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INVESTIGATION OF THE ASSASSINATION OF
PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1978

House of Representatives,
Select Committee on Assassinations,

Washington, D.C.
The select committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:10 a.m.,

in room 345, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Richardson
Preyer (acting chairman) presiding.

Present: Representatives Stokes, Preyer, Dodd, Ford, Fithian,
Edgar, Devine, and Sawyer.

Staff present: G. Robert Blakey, chief counsel and staff director;
Michael Goldsmith, senior staff counsel; Charles Berk, research
attorney; and Elizabeth L. Berning, chief clerk.

Mr. Preyer. The committee will come to order.
The Chair recognizes Mr. Blakey.
NARRATION BY MR. G. ROBERT BLAKEY, CHIEF COUNSEL

Mr. Blakey. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Over the years, the Central Intelligence Agency has conducted a

massive investigation of Lee Harvey Oswald, the proof of which is
a 142-volume file at the Agency headquarters in Langley, Va.
Nevertheless, despite an impressive effort to probe the periods of
Oswald’s life during which there had been foreign encounters,
some questions about the CIA persist. Several principal questions
remain:

Was the CIA’s post-assassination investigation of Lee Harvey
Oswald thorough and reliable, and did the Agency share with
others the relevant information it had or learned?

Was there a preassassination relationship between the CIA and
Oswald? If so, could that relationship have extended to complicity
in the assassination, or short of that, might it have led the Agency
to seek to hide the relationship out of fear of being accused of
complicity.

Much of the mystery is, of course, the result of the secretive
nature of the CIA and its understandable unwillingness to reveal
operational information. A brief review of the history of the CIA
might afford a better grasp of the problem.

Created by the National Security Act of 1947, the CIA was, in
fact, a postwar outgrowth of the Office of Strategic Services. The
head of OSS, though never a CIA official, was William J. Donovan
who, adapting the British approach, combined the intelligence ac­
tivities of various agencies into one office.

(1)
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Toward the end of World War II, President Roosevelt sought
Donovan’s advice on a permanent intelligence apparatus. Dono-
van's classified reply, leaked to the press 3 months later, described
an “all-powerful intelligence service * * * which would supercede
all existing Federal police and intelligence units.” The reaction
among the heads of existing intelligence and investigative agencies
was predictable panic. Few wanted to see the OSS become more
powerful.

President Roosevelt’s death turned out to be a serious blow to
OSS—very nearly a crippling one—for President Truman abolished
the wartime OSS without even consulting Donovan or the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. As a result, the United States was handicapped by
a serious intelligence gap in the postwar international struggles.

Unification of the Armed Forces was the main objective of the
1947 act. But it also created the National Security Council, of
which the CIA was to be the intelligence coordinating unit. Under
the act, the CIA was charged with four responsibilities:

One, to advise the NSC on intelligence matters relating to na­
tional security.

Two, to make recommendations on the coordination of intelli­
gence activities.

Three, to correlate, evaluate, and disseminate intelligence.
Four, to perform additional intelligence activities and national

security functions at the direction of the NSC.
In its early years,the CIA was hampered by internal organization

difficulties and bad relationships with other agencies. The turnover
of directors was rather rapid—Adm. Roscoe H. Hillenkoetter in
1947, Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell Smith in 1950, Allen W. Dulles in
1952.

Dulles, who had been a wartime master spy, had strong opinions
as to the type of men who should be named to top posts in the
Agency. At Senate Armed Services Committee hearings on the
National Security Act, he testified that the CIA:

* * ’ should be directed by a relatively small but elite corps of men with a
passion for anonymity and a willingness to stick to that particular job. They must
find their reward in the work itself, and in the service they render their Govern­
ment, rather than in public acclaim.

In addition, in its formative period, the CIA was subjected to the
tirades of Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, who demanded a purge of
Agency personnel. The upshot was a severe tightening of employ­
ment standards, as well as a restriction within the Agency of the
expression of political viewpoints.

Although the CIA is not required to make public its organization­
al structure, it is publicly known to consist of five main entities—
the Office of the Director and four Directorates. The Director and
Deputy Director, one of whom must be a military officer, are
appointed by the President.

The four Directorates are as follows:
Operations: The clandestine services unit, with 45 percent of its

personnel stationed overseas, most of them in cover positions. Sub­
divisions of operations are foreign intelligence, counterintelligence,
and covert action.

Intelligence: Its responsibility is to turn out finished intelligence
products.



3

Science and Technology: It’s responsibility for basic research and
development, and it operates reconnaissance satellites and analyzes
highly technical information.

Management and Services: This is the Agency’s housekeeping
department.

There are also a number of proprietry organizations, front
groups and social or political institutions that are run by the CIA
or in its behalf. The best known proprietaries are Radio Free
Europe and Radio Liberty, both established in the early 1950’s.
Among the front organizations are airlines and holding companies
to support clandestine operations. In early 1967, it was, for exam­
ple, learned that the CIA had for years been subsidizing the coun­
try’s largest student organization, the National Student Associ­
ation. Eventually, it became known that the Agency had channeled
money to a number of business, labor, religious, charitable, and
educational organizations.

In 1974 and 1975, a commission headed by then Vice President
Rockefeller investigated CIA activities in the United States, specifi­
cally whether domestic CIA activities exceeded the Agency’s statu­
tory authority. The investigation was in response to charges that
the Agency had engaged in large-scale spying on American citizens
and had compiled dossiers on many citizens. Mail intercepts, infil­
tration of dissident groups, illegal wiretaps and break-ins were
among other charges delved into in the investigation.

The Rockefeller Commission concluded that the “great majority
of the CIA’s domestic activities comply with its stautory authority
* * * nevertheless, over the 28 years of its history, the CIA has
engaged in some activities that should be criticized and not permit­
ted to happen again—both in light of the limits imposed on the
Agency by law and as a matter of public policy.

It was hardly worth noting at the time, but an event on October
31, 1959, would ultimately become part of the history of the CIA. A
20-year-old ex-Marine radar operator named Lee Harvey Oswald
appeared at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow and handed consular
official Richard Snyder a note demanding that his American citi­
zenship be revoked. He also intimated to Snyder that he intended
to pass radar secrets to the Soviet Union.

This information was sent via the State Department to CIA
Headquarters, and the CIA opened a file on Oswald.

Oswald’s citizenship was not revoked. He was also permitted to
remain in Russia until June of 1962. He then returned to the
United States with a Russian wife, Marina, and an infant daugh­
ter. As a returning defector, Oswald was of interest to U.S. intelli­
gence agencies. His tracks were picked up once more when, in
September 1963, Oswald turned up in Mexico City where he visited
the Soviet Embassy and the Cuban Embassy and Consulate. The
information that was added to Oswald’s CIA dossier in Washington
on October 11, 1963, was imprecise—it identified him as being 35
years old—he was 23 at the time—and as Lee Henry Oswald.

It is, of course, now public knowledge that the CIA continued
overt operations against Cuba after the Bay of Pigs defeat in 1961.
They included plots to murder Fidel Castro by the Agency and
American gangsters, who had been operating lucrative gambling
casinos in Havana until Castro threw them out of the country. 
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They also included CIA contact with a high-level associate of Pre­
mier Castro, code named “AMLASH,” who had expressed a desire
to murder Castro. While Castro himself was apparently aware of
the American plots on his life, there is no evidence that the
Warren Commission knew of the Castro plots.

In 1964, when the Warren Commission determined that Oswald
was the lone assassin, it also concluded he had never been associat­
ed with, nor employed by, the CIA. Critics of the Warren Commis­
sion were quick to challenge the assertion, raising questions about
the thoroughness of the Warren Commission’s investigation and
raising the sinister possibility that intelligence agencies may have
been responsible for the assassination itself.

Mark Lane, in “Rush to Judgment,” implies, for example,
Oswald had ties to the CIA, and in his more recently published
code name “Zorro,” a book on the assassination of Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., he writes:

The evidence now available discloses that Oswald worked for the FBI and with
the CIA * ’ ’.

The Rockefeller Commission examined the allegation of Oswald’s
CIA ties and found no credible evidence to support it.

In accord with its mandate, the select committee undertook to
assess the quality of the CIA’s performance in its investigation of
Oswald and its working relationship with the Warren Commission.
The investigation covered all periods of Oswald’s life when he came
in contact with an official entity overseas, either United States or
foreign. It included Oswald’s hitch in the Marine Corps, his trip
through Europe and defection to the Soviet Union, his stay in
Russia, his return to the United States, his political activities in
the United States as they pertain to foreign affairs; for example,
the fair play for Cuba campaign, and finally of course his trip to
Mexico in 1963.

Second in the sequence, but by no means subsidiary in impor­
tance, the committee considered the charge that Oswald had ties to
the CIA. Resolution of this issue was uppermost in the minds of
committee investigators, as they poured over CIA reports—not only
the 142 volumes on Oswald himself, but hundreds of other volumes
as well. Again, the committee was aware that if a relationship was
discovered, it did not necessarily mean that the Agency was guilty
of complicity in the assassination. Nevertheless the committee rea­
soned that the CIA might have covered up links to Oswald out of
concern for their implications. On the other hand, if the committee
found no signs of coverup, it felt it could reach some reasonable
judgment on the issue.

Ambassador Helms was serving as the CIA Deputy Director for
Plans at the time of the Kennedy assassination. As such, he was
responsible for the Directorate of Plans which was the office en­
gaged in covert operations.

In 1964, Ambassador Helms was the senior CIA official who
worked with the Warren Commission on a day-to-day basis, and he
testified before the Commission on May 14, 1964.

Ambassador Helms was appointed Director of Central Intelli­
gence in 1966, serving in that capacity until 1973. In 1973, he was
named Ambassador to Iran.
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At present, Mr. Helms is a business consultant here in Washing­
ton. . ,

Mr. Chairman, it is appropriate to note that the committee s
questioning of Mr. Helms today will be based on documents that
have been released by the CIA in accordance with the Freedom of
Information Act. The select committee has also, in the past week,
reached agreement with the CIA for the declassification and re­
lease of certain documents not previously available to the public.
These newly released documents will also be referred to in today’s
hearing.

On August 9, however, Ambassador Helms testified at an execu­
tive session of the committee, in which many issues of a classified
nature were discussed in detail. Because they are still classified,
they will not be brought up today.

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call
Ambassador Helms.

Mr. Preyer. The committee calls Ambassador Helms.
Mr. Helms, will you be sworn at this time. Do you solemnly

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

Mr. Helms. I do, Mr. Chairman.
TESTIMONY OF RICHARD HELMS, FORMER DIRECTOR OF CEN­

TRAL INTELLIGENCE, FORMER AMBASSADOR TO IRAN, AND
PRESENTLY A BUSINESS CONSULTANT IN WASHINGTON, D.C.,
AND REPRESENTED BY GREGORY B. CRAIG, OF WILLIAMS &
CONNOLLY
Mr. Preyer. Thank you, Mr. Helms. We appreciate your being

here today, and the Chair will recognize Mr. Goldsmith to begin
the questioning.

