical doctor "intervened' (as Mr.
Hart said) is to distort the facts. The doctor was consulted in
advance, at every phase of the detention, and checked Nosenko‘v

regularly. I can't remember the time period, but I think it was

‘weekly. It might have been every 2 weeks. The diet was made

more or 1esé austere depending on the situation at any given
phase of the intefrogation, but it was always a healthy one. .

The time frame has been much distorted here. We did not
foresee a long detenﬁion -~ as both Mr. Helms and'Mf. Hart have
said. The first step, and perhaps the only one which required
detention, was to be the confrontation,_the hostile interroga-
tion. I do not remember how long we thought it would last;
perhaps somewhere between 2 weeks and 2 months. Froﬁ then on
the detention became extended, phase by phase.'

First, the hostile interrogation. The results surprised -
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us. Before, we susﬁected Nosenko might be a plant; afterwards,
we had cbme to think moreover that he might never have been a
true KGB officer and that he surely had not held certain of the
positions in the KGB which he claimed. (This view was rein-
forced in later questionings.)

At the conclusion of the hostile interrogation, in which

-Nosenko himself admitted that he "looked bad" even to himself,
Nosenko was entirely willing to- submit to a systemaﬁic de-
briefing. He said that we had been right to separate him from
drink and women and make him work seridusly. He did not com-
plain then of the conditions of detention.

So began the second phaée, a systematic questioning of the
sort which we would have done with any normal defector under
conditions of freedom. Nosenko ate quite good food, got books
to read, and cooperated without complaint (except when it got
too hot). |

The'third phase was a second hostile interrogation using |
the new information derived from his questioning and ffom'out-
-side investigations in the meantime. It deepened our suspicions
gave us more insight into whét might lie behind him, and
produced some confessions of minor‘iies -- which did not remove
the doubts, for the new version contradicted other things he
had séid. But he did not confess to Soviet control;: During
this period his diet was made more Spaftan, and he Was'not given

reading material.
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Nothing was harmful to Nosenko, however. You have oﬁly~to
listen to his complaints (lack of reading material, and other
diversions, being about the worse) to realize that this was not
"torture' whatever Nosenko's advantage in making itlapbear so.

After the second hostile interrogation -- I don't remember
the date; I believe it was late 1965 -- excuse me, late 1964 --
Nosenko was moved to the second hdlding areé. This we can call
the fourth phase. |

Much has been made of CIA's constructing a house tc hold
Nosenko. But the true explanation is far less lurid than Mr.
Hart wouid make it seem. A new séfeﬁouse was needed because
time erodes the security of any safe area; it was timé to move.
There was no thought about how much longer the deﬁention had‘to
last; Nosenko was still in the United States on parole to thej
CIA; we would not, under any'circumstances, have certified to
the immigratidn authorities that we considered him a bona fide
immigrant. On the contrary, we had a mass of reasons to believe
that he was a KGB agenﬁ sent to harm the interests of this
country. So what could we do about himé The first thing, in
view of the sérious implications underlying this suspicion, was
to‘clarify the doubts to the best of our ability. And at that
p&int‘we still thought there were ways to learn more, enough to
justify continuing the effort.

Suitéblé rﬁral houses near Washington‘were, of course, hard|

to find, expensive to rent, and involved leases for minimum
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period, security hazards; and the threat that breaches of
security might make us move again and again. And such holding
areas required a large‘guard force. |

So the Office of Security consideréd it not only safer and
better for our purposes, but also cheaper, to build\a place on
Government-owned lénd, than to leasé a new house, pay the
guards, make the alteratiohs, et cetera, for a period we could
not control.

‘As to’ the design of that house. Mr. Hart invented the term
"bank vault)' which is a catchy phrase but a purposeful misrep-
resentation, a misrepresentation of’his own.Agency's motivesf
The facts were these. The house was to be separate, but to hold
down costs it should be as small as‘possible. There were
certain minimum requirements: an interview room, a room for
Nosenko, and a'room for the guard or guards. It should require
as few guards as possible. It should have an open-air exercise
area, but not'suéh as to lét_him see:where he wés. And as in
the earlier safehouse, he should not be able to communicate with
thé outside, hence no windows. To prevent tunneling; his room
should be of strbnger construction. Now, to gd from these last
two criteria, as Mr. Hart did, and say that ”ih addition to the

1"

vault, which surrounded it," is to misstate the truth.-
The house was designed by the Office of Security, which was
reéponsible.for all the physical aspects of holding Ndsénko. At

no time did any representative of the Office of Security express
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any dissatisfaction with the manner of Nosenko's handiing, nor
disagreement with the suspicions of Nosenko which underlay the
detention. |

-.It has been said that Nosenko was kept in "solitary con-
finement" and unoccupied, with a special view to influencing
him to confess. In fact, there was no alternative to "solitary
sonfinement" (could we have found him a companion) and it was
physically impossible to arrange to question him constantly.
One day of interrogation requires at least a day and perhaps
more of report writing, and a day or more of investigation, and
later sessions take time to prepare. And for almost all the
people involved,-there Were other responsibilities, other tasks;
the work went on even outside the Nosenko case. How Mr. Hart
could imagine that the Agency leadership (professionals with
experience in interrogatiQn) thought Nosenko was under constant
questioning is incomprehensible to me. Mr. Hart says we inter-
rogated Nosenko for 292 days out of‘1277. That makes about 1
day in 4, if»you let us off for weekends, and that sounds about
rightvand ﬁormal. If I once wrote that the time befweén
questionings would make Nosenko 'ponder," then I was rational-
izing inevitable gaps, not planning aﬁ unbearable isolstion‘for
the'man. |

The detention had positive results. We got, as we never

~could have otherwise, the bulk of what Nosenko had to report,

pure and free of any outside coaching. We were able to detect
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probe the limits of his knowledge, and they were rigid, even inA
connection with things he had claimed to have lived through.
(Much like his recited story of Lee Harvey Oswald). We were
able to apply test questions to refine or test our hypotheses,
in the absence of a confession. But, limited by morality and
the law, we were not able to get a confession. In retrospéct,
with the Benefit of hindsight, I suppose that we would have done
just as well to give'him better food, more books, music, a big
bed, games, and occasional informal conversations. -But that was
not clear at the time.

But we -could hardly, in good conscience under our responsi-

bility under the parole, sponsor him for U.S. immigration. It

that.

| Now I want to address myself to the questioﬁ of disposal.
Here the extent of CIA's irratioﬁal involvement with

Nosenko becomes blatant. Mr. Hart read (with relish, according:

to my- friends who watched on TV) selected items from some

impression that I had contemplated or considered (even "Sug:
gested" as more than one newspaperman understood him) such
measures as liquidation, drugging, or confinement in mental

[

I state unequivocally, under oath, that:
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- First, no such measures were ever seriously considered.
- Second, no such measures were ever studied.
(What "loony bin"? How '"make him nﬁts”? What drugs to
induce forgetfulness? I know of noﬁe now and never did,
nor did I ever try to find out if such exist. The whole
subject of "liquidation' was taboo in the CIA for
reasons with which I wholgheartedly agreed thén and
still do.)
- Third, né such measures were ever suggested as a course
of action, even in intimate personal conversations.
- Fourth, no such measures‘were ever proposed at any
level of the Agency.
Of coursé, Mr. Helms, when he testified before you,
hadn't heard of those penciled notes; neither had anyone else.
I-do not remember méking any such ﬁotes. And I have had
much time to try to remember. However, I can imagine how I
might have. ReSponsible as I was for £his'”abominable"_case; I
was cailed upon to help find the best ﬁay‘to release Nosenko --
without a confession but sure that he was an enemy égent. In an
effort to find sbmething meriting serious consideration, I
suppdse-thét'I jo£ted down, one day, every thebretically con-
ceivable action. Some of them might have been mentioned in one
form or another by others; I doubt they‘all sprané from-my
mind. (I cannot even guess what ”points 1 through,A”;mgght_have

been, the ones Mr. Hart declined to read becéuse they were
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"unimportant.'" I guess that means they weren't damning to me.)

the American public. Did he feel this a moral duty? Or was it

Ageﬁcy eventually adopted seems, in retrospect, the only
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But the fact that the notes were penciled_re&eals that they were
intended to be transient; the fact that "liquidation'" was in-
cluded reveals that they were theorétical; and their loose,
undignified language reveals thét they were entirely personal,
for my fleeting use only. In fact, none of these courses of
action could have been morally acceptable to me nor conceivable
as a practical.suggestion'to higher authority.

Mr. Hart admitted, or proudly claimed, that he himself
discovered thesé notes in the files. - Although he recognized
their purely persbnal nature, tﬁat they were not addressed nor
intended for ahy'other‘person, nor had any practical intent, he

chose to bring them to show-and-tell to the committee and to

simply part of his evident intent to deride and destroy any
oppositidn to Nosenko? - Could he have done it for reasons of
persénal-spiﬁe? Whatevér the answer, the_cost seems too high:
he was discrediting his own Agency for a matter withoutAA
substance. .

I cannot remember any concrete proposalvfor ”disposal"
being made dufing my tenure. You uhdersﬁand, of course, that
"disposal' is merely professional jargon.fbr ending a relation-

1

ship which began with "acquisition.' Those are two words that

go together, being "acquisition" and "disposal." The course the
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practical one. I think the Agency did well to rehabilitate

Nosenko and, as I thought, put him out to pasture.

However, I cannot understand why they then employed him as
an advisor, as a teacher of their staff trainees in counter-

intelligence. The concrete suspicions of Nosenko have never

been resolved, and because they are well-founded, they never
will "be cleared up and go away.'" Mr. Hart and Admiral Turner

may frivolously dismiss them, as they have done before your

committee, but the doubts are still there and it is irrespon-
sible to expose clandestine personnel to this individual.

In conclusion, Mr. Hart's testimony was a curious perfor-

mance. One wonders what could drive a Government agency into

the position of:

- trying to discredit and bury under a pile of
irrelevancies the reasons to suspect that the
Soviet Union sent to America a provocateur to

- mislead us about the assassin of President
Kenngdy;’

- pleading irrationally and misleadingly in favor
of a KGB man about whom serious doubts persist;

- misrepresenting,'invidiously, its own prior .
action;

.- denigrating publiclyrthe competehce and'performancel
of duty of its.own officers;

- dredging up unsubstantial'personalbnotes, left
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carelessly in a highly secret file folder, to

falsely suggest in public the planning by its

own people of the vilest forms of misconduct.

As the Congress is conspicuously aware, the veil of
secrecy can hide irresponsibility and incompetence. But
behind that veil the CIA used to maintain unusually high
standards of honor and decency and responsibility, and did a
pretty competent job, often in the face of impossible demands.
The decline of these qualities is laid bare by Mr. Hart's
testimony -- to the Agency's discredit, to my own dismay, and to
the detriment of future recruitment of.good men, who will not
want to make careers. in an environment without integrity.

-The Agency need not have.gone so far. After all; Nosenko's
bona fides had been officially certified. Those who disagreed
were judged at its highest level'to have '"besmirched the
Agency's escutnheOn.f Not only are they out of the way, but
"everything possible' is being done to see that no ‘one chal-
lenges Nosenko or his ilk, ever again. The Agency need only
have said this much,'and no more. - |

' That Admiral Turner's personal emissary went so much

further suggests that the Agency may not, after all;_be quite so

~sure of its position. Perhaps it fears that this committee,

wondering about this defector's strange reporting and uncon-

strained by CIA's official line, might innocently cry out, "But

the emperor has no clothes!'" This might explain the spray of
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mud, to cloud your view.

Mr. Chairman, i appreciate the opportunity to appear before
this committee. My only regret is that I have not had the
opportunity to answer publicly chargés that have been made in
public. And I should also like to point out in closing that in
making this presentation and in. responding to your questions
today I may be limited by the fact that the Agency has denied me
access to certain documents which I requested be made available.
With that in mind,bl will be happy to address any questions you
may have.

Mr. Preyer. Thank you, Mr. Bagley.

Mr. Fithian, Mr. Klein wili be recognized for,questidningf
Would you prefer to ask questions before Mr. Klein?

Mr. Fithian. No. | | |

Mr. Preyer. I recognize Mr. Klein at this time.

‘Mr. Klein. Mr. Bagley, you referred in your testimony to -
the memo that was provided to this committee by Mr. Hart. The
actual memo was not provided; a typewritten copy of that account
was provided, JFK F-427. I will ask:the clerk to éhoﬁ you a
copy‘of that docuﬁent. | |

Mr.'Chairman, that-has alreédy-been previously marked into
evidence in previous hearings. | |

vin looking at that document, do you recognize tﬁe WOrdé as
béing your own? |

Mr. Bagley. No,»as'I said in my testimony; I can't
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remember any such document. However, I wish to point out that T

- also said it is not at all inconceivable to me that such a

0 3 document existed, and I did write it.

| 4 Mr. Klein. Some of the questions I will be directing to
3 you refer to the letter; I believe that is also being put into
61| the record. It is JFK Exhibit 136. |
7 You have testified that you were -directly responsible for

8 the case of the KGB defector Yuri Nosenko from 1961 to 1962; is
9 that correct?

10 Mr. Bagley. fes;

1 Mr. Klein. Was learning what Nosenko knew of.Lee Harvey
12 || 0swald a major objective of the CIA during'those years?

13 Mr. Bagley. This question has arisen in some of the

14 || previous questions I have read. There may be some question

1t

15 about the word major."
16 I would like to say the question of Lee Harvey Oswald was
17 || major indeed in our thoughts. We had in our custody the only

18 witness to Oswald's life in the Soviet Union.. So it was

19 certainly important.

20 The information which Nosenko gave about Oswald was so
21 circumscribed, so rigid that we took it, we questioned him, as
” 22 you know, and got to what we thought were ‘the limits of his

23 || knowledge. It was not expanded to anything he really lived
24 through. It was there. We thought we had it. We questioned

25 {[ him in Geneva, I think twice. It is in the_record. We talked‘
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to him here aboﬁt its The Bureau had him then afterwardp_in
the conditioﬁs of detention it was part of the sysﬁematic_
questioning\to.which I referred in my testimony. It was dealt
with seriously. But I don't believe we had much hope of

getting any deeper into it. We thought, Mr. Klein, that we had

it proper importance, it was --»well, of course it was important
but we didn't keep going back day after day for 1,000 days to
keep asking him, can you think anything more about it? |

The answer is yes, it's important; no, we didn't pound on
it incessantly as perhaps a major or important subject mightvbe
pounded on. But I say even now, having read excerpts of your
talks with him,and_having seen one or.two things change, I would

say, perhaps we would have made changes in his story.
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Mr. Klein. Was determining whether Noéeﬁkb was telling
the truth about Oswald, was that a major objective?

Mr. Bagley. Yes, it was.

Mr. Klein. And did you believe at that time that if
Nosenko Was-lying about Oswald, thatthat could havewimmense
implications?

Mr. Bagley. Yes. But the lying about Oswald was, in
this sense, parallel to the lyinglabout,several other things;
a lot of other things.

As you saw, when I took this one case, the case of Lee.

Harvey Oswald, and took it through our or my thought processes,

if you like, I couldn't find any logical or any illogical

explanation for why he said what he said about Oswald.

So, of coﬁrse, Fﬁyfinding out why he was saying it or
Wﬁethér he was telling the truth was of imﬁense importance.
As you see, independent of all of the other aspecﬁs of
Nosénko's bona fides, we could qomé to a point of extreme
doubf of his bona fides solely'on.the basis of the Oswald
case.