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Helms, as part of your association with the CIA were you

required to execute a secrecy oath?
Mr. Helms. Yes, I was.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you recall testifying before this committee in

executive session on August 9 of this year?
Mr. Helms. Yes, I do.
Mr. Goldsmith. At that time, Mr. Helms, were you presented

with a series of letters which authorized you to testify fully and
truthfully about all information that you had available pertinent
to the committee’s legislative mandate?

Mr. Helms. Yes.
Mr. Goldsmith. At this time I would ask that Mr. Helms be

shown JFK exhibit F-536.
Mr. Chairman, I would indicate for the record that JFK exhibit

F-536 consists of two exhibits, A and B. They are both letters dated
September 1, 1978, from the General Counsel’s Office of the CIA.
They are directed to Mr. Helms. [Handed to witness.]

Mr. Chairman, may we have JFK exhibits F-536A and F-536B
admitted into the record?

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, so ordered.
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OGC 78-6272
21 September 1978

The Honorable Richard Helms
Safeer Company
Suite 402
1627 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Ambassador Helms:

The Agency has been notified that the House Select
Committee on Assassinations has invited you to testify in
open session on 22 September 1978.

Please be advised that the Agency agreement with the
Committee, a copy of which was attached to Mr. Carlucci's
letter to you dated 27 July 1978, deals only with the dis­
cussion of classified matters in executive session. It does
not constitute a grant of authority to discuss classified •
matters in public circumstances, nor a waiver of any secrecy
oath or agreement that might otherwise be applicable in such
circumstances. Therefore, if you are asked any questions in
open session requiring the disclosure of classified informa­
tion, I suggest that you indicate to the Committee your
willingness to respond in executive session and that you ask
the Committee to convene such a session for that purpose.

Sincerely,

Anthony A. Lapham
General Counsel

JFK Exhibit F-536A
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Central Intelligence Agency

JFK Exhibit

Hhjhmtjon. 0 C 20505

21 September 1978

The Honorable Richard Helms
Safeer Company
Suite 402
1627 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Ambassador Helms:
By way of elaboration upon Mr. Lapham's letter to you

of this date concerning your testimony in open session
before the House Select Committee on Assassinations on
22 September, Mr. Lapham has authorized me to relay the fol­
lowing to you. You are, of course, completely at liberty to
discuss unclassified materials, including the materials
which have been declassified and made available to your
counsel on 20 September 1978. However, in the event a
response would involve the disclosure of classified infor­
mation, whether based on these or other materials, it is the
Agency's position that you should so inform the Committee
and request that your response be heard in executive session.

Deputy General Counsel
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Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, have you received the originals of
these letters?

Mr. Helms. Yes, I have.
Mr. Goldsmith. Have you had a chance to discuss these letters

with your attorney?
Mr. Helms. Yes.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you understand these letters?
Mr. Helms. I hope so.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you understand that at today’s hearing you

are still obliged to testify truthfully before this committee?
Mr. Helms. I understand that.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you understand, Mr. Helms, that in the event

that your testimony touches upon classified information, the alter­
native would be to request that the committee go into executive
session?

Mr. Helms. I understand that, sir.
Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I would indicate for the record that the letters

that Mr. Ambassador was shown at the August 9 hearing corre­
spond with JFK exhibits F-94, F-125, F-126, and F-127.

Mr. Helms, what was the organizational function of the Deputy
Directorate for Plans in 1963?

Mr. Helms. The Deputy Director for Plans or the Deputy Direc­
torate for Plans? I was the Deputy Director for Plans and head of
an organization which performed certain covert activities overseas.

Mr. Goldsmith. Before you proceed I would like to show you JFK
exhibits F-94, F-125, F-126, and F-127 from the hearing that we
had in August.

[Handed to witness.]
Mr. Helms. Thank you. [Pause.] I have not read every word of

those memoranda, Mr. Goldsmith, but I recall having seen them on
August 9.

Mr. Goldsmith. At the time did you understand them?
Mr. Helms. Yes.
Mr. Goldsmith. I might ask, for the record, would Mr. Helms’

attorney identify himself.
Mr. Craig. My name is Gregory B. Craig, of Williams & Con­

nolly.
Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you. Returning to my previous question,

would you descibe the organizational function or purpose of the
DDP in 1963 which I believe you headed.

Mr. Helms. That is one of the most—it contained one of the most
highly classified documents in Washington, the description of what
the DDP does, and if you have received a specific authority from
the Director of Central Intelligence to disclose all these activities, I
would be glad to do so.

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that Mr. Helms be given a copy of
the declassified transcript from his executive session testimony.

Mr. Helms, I refer your attention to page 4 of that transcript,
specifically lines 111 through 118.

Mr. Helms. All right, Mr. Goldsmith. Since this has been declas­
sified, I understand, then let me just read what it says:
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In 1963, the Deputy Director for Plans was * ’ * the Deputy Director who was in

charge of—I guess the simplest term is—overseas operations. This entity of the CIA
received its mandate from NSC documents.

In any event, the responsibility of this unit was to conduct espionage and counter­
espionage and covert actions outside the continental limits of the United States.

Some of the lines you will note have been excised.
Mr. Goldsmith. I understand.
Mr. Helms. So if to the press it is not a coherent statement, it is

because it is not coherent.
Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I would ask to the extent you are

able to testify without touching upon classified information you
make an effort to do so. Have you had a chance to review the
declassified transcript that the committee made available to you?

Mr. Helms. Yes. I have looked through it. I am not sure, though,
that I have become aware of all of the things that have been taken
out and all the things that have been left in. It is really difficult to
read something that has been chopped up the way this has. I have
looked through it but I would not say I have in my head what was
allowed in and what was taken out.

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, did the committee make available to
you the testimony from your executive session transcript?

Mr. Helms. Yes, I have in front of me these documents which
were made available to me by the committee I think 2 days ago. I
went through them.

Mr. Goldsmith. I understand that. My question now is, Has the
committee made available to you the full transcript from your
executive session testimony?

Mr. Helms. Yes, I believe I could have come and read it at any
time, at least I was so assured by the committee.

Mr. Goldsmith. Did you ever avail yourself of that opportunity?
Mr. Helms. I did not.
Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, what role, if any, did the Agency

have in the investigation of the assassination of President
Kennedy?

Mr. Helms. At the time that the Warren Commission was
formed, the Agency did everything in its power to cooperate with
the Warren Commission and with the FBI, the FBI having the lead
in the investigation. As best I can recollect, it was the Agency’s
feeling that since this tragic event had taken place in the United
States, that the FBI and the Department of Justice would obviously
have the leading edge in conducting the investigation, and that the
Agency would cooperate with them in every way it was possible,
and the same applied to the Warren Commission.

Mr. Goldsmith. So I take it, then, that the Agency perceived its
role to be somewhat secondary to the role of the FBI?

Mr. Helms. That is correct.
Mr. Goldsmith. What were your specific responsibilities with

regard to the investigation?
Mr. Helms. As the Deputy Director for Plans, I regarded my

responsibility as being one which saw to it that inquiries given to
the Agency by the FBI or originated with the Warren Commission,
were answered as well and as expeditiously as possible.

Mr. Goldsmith. Which staff or unit within the CIA was given
primary responsibility for coordinating the investigation?
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Mr. Helms. After I believe maybe 2 or 3 weeks following the
assassination, the counterintelligence staff in the Deputy Director­
ate for Plans was given the job of coordinating and handling the
inquiries which came in and the replies which went back, both to
the FBI and to the Warren Commission, and as you are aware, the
so-called counterintelligence staff had the job in any event of carry­
ing on liaison on covert matters with the FBI for the CIA.

Mr. Goldsmith. Would you describe in general terms what the
organizational function of the counterintelligence staff was in
1963?

Mr. Helms. In the organization of the Deputy Director for Plans
at that time we had a series of staffs. These staffs were assigned
functions in terms of the mission of the entire DDP. There was a
foreign intelligence staff which dealt with the acquisition of normal
intelligence. There was a counterintelligence staff which provided
staff guidance to the rest of the organization in counterintelligence
matters.

May I say that the counterintelligence staffs mandate was some­
what wider than the others because the CIA had the mandate
within the intelligence community to maintain basic files on coun­
terintelligence cases, counterespionage cases, originating overseas.

Mr. Goldsmith. Was the investigation of the death of President
Kennedy perceived as a counterintelligence-type case?

Mr. Helms. It was not perceived in any specific terms at all that
I recollect. It was perceived as a great national tragedy, and I
think the feeling in the Agency was that anything it or its person­
nel could do to help resolve the questions that prevailed at the
time, we would try to do, whether it was counterintelligence, posi­
tive intelligence, or what it was.

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you able to state why the CI staff in particu­
lar was given this responsibility?

Mr. Helms. Well, I think one of the more compelling reasons was
that since it had had through the years the responsibility for
carrying on liaison with the FBI, that it was in a better position
and used to dealing with that Agency and therefore it was sensible
to have them continue to.

Mr. Goldsmith. Now prior to giving the CI staff this responsibil­
ity was the chief of one of the Western Hemisphere desks desig­
nated to coordinate the flow of information at CIA headquarters?

Mr. Helms. I believe in the early days after President Kennedy’s
demise that there was a feeling that the principal point of interest
as far as the Agency was concerned was Mexico City, where infor­
mation had been provided by the CIA to the rest of the Govern­
ment that someone called Lee Harvey Oswald had been in touch
with the Soviet and Cuban Consulates there. Once it was estab­
lished that this investigation was going to be far more wide rang-
ingthan just Mexico City, the responsibility was transferred.
\ Mn Goldsmith. Did this particular desk officer ever complain to
you about interference with Mr. Angleton, who was then chief of

Mr. Helms. I do not recall any complaint, Mr. Goldsmith.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you recall whether this desk officer had any

particular responsibilities with regard to the investigation after the



responsibility for coordinating the investigation was transferred to
the CI staff? .

Mr. Helms. I don’t have any recollection of the details.
Mr. Goldsmith. What role, if any, did Mr. McCone, who was

then Director of Central Intelligence, have in the Agency s investi­
gation?

Mr. Helms. I think that he had the role any Director would have
had that was to see to it that sufficient manpower and funds and

' other resources of the Agency were put to work in support of the
. Warren Commission and the FBI. And I recall certainly that he
maintained a continuing and abiding interest in these proceedings.

Mr. Goldsmith. Was he kept regularly apprised of the develop­
ments of the investigation?

Mr. Helms. I would have thought that he was. I can’t tell you in
precise detail 15 years later, but he had every opportunity 5 days a
week at the agency staff meeting to ask any questions on his mind,
and we had every opportunity to pass on to him anything that had
come up we thought would be of interest.

Mr. Goldsmith. Has Mr. McCone ever indicated to you that he
was not satisfied with the flow of information from below upstream
to him?

Mr. Helms. In connection with this investigation?
Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir.
Mr. Helms. Not that I am aware of, Mr. Goldsmith. I think, if

knowing Mr. McCone, if_he had-beemdissatisfied^ie__would_.have
made his dissatisfaction—clear and I wouldnlt—have fnrgr>tton
“MrTGOEDSKfiTH. You mentionetTd^rlifef^tterf^the responsibility for
investigating this case was primarily in the hands of the FBI and
the CIA saw itself serving as a support function. Do you think this
division of responsibility was adequate?

Mr. Helms. But I think it is the only way the matter could have
been handled. I can’t conceive of its being handled any differently.
There has to be one investigative organization in charge of an
investigation, and I can’t see how this could have been otherwise.
Am I missing something here?

Mr. Goldsmith. I am not suggesting that you are missing any­
thing, Mr. Helms.

Mr. Helms, were there any substantive or procedural problems
between the Bureau and the CIA in conducting the investigation?

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall any procedural problems. As for ques­
tions of substance, my memory is not all that clear. I don’t know
whether there were some small disagreements about certain as­
pects of this case or not. Certainly investigators, no matter how
well motivated, tend to have different emphases, and it may well
be that there were some, but nothing that looms large in my mind *=
today. t-, 

& "Mr. Goldsmith. Do you recall specifically whether there was any
disagreement in the handling of the Nosenko case?

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall any disagreement about the so-called
handling of the Nosenko case. There was I believe a difference of
interpretation as to what Nosenko represented. It was my impres­
sion that the FBI had passed on what Nosenko had to say about
Lee Harvey Oswald to the Warren Commission exactly the way
Nosenko had given it to them, and that at a later date it was
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necessary to point out to the Warren Commission that the bona
tides of Mr. Nosenko had not been established.

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the agency's investigation reflect any work­
ing hypotheses? By that question I mean, Did any particular aspect
of the investigation receive emphasis?

Mr. Helms. You mean inside the CIA?
Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir.
Mr. Helms. Oh, I think there was concern among many officers

working on these matters that the Soviets might have been in­
volved in this in some fashion and that the Cubans might have
been involved in some fashion. I imagine we shared the concerns of
the Warren Commission at the time. After all, there is a lot of give
and take and conversation and meetings back and forth and one
organization obviously influences the sensations of another ,
organization.

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency pay particular attention to the
area of foreign conspiracy? You made reference to Soviet involve­
ment and Cuban involvement. Was that the primary focus?

Mr. Helms. That was obviously a matter of prime concern and
since Nosenko was in the Agency’s hands this became one of the
most difficult issues to face that the Agency had ever faced. Here a
President of the United States had been murdered and a man had
come from the Soviet Union, an acknowledged Soviet intelligence
officer, and said his intelligence service had never been in touch
with this man arid'knew nothing'about him. This strained credu-
Tity at the timerTTstrains' it~to_,this day.

Mr. Goldsmi™? Was all information pertinent to the Warren
Commission’s work promptly given to the Warren Commission, Mr.
Helms?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know how to answer that question, Mr.
Goldsmith. I thought we made a major effort to be as cooperative
and prompt and helpful as possible. But in recent years I have
been through enough to recognize that you can’t make a flat state­
ment about anything, so I don’t know. Maybe there were some
places where it wasn’t as prompt as it should have been. But I am
not in a position to identify them.

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you able to state what factors generally
governed whether information was made available to the Warren
Commission-----

Mr. Helms. I misunderstood the first part of your question.
Mr. Goldsmith. Are you able to state what factors governed

whether information was made available to the Warren
Commission?

Mr. Helms. I don’t think there were any governing factors except
the necessity for us to be careful about our sources and methods in
certain cases, and I believe that obstacle was gotten over by going
down and having conversations with the Warren Commission at
various times in order to make these points clear on what the
issues were. I don’t believe ^we held anything back.

Mr. Goldsmith. As a general rule, did you wait to receive an
inquiry from the Commission prior to passing information on to
the Warren Commission?

Mr. Helms. Yes; I believe so.
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Mr. Goldsmith. Turning to another area now, to what extent, if
any, did Mr. Dulles, former Director of the CIA, play a special role
on the Warren Commission insofar as the Agency was concerned?

Mr. Helms. I don’t have any sensation that he played any special
role. He obviously was in touch with the Agency on two or three
occasions, as was only natural under the circumstances. He had
been Director of it for a long time and he would obviously feel
more comfortable dealing with people in the Agency than he might
in other agencies of the Government. But I don’t recall this had
any particular force and effect as far as the conduct of the Agency
was concerned or the conduct of the Warren Commission investiga­
tion.

Mr. Goldsmith. To what extent did he attempt to represent the
interests of the CIA while serving as a member of the Warren
Commission?

Mr. Helms. I have no idea, Mr. Goldsmith.
Mr. Goldsmith. At this time I would ask that Mr. Helms be

shown JFK F-529.
Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission into the record of JFK

exhibit F-529.
[Documents handed to witness.]
Mr. Preyer. If there is no objection, exhibit F-529 will be ad­

mitted into the record.
Mr. Goldsmith. That’s F-529.
[Whereupon, exhibit F-529 was received.]
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JFK Exhibit F-529

—JFV\ Ekausvt F-52.9 - 8 July 1964-

MEMORANDUM FOR: Deputy Director for Plans

SUBJECT: Discussion with Mr. Dulles
Re the KOSENKO Information
on OSWALD

1. Mr. Dulles, with whom I spoke today, recalled.
his earlier conversation with you on this subject and
said that there were still some members of the Commis­
sion who were concerned lest they suppress the NOSENKQ
information now only to have it surface at a future
date. They expressed concern that this could possibly
prejudice the entire Warren Commission report. I told
Mr. Dulles that this concern was understandable but
that we still felt the best course by far would be to
omit any reference to the NOSENKQ information in the
final report. While it is conceivable that KOSENKO
might someday be in a position to claim that he provided
information on the KENNEDY assassination, I said that
the difference between NOSENKO’s situation and that of
other bona fide defectors was such that it would be., less .
likely that NOSENKQ would be allowed to surface in this -
way. I noted that if the NOSENKQ information were- in­
cluded as is in the final Commission report and then.
later the facts-of NOSENKO’s agent mission became public
knowledge, this could have perhaps an even"gfeater neg'a-'
tive affect on the standing of the Commission’s report.
Jhe-only way for the Commission .'to avoid this and still
use the information would be for them to indicate that »
doubt existed, regarding, the source of the informat ion.
We would be opposed to this because it would signal to
NOSENKO’s principals something of how~we"viewFd^his case
and could also bring about renewed press and public in-

‘ terest in NOSENKQ.

2. Mr. Dulles and I then exchanged views on the
possibility of finding language which would allude to
the existence of other, unverified information on the
OSWALD case. This language would permit the Commission
to say if challenged in the future on this issue that it
had taken the NOSENKO information into consideration in
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the final report but at the same time it would not be
presented in a manner which would be at variance with
the important operational considerations we have raised.

3. If was agreed that an effort might be made to
find such language if Mr. Dulles is again unsuccessful in
persuading his colleagues'to eliminate any reference to
the NOSENKO information from the report. To attempt
this, however, we would have to know precisely in what
context the Commission intended to make use of the
NOSENKO information. This, Mr. Dulles will have to
determine from Mr. Rankin. He will do this as soon as
possible. ’ He knows that I am leaving this week and
therefore, will contact you as soon as he has the infor­
mation he needs from Mr. Rankin.

4. I have briefed C/SR/CI \ on these latest
developments and since he and CIA bfficepin my shop are
fully cognizant of all the problems involved, they can
work out language for your approval which hopefully will
be satisfactory., C/SR/CI | knows Mr. Dulles and would
be the most suitable person to work with him directly if
this is indicated.

( ■ ■ ■

Chief, SR Divis^h
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XEKORANDUJ--. Chicf» SR

£?

. v *

1 answers’ to our questions appear to be quite

comolctc. No really new information appears and they are consistent

v>'th his orevious statements, xheir cuiex value lies in the net tnat

they elaborate -what he has said before concerning OS WALD in the USSR.

The details he provides concerning KGB involvement La the OSWALD

case eliminate a number of minor obscurities which were present in

his earlier statements but they do not change the overall picture of

OSWALD'S status and activities in the USSR.

2. There some rather surprising statements in

s replies - and these statements may call into question all

or part of his story. For example:

measures'*  were taken to check on this possibility since it had.

already been decided not to let him stay in the USSR.

b) he says (paragraph 16) that the KGB did. not consider

''because she was his

wife and it was considered dangerous to recruit a wifs

on her husband."

I c) he repeatedly refers 
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could normally be expected to take vis-

foreigner like OSWALD. In other words, a lack of normality and the

handling of the OSWALD matter'.

noteworthy. He states that Marina had no trouble marrying OSWALD 

because he was a resident of and working in the USSR, and. that she had 

no difficulty leaving the country because she was married to a foreigner.

c) he repeatedly refers to KGB recognition that OSWALD

as not nornal" as the reason for KGS failure to take various

3. Another sequence of events, as related by 3 

KGB’s recognition of it provide the peg for the whole story of KGB

This reasoning seems to overlook the fact that OSWALD had already 

declared his intention (via mail to the US Embassy} to leave the USSR.. If 

this fact were known to the KC-B as we must presume it was, we would 

expect Marina's marriage request to have been given more than routine 

consideration.

4. Although I believe that the Commission would be interested in the

entire set of questions and answers as a follow up to the information it

U-P
received earlier from via the FBI, perhaps you will think it 

not advisable to send them on at this late date, especially in view of the
» Mcs gulp's

continuing doubts concerning bona fines. There are no

I Specific pin nt-: in



soeciHc ooints in this latest Information that change the OSWALD story

or add significantly to it and would therefore warrant separate transmittal

to the Commission in my opinion. V.'hon the results of our further checks

into OSWALD’S arrival time in.Helsinki are in, we might send along with

them *£3SMQSS*  statement that a 2-4 day delay in obtaining a Soviet

tourist visa is not uncommon. -•• •

C/SR/CI/Res earch
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Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that you skim through exhibit
F-529, Mr Helms, paying particular attention, however, to para­
graph No. 3.

Mr. Helms. Yes; I have read paragraph 3.
Mr. Goldsmith. Does this exhibit, Mr Helms, refresh your

memory on the extent to which Mr. Dulles may have represented
CIA interests while serving as a member of the Warren
Commission?

Mr. Helms. I don’t read that memorandum that way Mr. Gold­
smith. I read this memorandum to say that since the Agency was
not able to, what shall we say, vouch for the bona fides of Mr.
Nosenko, that this was going to have an effect on the Commission
report and what the Commission had to say and the point at issue
here, if I read this correctly, was how best to have the Commission
word its report, come to its conclusions without leaving itself hang­
ing on a limb on the basis of the fact that they thought that Mr.
Nosenko was bona fide when in fact this had not been demon­
strated. That is the way I read this memorandum.

Mr. Goldsmith. I certainly understand what the central issue is.
My question is whether Mr. Dulles was attempting to represent the
Agency views to the Warren Commission.

Mr. Helms. I don’t get that from reading this exhibit. I believe in
reading the material that you have made available to me that the
gentleman who signed this memorandum made that deposition
before you, and I assume that you asked him what he thought
about it. Did he give a different answer?

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I am sorry but I am not in a position
today to answer your questions.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my initial line of inquiry. I would
defer to you at this time, sir.

Mr. Preyer. The Chair recognizes Congressman Stokes for such
time as he may consume for the questioning of the witness.