Mr. Klein. Now, you quoted from‘ouf own report abéut the
detail and specificity of the July 3 and July 27 interro-
gationé of Nosenko, wheh he was aSkéd’about,Oéwald‘in the
Sovieﬁ,Union. |

Do you know of any other sessions when Nosenko was ques-

- tioned specifically in detail about Oswald and Oswald's -
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about Oswald in the Soviet Union?

Mr. Bagley. I don't know. I can't remember. I cannot
remember. I do know that in our office we spent -- now, in
my office at this time, Mr. Chairman, I wouldiike to point
out, as I mentioned in my opening remarks about my career,
that during the period from 1962 to about 1965 I was in charge
of counterintelligence within the Soviet bloc -- Soviet
Russia division.

We were the operational element probably most closely
involved with the Soviet intelligence aspects of what would
come out in the Oswald case, along With the counterintelligence
staff, as you know.

.We did--because we had sources, defectors and experts at
our behest--we did dig. We thought,.well,'what can we éupply,
how can we shed some light on tﬁis thing. This was bn-every-
body's mind, and it was extremely important to us.

I remember, for example, the passing out of questions to
‘ceftain defectors who were working with-us from thé KGBﬂb

predecessor organization, and their information, their

~questions, their comments, were brought into us and to the best

of my knowledge were made available to the Warren Commission.

~This is not Nosenko, you remember. This is other sources
about Oswald.
There were a number of questions which Mr. Epstein got

and published in his book as an .appendix, through the Freedom
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1 of Information Act, which came from my section. He calls it
2 44 quéstions, but the way it is organized in the book it is

a lot more than 44 questions because each one is a group of

. questions.

Now, we passed that to the CIA staff, which was our

5

5 channel and liaison to the bureau, and it was passed to the

. bureau, and ;here was a big back and forth about whether fhey

§ would or wouldn't service these questions in their dealiﬁgs

. with Nosenko.

15 They were quite detailed questions, as they had to do with
" Soviet pfocedures primarily. Thosg questions were, I gather,
- never service& by the buréau.

3 I can only say in retrospect -- and here my memory fails
iy me slightly -- that by giving them in through channels to be

put to Nosenko, somehow we dropped them because I don't believe

15 Wn
thaﬁkthe conditions of detention, I don't think. those so-

16
called 44 questions were put to Nosenko.
17
When I look back on it, that is something that I would
18 .
have to answer did we do absolutely .everything, I think it
19 ’ ' ‘
would have been extremely interesting, and I don't quite
20.
understand if we didn't why we didn't.
21 ' .
‘ Mr. Klein. I lost one point you were making. You said
22 v ' : B a
you gave them to the bureau, and the bureau did not ask the
23 : '
questions, bureau meaning --
24 : o
Mr. Bagley. The FBI. -
25
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Mr. Klein. Didn't the CIA have custody of Nosenko at all
times?

Mr. Bagley. No. As has been said, custody is not the
word here. Responsibility for the‘questioning of Nosenko on
Lee Harvey Oswald was very firmly in the hands of the FBI.
Believe me, we were extremely conscious of this, and if my
memory is right, I believe we were enjoined at the time not
to question him.

Certainly there was no doubt that by giving him the body,
the man, Nosenko, into the hands of theOFBI for as long as
they wanted -- I am talking now about conditions of liberty,
of course, in this period, immediately after his defectlon --

that the United States -- the appropriate United States organ-

‘ization for the inquiry into Nosenko's knowledge of Lee Harvey

s sor cloty
Oswal%ﬁwas accomplished.

"We had given him, and‘it‘was the bureau's job. They did
their questioning.

You know, I don't know to this day exactly what they asked
him. I"learned more from your staff report than I had known
before.

‘Mr. Kiein. Is it your testimony that the agency was

constrained from asking Nosenko questions about Oswald's

activities in Russia because the FBI had primary jurisdiction

in this?

Mr. Bagley. Yes, I think so.

HW 53080 DocId:3P273600 Page 78




10
ik
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
& 22
23
24

25

54

Mr. Klein. Even Oswald's activities abroad?

Mr. Bagley. Oh, yes. That was the only thing that
Nosenko could bring to the FBI. That was all Nosenko had, is
Oswald in Russia. |

Mr. Klein. That was the full extent of Nosenko's testi-
mony?

Mr. Bagley. - Yes,‘he was allegedly a KGB officer who had
dealt with the case within the KGB. Of course, this was all
he had to offer. The fact that this was handed -- the bﬁreau
had this authority, or this responsibility, it was perfectly
clear to ué at the time. |

Mr. Klein. How was this matter made known to you, that

the FBI would do all questioning -- would be responsible for

questioning Nosenko about Oswald's activities in Russia? How
was that made known to you?

Mr. Bagley. I don't remember. It must have been a result

of normal interagency liaison, although nothing was really
~very normal about anything having to do with»the‘President's

assassination.

I would suggest tﬁat the best person to answér that
question would be someone on the counterintelligence staff
which controlled directly our liaison wiﬁh the FBI.

Mr. Kiein: Mr. Chairman, I would ask at this time to
have -- |

Mr. Fithian. Mr. Klein, may I interrupt,jdst a minute
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1 here. |
5 I would like to ask a question on this, and if I ask it
3 || later it will be as disjointed as -can be.
‘ 4 If the FBI had responsibility for the questioning of
5 Oswald, which I believe you just said --
6 Mr. Bagley. Yes.
. Mr. Fithian. -- how then could you testify earlier, as
5 I believe I understood’you_to testify, that the questions
0 you asked and the answers you received from Oswald -- from
0 Nosenko about Oswald, I think you said the Oswald case alone
G disproved Nosenko's bona fides.
2 Mr. Bagley. I didn't say disproved. I said it was a
" factor in testing of bona fides. I don't think I said dis-
' proved because thé word ”prove" is a tricky one in this case.
| Mr. Fithian. That is not the burden §f my question. The
® burden of my question is if ;here was this clear jurisdictional
© division, are you saying, or aren't you sayiﬁg that the CIA
v did or did not questﬂx10swaid -- question Nosenko intensely or
?8’ btherwise about Oswald. |
19 Mr. Bagley. Oh, yes, I would be glad to review~what I
“ said about that. |
2 During the period when we were déaling with Mr. Nosenko-
C “ in Geneva, wé -- this was an active hot operational matter,
z there was no qﬁestion of FBI at all--we were face to face
2 with a man wﬁé was in the jargon of the agency, was an agent
25 '
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in place -- Nosenko before his defection, who was meeting us
under clandestine circumstances in Geneva. He was télling us
about Lee Harvey Oswald.

We, of course, took that and got it as straight and as
thoroughly as we could under those circumstances.

After he defected and came to the United States, it was,
through the channels that Mr. Klein is interested in -- it
was made clear tha the FBI, as the primary investigative
agency on the President's assassination, would manage the
further and detailed questioning of Mr. Nosenko in the United
States on his knowledge of Lee Harvey Oswald. |

Later, after the détention -- as 1 mentioﬁed, we tried
to get some sort of admissions from Nosenko by the act of
hostile interrogation. Those, as far as I remember -- there
were no questions involved in there because there were no
contradictions about Oswald, and I don't think that was part of
our hostile interrogation.

But subsequent to‘che hostile interrogation, as I say,

resisted it earlier, we were able to ask him the kinds of
questions we would have asked him had he been free, any normal
defector.

We got to the questions and back to the questions of Lee

Harvey Oswald in the course of that systematic debriefing. That

I think, will explain the dates, Mr. Klein, that are in your
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report, which I didn't know, I don't remember. Théy‘were the
3rd and 27th of July.

Again, I learned from the report or I was reminded by
the report that the detention and the hostile interrogation begai
in early April. As I remember it, the systematic questioning
continued through the summer, and as a part of that questioning
not with any expectation that there was more to come, that we
would have to contribute about Oswald, but because we wanted
to do everything we could to get his full story before the
Warren Commission closed its dcors, we did ask him about these
matters.

The result was --

Mr. Fithian. Even though at that time you did not have --

the FBI still had jurisdiction?

Mr. Bagley. The queétion wasn't -- in fact, Mr. Fithian,
the question was no longer, I think -- we didn't feel any
constraint during this period of detention. There was nothing
preventing us from talking to Nosenko about Oswald.

The only thing that may have inhibited us was the
conviction that he had no more to say about it. Certainly
I think the comparison of what we got in Geneva, and the
rather systematic questioning ithuly, there wasn't any more
subétanée to it.

He was making certain statements, and those statements

were either true or not true, But, they were certainly very
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limited. I think we could list the number of facts he gave us
about the Oswald case, and they would not be a very long

list. They have to do with how he heard abou it and what he
heard about Oswald's attempt at suicide, about Oswald's
psychological asséssment they did or did not do in the KGB,

or in a Soviet hospital, oﬁ Oswald. These facts lined up
have not changed and they have not increased by éubsequent
questionings. And I think by the time we were talking about,
while Nosenko was in detention and we could have asked him

as many questions as we wanted to, I think our feeling was

 that we had his story. And I think subsequent events have

borne that out.
The bnly thing I regret, as I say, is that those forty-

four questions which we hHad passed to the FBI, I don't think

“we should have felt any inhibition about asking Nosekno those

at that time. I don't think anybody should have any

inhibitions about asking Mr. Nosenko those questions today.

So I hope that answers your question.

Mr. Fithian. I was just unclear --

Mr. Bagley. While he was in detention, we>didn't
feelvstrongly constrained. There was ndt much thought --
tﬁé Bureau was always ~- the FBI waslalways aware that if
they wanted té talk to Mr. Nosenkb again, that they could
have him at any time théy wanted. There was no quéstion

of keeping him away from the FBI. With the FBI's knowledge
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of this case, the FBI;s interest in this case, he was always
there. If théy wanted to come to the CIA and say, 'Look, you
are custodians of Mr. Nosekno. We would like to talk to him,"
they would have talked to him again.

Mr. Fithian. The reason I raiéed the question was I
inferred from your response to Mr. Klein you somehow felt
ruled out jurisdictionally, because that was the FBI's
province.

Mr. Bagley. I would say prior to the detention, yes.

Mr. Fithian. Only for one time frame.

Mf. Bagley. Yes. I think from the time of his
defection, or the time of his arrival in the United States
until the detention. And as I say, the detention was designed
to do a hostile interrogation, not to question him
systematically. In fact, the hostile interrogation was a
confused and confusing operation which didn't succeed, but
it was strictly focused oﬁ contradictions‘in his story.

And as I state,'there were few enough,‘if any, contradictions
visible within his story of Oswald that there was nothing
there we could hook onto and use with any impact.

Mr. Fithian. fhank yout

Mr. Klein. Is it your testimony that whether it be
very early or later on that the CIA did make e&ery effort
- to get all the 1nformat10n from Mr Nosenko that it could

get and to find the truth -- all the 1nformatlon from Nosenko
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about Oswald that it could get, and to determine whether

2 ‘that information was true or not?
g 2 Mr. Bagley. There vare two questions, I think. I
4 separated them in my letter. The question did we get all
> the information. And then you said --
6 Mr. Klein. You attempted to get all the information
g from Nosenko about Oswald. You can take that one first.
‘8 Mr. Bagley. Okay. It would Be very easy, and I would
2 in good conscience say yes. But over these past weeks I have
0l had a lot of time to think about it, what did we know, what
n could we have done. And the only thing that sticks in my mind
12 right now that would have been perhaps useful_for the record
13 wer Eo adk fim théSe questions which our experts, knowing
- 14 internal Soviet proéedures, had dredged up about -- which

15 || were not all to do with Oswald, and they had nothing to do with

16 || - his knowledge of Oswald. They had to do with Oswald's own

17 story, which has to do with.his meéting with Marina, his
18 permission to marry Marina, his exit of Marina from the.Soyiet
19 Union, all of these things that have to do with Soviet

20 internal pfocedures, Wheré we consider ourselves particulafly
21 &ell informed, because we had access to some former KGB

@ : 2 2 people who knew fhese pfocedures. -

23 - By the way, they have said, they.said at‘thét time --
24 "weil; their reaction to the story &as quite violent. I under-.
25 stand that you have talked to some defectors on this subject.
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But the reaction of the KGB meﬁ to the Oswald and
Marina story, and most particularly to Nosenko's story about
the failure to talk to him, and ﬁhe ease with which he married
this lady and so forth, they believed that this is not possible
as given. Strongly they believe that. |

Mr. Klein. I think my question sort of got lost. But
is it your testimony that at some poin£ the CIA did try to
get all the information that they could from Nosenko that he
knew about Oswald?

Mr. Bagley. About Nosenko's knowledge of Oswald, yes.

Mr. Klein. And at some point did the CIA try to do its
best, do whatever was possible to determine whether the
information Nosenko gave about Oswald was true?

Mr. Bagley. I would say our efforts in this respect
Wouid be on two planes. One is to check out the facté, and
those facts, as I think Mr. Helms told you here, can onl&
be found within the files of the KGB. And secondly, to find
out whether Nosenko as such is telling a true story. In.
other words, is his story -- is all of his story true, and
therefore is' his story of Oswald potentially true. And in
that latter respect, I would say we made a heroic but unsuccesst
ful éffdrt. I say unsuccessful, because we didn't prove it..

"As I told you today -- I hope I got over to yoﬁ the

fact that I am convinced that the story cannot be true.

But that was the result of a long and strenuous effort.
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So my answer to your second question.is yes, indeed.

Mr. Klein. it is also your testimony that prior to the
hostile interrogations, the CIA did not concentrate on the
Oswald question because the FBI had primary responsibility for
that issue, even though it dealt with Oswald's activities in
Russia.

Mr. Bagley: ‘Correct.

Mr. Klein; Mr. Chairman, I would ask that at this time
I read into the récord page 7 from a document feceived from
the FBI which is résponses to questions that this committee
posed to the FBI. I cannot put the entire document into
evidence because portions of it are secret. But the portion
I propose to read is unclassified.

The question posed té the FBI by this committee was
"Did either the FBI or the CIA have primary responsibility
for investigating Nosenko's sfatements about Oswald. If
neither had primary'responsibility, was there any division
of responsibility?" |

The answer, and I am quoting: "The FBI had primary
responsibility for‘investigating Nésenko's statements about
Oswals that pertainéd;to his, Oswald's, activities in the
United States, including the assaésination of President
Kennedy. The CIA had primary responsibility for inVestigating
Nosenko's statéments about Oswald'sAactivities:aﬁroad.”

 Mr. Bégley, I find that absolutely incomprehensible,
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because Nosenko could not conceivably have known anything
about Oswald's activities in the United States. The FBI
would havé had nothing to talk to him about.

Mr. Klein. In effect, what this document would seem
to say is that for everything that Nosenko knew about Lee
Harvey Oswald, the CIA had primary responsibility of finding
it out and investigating it.

Mr. Bagley. Absolutely, that is what that document
says to me, yes. Because it couldn't possibly have been
tﬁe agreement between the FBI and CIA at that time because,
as I say, there is no use'talking to a Moscow-based internal
security officer of the KGB about a man, a former Marine
of the United States, who came to the United States -- who had
1lived in the United States before he came to Rﬁssia, came back
to the United States after he lived in Russia, and at some
point along the way killed thé President of the United States.
How in the world would this man have had anything to say on
the subject? In fact,he would have shrugged and said, ''No,
I don't know anything about it."

Mr. Klein. So we draw the conclusion from this that
the CIA was of the opinion that the FBI had responsibility
in this‘area and at the same time the FBI was of thé opinion
that the CIA had the primafy responéibility in this area?

Mr. Bagley. Certéinly not. The FBI talked to.this

man for days. They could have terminated their so-called
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responsibility in five minutes had they thought that we
were responsible, the CIA was responsible for talking to him
about everything to do with Oswald in Russia.