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Good morning, Ambasssador Helms.
Mr. Helms. Good morning, Mr. Stokes.
Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, I wonder if you would tell us what

role, if any, you played with regard to Mr. Nosenko.
Mr. Helms. When Nosenko defected in Geneva and came to the

United States, or was brought to the United States, in my position
as Deputy Director for Plans, I obviously was involved in the basic
decisions that were going to have to be made or were made in now
and the past involving the interrogation of him, his handling, and
what we would do with respect to finding out what he represented
and what information he had to purvey.

Chairman Stokes. So would it be fair to say that right from the
very beginning of the initial contact with him, right on through his
custodial period here in the States, that you were constantly in
charge of that situation?

Mr. Helms. No; I was not constantly in charge of it. In fact, I
was not in charge of it from the first day because ,1 do not think .
any Deputy Director regards himself as being in charge of any-
thi.ng_when he has a Director who is really in charge, plus the fact
there were other members of the Interagency Defector Committee
which is composed of other agencies of Government interested in 
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these matters. They also have a say in what happens with respect
to these things. So I certainly was involved with decisions on
Nosenko from beginning to end, but I was not the controlling
authority at all times. .

Chairman Stokes. There were three major agency reports that
were written in regard to the Nosenko case; specifically there was
a report in 1968 issued by the Soviet Russia Division, another
report later in 1968 called the Office of Security report, and then a
third report in 1976, referred to as the Hart report. .

Would you tell us whether you are familiar with all three of
these reports?

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall any longer whether I read the first two
or whether I was simply briefed on their contents. The Hart report
I have never seen. I left the agency in early February 1973 and I
have had no substantive connections with it since.

Chairman Stokes. During his defection in 1964 and upon his
arrival in the United States was Yuri Nosenko in the custody of
the CIA?

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, I missed the question.
Chairman Stokes. I was asking precisely during his defection in

1964 and upon his arrival in the United States, was Yuri Nosenko
in the custody of the CIA?

Mr. Helms. Yes, he was. That was an accepted procedure under
the functioning of the Interagency Defector Committee that defec­
tors that came to this country were handled by the CIA, through
the interrogation period, resettling period, whatever had to be done
to them.

Chairman Stokes. Is that the legal authority under which he
was being detained?

Mr. Helms. No. I think that perhaps, Mr. Chairman, if you
would not mind, I would like to answer that question a little bit
more fully. If you would indulge me.

Chairman Stokes. Certainly.
Mr. Helms. Two days ago, un September 20, 1978, I received a

transcript of my testimony before this committee in executive ses­
sion on August 9. While reviewing that transcript I noted that,
although I am not a lawyer, I characterized Mr. Yuri Nosenko’s
legal status with the CIA between 1964 and 1969 in a number of
different ways. Since this is an area of obvious interest to the
committee, I would like to take this opportunity to describe my
understanding in somewhat greater detail as to what Mr. Nosen­
ko’s legal status with the Central Intelligence Agency was.

As I say, I am neither a lawyer nor a judge, so I was not
prepared to draw any legal conclusions about Mr. Nosenko’s tenure
with the Central Intelligence Agency. I’m sorry, I am not prepared.

On January 23, 1964, in Geneva, Switzerland, Mr. Nosenko re­
quested that he be permitted to defect to the West. Mr. Nosenko’s
request, I believe, was accompanied by a claim that he could give a
comprehensive report on Lee Harvey Oswald’s contacts in connec­
tion with the KGB during Oswald’s stay in the Soviet Union be­
tween 1959 and 1962.

It is difficult to overstate the significance that Yuri Nosenko’s
defection assumed in the investigation of President Kennedy’s as­
sassination. If Mr. Nosenko turned out to be a bona fide defector, if 



his information were to be believed, then we could conclude that
the KGB and the Soviet Union had nothing to do with Lee Harvey
Oswald in 1963 and therefore had nothing to do with President
Kennedy’s murder.

If, on the other hand, Mr. Nosenko had been programed in
advance by the KGB to minimize KGB connections with Oswald, if
Mr. Nosenko was giving us false information about Oswald’s con­
tacts with the KGB in 1959 to 1962, it was fair for us to surmise i
that there may have been an Oswald-KGB connection in November I
1963, more specifically that Oswald was acting as a Soviet agentj,
when he shot President Kennedy.

If it were shown that Oswald was in fact acting as a Soviet agent/
when he shot President Kennedy, the consequences to the United
States of America and, indeed, to the world, would have been
staggering. Thus, it became a matter of the utmost importance to
this Government to determine the bona fldes of Mr. Yuri Nosenko.
Mr. Nosenko arrived in the country in February 1964. By the end
of March it was clear to us that the task of evaluating Mr. Nosen-
ko’s credibility would not be easy.

On April 2, 1964, as Deputy Director of Plans, I, along with
David Murphy, Chief of the Soviet Bloc Division, and Mr. Lawrence
R. Houston, the General Counsel to the CIA, met with Mr. Nicho­
las Katzenbach, then Deputy Attorney General of the United
States; Mr. J. Walter Yeagley, Chief of the Internal Security Divi­
sion of the Justice Department; Mr. William E. Foley, who was
then Mr. Yeagley’s First Assistant in the Internal Security Divi­
sion; and Mr. Harold F. Riese from the Office of Legal Counsel in
the Justice Department.

The meeting took place in Mr. Katzenbach’s office in the Justice
Department. The purpose of the meeting was to define Mr. Nosen-
ko’s legal status in the United States and to anticipate what kind
of legal problems might arise in connection with the Agency’s
ongoing custody of Mr. Nosenko.

The Agency provided me a copy of the memorandum for the
record written by Mr. Lawrence Houston describing this meeting
on April 2, 1964, and a second memorandum which reflects the
substance of a telephone call from Mr. Foley on the following day,
April 3, 1964. These documents were in part declassified by the
Agency on September 18, 1978, and I would like to make them part
of the record of these proceedings.

During the meeting of April 2, 1964, the Department of Justice
was fully informed of Mr. Nosenko’s status with the Agency and
the Department’s opinion was requested as to the scope of the
Agency’s ongoing authority with respect to Mr. Nosenko.

As Mr. Houston’s memorandums relate, Mr. Nosenko’s technical
status in the United States was one of “exclusion and parole,”
which means that the Immigration and Naturalization Service had
technically excluded Mr. Nosenko from the United States but had
also temporarily “paroled him” to the custody of the Central Intel­
ligence Agency. -------------------- -

It is my understanding that the^erms of the parole provided that
Mr. Nosenko would remain in the custody of the Agency unless it
was determined whether Mr. Nosenko should be deported or
whether he should be permitted to settle in the United States.



If Mr. Nosenko violated the terms of the parole, he would be
deported. As these memorandums indicate, it was the opinion of
the Justice Department that the Agency was free “to take any
action necessary to carry out the terms of the parole.” That opin­
ion was expressed to us in the meeting of April 2, 1964, and
repeated to us the following day by way of a telephone call from
Mr. Foley, who had been requested by Mr. Katzenbach to check
and to confirm the Department’s legal opinion.

In addition to the Justice Department, the Interagency Commit­
tee on Defectors was also fully informed of Mr. Nosenko’s’ status.
The agency and that committee concurred, I believe, with the legal
position adopted by the Department of Justice. The Interagency
Committee on Defectors was the Government body which was
formed in order to preside over the care, feeding, and general
treatment of defectors.

That committee is composed of representatives from the Central
Intelligence Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the De­
fense Intelligence Agency, the National Security Agency, the De­
partment of State, and the Immigration and Naturalization
Service.

I As the Rockefeller Commission report indicated, Mr. Nosenko’s
confinement—and I quote from the report, “was approved by the
Director of Central Intelligence, the Director of the FBI, the Attor­
ney General, and the U.S. Intelligence Board; selected Members of
the Congress were also aware to some extent of the confinement.”

End of quotation and end of my statement.
Chairman Stokes. So then, do I understand that based upon that

meeting it was your opinion then that this man was being held
legally and not in violation of law?

Mr. Helms. It was our opinion that—I don’t know, I am not a
lawyer, I have to be careful of my words—but let me just say it was
our impression we had the authority to hold him as we were
holding him.

Chairman Stokes. At the time you testified to our committee
here in executive session, is that what you said to us?

Mr. Helms. No. I say, when I went through the transcript of my
testimony that day on August 9, I found that I characterized his
confinement in various ways, so I composed this statement in order
to straighten the matter out as we understood it.

Chairman Stokes. Now, can you recall what Mr. Katzenbach
said in that meeting? You were present and Mr. Katzenbach was
present; right?

Mr. Helms. Yes.
Chairman Stokes. Can you tell the committee what Mr. Katzen­

bach said on that occasion about the situation?
Mr. Helms. What we remember about this, Mr. Stokes, is pretty

well encompassed in here, that we shared with him the problem we
had in connection with Mr. Nosenko. We identified to him why the
Pr°blem. was very serious. We pointed out that there might be
difficulties in connection with holding him. Suppose that Mr. No­
senko got a lawyer; then what did we do about it? How did we ever
establish what his bona fides were?

In other words, we had a whole series of problems which we were
sharing with the Justice Department in an effort to get some help
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or assistance, how we ought to go about this matter and ascertain
what our authorities to do it were. That was the purpose of the
meeting. But 15 years later I certainly do not remember direct
quotations, from either Mr. Katzenbach or myself.

Chairman Stokes. But it would be fair to characterize the situa­
tion as saying that he did make comment upon the situation and
give you advice?

Mr. Helms. That is right.
Chairman Stokes. Now, Mr. Helms, yesterday Mr. Katzenbach

appeared before this committee and testified in the same hearing
room. I want to read to you from the transcript of that testimony
and then ask for your comment:

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr. Katzenbach, Mr. Sawyer asked you about the decision to sign off for Mr.

Nosenko. Can you tell us whom it was that came to you and asked for your
permission to begin the interrogation of Nosenko?

Mr. Katzenbach. I don’t recall anybody doing so, Mr. Chairman. I understand
that Mr. Helms had a conversation with me or thinks he recalls he had a conversa­
tion with me on it. I have no recollection of that conversation, but perhaps his
recollection is better than mine. I don’t know. I don’t recall any such conversation.

Chairman Stokes. Was this your testimony, that you don’t recall anyone talking
to you about it?

Mr. Katzenbach. Yes, sir, that is my testimony.
Chairman Stokes. At any time?
Mr. Katzenbach. At any time.
Chairman Stokes. How did you learn of it?
Mr. Katzenbach. I learned of it when the gentleman writing a book called me up

about 3 or 4 months ago or 6 months ago, and asked me about it. And I said, who is
Nosenko?

Chairman Stokes. That would be Mr. Epstein?
Mr. Katzenbach. Yes, sir, Edward J. Epstein, right. And that was the first time

that I heard of it, to my recollection.
Chairman Stokes. So, then, so that the record is patently clear on this point,

during your tenure you knew absolutely nothing at all of this situation?
Mr. Katzenbach. Nothing that I can recall at this time. It was quite a while ago,

but I have absolutely no recollection of Mr. Nosenko or anything to do with him
during that period of time.

Chairman Stokes. While you held the office that you held, were you at any time
requested to give your approval to treating any defector in this manner?