Mr. Klein. Well, you are disbuting that statement, is
that right?

Mr. Bagley. Oh,.yes. And I have a feeling that there
is some misunderstanding there. Ivcan't believe thaﬁ anybody
said that seriously.

I have no memory of any such thing being said at the
tiﬁe because -- perhaps they meant, you know -- it couldn't
mean that they felt that the FBI had -- no, they were talking
about Oswald, ﬁot about Nosenko. No, I cannot underétand 1€,

Mr. Klein. So, you dispute thaﬁ.

Mr. Bagley. Oh, of course.

Mr. Klein. Well --

Mr. Bagley. But I suspect it is a misunderstanding,
rather than a misstatemeﬁt.

-~ Mr. Klein. You testified earlier that you did not recall
any othef sessions where Nosenko was asked detailed specific
questions about Oswald in Russia, other than the July 3 and
July 27 sfatements, which wére mentioned in our report, isv
that correct? - |

Mf. Bagley. That 1is éorrect. One reason I think perhaps
you have ﬁhevﬂmﬂe picture is that there were pretty_caréful

records kept. In response to your questions to the agency,
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or -- I am sure you had got all of the pertinent files, and
héd there been anything else, it would have been clearly
iﬁdicated. |

Mr. Klein. I should state for the record we have read
those files, and we know of no others.

Do you have any recollection of how long these two sessions
were in time?

Mr. Bagley.. You mean the July session?

Mr. Klein. July 3vand July 27.

Mr. Bagley. No. I take it that information came from a
document. Did it give any indication of the time? Because --

Mr. Klein. T should state for the record the sessions
are on tape.

ﬁr. Bagley. Well, then, there must be a way to know.

Mr. Klein. How many hours, as aﬁ experienced security_
officer, considering what you have told us was of importance

to this question of Oswald -~ how many hours do you think that

Mr. Bagley. I would give you a practical answer to that
question. . When you are faced with a man who is telling you a
1imiﬁed number of facts, which have a very clear limit, you
can ask him the questions, and you can write down the ahswers,
and you can ask him the same questions or related questions all

day long.
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But I think that we felt that we had touched his limits,
and we didn't just feel it, we experienced it, and that had we
talked more and more and more we wouldn't have gotten anywhere.|
Therefore, I cannot guess how many hours one should spend
asking the same questions.

I would add, by way of comment to your question, that had
he lived through the experience as he said, we could have talke
with him for days. Because you have a situation where a case
officer named Rostrusin, or Krupnov, if this man walks up,
and they talk about it, and then they go out and have a drink,
or they live through these experiences, that Oswald had been in
a hotel, and that there was this Soviet Intourist woman who
was in touch with him, what exactly what is her relationships
with both KGB and what did she think about this guy, and did
you talk to her and when -- these are things which wouid go
on and on and on had there been a genuine contact.

But ‘the one thing I have noticed is that your complete
information about Oswald and ourselves or the FBI's runs‘to
a few pages, never more. You can't expand it. You reached
the limit. Therefore, my answer to your question is I can't
guess how long you can spend on this man, but I don't think
it is any longer than we did spend. |

Mr. Klein. 1Is it your testimony that five or six hours
would be adequate for thisAissue?*

Mr. Bagley. I am sorry. That is a very difficult question

HW 53080 DoeId:$p2?3suu Page 91




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

‘ 22

23

24

25

67
to answer.

Mr. Klein. I.should state for the record that the committe
has heard the tapes of these two sessions and they lasﬁed,
combined, approximately five or six hours. That is where the
figure comes from.

Mr. Bagley. I don't know. You are talking about a matter
of hours -- was it six hours or 12 hours or even 30 hours.
Perhaps there could have been more.

Mr. Klein. Now, are you familiar with the person who

'questioned Oswald on July 3 or July 27?

Mr. Bagley. No, I can't reﬁember who it wés. _If you tell
me his name, I am sure I would remembér. But -- it was
presumably a member of my division, or my section, I would
say -- at that time the counterintelligence section of the
Soviet division.

Mr. Klein. My only hesitation is --

Mr. Bagley. It doesn't matter.

Mr. Klein. -- is the security aspect.

Mr. Bagley. -Unless you want to ask me about some
ddcument. Excuse.me fér my question.

.Mr. Klein. What I do want to ask yoﬁ is do you think

if‘you have Nosenko, as he is speaking about Oswald, and you

'said it was an important issue, that the person who questioned

Nosenko about Oswald should be somebody who is experienced in

'KGB -- questioning KGB defectors.
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Mr. Bagley. I don't know. You have people available for
questioning, and their manner of questioning is more or less
detailed, and more or less competent, depending on their
training, and depending on their personél inclinations or
capacities.

Everybody has to get his experience somewhere. I think
many officers I have known have done brilliant and complete
interrogations without any priorAexperience.

No, I don't think it is necessarily relevant to be
systematic about this. There was an implication in one of the.
reports I read thatfhis man had not carefully studied the
matter of Oswald before asking the questions of Nosenko. I
think probably more could have been done there.

Mr. Klein. When you say that everyone has to get their
~experience somewhere; do you think that this situation would
'.have been a proper placg to give somebody experience in

questioning a KGB defector, talking about Lee Harvey Oswald?

Mr. Bagley. Yes, I think it would -- in other words,

it is not grotesque, it is not unheard of to have a competent

. person -- I am sure that the man who was sent -- as I say, I
don't remember who it was -- I am sure he was mnot an incompe-

tent.
When we are talking about questioning anybody about -
anything, we are‘talking about a‘personal capability, personal

professional competence, rather than experience, let's say,
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with a Soviet defector, or with anybody else. He could go
down and question a businessman.about his business.

Mr. Klein. Well, tb question a businessman, say, about
his business, do you think that he would have been very familiay
in the facets of the business -- and my question is, would
the person who questioned Nosenko about Oswald, would you
expect that that>person should be very familiar with the facts
of Oswald's life aﬁd especially everything we knew about
Oswald in Russia?

Mr. Bagley. Yes.

Mr. Klein. And this committee, as.is stated in the
report, questioned, took a deposition from the particular
agent who was assigned to question Nosenko about Oswald, and
was the only agent who performed that questioning on the 3rd
of July and the 27th of July, and he stated that his knowledge
of Oswald came from the media, what he had réad as all of us
look.at the newspapers and hear on tele?ision.

Do you think that that is a satisfactory way to investi-
‘gate what Nosenko knew about Oswald?

Mr. Bagley. The word "satisfactory'" is a difficult one.

Mr; Klein. Adequate.

Mr. Bagley. Certainly not maximum. Certainly not
desirable. No, I would be inclined to think that it was not --
Vit was certainly not maximum. |

Mr. Klein. Do you think that had the person who questioneq
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Nosenko been very familiar with all aspects of Oswald, and
experienced in KGB, and spent more than five or six hours
questioning Nosenko about Oswald, and perhaps the CIA would
have come up with more relevant information in determining
whether Nosenko was telling the truth about Oswald?
Mr. Bagley. No.
Mr. Klein. You state in your report that the chairman
of this committee,;due to Mr. Hart's confusing testimony --
Mr. Fithian. Mr. Klein, are you departing that particular
line of‘questioning now?
Mr. Klein. I am going to come back to it. But you
certainly can ask a question now. |
. Mr. Fithian. I have had the feeling, subjective, today
that perhaps, hearing your testimony and what else we have‘
found out, that it would be fair to characterize your major
interest in Nosenko as not being Oswald'-- either bécause you1
touched the limits of his knowledge, information, or for what-
ever reason—faﬁd that it would be fair to say that your reél
interest in Nosenko, as an individual, was the potential

penetration of American government, potential penetration of

. your own agency, determining whether he was sent here to

mislead your agency, sent here to undermine Mr. X, whatever.
In other words, the intelligence operations that he
might be able to lead you to were of a great deal more

interest to you'than Oswald. Isn't that fair to say?
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Mr. Bagley. No, no, it isn't; Mr. Fithian.

I would like to correct some of the impressions given in
this field by Mr. Hart, among others.

During the period of Nosenko's clandestine meetings with
us befdre his defection, and during the period of his
questioning under conditions of freedom in the United States,
he was treated -- and his information was gone at -- precisely
as would any other defector.

The most important information he had to offer was got
at, pribrities were established, he was questioned on every-
thing he knew including Oswald. During the period of
confinement, he was also questioned on Oswald.

Now, if the case as a whole seems to bear this counter-
intelligence flavor, I would like to say that is probably
determined by the fact that Mr. Nosenko was an internal
security officer of the KGB. He was questioned early on,
both in Geneva and here, on his kﬁowledge of anything to do
with Sbviet politics, Soviet personalities, on the economic
or internal relatiénships with the leaderéhip, ény type of
policy information that he could give from his knowledge, as a
KGB officer.

Thesé are things which some KGB officers have had know-
ledge of. In other words, we don't write them off. They are
not nearly as valuable as sources of intelligence are; for

example, officers of the Soviet army or the Soviet military
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1 intelligence.
> But nonetheless, they are not necessarily zero@@, ‘
3 especially having to do with political information. T would
o 4 say we made every effort to get what this man had on other
5 things, that we were not just slanting our questions in order
. to determine whether he was a plant.
. However, during that questioning we continually found
8 reason to suspect that he was a plant, but that was not our
purpose as it has been stated to this committee.
9
Our purpose was to get what he knew. He didn't know much.
10
That is a fact. That isn't our preconception, as Mr. Hart --
11 _
Mr. Fithian. You mean he didn't know much about any
12
area?
13 ,
Mr. Bagley. No, sir. Well, what do you mean by any
° 14
area?
15 .
' Mr. Fithian. The areas you questioned him on.
16 | _
Mr. Bagley. The areas I mentioned, on Soviet politics,
17 . ‘ . '
economics and so on, he knew effectively nothing. He had
18 s , :
nothing that was of any intelligence value.
19 '
Mr. Fithian. Well, I had some other questions, but that
20 ‘ '
would kind of lead us far astray.
21
Mr. Klein. I don't Have a whole lot more.
22 B
‘ : You stated in your letter that the chairman of the
23 . -l '
committee, due to the confusing testimony of Mr. Hart, was
24 . | _ |
led to state that no investigation of Oswald's activities
25 '
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as known to Nosenko have been made.

Mr. Bagley. Yes.

Mr. Klein. And that that was incorrect?

Mr. Bagley. Oh, yes.

Mr. Klein. Woﬁld you tell us specifically what the CIA
did to investigate what Nosenko said about Oswald in Russia?

Mr. Bagley. The context of that statement, by the way,
as is put in my letter, has to do with the getting -- it is in
the paragraph of that.letter which talks about getting the
information from, even though we are talking about investi-
gation.

This is as I réad the transcript. It may not be correct.
It_may have méant indeed the investigation of the information
which had been gotten.

Mr. Klein. Right. Distinguishing taking a statement
from investigation, using investigation in that way, would you.
tell us what specifically wad done to investigate this case.

Mr.vBagley. Yes, with pleasure.

First of all, the best way.to investigate it is to check
parallel sources of information. 1In this case, thé only
parallel source of information which coﬁld tell us, confirm or
deny whether Lee Harvey Oswald had or had not beeﬁ questioned
by the KGB, or had or had not had any-relations with the KGB,

or some of the other things Nosenko said, could only come

‘from the KGB, or Intourist, or from some of the personalities
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1 in contact with Nosenko in Russia. We had no such sources.
2 Secondly, we would probably go into -- I am not sure what
3 the technical term here is -- we would consult experts. We
. 4 would take Nosenko's information and see whether it made
5 sense in terms of the knowledge, our knowledge of the Soviet
6 Union.
7 That would not be a reference merely to files. That would
8 be the questioning of all available sources on this subject.
5 That is the point T made, that we did go back to every one of
10 our &fectors, not only on Nosenko's story, but on Oswald's
» story, directly.
- That would be about all -- except finally the attempt to
13' determine how wvalid that-information was in terms of the man's
. " total credibility, which means investigation under interro-
s .gation.
.16 Mr. Klein. Now, consulting of experts -- you told us
- that although you spoke to some defectors, that they never
8 used the questions, is that right?
. Mr. Bagley. No, no, no. They made reports. - They made
20 comments and reports about internal Soviet procedures which
51 bore on the Oswald story. Oh, yes, they did that. They made
: reports.. |
& 22 - |
Mr. Klein. So, since, as you say, you could not go to the
= KGB, the only investigation that the CIA did in this matter
* was to conéult'other defectors about procedures in the KGB?
25 :
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1 Mr. Bagley. Other defectors, other knowledge available to
| 2 the American intelligence community.
3 Mr..Klein. Well, what specifically?
0 4 Mr. Bagley. Excuse me?
5 Mr. Klein. I say other than defectors, who else did you
6 specifically talk to, to investigate.
7 Mr. Bagley. Talk to? Oh, let me think. Talk to. May I
8 ask you to be very precise in your question as to what aspects
9 of the story you might be talking about? 1Is it Nosenko's
iO story‘of Oswald? Because if it is, it has to do with the
" procedures.of admission to the Soviet Union, the series of
- events that occurred to Oswald in the Soviet Union, the
- 'suici&e, and things of that sort.
1 Mr. Klein. And you are saying that you investigated this--
) s these statements by Nosenko how, by spéaking to--
6 Mr. Bagley. Well, who would know about, let's say, 
7 procedures for the admission of people into the Soviet Union.
18  Who would know about.-- the main soufce, the most wvalued
‘9 source we have ever had on things from this very closed
20 society, wherg these regulations and these procedures are in
» no sense open to the public,-the best source we have had, of
a 2 course, 1is 'defectors éna that is over a large number of years--
many years. |
23
” The result has been we have accumglated this infqrmation,
and have turned out genera}.reports and kept them up-to-date
25
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on what certain Soviet procedures are.

Those would be consulted. 1In other words, written reports
background information. Surely we checked that.

Mr. Klein. So in general you checked the reports that had
been accumulated over the years, but not specifically written
for this case.

Mr. Bagley. And theh questioned people specifically about
this case, those sources we had.

Mr. Klein. Who did you question; without saying a name --

‘ifyou questioned defectors, how many?

Mr. Bagley. Defectors.

Mr. Klein. How many did you question?

Mr. Bagley. Certainly a minimum of three, and as many
perhapé as, I would guess -- my memory really isn't sure
because I wasn't as closely aware of some of these other
things -- I would imagine that we sou-ght or got reports
from more than those three, the three that I know of. How
many more, I don't remember.

Mr. Klein. Aﬁd were their records and files of what
ﬁhese -- all thé people that you questioned, are those
records all made, of what they said when asked specificallyv
ﬁo comment on this case?

Mr. Bagley. I don't know that, Mr. Klein. I don't know.

Mr. Klein. And other than the number of defectors, at

least three, anybody else that you questioned, or did you do
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1 anything else to investigate what Nosenko said about Oswald?
2 Mr. Bagley. The word investigation is bothering me a
3 little. I don't know what you mean. If you mean to look
. 4 into it, to verify it by whatever information we had about
5 Russia, what other sources are avaialble? You have overt
6 information, and you have information’which has come from
< covert soﬁrces.
8 Mr. Klein. What I am saying is -— I am not stating at
4 this time that there are other possibilities. I am just asking
- what -- is that the extent of what you did to investigate it?
" Mr. Bagley. We are talkingabout Nosenko's story, which is
12' Oswald in Russia.
Mr. Klein. Yes.
13 .
" Mr. Bagley. What you do to investigate that in the
) s United States is go down to the neighborhood and you go talk
6 to people. But we had no such acceés to people inside the
- Soviet Union. THere was a tremendéus limit to our ability to
8 investigate this information. |
9 Therefore, if these outsiders, talkingabout procedures,
20 or Whét would or wouldn't be donevnormally, sounds like a
1 .séﬁewhat inadequate means of investigation, it was the only
: one at our disposal. |
(5 22 |
Mr. Klein. As I say, your statement is that there was
= investigation. I am just trying to ascertain -- |
24_ | Mr. Bagley; I mentioned investigation.on those three
25 ' '
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1 grounds, the third of those grounds being the attempt by
2 interrogation to get at the veracity'of Nosenko in general, and
3 Nosenko as a source on Oswald.
. 4 Mr. Klein. And we have already discussed the extent of
5 the questioning of Nosenko on the Oswald matter. That was
6 those two sessions.
7 Mr. Bagley. The questioning of Nosenko.on the Oswald
8 matter was limited to these two sessions, I believe, because
3 you have told me so -- plus the session is in Geneva.
- Mr. Klein. Do you recollect in Geneva that you spoke in
" details with Nosenk§ about Oswald?
2 Mr. Bagley. The words ''in detail" are hard to say
3 because the conditions of a clandestine meeting are never
1 satisfactory. You cannot sit down and be systematic because
) s you don't have that much time. There are other things we
- ‘talked about.
. Mr.'Klein[v Did you ever question Marina Oswald about what
el happened in Russia when she was with Oswald, and compare ‘that
0 to what Nosenko was giving you? |
20 Mr. Bagley. To my:knowledge the CIA had no access
5 whatsoever to Marina Oswald, and I have no knowledge of any
0 s CIA contact with her at any. time.
Mr. Klein. Did you ever‘ask the FBI to question her
23 specifically about the issues you were intérested in?
“ ' Mr. Bagley. Yes.
25 :
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Mr. Klein. 1Is there a written request for that?

Mr. Bagley. I would suspect so, yes.

Mr. Klein. And did you get any answer back?

Mr. Bagley. No.

Mr. Klein. The FBI --

Mr. Bagley. No, I don't believe that we would have asked
them to ask her something to tell us because this would have
been a violation of what the FBI considered its charter in
this case.

Mr. Klein. So you didn't ask them.

Mr. Bagley. We would give them qpestions to ask her. We
would reuqest them or suggest to them that they ask Marina
certain gquestions. That, yes, but not with the idea of
‘reporting back to us because we wouldn't have any right to do
that.

Mr. Klein.. You wouldn't have any right to have the FBIL
give you their reports on Marina Oswald?

Mr. Bagley. Oh, yes, we would have a right to ask them
to give the reports. But we didn't say why don't you ask this.
This is essentially why we are doing it. We gave them a
request for information and said will you go ask these
queétions.

That is the history of the famous 44 questions I spoke
about a moment agof |

Mr. Klein. Weren't'you interested in the answers to
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1 compare it to what Nosenko was telling you?
P Mr. Bagley. Yes, indeed. But -- the answers to --
3 Mr. Klein. That Marina gave the FBI, to compare it to
. 4 what Nosenko told you what happened?
| 5 Mr. Bagley. We would have been very happy to have answers
6 from Marina, and asked these questions. But we could not
7 operate through the FBI to do this. I think this is a thing:
8 that has come up in previous testimony. I think we were
5 constrained, that the bureau felt very strongly it was their
10 responsibility.
" Mr. Klein. Did you ever make any ;ttempt to study
2 files you had on other people who had defected, Americans who
13 ‘had defected to the Soviet Union, and check what happened to
0 them, and compare them to Oswald's?
) s Mr. Bagley. Oh, yes, and the people whowere doing that --
6 by the way, I want to stress here that the agency component
primarily responsible -- I told you aboﬁt our wholehearted
v effort and fremendous interest in this. But the agency
:: component handling the agency's reduirements on Lee Harvey
20 Oswald were in fact the counterintelligence staff. They indeed
did look into the experience of other defectors. .
‘ il Mr. Klein. Were their reports made on this?
“ Mr. Bagley. I don't.know.
“ Mr. Klein. I should say for the record, Mr. Chairman,
2 thaﬁ our committee has seen these files, but'has never seen
25 |
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any reports indicating that any kind of study was made to
compare these people to Oswald.

Were the results of these studies put in the final report
that you people -- that the Soviet Russia division published
in I believe February of 19777

Mr. Bagley; No. The Soviet Russia -- may I speak about
that report? The report, the so-called final Soviet Russia
division report has also been misrepresented here. What was
being done in the so-called thousand page report, or whatever
one chooses to call it, was to make sense out of an incrediblé
maés of maferial.

It had gotten to the point, there were sO many inter-

related cases, so much detail connected with Nosenko, that

.somebody new coming into the case could probably no longer

master it. What I sought to do was to get each and every
aspect of the case written up, what Nosenko had said, what

investigations had been made of it, perhaps even comments on

it, or further things to be done on it.

fhat I don't remember -- the exact format. But I do know
the first two things were there, what Nosenko had said and
what our investigation, indeﬁendent Rnbwledge showed.

This was put together with the idea of being a reference
of easy access, not as é final report.

Now, exactly what was finally said in it when it got into

its eventual form, the so-called 400 page report, I don't
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know because I wasn't there, and‘I had certainly not originally
intended that compilation had to be a final report.
It has certainly beén treated‘as such, and has been
described as such here. Perhaps there were passages in it

which had the kind of conclusions which I saw quoted --

Nosenko was not this, and was not that, and was trying to

deceive, and things of that sort.

Perhapé they appeared eﬁen in that thousand page report.
But frankly, that wasn't its original intent, and I don't
remember their being in there. |

Mr. Klein. Do you specifically remember a report'where
there was a study of all American defectors to the Soviet
Union and a comparison? | |

Mr. Bagley. 'No, but I can assure you that the person to
ask on that would be the counterintelligence steff. Thét wa;
their responsibility.

Mr. Klein. You don't recall a report?:

Mr. Bagley. No.

Mr. Klein.< Do you recall any kind of effort to get‘hold
of documents, letters, diary written by Oswald, and compéré
that to what Nosenko was telling you about Oéwald?

Mr. Bagley. No, no.
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1
1 ' Mr. Klein. When I asked you earlier about whether if
2 || you thought that a more experienced person questioned Nosenko,
3 || somebody who knew more about Oswald did the questioning, and
‘ - 4 || whether there were longer sessions, whether that might have
5 || helped to get more information and get to the truth in this
6 || matter, you said that you didn't think it would help. And in
7 |l your letter to us, you told us that you felt the Agency-did an
g || adequate job, and you compared what the Agency learned about
g || Nosenko and Qhat this committee learned and said that since we
10 and‘the FBI didn't learn any more than the CIA, that that shows
11 that the Agency did a good job.
12 Mr.-Bagley. Did an adequate job. I didn't say did a
13 || 80od job.
. 14 Mr. Klein. An adequate job.
15 Mr . Bagley.. Yes.
16 Mr. Klein. Did the FBI have the same access to Nosenko
17 that the CIA had?
18 Mr. Bagley. Yes. As I remember, I think he was deiiVered
19 to them. ibthink they probably‘questionéd him -- I am not
50 || @ hundred percent sure of this, but I seem to remember that
21 they questioned him on their own premises. In other words,
‘ 2 || T think he was out of our custody in the period he .wa‘s being
23 talked to by the FBI. It is conceivable that I am wrong and
'24 that the FBI people came to the house in which Nosenko was
25 livingvénd talked to him there. But I»have some -- .
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Mr. Klein. I believe the record will reflect that was
2 || the case.
3 Mr. Bagley. I'm sorry. I didn't remember.
‘ 4 Mr. Klein. Do you recall the FBI having any access to
5 || Nosenko after April &4, 1964?
6 Mr. Bagley. No. ©Nor do I femember their asking for such
7 || access. |
8 | - Mr. Klein. So they only were able to question Nosekno
9 || for approximately two months in 1964, is that right?
10 . Mr. Bagley. Correct.
11 Mr. Klein. And you stated in your letter that they
12 || questioned him --
13 | Mr. Bagley. Wait a minute. Excuse me. You said were
14 - rablé to interrogate him only during two months?
15 Mr. Klein. They had two months --
16 |l Mr. Bagley. You used the words "were able". They were
17 || able to talk to him mdre if they asked for it. I said that
18 || earlier today.
19 Mr. Klein. Well, you are saying they could have spoken

20 |l to him after April 4, 1964.

21 Mr. Bagley. Of course. We would never have denied them
o 22 || access to him.
23 Mr. Klein. And your testimony is that they had questioned

24 || him all they wanted, and that is why they didn't question him

25 || any more after'April 4, 1964,
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Mr. Bagley. Yes. It is certainly my undersfanding..

Mr. Klein. Mr. Chairman, again I would like to read
from the report givén to us by the FBI,.from page 5. This
particular section was read into the record at our earlier
hearings. I would like to read it again.

"The FBI had no direct access to Nosenko from April 3, 196
until April 3 of 1969, and therefore was-notbin a position to
make an objective assessment of his bona fides nor of the ver-
acity of information furniehéd by him. Thus information
provided by him in early 1964 was accepted at face value and
qualified in terms of the source and the conditiops under which
it was received."

Does that indicate to you that the FBI felt that.ﬁhey
could have interviewed him any time they wanted after April 4,
19647

Mr. Bagley. Yes. The phrase in there was they had, as
I understood it -- they had no access to him during that
period. They didn't suggest, I think, by that phraseology that
they were denied it. I know of no case in which the FBIL
asked for access to Nosenko or that anything was said to
the Bureau that suggested to them that they could not have
access to him during his period of detention.

| Mr. Klein. And you also' compared the findings of the
CIA with the findings of this committee. Do you think the

fact that this committee spoke to Nosenko fourteen years later
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might have put the committee at a disadvantage versus the
position the CIA was in in 1964?

Mr, Bagley. Normally I would say of course. In this
case, I see no sign of it.

Mr. Klein. You don't think that the committee had any
disadvantage -

Mr.Bagley. No. I say I don't see any sign of it in
the result. On the contrary, I think you got everything and
perhaps a bit more. As to whether the four years make a
diéadvantage in this case or not, I would say normally of

coursevit would. Everybody's memory fades, especially of

- experienced events.

Mr. Klein. Do you think that the absence of the
investigative and intelligence resources that the CIA had
available in 1964, the absence of that for this committee
might have also made it more difficult for this committee to
conduct its investigation?

Mr. Bagley. The absence of what -- excuse me?

Mr. Klein. The investigative and intelligence
resources that the CIA has available, and had available in
1964, that that might have --

Mr. Bagley. As I pointed out to ydu, there were no
investigative resourceé that you would consider serious ones
inside the Séviet Union. “

Mr. Klein. You don't think that the CIA had any
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advantage over this committee as far as sources available to
them?
“Mr. Bagley. I don't know what your limitations were,

Mr. Klein. I would think that the type of sources that
I have described would have been made available to your
committee had you asked them. 1In other wérds, defectors,
available background information on the Soviet Union and
so forth. I don't think that -- well, I don't know what other
assets you are talking about or what other capabilities.

Mr. Klein. You state in.your letter that the committee
came up with only one fact.

Mr. Bagley. Well, I was talking there about the --

Mr. Klein. Surveillance.

Mr. Bagley. The surveillance.

Mr. Klein. You are aware that the committee came up
with numerous inconsistencies in Nosenko's statements?

Mr. Bagley. I certainly am. And I found them extremely
well presented.

Mr. Klein. in the time that the CIA had to question
Nosenko, can you specifically tell us aﬁy inconsistencies
or untruths that the CIA pinned him to?

Mr. Bagley. In the detaiis of the case?

Mr. Kléin. Yes.

Mr. Bagley. TheAanswer is probably no. I don't -

and the answer is certainly no, I do not remember any.
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Bﬁt as to Whether there were or not, I don't remember.

Mr. Klein. 1In the files that I have read I can state
that I have not found any. And my question to you is if the
Agency did an adequate job, then how is it that fourteen years
later this committee found inconsistencies; when the Agency
never found any at the time?

Mr. Bagley. Well, some of those were changes in the story
in the interim, aren't they?

Mr. Klein. That ;s correct. But they came about
from questioning, from checking prior statements, queétioning
a number of times about the facts,.twenty—five, thirty hours.

Mr. Bagley. Yes, prior statements.

Mr. Klein: My question basically is did the Agency
put the time and resources into this so that if there were
inconsistencies that could have been founc in 1964 they would
have beén found.

Mr. Bagley. I am not sure that these inconsistencies
did exist at that time. And certainly I am not sure that a
questiéning of him at that time would have produced these
inconsistencies. I have no way of‘knowing that.

Mr. Klein. I am not necessarily referring to these
particular inconsistencies. What I am suggesting is that
if inconsiétencies develoé in questioning of somebody now,
would it be a fair statement that adequate questioning in

1964, although maybe not developing these same incomnsistencies,
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would hae probably developed other inconsistencies which could
have been investigated and could have been the basis for
even further questioning.

Mr. Bagley. I think that is unknowable. I don't know.

On that point, if I may add, Mr. Klein --

your own professional judgment is that Nosenko is lying
about his knowledge of Oswald in Russia, or that he is
intentionally misrepresenting what he knows to be factual

about the KGB treatment of Oswald.

Yes.

I mean those are the only two possibilities.
Yes, sir.

And that was your conclusion at that time.
Tﬁe conclusion --

Let me just ask you. You never would

have put your stamp of approval on Nosenko's bona fides, is

No one would put.a stamp of approval on

somebody's bona fides except as the result of a careful and

considerable period of investigation; that is any defector.

I understand that.

'And in his case it is suggested and has

been suggested to this committee that conclusions were
drawn prior to his -- first of all prior to his reappearance

in 1964; in other words, after the 1962 meetings, and
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vsubsequently-during'that period, before he was incarcerated,
if that is the word. The fact is that at all times in our
discussion, regardless of what might -- well, let me start
again. That at all times we left the door open to him, for
him to prove his bona fides. The key period in'thié, in my
opinion, was in that period of freedom, after his défection,
where he was treated like anyone else, aﬁd we tried to go
doﬁn and talk to him and so forth. And there were points
or questions in our minds which we tried to approach with
him during that period.

I would say that we went to the meetings in 1964
with a doubt in the back of opr minds. But in no way planning
to handle the meetings in a different way than would have been.

Quite a lot was made by Mr. Hart about the duplicity
with which we talked about the settlement arrangements that
would be made with Mr. Nosenko when he came to the United
States. This has been the subject of some controversy since.

My memory tells me that we were not and could not have
been authorized to ekercise duplicity as such. We were
offeting him the type of settlement which we would have
offered to that man had he. established his bona fides. It
was.not duplicity as such.

Now, if you say at the same time that.fellow ﬁho is
promising these things is also the éuthor'qf this paper over

here which says that we don't trust him, or that there are some
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odd things here which suggest he was a KGB plant, I would say
absolutely yes. 'But,is that duplicity? Because the door was
always open for the establishment of his bona fides.

And as for the fifst hostile interrogation, when we
confronted him with these contradictions, I wouid say to you
that ﬁe probably suspected that he would not be able to clear
up these things. But we didn't do it. And there might
conceivably have been some innocent explanation of both
contradictions in his own story or oddities, all the things
thét Mr. Hart or others have mentioned, that there was some --
he was perhaps a pathological liar or that he was boasting or
he had a very strange memory, a whole lot of things could have
come up.

But what we had done in the meantime is to do a lot
of investigation on the side, not only about Oswald, and that
we presented ﬁhis outside information to him, asked him
questions about it, and found that he was inéxplicably unable

to answer the questions.
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At what point has one concluded that this man -- in other
words, dismissed him as a source? I don't think we ever did.