Mr. Katzenbach. No, sir. The only connections that I can recall with the CIA at
all fell into two categories. One was when they wished to wiretap or some electronic
device to be put within this country they came to me, and the only other thing was
whenever they wanted a book suppressed they came to me and I told them not to do
it.

Chairman Stokes. Told them what?
Mr. Katzenbach. Told them not to do it, that there was not any way you were

going to do it. Those were the only ways, at least offhand, when I—none that I
recall as Deputy. A little bit I guess at the time of the Cuban missile crisis and
perhaps some at the time of the Cuban prisoner exchange, but I had very little
connection with the CIA. And I don’t recall except for those occasions their ever
asking me any legal advice whatsoever, perhaps for good reason.

Chairman Stokes. Are you absolutely certain that you cannot recall any conver­
sation with Mr. Helms about Nosenko?

Mr. Katzenbach. I am certain that I don’t recall it, yes, sir. I can’t flatly deny
such a conversation occurred, but I have no recollection of it. It is quite a while ago
and I believe if it was as dramatic as put by Congressman Sawyer, I would remem­
ber it. I was simply informed that somebody was being questioned. There was a
potential defector, I might not recall that.

Chairman Stokes. Thank you.
Any other questions?
Mr. Sawyer.
Mr. Sawyer. Yes.
Mr. Katzenbach, I don’t know whether you were informed of the details of the

situation, but we had testimony by a spokesman for the CIA so that it is not just a
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statement of some employee or something. He was designated by the present Direc­
tor to come here and present the story because he was supposed to be the most
familiar with it since he had reviewed it for the CIA. .

He stated in substance, Mr. Nosenko was taken into custody in this country by
the CIA after defection or after alleged defection, held in a so-called safe house on a
diet of tea and porridge twice a day, was allowed no reading material. The guards
were instructed neither to talk to him or smile to him. He was subjected to 48 hours
at a crack interrogation. This being while they built a separate facility somewhere
else in the country; namely, a device described by him as a bank vault, and then
built a house around the bank vault to put this man in and then kept him there
under the equivalent of some 3 years with that kind of thing, 1,277 days to be
specific, at which point they finally gave up and gave him some emolument and put
him on their payroll and let him go.

And then they gave as their—I questioned on the authority to do a thing like
that. Did they have any kind of process, and they said other than the fact that Mr.
Helms had conferred with you and gotten your OK, that this would be legal.

And I just found it awfully difficult to believe that. And that is why—and I don t
imagine it would be the kind of thing that you would be asked to OK enough that
you would not rather clearly remember the incident if it had occurred.

Mr. Katzenbach. If the facts that you have just set forth to me, Congressman,
had ever been made known to me, I would recollect it, I am certain; and I would
hope to goodness I would not have given the legal advice that is claimed.

Mr. Saywer. It makes me feel better about it. Thank you.
That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.
Having heard Mr. Katzenbach’s testimony of yesterday, can you

reconcile his testimony to this committee with your statement just
read to this committee?

Mr. Helms. I can only say, Mr. Stokes, that it is very hard to
reconcile. I think the basic point at issue here is really whether the
meeting with him took place at all. What happened after the
meeting is something he was not responsible for as far as I am
aware.

Let me read to you the memorandum for the record which Mr.
Lawrence R. Houston, the General Counsel of CIA, wrote on April
3, 1964. I have a copy in front of me. It is headed Memorandum for
the Record and the subject is the Nosenko case.

It reads:
Mr. Helms, Mr. Murphy, and I met with Mr. Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, J. Walter

Yeagley, William E. Foley, and Harold F. Ries, on April 2, 1964. Mr. Helms outlined
the problems foreseeable in our future relations with Nosenko and asked the opiii-
ion of the Justice representatives on what we could do to control the situation. I
pointed out that his technical status is one of exclusion and parole—or more
technically, deferment and parole.

Paragraph 2:
After some discussion, Mr. Foley stated it was his opinion that Agency representa­

tives could take any action necessary to carry out the terms of the parole. Mr.
Katzenbach asked Mr. Foley to check this and let me know and Mr. Foley later
confirmed this position by telephone.

I in turn, after the meeting, reviewed the parole agreement and provided an
interpretation thereof for Director of Security, a copy of which is attached hereto.
Also, I informed Mr. Foley of this interpretation. Signed, Lawrence R. Houston,
General Counsel.

The attachment is a memorandum also dated April 3, 1964. It is
signed by Lawrence R. Houston, General Counsel. It is a memoran­
dum for the director of security. That would be the officer who was
the director of the security office of the Central Intelligence
Agency. The subject is Parole status of defectors:

On 2 April 1964, we had a discussion with the Department of Justice on the status
of aliens whose inspection by INS—



25

that is the Immigration and Naturalization Service, I interpret
here so there will not be a lack of clarity—
whose inspection by INS is deferred upon arrival at our request and who are then
paroled to this Agency. It was the position of the Department of Justice that we
were responsible for taking any action necessary to carry out the terms of the
parole.

That, I believe, is paragraph 1 of this memorandum, Mr. Stokes.
The balance of the memorandum has been excised and therefore is
not on the sheet there.

Chairman Stokes. Then, in light of the document which you
have just read and along with your other testimony, then obviously
the statement of Mr. Katzenbach to this committee yesterday could
not be true, could it?

Mr. Helms. No; I am afraid it is not.
Mr. Preyer. Chairman Stokes, may I interrupt?
Chairman Stokes. Certainly.
Mr. Helms. I would like to say, because I would like to be clear

with this committee, that I asked my attorney to be in touch with
Mr. Katzenbach some weeks ago in connection with this matter. It
is reflected in his testimony that it was brought to his attention
that I had this meeting with him. I did not want to have this
committee think I pulled this as a surprise on Mr. Katzenbach and
he came down here innocently and had no opportunity to review
the facts if he cared to.

Chairman Stokes. Then he was appropriately advised prior to
his appearance here yesterday of the memorandums you just read?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know that he was advised of the memoran­
dums, but he was advised certainly of our recollection of this
meeting.

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Preyer. Mr. Helms, I understand that you are requesting

that this document be made a part of the record. I would like to
ask the clerk if she will mark it as an exhibit so that we can enter
it into the record at this point.

Mr. Helms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, as a point of clarity, is it just these memoranda

that you want to make a part of the record? My statement is in the
transcript so I don’t think that is necessary. I think these are the
two documents.

Mr. Preyer. The document will be marked as exhibit F-413 and
made a part of the record at this point.

[The information follows:]
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JFK Exhibit F-413

3 April 1964

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

SUBJECT: Nossenko Case

1. Mr. Helms,. Mr. Murphy and I met with Mr. Nicholas
deB. Katzenbach, Mr. J. Walter Yeagley, Mr. William E. Foley,.
and Mr. Harold F. Reis on the Nossenko case on 2 April 1964.

-Mr. Helms outlined the problems forseeable in our future relations
with Nossenko and asked the opinion of the Justice representatives
on what we could do to control the situation. I pointed out that his •
technical status was one of exclusion and parole (or more technically
deferment of inspection and parole).

2. After some discussion, Mr. Foley stated it was his opinion
-that Agency representatives could take any action necessary to carry
out the terms of the parole. Mr. Katzenbach asked Mr. Fbley to
check this and let me know and Mr. Foley later confirmed this position
by telephone. I, in turn, after the meeting reviewed the parole agree­
ment a.nd provided an interpretation thereof for the Director of Security,
a copy of which-is attached hereto. Also I.informed Mr. Foley of this
interpretation.

LAWRENCE R. HOUSTON
General Counsel

Att.----

Declassified 19- September 1978
by Anthony A. Lapham,General
Counsel



3 April 1964

MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Security

SUBJECT: Parole Status of Defectors

1. On 2 April 1964 we had a discussion with the Department.
of Justice on the status of aliens whose inspection by I&cNS is deferred
upon arrival at our request and who are then paroled to this Agency.
It was the position of the Department of Justice that we were responsible
for taking any action necessary to carry out the terms of the parole.

r

Declassified (paragraph 1 only)
19 September 1978 by Anthony A.
Laphain, General Counsel.

D *
/s/ Lawrence R. Houston

LAWRENCE R. HOUSTON
General Counsel
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Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Now, Mr. Helms, I note that the memorandum does not. give any

indication from which Mr. Katzenbach would be able to draw the
conclusion with reference to the way that the CIA intended to treat
this man. That is not in that memorandum, is it?

Mr. Helms. No, it is not in the memorandum as of the time that
the meeting with Mr. Katzenbach was held. Deliberations were
still going on inside the Agency as to what exactly to do about Mr.
Nosenko, and as things developed over the months, I don’t think
that Mr. Katzenbach can be held responsible for that and I have no
reason to want to involve him in it.

Chairman Stokes. Is it fair also to say that in all probability he
was never informed of the way this man was treated?

Mr. Helms. In all probability, that is correct.
Chairman Stokes. Now, how long did Mr. Nosenko remain in

CIA custody?
Mr. Helms. I think all told, I think it was from 1964 when he

defected until he was resettled with the new identity which I
believe was in 1969 or 1970.

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell us what unit within the CIA had
the primary responsibility for handling Mr. Nosenko in 1964?

Mr. Helms. My recollection is that the office of security was
given the responsibility for his house keeping,~his care, his feed i pg,
his guarding, and that the Soviet bloc division had the responsibil­
ity for his interrogation!""
' Chairman Stokes. Did the Soviet Russia division continue to

have responsibility for questioning Nosenko until he was released
from CIA custody in 1969?

Mr. Helms. No. I believe that it was in 1967 that the decision
was made or, I made the decision if you would prefer that, that the
case simply could not go on in that fashion, it had to be resolved.

Therefore, a change was made. Nosenko was turned over to an
officer in the office of security who had made an examination of
the case. He felt that he could get along well with Nosenko and
that possibly he could", if he couldn’t solve the problem of his bona
fides, at least he might be able to solve the problem of how" we
were going to resettle him on the American scene? ”

I was rather puzzled by some of Mr. Hart’s testimony the other
day before this committee. He seemed to go into lurid detail about
Nosenko’s treatment, but when it came time to make his contribu-A
tion to the purposes of the committee hearing, in other words, what
Nosenko knew about Oswald, he had no clarification to make and
nothing to contribute. 1

Yet he was here as the official representative of the Director of
Central Intelligence, as I understand it. It was almost as though
his purpose was to use his testimony before this committee to
excoriate some of his former colleagues for the handling of the
Nosenko case.

In any event, I never heard of the note alleged to have been
handwritten by the “Deputy Chief of the Soviet Bloc Division”
using such sensational terms as “liquidate the man, commit him to
a looney bin, et cetera. These options were never presented to me,
were never entertained by me, and were never considered.
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The problem was to resettle Nosenko in American society and
this is what the Agency did. Any other assertions are false as far
as I personally am aware. I would not like to see perpetuated on
indefinitely into the history" of this country that there was any
consideration'glvefi~by senior officials of the Agency to those op;
tions that were identified in this lurid, handwritten memorandum!
I don’t know how the thing happened to get written. I don’t know
how it happened to be held in the files. I don’t know how it ,ju
happened to be part of Mr. Hart’s role to bring it down here, but iri *-*
any event, 1 want to put to rest once and for all that this was never
considered.