I don't think we talked to him about Oswald until much later,
during the period we are talking about here. I don't think any
less effort was made than would have been made with a serious
defector. There were certainly more troubles in getting
- details froﬁ-him than from other.defectors, but I think our
posture, face-to-face to him, probably was not much different
than it would have been had we not had the suspicions in the
background. It's the word "conclusions" that bothérs me. It's
the conclusion what he might have said had we not had these
preconceptions, as Mr. Hart put it.

Mr. Fithian. I was trying to get at a followup to Mr.
‘Klein's questions. Mainly inéonsistencieé occurred because
stories didn't match and so on, but I was trying to ascertain
whether or not in your judgment, since you did not believe him,
you‘had reason at that time either because of ihconsistencies oY
lies or whatever you judged them to be, to disbelieve his
rendition of the Oswald story in Russia.

Mr. Bagley. To the degree we had a suspicion of him at
‘all, the answer_is,yes; we had that.much reason to disbelieve .
what he said about Oswald in Russia. Plus the faét the story he
‘was télling about Oswald in Russia was absolutely unaccep&able
to us along_as a story, for all the reasons we have already

discussed. It was an incredible_story'and Mr. Hart and others
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have stressed that and every Soviet defectof has stressed this.

Mr. Preyer. I have to be at a meeting over at the Capitol
at 12:45. 1If you want to continue some questioning, could you
come back? I suggest if it's agreeable with everyone that we
recess until 2 o'clock today.in this room and we can post a
notice on the door if we have to go to another room.

The committee stands in recess.

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the hearing was recessed, to

resume at 2 p.m., this same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION

(2:10 p.m.

Mr. Preyer. The committee wiil resume its sitting.

The Chéir fecognizes Mr. Klein to complete his questions.

Mr. Klein. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be exceedingly
brief, with only one question.

Mr. Bagley, to your knowledge is there any documentation,
reports, memos, that fully describe the efforts made by the CIA
in 1964, ‘65, '66, '67, to investigate what Nosenko had to say
ébdut Oswald?

Mr. Bagley. No, and I would say as of 1966 or '67, when I
cut off, my best guess is that such a document doesn't exist.

I don't remember marking one and I am not quite certain what
the reason for making one would be.

Mr. Klein.. Is it normal procedure that during the course
of the investigation you wouldn't doéument the course of the
investigation?

Mr. Bagley. You would document everything you do, but you
certainly need not go back and describe everything you did or
everything you propose to do. I don't know who such a document
would be directed to, for example. if one ﬁere reporting |
progfess of an investigation there would be reports of what was
done_aﬁd what not. But this was one aspect of one larger
investigation and I can't remember any document being made up on

the subject.

Nr
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Mr. Kline. Thank you. I have no further questions.

Mr. Preyer. Mr. Fithian.

Mr. Fithian. Thank you; Judge.

My first question is less specific. We'll have more spe-
cific ones later. But I have. always been puzzléd since Mr. Hart
appeared before us as to why the Director would accept a man
who would testify in such a way as to create smashing anti-CIA
headlines out of that testimony and that goes beyond what you
said this morning as to his own personal knowledge or creden-
tiais for makiﬁg such testimony. Can you shed any light on that
at all?

Mr. Bagley. It goes without saying, I have thought about
this a lot. I think the dates of the Director's takeover of the
agency may have something to do with it. He came in from out-
side, very much outside, and he was faced with what to him was
probably repulsive or aboﬁinable state of affairs and he turns
to what was then the recognized expert, the man who had just
beforebhis takeover of the agency conducted this study."I have
not seen it; I understand it's bulky and Have no doﬁbt as to its
conclusion.. But I would say from the Director's point of view,
this man might. appear td be the expert even though he was
already retired at the time he did the 1976 Stﬁdy.

Mr. Fithian. Going back to Mr. Hart's testimony on page
114 of Our'record, he says to this éommittee explainihg how he

would proceed, he says: "Therefore, what.I have before me are a
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series of notes which were finished about 8 o'clock last night
based on guidance which I got at that time from Admiral Stans-
field Turher, Director of the CIA."

Mr. Bagley. I am mystified and have been asked the ques= .-
tion and have asked others the question and no one I know in the
Agency during my time or since has come up with any sensible
explanation.

Mr. Fithian. Your assessment or judgment as to why Mr.
Hart was selected then stems from and concurs with what Mr.

Hart is saying a little later in his testimony when he says
since Admiral Turner has become Director of Central Intelligence
he has been quite concerned about this case and he specifically
requested I cdme back to the Agency from which I retired in '72
and give presentations to agents on the nature of the case.

Now my question is this, since the>Nosenko case became a
celebrated one long before this committee became interested or
long before we even knew he existed, was Mr. Hart's opefation
.such that he would be the logical person within the Agency or
immediately retired from the Agency to make the kind of presentat
tions to "senior officials or‘ageﬁts in the case' that we might
have expected?

Mr. Bagley. No, sir, he was not.

Mr. Fithian. May I reiterate in the record at this point
whet.Mr. Dodd so ably did during thelquestioning that day, and

that is to say that kind of testimony didn't in any way square

4
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with what this committee had requested of the Agency. We had
submitted to the Agency a very detailed list of questions or
concerns we had, Mr. Klein can amplify that, of all our concerns.
Then they were sent over to the Agency for a representative to
discuss these matters. I might state, in no way did the
Department comply with the request. It's worse than I thought
in this sense. We were very surprised that day that the subject
of Oswald was not discussed after some 30 or 40 minutes of
testimony and then all the questions and even the statement that
he Was not qualified to comment on Oswald, which happens to be
the only thing this committee was primarily interested in. So

I make that comment at this point in the record.

Now, let me turn to your specific testiomony, Mr. Bagley,
and ask you to refer to page 10 of your testimony.

Prior to asking a qﬁestion as to this particular page, let
ne ask a couple of backgrOund questions: as a professional in
this field, I believe I read into your statement here that it is
highly unlikély, perhaps tbtally impropable, that someone with
Oswald's particular backgfound would héve been able to move in,
do thelthings he did in the Soviet Union, and move out without
being questioned by the‘KGB.

Mr. Bagley. That is absolutely my thought. I would say
it's absolutely'unthinkable'and it's unthinkable for the Soviet
defectors I know, it's unthinkable for anyone who knows the

automatic procedures of the Soviet Union, there is no way he
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could have evaded this action.

One described to me that the KG%;as it would face an
American swimming into their sea, it would be like a pool of
piranhas, insofar as one could make a statement.as dogmatic and
final as that. I would say it can't have happened as described.

Mr. Eithian. Well, then, when Mr. Nosenko told you, told
the Agency that story, that.would have been as early as Geneva?

Mr. Bagley. Yes.

Mr. Fithian. Just prima facie, doesn’'t this raise ques-
tions on the part of the Agehcy as to credibility of this man at
all? I mean, even at the very outset, the first or second con-
tact you had with him in Geﬁeva?

Mr. Bagley. Yes.

Mr. Fithian. Now, staying with the Geneva scene for just a
minute, this is a digression, but I was appalled at statements
made to us somewhere alonglthe_way;er. Chairman, as to thé
techniques of questioninngosenko in Geneva, that the CIA non-
Russian-language person doing the recording and -- I have for-
gotten ali the details. I would like some amplification, because
I occgsionally vote on budgets around here.

Mr. Bagley. Yes, sir. A slight correction of dates and
the manner in which I entered into this case.

I was in fact statidned in Switzeriand, not in headquarters
in the So?iet Division at the time this case broke. Therefore,

I came into it, if you like, as the Soviet operations expert in

2273600 Page 123



10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

HW 53080 DocId:3

100

that area.

While I had given myself in the course of my career a lot
of home learning of Russian to the point where I occasionally
served as a low-level translator for the Ambassador or inter-
preter in some of his contacts with the Soviet Embassy, I was
most definitely never fluent or competent in the language.

But on the other hand, this shouldn't keep one from operating
against the Soviet Union.

The contact made by a member of a Soviet delegation to that
areé; in this instance a disarmament conference in Geneva, he
says "I want a contact with American intelligence,” so somebody

T+

had to do that. \Be’was quite clear I was the person to contact
- :
and <re did.

" In the course of the first meeting with him, both English
and Russian were spoken. I told the man from the outset that I
would appreciate his speaking clearly and relatively élowly and
I would like to break into English whenever possible, and we"
tried to reach a language of understanding. At times either
from excitement, impatience or whatever, he expreséed himself
over a considerable number of sentences, fast, in Russian,
where§3;§§2erstanding of it was imperfect.‘

Now, I think at this late date, I told you this at a much
earlier date, but.very early along our'queétioning of the man

and of our writing reports on him, %8 we were aware of those

points where he had said something and I had failed to
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understand simply because there were taped recordings of these

meetings.
During the second meeting -- it possibly could have been
the third but I think it was the second -- there was present in

the room a native-speaking Russian officer to accompany me in my
deélings with this man. |
Although I came into it.:as a member of the Switzerland
component of the Agency, I was already known as particularly
competent and experienced in this fiéld, s0 it was considered as
I think Mr. Helms said in 1964, it was considered a good face
for the Agency, a competent qualified face for this extremely
valuable source.
But ffom the second meeting on -- even in the first meeting,
X LY

there were fewzynderstandings which consisted, I believe, of my
taking notes on certain things he said about his background. . The
military school which he attended was cited in your testimony
and there were one or two other minor things having to do with
the mannef of his féther's death. ‘I made a mistake, I heard it
Wfong. So, in my initial repdrt to headquarters there were
mistakes. But at leaét for most of that first meeting I had no
doubt there was good understanding and for all subsequent
neetings, thére was a total understanding.

' To take misunderstandings which'may have appeared in the'

first cable and first meeting on insignificant matters and

extend them into a judgment as to the manner in which this

[ 4
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source was handled from béginning to end is confusing, it mis-
- leads you and is unnecessary and has no relevancy at all.
I want to say the so-called drunkenness, the heartfelt
’ 4 Dok

statement of Mr. Nosenko to Mr. Hart, "M, I was snookered,"
‘he wasn;t snookered, he probably had a lot of boozé, but he
6 || was entirely lucid at all times. There was never a time when
7 | communications were broken because of the influence of alcohol.
8 Therefore, I suggest that element of language misunder-
9 étaﬁding that you are speaking of and the element of drinking was
10 artificially introduced as an explanation and excuse for other
11 || irregularities in Mr. Nosenko's reporting.

12 Mr. Fithian. Are you then saying that Nosenko used his

13 || drinking to make up or cover up or disguise the fact he did not

" 14 || know answers to certain questions or the account of that is
15 || erroneous? .
Yes.
16 Mr. Bagleyﬁ‘XLater when confronted with that in Geneva in

17 || 1962, he sim@ly said, "I was drunk" or "I did not say that,'" or
18 ”Thefe was a misunderstandihg.”
19 ‘In onebcase, Mr. Fithian, a very importént case,vhe
20 || described in 1962, his participation in an operation involving
21 || an American.bf which we had a record. 1In 1964, he denied.any

| ‘ | 22 || knowledge of that operation at all. It wasn't a question of a
23 transcript being ineptly made by some process I don't under-
24 stand, was not the transcript at all which entered into this

25 || confrontation, we brought back a tape. This tape was loud and

HW 53080 DocId:jp273600 PFage 126



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
‘I’ 3 22
237
24

28

HYW 53080 DocId:3

103

clear. We said, "You don't remember this operation? Here is
your voice." . And he hears his voice loud and clear,»giving de-
tails of the oberation. And his explanation was that he was
dfunk; he had novknolwedge of haviné spoken’t0~it a year and a
half earlier. It's my premise that drunkenness doesn't give you
second sight.

Mr. Fithian. I think Nosenko used thé term as to Oswald
being an "uninteresting target." Mr. Epstein in his book
perhaps makes a little too much of Oswald's potential knowledge
of the U-2.. Am I off base on that?

Mr. Bagley. I think<g§:’ It makes a good story. 1It's
logical, but after all, this is something which escaped American
attention. I have had an American friend who has come to me
since then and said, "You can't expect me to believe the securits:
review of Oswald failed to pick up the fact he knew ébout the
U-2." I don't think it's even been proven he knew about the U-2
and I think it;s the sort of thing that would have slipped by
in any instance. He was at a Marine radar base 500 meters from
where .the U-2 took off,vand his radar unit tracked it. Possibly
certain things as to speed and altitude might have come.to
Oswald's attention. |

For example, Mr. Oswald's defection to the Soviet Union
would have been a part of naval intelligence to see what he knew
or didn't know; and I have a hunch the most conscientious

investigation you could make about that man might not ‘bring up

p273600 Page 127




HW 53080

10
11
12
13

14

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

DocId: 3

104

the fact that his service in that radar shack was in any way
related to a highly secret operation which was documented in
totally different ways.

I do égree with you that it's unlikely that the U-2 was the
special information that Nosenko -- excuse me, that Oswald told
Sﬁgder. There has been a lot of épeculation as to the informa-
tion of épecial interest he had. It méy be he realized there
was a special operation and this was the special thiné he had to
offer to the Soviets, but it's certainly not provable.

Mr. Fithian. One of the central questions which may go
unanswered, but I wbuld appreciate your best guess, I am not
bsure‘from your testimony whether you believe thaﬁ Nosenko came
to the United States, became available as a defector -- I
conclude you believe him to be a plant. I am not sure as to
what your real belief is as to why he might‘have become the

"plant. Some very wrapped-up in the assassination would have us
believe this was of such tremendous potential disturbing-nature
for Soviet—American relations that even if Oswgld didn't have
that much of a role to play with the KGB,-they would defuse
anything that had to do with Oswald before they sent him over
here. Therefdre, it might be worthwhile to send someone of
Nosenko's caliber.

‘The other possibility is the one I think you alluded to,
that is, they believed the kind of infbrmatioﬁ Ageﬁt "X" was

giving was of such a potential damaging nature, that they should]:
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muddy the water and send a plant calling attention to what he
was testifying tb.

You call it on page 14, a '"crude message." I take it from
that you have no definitive information. But I would like to
know what your guess is.

Mr. Bagley. It would be a pleasure to say.

It seems to be‘difficult for Mr. Hart or for anybody coming
into this case to make distinctions,and one of the big distinc-
tions 1s between his contact in Geneva in '62 and his recon-
tacts in coming out in '64 saying he was going to defect.

In 1962, he made it absolutely clear to us that he would
never deﬁect, under no circumstances. He had his family, he
liked living in the Soviet Union, but he had certain undefined

objections to the Soviet regime. I was reminded in Mr. Hart's

'testimony, I think that he needed some monéy urgently and

therefore he was coming to us. He not only said he wouldn't
defect but he wouldn't accept contact with us inside the Soviet
Union. However he would see us whenever he came out on official
duty on Soviet delegations abroad.

In January of '64 he came out and stﬁpefied us with this
statement that now he wénts to defect. I can assure youbmy
first question was, "Why? Didn't you tell us you never Woﬁld?”

His answers were extremely vague. '"Well, I think they may
suspect me. I have decided to make a new life."

I asked, '"How about your family?" He said well, he had
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decided to start anew and they would be all right.

Now, I detect in that a tremendous change of course.
Therefore, I would like to answer your question as.to what he
might have been about in '62 and '64.

In '62 I say in my letter and testimony he was deflecting
iﬁformation given 6 months'before by Defector "X." This was
clear.

There were such connections, there was an astonishing
overlap. I have dealt with many Soviet-bloc intelligence
officers and of course many would know two or three doing the
same thing. But the degree his information coincided to certain
information given to us by "X'" was simply not unacceptable, but
it was noteworthy.