Chairman Stokes. Now you have mentioned a security officer.
When did the security officer assume the responsibility for han­
dling Nosenko?

Mr. Helms. My recollection Mr. Stokes, is that it was about 1967,
some time in 1967.

Chairman Stokes. So at that time would they have assumed
primary responsibility and taken it away then from the Soviet
bloc?

Mr. Helms. Well, they assumed primary responsibility. I think
that is the fair thing. I had asked Adm. Rufus Taylor, who sadly
died the other day but who became Deputy Director of Central
Intelligence after I was made Director, to make it his personal
responsibility to look into all aspects of the Nosenko case in an
effort to get it resolved.

He had done a lot of work on this case and one of his recommen­
dations as I recall it was that this be turned over to the office of
security and that we try an entirely different approach.

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell us why the responsibility for
handling Nosenko in terms of questioning was transferred from the
SR people over to the security officer?

Mr. Helms. It was just another approach we were attempting. In
other words, we wanted to take him away from those people who
had been interrogating him and see if a quiet, solicitous, and, let’s
say, favorable approach were used, that we might be able to solve
the problem of his bona tides but at least get him in the frame of
mind where we could resettle him.

Chairman Stokes. How long a period of time was Nosenko actu­
ally held in this status?

Mr. Helms. Well, during the period of 1964 to 1967 he was held
under Spartan circumstances. In 1967 when he was turned over to
the office of security he was moved to a safe house where he
certainly was in confinement but lived under very comfortable V-
conditions, perhaps as well as anybody in this room.

Chairman Stokes. Now, during that 3-year period, and I suppose
you would say it is 3 years he was held in confinement, as a basis
of Mr. Hart’s testimony a few days ago, I posed the question to him •
that the man was actually being held in jail, wasn’t he. His answer
was substantially yes.

How would you characterize the period? , <
Mr. Helms. I find no fault with that characterization.
Chairman Stokes. Initially, can you tell us how the individuals

who handled Mr. Nosenko for the SR division had been selected?
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Mr. Helms. When the defection took place in Geneva, or at least
before it took place, two officers were sent to Geneva to talk to Mr.
Nosenko. One was a high officer in the SR division and the other
was a case officer who not only spoke fluent Russian but had had a
great deal of experience in handling Soviet agent cases and this
seemed to be a good team as far as those in charge thought at the
time, and so did I.

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell us how knowledgeable or how
expert they were in terms of the Oswald case?

Mr. Helms. I don’t have any recollection of that any more, Mr.
Stokes. I don’t think that we chose them because of their knowl­
edgeability in the Oswald case initially. The issue was to decide
about the defection of this man in the first place.

The Oswald matter really hadn’t gotten viable until it was indi­
cated he knew something about it, and then when we got him to
the United States, what he knew about it. Actually,. I think that it
may be of interest to the committee that in attempting to establish
the bona fides of someone, it is necessary to have information in
some depth of the facts about which they are talking.

With respect to Nosenko, we put people who were knowledgeable
about the Soviet Union and Soviet mores, and so forth, on the case
because we had more information about those things and could
check his statements out much better than if we were using some­
thing about Lee Harvey Oswald. He had been in the Soviet Union
and we knew very little about him, because I would like to remind
you, Mr. Stokes, that what is known about Lee Harvey Oswald
today was certainly not known in early 1964. This is all material
that has been developed since.

I think one has to be fair with history that when we go back to
February 1964, the knowledgeability of anybody in the Government
on Lee Harvey Oswald was very limited, even more limited than it
is now.

Chairman Stokes. Wouldn’t I understand that first they did
know he was a KGB officer at the time he came to you; correct?

Mr. Helms. That is what he told us.
Chairman Stokes. You did know that Oswald had been in

Russia, did you not?
Mr. Helms. Yes, we knew that he had been in Russia, certainly.
Chairman Stokes. And a part of your responsibility to the

Warren Commission was to give them such information as came to
your knowledge regarding Oswald in Russia, was it not?

Mr. Helms. Certainly, Mr. Stokes.
Chairman Stokes. And in establishing this man’s bona fides,

would it not be logical that you would want to know everything he
knew about Oswald as a part of the interrogation process so that
you might establish his bona fides through that?

Mr. Helms. But I thought that he was asked about what he knew
about Oswald. I thought there were four or five interrogations, one
by the FBI and some by us during this period. Am I wrong?

Chairman Stokes. Well, he was under the custody of the CIA.
You have told us that.

Mr. Helms. But other people had access to him. The FBI was
given access to them. We gave other people access to these people if
they requested it. It was the FBI’s statement to the Warren Com-
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mission quoting Nosenko based on their own interrogation that led
me weeks later to go down and talk with the Chief Justice of the
United States and point out with him that we could not go bail, we
could not vouch for the bona Tides of this man, and therefore we
could not vouch for his statement.

Chairman Stokes. Yes, and this was the precise problem that
you were confronted with. You knew you had an important issue
on your hands, didn’t you?

Mr. Helms. Certainly.
Chairman Stokes. And it was extremely important by virtue of

the high level conference which you had had, which you referred to
this morning, that you had been able to establish his bona fides;
isn’t that correct?

Mr. Helms. We were doing our best to do so.
Chairman Stokes. So it is in that area, then, I would think, that

you would want to see the top interrogators, not only those expert
in interrogating with reference to the Soviet Union, but also about
events in the Soviet Union such as Oswald would be important to
you to have him interrogated about?

Mr. Helms. Well, sir, I was not present at these interrogations
and I don’t know the exact questions. I assume there is a record
available someplace. But it seems to me that in posing this ques­
tion this way, to me it is damned if you do and damned if you
don’t. You are damned if you hold a fellow too long and treat him
badly because you would like to find out what he does know about
Oswald, and you are damned the other way if you have not dug his
teeth out to find out what he knows about Oswald.

I don’t know sir, the answer. If we had to do it over, I don’t know
what we would do. We would probably do it differently, but I don’t
know how we would have arrived at the truth in the space of time
we had available to us.

You may recall from the record that Mr. Nosenko, at the time he
defected and before, was a very heavy drinker. One of the problems
we had with him during his first period of time in the United
States was he didn’t want to do anything except drink and carouse.
We had problems with him in an incident in Baltimore where he
started punching up a bar and so forth

One of the reasons to hold him in confinement was to get him
away from the booze and settle him down and see if we could make
some sense with him. The fact that he may have been held too long
was therefore deplorable, but nevertheless we were doing our best.

Chairman Stokes. Well, in light of what you are now saying to
us about the fact that you are damned if you do and damned if you
don’t, was it important to you that you be kept informed regularly
of everything that he was saying and everything that he was doing,
et cetera?

Mr. Helms. Mr. Stokes, I felt that certainly I should be kept
generally informed, but during the period of the Warren Commis­
sion, they are the ones who should be kept informed, the FBI
should be kept informed, and that after the Warren Commission
had made its report and things then were not guided by their
investigation, we still went on with the job of attempting to find
out what this man represented.
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Chairman Stokes. But if, as you say, as you have just indicated,
the Warren Commission needed to be informed and so forth, and
wasn’t it your direct responsibility to inform the commission?

Mr. Helms. But I thought I did. I thought I told them that we
couldn’t establish his bona fides.

Chairman Stokes. Well, in order for you to be able to communi­
cate with the Warren Commission, you had to get information from
some source, didn’t you?

Mr. Helms. Yes. ,
Chairman Stokes. So my question to you is: What direction did

you give those under you as to how often you were to be briefed,
how often you ought to be given the results of the interrogation or
whatever was occurring with this man?

Mr. Helms. Certainly I stayed current to that extent. If there
had been the slightest intimation that we were prepared to vouch
for his bona fides or that the interrogation reached that point, it
would have been brought to me immediately.

I think that if I don’t any longer recall the exact date, but I
think it was in June or something of 1964, that after getting the
permission of the Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. McCone, I
went to see the Chief Justice privately to point out to him what
our difficulties in this matter were. It seems to me I was as forth­
coming as a man could be.

What else could I do? What else should I have done?
Chairman Stokes. What did you tell him about your difficulties?

What were they?
Mr. Helms. I told him we were not able to satisfy ourselves that'

the man was what he was purported to be, that the jobs that he
had held were the ones that he really did hold, that there were
inconsistencies in his testimony, that what he had to say about the
Oswald case didn’t make sense to us, and that, therefore, I simply
wanted to point out to the Chief Justice that I was sorry but ’
whatever the FBI had given him or given the Commission about
what Mr. Nosenko had said about Mr. Lee Harvey Oswald, that I
felt he should take into consideration the fact that we could not
vouch for his bona fides and therefore they should not take at full I
strength what he said. It was up to them to make their evaluation, I
but I felt we owed this to him. '

Chairman Stokes. In order for you to tell the Chief Justice that,
how often had you been briefed?

Mr. Helms. I have no recollection any longer, Mr. Stokes.
Chairman Stokes. In terms of the interrogation that took place

of Oswald, I’m sorry, Nosenko, were the interrogators instructed to
pose a large number of questions relative to Oswald to Nosenko?

Mr. Helms. Mr. Stokes, there was no issue more central in those
days than an effort to straighten out this business about Oswald.

But I would submit in evidence, I don’t know whether you have
been an interrogator, sir, but there are so many questions you can
ask about based on the information that was known about Oswald
at the time.

If my facts are straight, the information about Oswald that was
known was that he had gone to the Soviet Union, that he ex­
pressed a desire to give up his citizenship. That is what he told the



33

American Embassy. He had gone to Minsk, married a Russian girl,
which was suspicious in its own right. ' ■ - *-

then decided to come back to the United States and virtually
disappeared, but it was not the CIA’s jurisdiction to keep an eye on
him in the United States and the amount of information available
aFthat time Eased on which one could make an interrogation was
pretty thin for the simple reason that how were we going to find
out in the Soviet Union what Oswald had done there except from
his own statements? ,

We had no independent means of verifica.tion. ,We didn t have,
■that, good ati organization inside the Soviet Union. We had no
means of following up on these leads.

Chairman Stokes. In light of your statements in this context, let
me cite to you the testimony of Mr. Hart to this committee and get
your comment on that.

Mr. Hart, with reference to the matter of whether Nosenko was
being incarcerated or being questioned, said to this committee this:

Mr. Hart. Insofar as I can tell, the assumption among the top leadership of the
agency was that during this period of incarceration Mr. Nosenko was being ques­
tioned or interrogated.

That is flatly contrary to the facts because although he was incarcerated for 1,277
days, on only 292 days was he in part questioned. We do not, it is difficult to tell
just how many hours of questioning there took place on those 292 days when he
actually was questioned. The rest of the time, which is 77 percent of the total time
of incarceration, he was left entirely unoccupied and was not being questioned.
There was, in other words, no effort being made to get at more information which
he might have.

Do you agree with that statement?
Mr. Helms. I have no comment to make on it. jMr. Hart, I gathgr,

^yas appointed by Director George Bush in 1976 to look into the
whole Nosenko case. I have been informed ot that in recent times. I

"assume he looked into it fairly and squarely. I would assume also
that this committee has talked thoroughly with all the interroga­
tors and has verified independently whether these facts are true or
not. I have no capacity for doing that.