I would guess on that basis, Mr. Fithian,‘that the purpose
in 1962 was that this man was sent out to do a perfectly under-
standable counterespionage technique. The question has been
asked why the tremendous change between 1962 and 1964. His
reésons make nd sense. They are not convinciﬁg. So what 1is it

in the Soviet mind that would cause a man to physically send a

| man out when they said they never would?

By Qay_of footnote, I would like to say 1 mentioned'in my
testimony the insight we got into this man is:that he hadn't in
fact held the positions he said he had held. Not only was he
not a plant but he was not a real KGB officef. The reason we

have what we have in this tremendous volume of information is
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that we have that detention and we were able to take it. We
had him sitting -- he tried to avoid him sitting down but once
we had him sitting down, we could see he did not know about the
operations of his colleagues, he did not know about his main
target, he did not know those things.

But still in '62, had he come out to see us in Copenhagen,
New York or Buenos Aires, he could have seen us only for an
hour here or there under tense circumstances where there would
be no chance to get into details under the controlled conditions
I ém speaking of.

Therefore I think the Soviets had a good thing going had
they left the man where he was. But as a defector they were
running a big risk. This is not going away from your question,
because it involves the decision to do this, to change the
course. This is all assuming under your category we are
speculating that he is a KGB plant.

Something made them want us to have him in haﬁd as a
defector. One of the possibilities could be the event:.which
happened in the interim, the assassination of President Kennedy,
and therefore he was as you say, used for this message because
he may have been the only wvalid, conﬁrolled and trusted secret
contact to CIA.

The Soviets have shown a proclivity to use tricky methods
like this.to give us mesééges through clandestine means going

directly to the President, escaping suspicious desk officers.
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But it's possible they looked for a way to get a message of
their innocence as. to President Kennedy's assassiﬁation.
If it was the best available channel, I can see the non-KGB or
let us say a member of the Soviet leadership, like Mr. Khrush-
chev himself, may have said do it, and the professional might
have said, yes, but the féllow might run into trouble, and the
reply would be yes, but do it. |

This is again in the realm of speculation.

I only know of one other -- by way of background -- I only
know of one potential explanation of this man coming out to see
us in short stretches or the man putting himself into our hands

as a defector.
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That has to do with an unrelated matter. It is very
difficult -- it is even more speculative than is related to
the Kennedy assassination.

In other words, I am not at all sure that the other spec-
ulation is ani more valid than what I have just said.

So, I would say that in groping for an explanation on
the basis of the hypothesis that he is a sent KGB agent, one:
of the two things, one of the only two that I can think of,
is that he was sent to give a message to the Warrén Commission.

VMr; Fithian. In that 1962 interview, is there any
reference made to Nosenko's alleged role in recruiting American
tourists?

Mr. Bagley. Yes. He said that at that time he had made
his career from 1955 until 19 -- until the end of 1959 in
the tourist department, and he spoke about it at that time.

In 1962 he had just gone back, afger a two-year period in
the section working against the American Embassy in Moscow,
he had gone back to that section, working against tourists,
with a promotion. |

So, needless to say he did talk about operations against
tourists.

Mr. Fithian. Was there in thét interview, in 1962,

anything which tends to support his later claims of his

position within the KGB?

Mr. Bagley. Prior to his contact with us in 1962, he
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1 claims to have made a brilliant career as an English-speaking
2 case officer, an operations officer, a man who gets out in the
3 field, a tough guy, as he used to call himself.
G 4 He told of certain things he had done. We checked ‘them
5 out. It goes without saying we were fairly meticulous about
6 that. We found only two operationé in which he physically
7 appeared at all prior to 1962, thét we could confirm.
8 In other words, we were getting’from him the statement of
9 where he was, and then we were going back to what we knew about
10 those operations, or else going out and interviewing the
i people involved.
12 One was as a member of a team of about three, three
3 people in the compromise of an American tourist on homo-
i sexual grounds in 1956.
e
5 The other was as a junior officer, a companion of an
5 identified officer, senior officer, of the Tourist Department
7 of the KGB in meeting with an agent of theirs whom the
8 bureau had interviewed. That agent's testimony -- I will say
19 he was an American -- this American's testimony showed that
20 Nosenko appeared exclusively as a junior member of the
" team. He had ﬁever appeared alone.
Q S The other man, who was an identified officer of the
. o 23 section, of the tourist directed section, did all thé question-
o |l ing‘and all the control of the meetings as testified by the
- agent.
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Now, one of the interesting.things about that particular
case 1s those meetings with Nosenko playing a junior role
continued well into 1960, at a tiﬁe when Mr. Nosenko said later
that he had shifted into the section working against the
American Embassy in Moscow.

Mr. Fithian. And held an important position in it.

| Mr. Bagley. The Deputy Chief of it.

Mr. Fithiaﬁ. iAnd you are saying that according to Soviet
structure, .that would be highly improbable?

Mr. Bagley. Very. I can't imagine why the Deputy Chief
of a section.busy working against the American Embassy should
accompany a senior Tcurist Department officer in meéting an
agent who, while admittedly American, a resident -- from time
to time a resident in Moscow -- bﬁt primarily directed to
tourist-oriented operations, why he»should continue in that
capacity.

If we were the senior case officer anq had a special
relat;’.onship with the man i;would be acceptab.le, quite, no
reason Why not. |

They'might feel no one else could do it as well, and
maybe ﬁhis man had some potential to talk about memberé.of
the American Embassy. I believe by fhe way that that is the
way that Nosenko explained it when we asked him about this.

He knew people in the Embassy, but that dOesn't really

check with the story as given by'thebman himself when
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4 1 interviewed by the FBI.
é» Mr. Fithian. Do you have any information on the treat-
3 ment of Nosenko's family in Russia after his defection?
0 4 Mr. Bagley. There was a story, as unlikely as the story
| 5 I mentioned in my testimony, of Mr. Epstein's being told by
6 an official member of the Soviet Embassy in Washington that
7 Nosenké is the best qualified man in the United States; the
8 best qualifiéd man in the world really to talk about Oswald
9 in Russia.
10 That other story has to do -- let me éee -- with the
- approaéh by a Soviet official to a large circulation magéZine,
2l in this case Paris Match, offering a story to them, illustrated '
13 by pictures, a stoty of the pathos qf the family of Yuri
. ” Nosenko, Colonel Nosenko, I believe is one of the many people
s 'who referred to Nosenko as a Colonel, having left his family
- behind, and how this woqld turn into -- there would be a
- divorce, and these children were left behind.
8 He offered, by way of illustration of this heart-
9 rendering article, apicture of two daughters, I think, as I
- remember -- I think we got a hold of them -- on a boat in a
a1 lake somewhere, I suppose in Moscow.
. 22- In other words, here was a Soviet official coming and
2 saying here is the family. 1In other words, they were talking
) ébout‘the family.' For the first time in our expérience,
) after a defection, the wife and mother of the defector came
25 . ' ' ‘
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to the American Embassy to pléad with the Embassy to, I
don't know, give their son back or éomething, I don't know.
There had been at that time no precedent. I believe since
then there have been one or two similar cases where the family
has done this, but I can assure you that no family of any
deféctor is going to be free to go to the American Embassy
in Moscow, unless the KGB wants it that way.

So, I find the whole family business; from what we khow
about the family after the defection, very strange.

As to their faith, I don't think we do know. . At least
not at the time I left the operation, I don't think we had |
any really firm information about whether they had suffered
or whether they just had gone ahead with a divorce. I am told,
by the way; by some sources, that if_a’man defects, herbecomés
automatically an enemy of the state and a divorce is granted
automaticaily.

I was told unofficially somewhere in between, after I had
left the case, that, if memory serves me, that a divorce had
gone through in the So&iet Union. | |

Now, how that is known, I have:no idea. Perhaps through
Nosenko, perhaps he was notified in some way.

Mr. Fithian. I wanted to turn to what seems to me to”be
kind of_algurious situatibn. I refer to the'questions thaﬁ
yoﬁrsay you submitted to the-FBI.

Just‘glancing over them, there_seéms to be sevefal

questioﬁs.in which the CIA would have just been vitally
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interested in -- how the KGB works against American tourists,
for example; any techniques, any process, any procedure or
whatever.

I don'tvknow, Mr. Klein,FI have not reviewed the
interviews of the 23rd and the 27th -- I . have not had them
available to me, so I may just be covéring ground that you
have already covered.

If that is so, Judge; we could save this time.

But in the second question listed, the second set of
questions that you gave to the FBI, among others in that
section wés "Describe the routine handling procedure of U.S.
tourists to the Soviet Union. Was Oswald's trip handled any
‘differently?".

You alluded earlier this morning to the fact that you
were always trying‘to update your files on procedures. It
seems to me that you had a potential, at least, a superb
opportunity, a person who had worked in this sensitive area,
right in the area of one of the importént procedures as far
as we would be concefnéd, and that is_éafeguarding American
tourists from being somehow enticed away to become defectors'
“and so on. "

Am I to believe that»you‘submitted these to the FBI,
thebFBI did or did not use them, you are not sure, and then
subsequently you never really retufned to’this?-

Mr. Bagley. No. I don't know how it got included in the
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questions for the FBI for Nosenko becausé it involves the
handling of tourists. We did a &ery, very systematic debrief-
ing of Mr. Nosenko on the subject of the KGB's handling of
American and other tourists in the Soviet Union. I must say
that if I had to list the information which Nosenko has given,
whicH is wvaluable, that would be at the top of the list.

He ﬁad that. He gave it well. We got it out, and we
put it into forms whiéh would serve the purposes that you
just mentioned, Mr. Fithian.

We circuléted widely not only to those elements of the
United States Government, ana even to the American public --
I think a version was put out into the public domain. But
to foreign liaison services,. to our allies who themselves
could draw value from knowing the techniques of the KGB
control and actions against foreign tourists in the USSR.

Yes, indeed, we did that. Why it appears there, I don't
know.

Mr. Fithian. Another is a question which seems logical
enough. If you ﬁofked so hard at trying to éstablish Nosenko's

authenticity, it would be likely that they would work equally

hard on establishing whether Oswald was bona fide or not.

Mr. Bagley. Much, much harder.
Mr. Fithian. Did you. ever ask Nosenko?
Mr. Bagley. Of course.

Mr. Fithian. Those questions?
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Mr. Bagley. I can only say the answer is of céurse. I
don't know what the record shows, but there is no doubt that
we at some point -showed some -- perhéps it was in the house --
but we must have indicated to Mr. Nosenko our disbelief in
this disinterest on the part of the KGB.

I don't know what the record shows‘on thaf, but it was
blatant. We were aware of it at the time. It seems almost
unthinkable to me that we didn't'conffont Nosenko with it
and ask for an explanation. |

By tﬁe way, I would think that this is one of the manj
times when he, I won't say clams up, but when he stubbornly
opposes the line of questioning by simply repeating what he
said before; that is, that it is uninteresting, uninteresting -

at which a standard -- I am not sure this happened, I am

- saying this is the way it would have gone -- we would have

said, "Well, that doesn't answer the question."

This was an American young ex-Marine coming into your
country. He would say, he is unstable. I am sure this was.
his line of defense against this type of question -- that
this man was considered personally unstable, and uninteresting-
those words are used over and over again,.I believe, in the
repbrts. |

I think Mr. Klein knows the reports better than I do at

this point. But he emphasized that the act of suicide, or

attempted suicide, in the first place, showed that the man
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was unstable, and after that the psychiatric examinations
which either were or were not done more or less confirmed
this. To believe Mr. Nosenko, this suspended all their
procedures.

- But that the question was asked to him, how is this
possible I have no doubt. It must have been.

Mr. Fithian. Do you happen to know, just from your own
knowledge of Russian operations, whether a person judged
unstable, an American who wanted to defect and so on, would
have been permitted under Russian law or procedures to marry
a Russian citizen?

Mr. Bagley. I don't know the answer to that question.

I don't know.

Mr. Fithian; Do you have any information at all on
Marina and any relationship that_she had to the KGB in any
way, shape or form?

Mr. Bagley. None whatsoever. On the contrary, he said
she was an uninteresting girl with no éharacter,-nothing.

I remember thié respoﬁse about Marina.
| Mr. Fithian. You mean that is Nosénko‘é?

‘Mr. Bagley. Nosenko's response, as I remember. I am

~surely not having a failure of memory here, but I know that he

must have addressed himself, and that we muét have asked him

about Marina.

His reaction, I know,'I remember his statement that she
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was of no interest. I think it may have been in connection

‘with why did they let her go. Well, she was of no value, no

interest, it didn't matter, dumb girl, something of that sort.
Mr. Fithian. Let me suspend at the moment. I may not
have any more questions. I thought I had one or two more as
I walked baqk over, Judge.
Mr. Preyer. Well, I will ask a few, and maybe it will
refresh your recollection.

When you first brought Nosenko to this country, there

~was a free period, as you described it, in which he was

treated like any other defector.
Some of the recent news stories, some of the treatment is
quite free indeed, I notice.

But you indicated that he resisted normal questioning

~during the free period. That resistance was more in terms of

simply evading your questions? He was not physically trying
to evade you? | |

Mr. Bagley. . No, no, no, ho. It was in terms of
ev;ding the questioné. |

Mr. Preyer. But you felt he wasn't responding the way
a normal defector during that free period might respond, in
the openness with which he would answer questions?

‘Mr. Bagley. Absolutely. | |

Mr. Préyer. Then you went into a period of controlled

questioning. He was first confined to a safe house, I
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gather, somewhere in the general area here.

Mr. Bagley. Yes.

M, Preyef, When was he no longer allowed to use
alcohol? Or was there ever any period in which he was never
allowed to uée alcohol? -

Mr. Bagley. I would say the entier period of detention.
There was never any question of his having.any alcohol from
the 4th of April onward.

'Mr. Préyer. So as soon as he went from the free period
of questioning to the safe house, controlled period, all
alcohol was barred from that time on?

Mr. Bagley. Yes, sir.

" Mr. Preyer. On the questionof hallucinations, I think
you indicated that he did not suffer from any hallucinations
from alcohol. Did he ever have any periods in which he
hallucinated, to your knowledge?

Mr. Bagley.b This is a debated questibn. You may remember-
in the periéds when he was aloné, not being questioned, he
sometimes spoke to himself, and he would tell his guards that,
"I see something." That is as I remember the form tﬁe
hallucinations took.

We were both éoncernedvandbinterested in it. The doctor
went to him.  He maintained hévwas hallucinating. This was, I
believe, a very limited.periodﬁ‘ It has been made out as if

this took place during periods when he was in face-to-face
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contact with someone in answering questioms.

It isn't true. It was strictly noted by.the guards and
Nosenko himself saying this to.them. The doctor, who is a
trained psychiatrist, his opinion was that these hallucinations
were feigned. I am ceftainly not qualified to say whether
they were or not. .

| So, the answer to your question is I don't know whether
he was actually hallucinating or not. I do know that it had
nothing whatsoever at any time to do with Ehe question sessions|
It had nélimpact'on his answers to any questions that he was
ever asked.

Mr. Preyer. Well, once controlled questioning began, you
have described it as somewhat spartan conditions. I think you
have helped restore some balance to this nature of that
questioning and confinement.

Now, you mentioned on the diet, your comments on that I.
gather was that there was a deliberate effort to put him on
a lean diet, but that that was checked with a doctor.

Mr. Bagley{ Yés, sir. |

Mr. Preyer. At regular intervals?

Mr. Bagley. Yes, sir.

Mr. Preyer. How often did you see Nosenko youfself once
he got into a controlled period of questioning?

Mr. Bagley. Frequently, during the first period of hostile
ihterrogation. I believe'that is éll. I participated from

the wings in subsequent questioning, but not directly face-to-
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face with Nosenko.

Mr. Preyer. During the first period, the safe house
period, would you see him once a week or once a month?

Mr. Bagley. Oh, no. I spoke about the hostile interro-
gation. That wés daily. That was for the period it lasted. I
actually can't remember whether that was a matter of a week or
two weeks. It wasn't long. It was a very shoft period.

Then I saw him very frequently indeed at the other side
of the table.

Mr. Preyer. Well, when he went into what has‘beeh
described as the bank vault period Qf questioning, was that
the period when you did not see him very often?

Mr. Bagley. Well, yes, I did not see him during the bank
vault period at all. I did not see him after the first
hostile interrogation. I did not see him face-to-face even
in the first holding area. |

In other words, during this summer questioning, the ques-
tioning that followed the hostile intérrogation, and during
the second hostile interrogation, I did not see him. I saw
him no more after the month of April 1964.

Mr. Preyer. Well, under whose direct control was he at
that time, afteryou no longer saw him face-to-face?

. Mr. Bagley.> Mine. Your question was whether I saw

him face-to-face.

Mr. Preyer. Yes.
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Mr. Bagley. But direct control, I would say, in the
sense of‘responsibility for the interrogation and for the
handling of the case --

ﬁr. Preyer. These are all people in your division who
were seeing him aﬁd questioning him daily.

Mr. Bagley. Yes, sir.

Mr. Preyer. What relation is Mr. éggleton to your
division?

Mr. Bagley. They are entirely separate. Mr.’éEgléton's
counterintelligence staff has a staff role as against an
operational or executive role. The Soviet division was the
organization within the agency specifically operating
against the USSR and the satelliﬁes.

We would run the cases, handle the defectérs, plan-and
carry'éﬁt,_sometimes through people who wefe not members of the

Soviet division, of course, in the stations abroad.

Mr. Preyer. Did Mr. %gl_eton ever see him face-to-face

during this period? |

Mr. Bagley. No, sir. Mr. Engleton's role was as‘the
overall agency; the seat of agency expertise in counter-
intelligence in general. He kept an eye on these things,_and
he WOuldvhave an advisory role.

In this particular case, his role wés conditioned by the
fact that his staff was managing the eaflier defector,‘X,

‘Mr. Preyer. Were you aware of the two lie detector tests
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tests that were given to him?
| Mr. Bagley. Yes, sir.

Mr. Preyer. Was it two or three?

Mr; Bagley. I think three.

Mr. Preyef. Threé?'

Mr. Bagley. Yes, sir. 1Indeed, I was aware of them.

Mr. Preyer. 1Is it accurate that'they were given to him
with the understanding that he would be told he failed the
test whether he did or not?

Mr. Bagley. After the test, yes. That»is'true; The
first test given, at the time of his confinement, bﬁt before
he.was.toid he was going to be confined, he was simply taken
an& given the test.

Now, Mr. Hart has said that here was already an
extraneous‘element added, that somebody, instead of puttiﬁg
on the normal three controls of palm moisture and blood
pressure and heart beat, thét an additional thing, something
to'incfease his tension, was put on him to_allegedly_be |
capable of measuring brain waves.

I dbnft remember that. It is possible. . If he haé the
record tﬁat it waé done, finé, but I thought that the first
lieldefector test was given straight, and there was indeed,
Sif, the intent to tell him that he had failed it,'as the
ﬁeans of opening the hostile interrdgatiqn, which would

~confront him with all the collected contradictions in his
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story and thé data from outside his story which indicated that
he.wasn't what he said he was.

Mr. Preyer. You mentioned.somewheré in your.testimony
aboﬁt the word '"disposal' being political jargon, CIA
jargon. Disposal does not necessarily mean liquidation in
the jargon, or does it?

Mr. Bagley. No, sir. I have never heard of the word-
disposal being used for liquidation. vaould like to just :add
one -- as long as the subject comes up once more -- I would
really like to say one more thing about liquidation.

I remember some years ago Mr. Helms saying that not only
wouid the:e be no assassination, murder. liquidation, any
kind of what this action which haé been in the'jargon called
executive action, not only would there.not be any, but there
would not be any discussions or proposals, it would not Be a
subject fit for human ears within the agency.

I have lived my time in the agency under thét belief.
Like many other officers of the agency were sﬁfprised Wﬁen
the publicity'camg out about someone had contemplated, one or
two or three of these.political assassinations, they were
counter to what I fhought was the very specific, explicit
policy of the agency. |

It was unthinkable that anyone could therefore have
thought'of disposal in those ﬁerms.; |

Mr. Preyer. Well, the question of disposal in the sense
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of resolving this issue in some way must have certainly
occurred from -- at increasingly frequent intervals, I would

think -- where you have a man in this controlled custody for

some five years and where it became, was beginning to become

clear that you were not going to get much one way or the other
from him.

Which gets back to the question of what you referred to

~as the duped leadership, and the idea that a small handful of

you were aware of ;his, were aware‘of his treatment, but that
no one else was really very aware of what was going on.

Would you make periodic reports to somebody from timé
to time of the progress or lack of progress that was being
made? |

Mr. Bagley. Oh, yes, yes, indeed.

First of all, who Lnesy abome it is the first thing --
the small group we are talking sout consisted of everyone on

that particular case, that operation, everyone responsible.

In other words, for the interrogation of Nosenko and the

invéétigation of his léads,end the uée of his information.

for ﬁhatever purpose within our agency, which meant primarily

cerfain elements of the Soviet division, Soviet bloc division.
It involved the counterintelligence staff,'asbl mentioned,

BecéusefOf their advisory function in counterintelligeﬁce

matfers.- In that case it meant.the chief of staff and those

members that he delegated to be aware of this, and there were
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several.
| It meant the Office of the Chief of the Clandestine
Services, known then as the Deputy Director for Plans, and
since changed to the Deputy Director for Operations, I believe,
the DDO, his office and the assistant DDO offiée, DDP, at that
time -- the assistant DDP's office, and those members of |
that office who needed fo cope with the papér.
On upward to the dffice of the, I guess -- my dates may bé
a little fuzzy -- but I think the then Deputy Director of the
~agency, then Députy Director Qf Central Intelligence, Mr.
Helms.
It goes without saying if we are sending the ddctor out
to check him next week{ or if we are planning to interrogate
him on a certain subject, or if we are talking about making --
giving him or not'giving him books to fead, or things like that]
that we would never go to Mr. Helms about’that.
| But if we were planning an interrogatioﬁ session on a
certain subject, or plaﬁning.something that was substantive,
or if a certain amount of ﬁime had paséed, and it was just
time to check in;'Mr. Helms was always‘available, as I think
he hés testified.
He was aiways available. Surely, as I read what he éaid,
- I think What he said was a very accuréte reflecﬁion of what
was really'going on. In other words, he got some of it, but

by no meahs,all of it.
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He wouldn't have known that the man was hot or cold. If
the man had been -- if that had been a matter of policy, to
make the man hot or cold, he most surely would have known
about it. But the various little aspects of this holding
certeinly would not have been brought to his attention
routinely. They would have been brought to the attention of
whoever was concerned. |

There was a lot of consultation in advance. There was a
lot of periodic consultation -- staff meetings, I suppose you
would call it -- on the subject. As you say, sir, there was
increasing coﬁcern‘as time went on because i felt that Mr.
Helms was always aware, (a) that what we were dOnngas legal
but, (b) that it became more and more_sensitive as time went
on and-thiS‘eouldn't go on indefinitely.

He was as interested as he could be because he understood
the implicetions behind this operation,‘which Qere immense,
and they went way beyond Mr. Nosenko. They went to several
other operations, several other Soviet intelligence people
who were in touch with us in one way or another.

The implication ﬁnderlying it cleafly.poiﬁted at serious
matters. Not only that Mf. Oswald may have been a Soviet_
agent, but eléo that there would be penetration in the U.S. .
Government. | | |

1'It followed logically as an implication of the fact that

Nosenko could have been sent -- and by the way, could have
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told us a false story about his career. I think that is a
very menacing little piece of information because if he can.lie

to us about a key job during a key period, it would suggest

to me that the KGB knows that we are unable to check on this,

which I find disturbing.

Mr. Preyer. Well, you categorically deny, then, any
implication that this was the treatment that Nosenko, and
was known to only a handful, five or six people in the agency,
and that théy were deliberately -- I think this is at least an
implication from the testimony -- deliberately hiding it from

the upper echelon of the CIA for fear that the planted agent

might get wind of it.

Mr. Bagley. I certainly do cétegorically deny that.
There was -- it is fiction. Within the agency, it always
works .on the need to know, and some operatioms are kept tighter.

than others. But a defector in our hand, unfoftunately by the

very nature of things, can't be very tightly held.

The number of people who knew about the éase and generally
about what was going on were -- was appropriate. I would say
theré were in our division alone, there must have been five or
six peOplé directly talking to Nosenko. ‘Plus those that were
supporting them at the desk, and plus the leaderéhip of the

division, plus all these elements of the counterintelligence

staff.

We are talking about a multiple of the five or six you are
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speaking of. It was done as any such operation would be done
in the agency. |

In other words, all who had any responsibility would
know about it. All who had any responsibilit& for that
particular line of work. |

Mr. Preyer. This question might be an invasion of privacy.
If you don't want to answer it,'don't answer it. I am just
curious as to your géneral political views -~ whether you are
a liberal or conservative. I ask that because knowing some of
yourvrelatives; and knowing their views, théyexe hardly what
would Se known as hard line conservatives.

There'hasvbeeh some implication that this group controllin
Nosenko was a very hard line group. i don't know whether you
want tb comment on what your politicél views are.

Mr. Bagley. Oh, yes, I would welcome that. Insofar as
the tradition, family and otherwise, it gertainly has been
liberal indeed.

My‘iine of work has kept me apart from active political
life in the United States, so I haven't idéntified myself'in.
any way. But, I would certainly consider myself very strongly
middle of the road. |

Then we come to thé whole questiqn bf being anti-Soviet or
not. To say that I am hard line anti-So§iet, anti-KGB;
anti- -- well, that is enough -- Soviet and KGB i most

assuredly am. I think -- I make remarks here which I think
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even looking at them now seem fairly‘firm about what the KGB
is up éo in terms of deception and subversion.

I have been exposed to the people who are doing it for
a very long time, and none of them has ever giﬁen any other
view of what the KGB is up to. That is just as much 1978
as 1962 or 1958 or 1952, before the death of Stalin. Nothing
has changed the basic thrust of the KGB's work against this
country.

I found it tremendously rewarding as a céreer to be able
to focus on what was very clearly the'eﬁemy of our country,
outside enemy of our country, rather than some of these
Third World things which have caused such, well, really
confusion in the motivaﬁions of some of the men that have had
to work witﬁ them. |

I consider not that I would have been -- I might have
shared some of these feelings, and I might have taken -- might
have fallen on either side of the fence in those operations
where we were supporting a government or a political party
in certain Third World afeas.

I don't know how I would have felt about it because I
didn'ﬁ have to. So, I consider myself more.lucky than anything

else to have avoided that. But certainly the group who were

'exposed to KGB officers day in and day out, whether as

adversaries or as defectors, .are extremely anti-Soviet.

I believe, by the way, that that permits me to be in
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American political_terms a liberal.

Mr. Preyer. Yes, I think Mr. Moynihan and Ben Wattenberg
and a number of people of that sort would agreé with you on
that. |

Did you ever talk to Mr.vEpstein?

Mr. Bagley. Yes.

Mr. Preyer. About his book?

Mr. Bagley. Yes. Mr. Epstein has made that ciear
publicly'and I tﬁink there are certain things in the book
which make that clear, too.

Mr. Epstein got from others the basic outlines of the.
Nosenko story, and then madé an approach to me, and I of
course refused to talk to him.

Later he came back, a.few months later, and with a long
letter telling me someof the things he knew, ﬁhich were
things which I Qould never have thought could have gotten into
the public domain. At‘mﬁch point I did accept to see him and
he, without my saying a word, .exposed exactly whét he had aﬁd
what he was doing.and showed mevwhat he was géing to write,
which was in its broad lines the.general story of the
Nosenko case and in its details full of confusion and
inaccuracies. |

So, the primary help that I gavé\to Mr.'Epsteinlén that
book was to insure that'aﬁ least-the errors were not in

there, and that this book, which was going to be the first
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1 time that the Nosenko story was going to becomeApublic, that
2 at least there would not be egregious errors. There are Some
3 errors of emphasis which Mr. Fithian has pointed out, which I
‘I’ | 4 happen to agfee.with; But that is entirely Mr. Epstein's
5 businéssf how he chooses to intérpret what he hears.
6 Several of the things are wrong, and I gather they have
7 even been‘accepted.by the CIA. For example, Mr. Epstein
8 insisted that there was some sort of a cleansing, of purpqseful
§ cleansing of the Soviet operatiohs of the CIA, and people
1 liké myself and the chief of the Soviet division were got
" rid of.
12 I explained to him at the time, I said I didn't think
‘]3 that should get into his book because that was incorrect.
” I told him how I had gqtten my assignment abroad, and how I
) 5 ‘justified my leaving'my headQuarters poéition.
6 I happen to know the way in which the chief of the
division got his overseaé assignment. It had nothing to
:: do with any such plot.
" _I‘think.iﬁ retrospect that we would have both done
2 better.to-stay here and be pﬁrged, if purging was in the mill.
21. In fact, it did,-our assignments abroad did occeur in the norﬁal
‘ 2 course of _evenfs. 'Mr. Epstein put -it'differént.'
| There are.twé or three things like that, interpretaions
“ which I:most assuredly don't share. But the facts that Mr.
“ Epstein has in the book are generally accurate;
25 '
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Mr. Preyer. Thank yoﬁ.

Mr. Fithian?
Mr. Fithian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Bagley, do you think that the CIA did all it could to

cooperate with the Warren Commission?

Mr. Bagley. Yes, I do, because -- my exposure to it was
by the way a minor one. I think -- I know -- on one of these
occasions -- it hasn't emerged in the record, and perhaps it

will, but I thought I had actuélly gone over once with Mr.
Helms to the commission. |

It was at a time when Mr. Helms wés making a statement --.
when Mr. Helms was telling -- I think it is one of theée
things that has come out in all this testimdny. My exposure
to it was practically nil. I don't know, but the impression -
I get is that every effort within the agency, iﬁ every corner
éf the agency was to dig out everything we could that_could
possibly help the Warren Commission in its job.

-1 am absolutely. convinced of that. But I do stress that

I am not in a position to judge because it was the counter-
intelligence staff that centralizéd-the‘activity_and all. But
I know_that.éur people dug and dug and dug. -

For'example, in my section at the time, an'officer'went --
we thought what can we do, how can we use the files of thé
CIA to contribute ih anylway. We decided to have a 1ook at
the photograph file of the agency, whichis a father extensive

thing, and Sée just what Minsk looked like, and what we could
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1 see, the places that were in Oswald's life, in Oswald's back-
> || sround.
3 It was a member of my section who dredgéd up, out of files
‘ 4 of the CIA, a tourist picture which showed Osx;vald in front of
5 I believe the opera house. It was one of those columned
6 buildiﬁgs. There was a tourist group, and there was Oswald.
7 This fellow came up to me and said, look, I have been
8 looking through pictures of Minsk and doesn't this look funny
3 to youk and showed me this picture, and that was him.
iO That ddcument, of course, is a part of the Warrenv
" Commission report. In_other words, we were doing everything
12 we could think of to do to help the Warren Commission.
3 Absolutely good faith.
14 Mr. Fithian. I am curious. At tﬁe very outset Nosenko
) s appears to be ' a fraud -- that is pretty harsh, but I will let
6 it stand. Assuming that was your interpretation, assuming.
7 you didn't get anything to peréuadé you that you were wrong,
8 isn't five years a long investment in somebbdy that you
0 thought'was a fraud?
20 Mr. Bagley. What do you mean by investment, Mr. Fithian?
1 Mr. Fithian. Time, money, resourceé, commitment. |
Q 22 ‘Mr. Bagley. No, sir. For what thaf meant, that cEge is’
pbtentiaily the most important and the'most interesfing
= operation poséible, because as I éay the im@liéations under-
“ lying it -- had we been able to ﬁrove, which we never were --
25
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we were certainly able to give operational indications and
enough to draw -- dperational conclusions at least as a basis
for further activity or investigations. But we were not able
to prove that this‘man waé a sent KGB agent.