Chairman Stokes. So you take no issue with that statement?
Mr. Helms. None. I don’t know its merits one way or the other.
Chairman Stokes. Then I take it from that you in no way contest

the statement of Mr. Hart?
Mr. Helms. I have no basis for contesting it, Mr. Stokes. I mean,

he has a record there. I simply was saying that I have no independ­
ent verification of the number of days he was interrogated. I would
assume, though, that the committee does have an independent
verification because I believe that the interrogators are still alive
and I assume the committee has talked to them.

Is this correct?
Chairman Stokes. I think that is substantially correct, yes.
Mr. Helms, in January 1968 when the SR division report con­

cerning Nosenko was issued, what was the Agency’s position re­
garding Mr. Nosenko’s bona fides?

Mr. Helms. There were those in the agency who believed he was
bona fide and there were those in the agency who did not. I never
recall having resolved the case in my own mind one way or the
other. My preoccupation at the time was to get Mr. Nosenko reset­
tled. If there were those who felt there was a reasonable chance he 
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was bona fide, that was all right with me, but as far as I am aware,
I never signed off on any document or made any final decisions
about his bona fides.

If you have a document, I would appreciate seeing it because I
have not been shown one, and if my recollection is not accurate, I
don’t want to mislead this committee. I want to be absolutely fair
and truthful and forthcoming.

Chairman Stokes. Perhaps it may help refresh your recollection
that at the time the committee took your testimony previously, Mr.
Goldsmith asked you the question: “Is it not a fact that the SR
report of 1968 indicated that in fact Mr. Nosenko was not a bona
fide defector?” Your answer at that time was: “I don’t remember
firsthand what the thrust of the report was.”

So I take it, then, that your testimony today is that you still do
not recall?

Mr. Helms. No. But I am sorry, I must have misunderstood your
earlier question. I am sorry. I thought that you were asking me
what my opinion was about that.

Chairman Stokes. No, no.
Mr. Helms. I am sorry.
Chairman Stokes. Basically, what we are asking you is this: In

January 1968, when this report came out of the SR division, what
was the Agency’s position regarding Nosenko bona fides?

Mr. Helms. Well, the Agency’s position would not have been
reflected in the 1968 report. The Agency’s position would have been
one that I would have signed off on and I don’t recall ever having
made personally the decision based on recommendations and var­
ious other factors involved, whether he was bona fide or not. I
simply was trying to explain that my interest then was different.

Chairman Stokes. Well, then, can you tell us in January of 1968
the Agency’s position with regard to the veracity of the informa­
tion Nosenko had provided concerning Oswald?

Mr. Helms. I don’t think any judgment has ever been made
about that. I thought I read in the newspapers—and I assume the
newspapers reported accurately—that Mr. Hart, after all his inves­
tigation, was not able to tell you that Nosenko was accurate about
Oswald or not accurate about Oswald, if he could not do it-----

Chairman Stokes. To the contrary. He said to the committee,
based upon everything he knew about him, that the testimony he
had given this committee, he said I would not use it, so he did have
an opinion.

Mr. Helms. He said he would not use it?
Chairman Stokes. That is what he said.
Mr. Helms. That confuses me.
Chairman Stokes. Why?
Mr. Helms. Well, it confuses me because isn’t that a cop-out? If

you are not going to use it, then it is not true.
Chairman Stokes. That is substantially correct, that would be

my own interpretation.
Now let me ask you this: Wouldn’t your analysis and the doubt

which you had of this man’s overall bona fides also bear upon the
question of what he was saying to you and through you to the
Warren Commission about Oswald, that is, if you doubted his gen­
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eral bona fides, wouldn’t you have to doubt what he was saying to
you about Oswald? .

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir, that is why I went to see the Chief Justice.
Chairman Stokes. Now let me ask you this: After the SR division

issued its report in 1968, was the Nosenko case reinvestigated by
the security officer?

Mr. Helms. Oh, I think the ground was gone over not only by
that security officer, but I think that through the weeks after that
a long interrogation, or if you don’t want to call it an interroga­
tion, let’s say an elicitation, was carried on with Nosenko to find
out what he knew about a whole host of things, including the
Oswald case.

I believe it was during that latter period that he had additional
contributions to make about the size of the files that the KGB held
on Oswald and matters of this kind.

Chairman Stokes. Let me ask you this: In light of what you said
to us this morning, would you agree that the consequences of the
Nosenko case for the American intelligence community were quite
great, particularly if it turned out that he was not a bona fide
defector? I think you may have commented on some of that in your
first statement.

Mr. Helms. Yes, I did, Mr. Stokes, but I agree with what you
said.

Chairman Stokes. I would like to call your attention to page 137
of the declassified transcript which you have there at the witness
table with you. Lines 6 through 20. Do you have that?

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir.
Chairman Stokes. This, of course, is your testimony before this

subcommittee of this committe earlier.
Now, at that time did you testify that you had no recollection of

ever signing off on any piece of paper that made Nosenko a consul­
tant to the CIA and that you never agreed to any such thing?

Mr. Helms. When I made that statement in executive session on
August 9, it was my distinct impression that we had made an
arrangement or signed a contract with Nosenko which made him
an independent contractor. In other words, it was a relationship
between him and the Agency whereby he would do research work
under controlled circumstances and we would control the environ­
ment, what documents he saw, what he did, and in this way we
would be justified in seeing if his expertise was of any help to us,
and, second, under this document we could pay him so that he
could live and eventually get to be resettled.

I was not aware at that time that the independent contractor
provision had along with it in the document the word “consultant.”
If I was aware of it at the time, I never thought about it. I must
confess that my thought of what a consultant is has been changed
in present times, because I am a consultant to various American
businesses now and my relationship to them is not the relationship
I contracted for with Nosenko, so this is a semantic problem.

I can only say that I am sorry that I was maybe the slightest bit
misleading, but I have now explained it and I hope that satisfies
you.

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Chairman, I will ask that an exhibit in
the possession of the Clerk be marked as JFK F-531. I will ask that
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a copy of it be delivered to the witness and that the exhibit be
made a part of the record at this time. - ■

Mr. Preyer. If there is no objection, the exhibit, F-531, will be
entered into the record at this point.

[The information follows:]
JFK Exhibit F-531

- : E 0CTS7Z

I . . • fa*

ANnUM FO2c Director a£ Central Intelligence '

SUB-l'KC" X Retroactive Reir-.baxsemenf-of
'Yuriy Ivanovich Kosenko - .

2- Mr. Yuriy Ivanovich Kosenko, a 45-year—old, former
Sta-FF Officer of th- for State Security {KGB} of the
USSR, attended the Jnstitnm ox Intemational Relations, Moscow,
from .1945 to 195.0; was a-F^^ated with Russian Naval Teti-UTv—e—
dvr—t—g the 1951—1953 period; and was an officer with the KGB
from March 1953 until his defection to the Agency in Geneva,
Switzer? a nd, on. 4 February 1964, after having worked for- CIA.
for approximately two years.

3- A review of Mr. Kosenko’s case reflects that, at th—
time of Tits, defection, various official commitments were made
to him, a lump sum payment of $50,000.00 based upon.
his nearly two years' work inside the KGB; a $10, COO. 00 bonus

at a salary of $25, 000. 00 per annum. Mr. Kosenko was advised
by his Agency Case Officer that Mr. Kosenko was working for
the Central Intelligence Agency as of 5 February 1964, and that
his salary began from that date. This was a verbal agreement
with the Agency Case Officer, and is fully documented in our
files-
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4. In the early debriefing of Mr- Nosenko, it became
apparent that he vzas a particularly complex individual- To permit
extensive and prolonged debriefing, arrangements were made to

. accommodate Mr- Nosedso under highly sectire conditions at
, where he remained from 1964 to 1967- These tight

security arrangements -were dictated,- during the j-"vfal phases at
least, by the additional need, to provide Mr. Nosenka -with.
conhinumg personal protection, since there was ths distinct
possibility that he -would be targeted for execution if the Soviets
should discover his whereabouts.-

5. Since October 1967, the prjm?.T-y responsibility- for Mr-
Noserko has been in the Office of Security, which conducted a
thorough. review of prior d - v-i try— t1 in the case. Mr.'Nosenka
was moved to the "Washingtan, 33. C. area in late 1967, and the
cane passed through various stages of phased narrrali-ration, as
he -was given an increased degree of freedom and independence-
Mr. Nos erica was ach-aHy resettled on the economy in April 19o9;
he obtained a divorce from his farmer Soviet spouse in Sepiairber
3 969;/’.nto ---------------------- L
T^r>r-mg the period from October 1967 to April 1969-, Mr. Nos erica
did not receive a salary, but he was provided with a moderate
amount of spending money.

6. As of April 1969, Mr. Noserko signed a one-year
r-njifr Ji-fr’il, jg-ri-e-mf—rj- for $16,500. 00, including a rlarse giving
assistance to hi-m. in resettlement expenses in the amount.of
$8, 000. 00. In March 1970, Mr. Kosenko signed a new contract
for two years at $13,500.00 per amum. At about this same tir-.e
he was provided with certain financial assistance, $20, 000.00 •
T-i—ing for the down payment on a new house, and $5,000.00 for
other related household expenses. Mr, Kosenko's contract was
renewed at the new rate of $19,500. 00 per annum. on I March 1971, .
and the contract was again renewed in February 1972, at the salary

. of $21, 000. 00 per amen.
t

7. An analysis of this case clearly indicates that Mr.
Kosenko has been an extremely valuable source, one who has
identified many hundreds of Soviet Intelligence Officers, and he

otherwise provided a considerable quantity of useful ir formation.
on the organization of the KGB, its operational doctrine, and
methods./ S^asTCj-x. ,’.v a have been 
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far v. ar dad to tie- Hederal Bureau o£ Investigation based on data.
from Mr. Noserikoi . He has conducted numerous special, security­
reviews on Soviet subjects o£ specific intelligence interest, and
he has proven, him self to be invaluable in exploring counte-mtaHi—
gence leads. He recently authored a book which is. of interest to
the-Agency- In effect^. Mr-. Was echo has shown himself ta ba a.
productive a-^d hard defector,- vzho is "rehabili hated1- and
favorably disposed towards the Agency-

S- Tn -f-ho ran—™ nfa -ri^Arr -meeting with. Mr- Kosenko, .
■ he brought up th^ subject or his missing salary, covering the

period from April 196^ to March 19o9- Mr- Kosenko readily
aJm-rte*  that he. is living very well at the present time, bat he
is not in a positron, to save any money for the future- ' He also
expressed deep appreciatjor. to the Agency for the financial
assistance vMrh was provided nv- through.the years, and he
considers fa have cancelled out the original Agency
obligation of a It-——-1 sum payment in the amount of $50, 000- 00—
Mr- MasemTea., however, still feels quite strongly that he is
entitled to be nd-r-nrud for the salary which, the Agency did
not provide him. over a five-year period. He understands, of
coarse, ^rp—— tx would have to be deducted from, this

’ hack salary of $25, 000.00 per ?t—-— .