Had we proved it, all of those implicétions would have
come to the surface and would have been investigated, and I

think the security of the United States would have been the

better for it. So, I don't think this investment was too great

By five years, you are presumably --

Mr. Fithian. Is that longer than you worked with any
other defector? |

‘Mr. Bagley. Well, it is absolutely unique in the sense
that there was no other defector that we gave either fhét much
attention to or that type of attention to.

Mr. Fithian; Bﬁt you concluded, didn't you, that he really
wasn't a very important person in the KGB?

Mr. Bagley. I coﬁclude that he may ﬁever have served

properly within the KGB. That he was sent by the KGB to pose

as a KGB agent there is no doubt. He is not a fabricator,

he is not somebody who pretends to be just on his own. He

"had detailed knowledge of KGB'opeations, which he claimed to

~ have been part of his knowledge as an officer.

Mr. Fithian. Is he the only person in your whole span
that falls in that category?.

Mr. Bagley. No, sir.

HW 53080 DﬂcIﬂ:Z‘*FETEﬁEDU Page 159




28 | 136

1 - Mr. Fithian. That is, he was sent by the KGB?
2 ~ Mr. Bagley. No, sir, he is not.
3 Mr. Fithian. Well, then, I kind of repeat, if that is
Q 4 your conclusion, and if you thought him designed to mislead
5 you to start with, you still don't think that much investment
6 of time and resources and so forth is --
- Mr. Bagley. No, very much not so.
5 If you know the man or you can make the operational
5 assumption that the man is being sent against you, as we just
i have for purposes of this discussion, you can read it in
. reverse and find'oﬁt what really lies behind this mission
is of the KGB.
. Those indications are very, véry interesting. They are as
. 4 good as a look inside the KGB files.
s By the way;_I won't digress here for very long,'butvI
16 do want to give.you an exaﬁple to iilustrate my answer.
nd Mills | |
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mills - 1 . . .
3130 : Mr. Bagley. In the invasion of Normandy, 1944, there was
2 a large, tremendous investment in deception by which the Germans
ul ' 3 || were led to believe the main thrust of the invasion would fall
€I’ 4 |l on the Pas de Calais region instead of Normandy. Under General
5 Pattén an invasion unit was set up. All the radio communication$
6 || which would accompany an army group were set up in trying to
7 || fool the Germans in making them think there was a group there.
8 || There were landing craft much too far away to participate in
9 || the Normandy invasion. The result was the Germans were fooled
10 | and when the invasion struck in Normandy, I believe it was the
L ey
11 11 17 German\ groups were held at Pas de Calais because the
12 || Germans believed the Normandy invasion was a diversibn. They
13 || held the force there and as you know, the landing was nip and
o 14 || tuck for 4 days. Had that German force in the north been able
15 || to be present at the landing beaches, it's possible thevinvasion
16 || would have failed.
17 »The problem is, had the deceptionbbéen known to the Germans
18 || as a déCeption;vit would have told them thaﬁ firSt_of all, thé
19 || First U.S. Army-Groﬁp doesn't exist, and second, that the diver-
20 || sion waé toward the Pas de Calais to the'north, and there was
21 only one other place for the invasion, and that was‘Normaﬁdy.
@ 22 . In'.other.wc»)rds, the perception of the allied deception
23 || would héve(been a spectacular piece of intelligence for the
24 >Germans. I don't necessarily want to put this thing on the séme
25 scaleAas_Nérmandy, but it has all_thé‘same effect. If a
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perception is perceived it can be turned against the deceiver,
and that is, in my opinion, what ﬁe did eo long as we made the
operating assumption Nosenko was sent. In other words, I do
believe it was a valuable expenditure of time.

Mr. Fithian. You think the mistake to depaft\from that
interpretation was a serious one?

Mr. Bagley. Very. More important in terms of lost
opportunities than the things I speak about in my prepared
testimony about the exposure of personnel to him. I think it's
bad'enough to bring him onto the premises and 1et him talk to
counterintelligence trainees. I think it a very bad miétake to
let him talk to our foreigﬁ liaison ageﬁ;s without informing
him there is a body of evidence suggesting he is no good. I
don't know exactly what they are doing, but in Mr. Helms'
testimony I fqund an indication, a staﬁement that he was of
value to current counterintelligence in&estigations. It suggests
to me that current information, current activities-ere being
exposed to him. I think that is aumistake. |

Mr. Fithian. You say in your letter to the committee, in a
paragraph you say if Nosenko is a KGB plant there can be no
doubt that Nosenko's recited story about Oswald ahd the USSR 1is
a message from the KGB. ‘Then you say by sending out such a
message, the KGB exposes the fact it has soﬁething to hide.

As Mr. Helms told you, that something may be the fact that:

Oswald may be an egent of the KGB.
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Do you have an opinion, and if so, will you provide the
basis for your opinion on two-things: 1, the likelihood of
that; and, 2, I ém struck by the use of the word "fact" -- that
conveys to me a very strong impression. |

Mr. Bagley. That wasvprobably not the very best word I
could have chosen. It was meant to be softened by the verb,
which was '"'may'" -; one of these messages '"may' have been the
fact that. It was not meant it was a statement of fact. It

Relicitously
just follows =-- perhaps I can put that more selieiiausly by
saying it would hide the possibility -- instead of saying the
operation‘would hide the fact, say the message hides the
possibility that this man is or could have been a quiet agent.
By a "Soviet-agent' I don't mean a.Soviet assassination agent.
I mean something quite different.

Mr. Fithian. I was just asked by Congressman Dodd's staff
to follow ﬁp on this, whether or not you would rule out the
possibility that even though the KGB had nothing to do with the
aséassination that they would spend this kind of energy or
effort personallyvto éonvince us they had nothing to do with it.

Mr. Bagley.’ I think it. entirely conceivablé. If you ac-
cept the hypothesis,.the supposition, the speculation that in
facﬁ they had something to hide and that something might have
beén perhaps he had a code name, perhapé he was a sleeper agent,
‘they obviously couidn't expect as much froﬁ him comiﬁg back to

the United States with a Soviet wife, they couldn't expect him
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to be elected President, but at the same time, they may have
said, "We will get in touch with you in time of war," or they
may have recruited him by saying, '"We will get in touch with you

by the following procedu;es.' This isvpure speculation.

But then if he is on their rolls as a sleeper agent or for
wartime sabbtage or something of that sort, they would be
absolutely shocked to hear their man had taken it upon himself
to kill the American President. I would think their reaction
could Véry well be of the sort you suggest. Theylmight indeed
chaﬁge the mission of another man of another opération in order
to get this message éver to us that they really had nothing to
do with it.

The only thing I am quite sure of, I don't want to tell you
what I think isvbehiﬁd us, because I really don't know, but I am
quite sure of one thing, and that is that it's not true. That's
all, it's'not'true,-they didn't speak.to him, that the KGB
didn't speakvto'Oswald in the Soviet Union, that is not true, by
all logic, by everything we know. I can't prove that, and I am
ﬁot making that as a statement bf hard fact, but certainly
within the framework of my knowledge of the Soviet Union and'the
KGB it is ﬁot true. |

Mr. Fithian. Mr. Chairman, you will Be happy to know I
only have two more questions.

Mr. Hart says rather flat out that there was a direct

conflict between the two agencies as to interpretation of whethex
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or not Nosenko was bona fide. He indicates the FBI thought
Nosenko was bona fide when he arrived and that the CIA assumed
he was a plant when he arrived. 1Is that aCcuraté?

Mr. Bagley. Again, I don't like the word "assumed!" but
changing that word "assumed" to "suspected" I would certainly
say yes. |

Now I don't know the FBI pargiof it, either. They had no
basis to. make such a judgment and they had no stake in it, as
far as I can tell. They had a source coming here who had told
theﬁ about a few Americans who had'been recruited as tourists in
the Soviet Union, he had a good knowledgé as to how the Soviet
Union recruited tourists who have been useful to the FBI. But
they didn't get into as‘many fields as we did because Nosenko -
was a Moscow-based officer.

Mr. Fithian. One other question. Is it totally unreason-
able to speculate that the Agency might be in the process of "
leading Nosenko on at this point, u;ing him even now to pass
false informatién along to the Soviets?

Mr. Bagley. May I ask yéur.third word there, I think you
said "'totally" —- |

Mr. Fithian. "Totally unreasonable."

because I don't know. I have not been in the Agency and such
people within the Agency who have talked with him make me

believe it's not so.
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Mr. Fithian. I was trying td look fd: other alternatives -
for the Agency to bristle so intensely as tb send over Mr. Hart
and sort of throw up.the_smokescreeﬁ and get the Agency in the
worst possible light as far as the newspapers are concerned.

The whole scenario ié so totaily unthinkable that I .am puzzled.
Mr. Bagley. The only thing I can say is if they were
working on the basis of a hypothesié or knowledge which is most
concretely and specifically represented by myself, it would seem
to me not terribly unreasonaBle to let me know that instead of

doiﬁg what they-did to me here.

Therefore, all my instincts tell me that isn't it at all.

Mr. Fithian. You might be expendable?

Mr. Bagley. Yes, but they must get some use out of me
before they.dispose of me.

Mr. Fithian. On page 39 of your testimony I would like for
ybu to look at that again. This is my last point, Mr. Chairman.

Down at the last fﬁll paragraph; which starts with "How- -

' skipping the firét part and dropping doﬁn fo "Mr. Hart ang
Admiral Turner may frivolously dismiss them as they have‘done

before your committee but the doubts are still there and it's

The doubts you refer to are the doubts about Nqsenko's

authenticity.

I guess my question is, do you want to close out the record

standing by that statement?

irresponsible to expose clandestine personnel to this invidiwvualj.
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Mr. Bagley. -Well, I must admit your calling attention to
that -- is it the word "frivolously'?
Mr. Fithian. Both the words'frivolously dismiss them' and
thé subordinate charge that they are acting frivolously.
| Mr. Bagley. I would be happy because of the emotions
involved in the word to retract the word "frivolously." Quite
happy. But I suppose it has éome through my testimony and what
I have said in answef to your qﬁestions that I find the use of
this.mén,‘the positive use of this man vis-a-vis innocents, such
as trainees, terribly bothersome.
I know -- I don't.think -- I know that the people who are
exposed to Nosenko in counterintelligence training are nof
told -- they know there was doubt,»but they are being specifical;
ly told,‘as édmiral Turner pointed out in a memo and as Mr. Hart
has indicated here,.was the work of halfwits. - If this man is a
Soviet agent:and has a mission fOr.the KGB in this country it's
a poor wéy té have some young man begin his career, to be ex-
posed to him.
| Mr. Fithian. In an irresponsible way? I am getting to the
tremendous charge involyed in this paragraph.
Mr. Bagley. I.éppreciate your concern about that and of
course to the contrary I think you are being -- Mr. Fithiaﬁ, and
may I ask you for a word, bgcause I think ydu havé offered me an|

opportunity to withdraw my word from the testimony and I'm

certainly not going to say no. Knowing now exactly what I meant
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u8 1 by that, can you think of -- perhaps '"'I think it wrong to
& expose' -- perhaps that should be the phraseclogy there.
3

Mr. Fithian. I hate to put words in your mouth; but Mr.
Hart and Admiral Turner may dismiss them. To say ”frivolously'
5| dismiss them“ might do the Admiral injustice here. Maybe Mr.
Hart's statement before the committee may well consfitute, you
7 || know, frivolous treatment or something, I was pretty provoked by
8 Il it myself.
9 Then the second, that it's irresponsible -- it's an error

10 | to expose.

11 Mr. Bagley. I very definitely will withdraw the word
12 || "irresponsible."
13 - Mr. Fithian. That is in my reading such a terribly serious

14 |t charge against the Directér --
15 | Mr.‘Bagley. I accgpt your comment with appreciation.
16 Mr.‘Fithian, Mr. Chairmaﬁ, I have no further comments. I
17 || would like to say this: I enormously appreciate our witness'
18 || time and patience with us in this matter. I think it has been
19 jusﬁ to me, as an individual Member of.the House, just_tremen-"
20 || dously hélpful, perhaps one of the better days I have had on

21 the committee. | |
O 22 Mr. Bagley. Thank ‘you.
| 23 er. Preyer. I-might just ask one more Quéstion which might
24 ‘be more a comment. |

25 A You raise the question of what the explanation of Mr. Hart'%
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testimony was, Mr. fithian, that where we seem to get a minimum
amountlof information about Lee Harvey Oswald, which is what we
were after, and a maximum amount as to Mr. Nosenko's bona fides
in a wide intelligence sense, would one explanation be, could. it
be it was simply the CIA's answer to Mr. Epstein's book, which
was current at the time, very much in the news, and in that
book, you are left with the thought there is a mole in the CIA?

If you accept Mr. Epstein's thinking they may have thought
it worth a little bad publicity temporarily if it would kill
the‘idea there was a possible mole in the CIA?

Mr. Bagley. I would say no one I have talked to has had
that reaction to what Mr. Hart did. But on the contrary they
are aghast and confused by it. I don't think it laid anything
to rest. Now, it could very well have been the motive. I have
even looked at the motive of their, in a‘sense, puﬁishing me for
having helped Mr. Epstein. I have used the analogy of somebody
using a blow on the head, shoots himself in the foot. I don't
believe they have helped their cause very. much by this sort of
rgaétion.

‘Mr.»Preyer. - Mr. Klein, do you have any further questions?

Mr. Klein. No, I don't, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Preyer. Mr. Bagley, when a witness has concluded his
testimony,uhder our rules, he is entitled to make a statement
for 5 minutes on any éubject'that may have come up thaﬁ he wished

to clarify or anything further he wishes to Say; if there is
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anything»further you wish to add at this point, we will
recognize you for 5 minutes for that purpose.

Mr. Bagley. Well, Mr. Fithian has made a kind remark and
I would like to reciprocate, not as a reciprocation but from the
beginning of your work, I got hold of both Mr. Hart's testimony
and the stafffs work and was deeply impressed with the quality
Qf the work of the committee. I have today been treated with
immense courtesy and interest:and knowing full well at your
regular schedule, at a time when you are pressed with some
other things, not the leést being the King matter, I am awéd,
impresSed, and deeply appreciative that you should have given
me the time.

As you know, I wanted to come and answer those charges, but f‘
I also wanted to make éome-pointswhich I felt important which I
do think are pertinent to your mission.

Nevertheless, whether they are or not, you have received me
with great courtésy and 1 appreciate it enormously.

Mrf Preyer. Your testimony has been helpful and your
testimony can add to our knowledge in this area. We appreciate
your being here.
| If there is ﬁothing further, the cqmmittéé stands adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 4:557p.m., the committee was adjournéd, to

reconvene upon the call of the Chair.)
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