9- In stt—ra-y, the nd.grvt oral agreement with Mr-
Nosehko is fully cccnmerted and supports his claim; his resettle­
ment since 1957 has beer relatively smooth, with no significant
security w-solans' having developed; and he to Venetian
at the present time as a highly productive and useful source of
mformatian an the KGS- in view of these various const derations^
it is requested that this payment o£ $125, 000. 00 to Mr- Kosenko
be approved. These funds would be paid out of emdated
obligations applicable to lapsed appropriatians/

—Howard J— Osborn.
Director of Security
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SUBJECT; Retroactive Reimbursement of
Yuriy IvanovicH Nos enko
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2 ''MR T3S5

MEMORANDUM DOR: Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT Preparations for the Rehabilitation
and Resettlement of Yuri Nosenko

1. Thiq memorandum is for your information and Contains a
recommendation for your approval in paragraph 5.

2. As you know, since last meeting with you on this subject
. we have been very slowly easing some of the physical restrictions
on Nosenko in an effort to condition him for his ultimate rehabilita—
tion and resettlement in this country if this is the final disposition
decision. During this period, both the Federal Bureau of Investiga­
tion and this Office have cnnH-nned to elicit information from him.

3. .Nosenko is becoming increasingly restive and desirous of
obtaining freedom on his own. After nearly five years of varying
degrees of confinement, this- desire, including that for feminine com­
panionship, is understandable. We have conformed the pace of
privileges allowed form to his attitude and cooperation. At a recent
meeting in whirh the Deputy Director of Plans, Chief, Soviet Bloc
Division,' Chief, CI Staff, Office of General Counsel and the under-'
signed participated, it was agreed that we would allow him a two
week vacation in Florida accompanied by two Security agents of this
Office. He will not be allowed to be alone outside the confines of an
adjoining room during this period.

4. There still remains a disagreement as to his bona fides
and the Chief, CI Staff is now compiling questions to be used for
crmfririiied elicitation from Nosenko upon his return. It is clear and
agreed by all concerned that the problem of Nosenko's bona fides and
his rehabilitation and resettlement can be considered separately if we



42

are to keep him in a favorable frame of mind. with, regard to the
Agency. Any treatment which can be regarded by him as retro­
gression, in terms of physical restraint but not continued elicitation,
would make his ultimate disposition extremely difficult. Attached
for your- approval is a brief summary of the steps we recommend be ■
taken in Nosenko's rehabilitation and resettlement beginning with his
return from his vacation in Florida. It is understood that implemen­
tation of these steps will be predicated on the fallowing.

His attitude and behavior during his Florida
vacation. „ '

“We will try to delay each step as long as
possible consistent with his attitude and his
willingness to cooperate.

This Office will take every possible precaution
to prevent contact between Nosenko and KGB
representatives in this country. If he is given
limited freedom, however,, there can be no
guarantee of thin since he is a professional

I intelligence officer and could evade surveil-
/ lance if he so desired. If he is a dispatched
/ agent, it is to be assumed that he was given

I emergency means of contact.

.Dis tribution :.

5. Your approval of these actions, as outlined, is recommended.
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Lawrence R. Houston

CONCURRENCE:'

General Counsel .

Thomas Karames sines
Deputy- Director for Flans

Date

2
Date

The recommendation in paragraph 5 is approved.

Director of Central Intelligence

2 APR 1389 ’
Date
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STEPS IN THE REHABILITATION AND RESETTLEMENT OF NOSnNKQ

Step I. Epon, his return from vacation in Florida or- soon
thereafter, we will begin to negotiate a contractual relationship with
Nosenko which, will provide him with financial reimbursement not
to exceed twenty thousand dollars a year for the period of time he
is working with this Agency in a program of information elicitation.
This contract, in addition to the- s+aruiard features, will contain a.
'’qnit claim* ’ p-mw<4r>n'-reva-rdi-ng his past relationship with the Agency
in the everrt he should be kidnapped, become recalcitrant or redefect.
It will stipulate residence in an area acceptable to the Agency. It. will
also provide that upon conclusion of his active cooperation with, this
Agency, we will renegotiate to provide for a.modest continued annuity
commensurate with his ability to secure employment on his own. There
will-be no bulk resettlement fund.

Step 2. We will negotiate with Immigration and Naturalization
authorities to secure appropriate alien registration for Nosenko in
this, country under a registered alias. It will be necessary for the
Agency to accept continued responsibility for Nosenko until such time
as he has established residence long enough to satisfy the ten year
citizenship requirement.

Step 3. We will begin to look with him for suitable living '
accommodations. He accepts the fact that these accommodations will
have to be so arranged that we will occupy contiguous quarters and .
that he will be required for an undetermined period to let us know where'
he is going and when he leaves these quarters. We will, initially at
least, provide for technical coverage of his telephone and living quar­
ters and will, within the extent of our capability, cover him, through
surveillance when he leaves these quarters. -
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Step 4. The program of information elicitation, based on
questions compiled by CX Staff will begin soon after Nosenko’s
return from Florida. Any significant developments and changes ;
in the handling of Nosenko and the conduct of the interviews will
be coordinated with the CI Staff acting on behalf of the DDP. This
program of elicitation will be so designed as to prevent broadening
further the base of Kosenko’s knowledge. Future elicitation from
Nosenko will not include new inforrnati on except on the basis of
calculated approved cnordinatiort between the Office of Security and.
the CI Staff about subject matter and Nosenko wUl be encouraged
and allowed to give full responses on each subject. The FBI will
be advised about these procedures. . ■

Step 5. When we have favorably resolved disagreement
within the Agency as to his bona fides, we will allow him his ultimate
freedom, including assistance in finding suitable employment. If ■
disagreement- per<;i itt, however, a «■ tn hi <; Tinna F?de<^ beyond the
end of this calendar year, we will consult with other appropriate
Government agencies as to whether he may be allowed full freedom
as a normal resident alien or whether the security interests of the
United States-require his deportation.

41-373 <“»
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4 October 1963-

MEMORANDUM.FOR: The Director

SUBJECT r Yuri Ivanovich.Nosenko

1- The Director of Security has provided me with a completed.
report on the reminatirm of subject-named individual- He has also
provided me with a copy of a summary prepared by the FBI on the same
subject in the light of the periodic reports received by them throughout

course of this re-earama-na.trcm-. The FBI report was provided in only
one copy, personally to Howard Osborn by Special Agent Burt Turner, in
consideration of the fact that the FBI had been continuously kept
au. courant of the results of our re-e-yamanat!an of subject- Presumably
the FBI will expect fromus a copy of final report and will ■
then nffaraally provide, us with a copy of their summary of the case.

2. The FBI summary notes that a minimum of 9 new cases
have been developed as a result of this re -exaruination and that new
information of considerable importance on old cases not previously
available resulted from this effort. Before we are through with this
the FBI just might level official criticism at this Agency for its previous-
handling of th!* case. However, because of the finesse and candor with
which the Director of Security has handled this re-examination, I am
inclined to doubt that the FBI will wish to make an issue of our previous
actions.

3-. Now to the heart of the matter. I am now convinced that
there is no reason to conclude that Nosenko is other than what he has
claimed to be, that he has not knowingly and willfully withheld information
from us, that there is no conflict between what we have learned from him
and what we have learned from other defectors or informants that wr.i-IH
cast any doubts on his bona tides. Most particularly, I perceive/tip)

/significant conflict between the information Nosenko has provided apd the
.information and opinions Golitsyn has provided. Thus, I conclude that
Nosenko should be accepted as a bona fide defector.. - ' . -

4. . In. addition, I recommend that we now proceed with the
resettlement and rehabilitation of Nosenko with sufficient dispatch to
permit his full freedom by 1 January 1969- This recommendation I feel
should be reviewed by the Deputy Director for Plans, the Director of
Security and the Inspector General prior to its implementation, whatever
your own views may be after examining the case yourself. •

Deputy Director
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he is- due this final payment and we
see no problem. in. your approving. *

Yuriy Ivanovich Kosenko
(Payment o£ Certain Funds

considerable detail. TecrnicaHy
the release signed by Nosenka
could he asserted- In fact, however, 

jOchn S’. W
•General Counsel

Sidney D. Stembridge
Acting Director of Security
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M&MQRANDUM FORi Director
FROM i Sidney D. Stembridge / /

Acting Director of Security

VIA r Deputy Director for Operations
Deputy Director for Administration .

SUBJECT t Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko
^Payment. of Certain Funds «
Previously Promised}

T. This memorandum submits a proposal for your approval-
The proposal is to immediately pay Yuriy Ivanovich Kosenko
$28,500 in back salary in settlement of an Agency commitment
to him and to authorize a subsequent one-time payment of $10,000
to him directly or as a contribution to his retirement for

2. Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko is a 48-year-old former '
Soviet intelligence officer who is currently employed as an
independent .contractor by this Agency- Mr. Nosenko has for
some time b’een of the opinion that he is entitled to $2S,50Q
in' back pay. This amount represents the difference between
the salary actually paid to him during the 1 March 1965 to .
1 March 1975 period and the $25,000 per year which was promised
to him at the time of his defection in February 1564. At the
tipe of his defection, Mr..- Nosenko.was also promised the addi­
tional $10,000 fol/ StrstNJx, -fbpue.n " .

3. While serving as a KGB security officer with the
Soviet Disarmament Commission in Switzerland, Mr. Nosenko ' '
contacted an American diplomat in Geneva on SfJune 1962 and
requested a small Ioan to repay official Soviet funds which
he had squandered. Based on this contact Mr. Nosenko was
recruited shortly thereafter by the Agency and he agreed to 

5
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work as an. agent in place- On IS June 1962 Mr. Kosenko
returned to the Soviet Union where he resumed his duties as
an intelligence officer with the Second Chief Directorate of
the KGB in Moscow- Mr- Nosenko worked in place in the Soviet.
Union until January 1964 when he returned to Switzerland- At
that time Mr. Nosenko decided to defect and requested political
asylum in the United States.

4. Mr. Nosenko defected in Switzerland on 4 February
1964 and was brought to the United- States under Public Law 110
on 11 February 1964- At the time of his defection, certain
financial commitments were made to Mr. Nosenko. These commit­
ments were substantiated in a conversation with him on
7 February 1964 and were documented in a 10 February-1964
memorandum to the Acting Deputy Director for Plans from

Chief, Soviet Russia Division [SR. Division}- •
This memorandum stated as follows: . ’

"First, I assured Subject £Mr. Nosenko} that I ,,
was satisfied, that he was genuine- 'Based on . •
this and assuming his continued ’cooperation’
1 said we would proceed to make arrangements *
to bring him to the States. Second,' I con-
firmed our agreement to pay him $25,000 for
each year in place ($50,000} plus $10,000 for

/ SeAS.Ti-Je cast— and our readiness
to contract for his services at $25,000 per
year. Third, I explained the polygraph he
would be expected to take as final proof of

• his bona fides."

5. Shortly after his arrival in the United States, the
SR' Division encountered serious difficulties in attempting to
establish the bona fides of Mr.. Nosenko. The SR Division con­
cluded that Mr. Nosenko was not what he claimed to be and thus
was not a bona fide defector. As noted in paragraph four of
Attachment A, Mr. Nosenko was held under highly secure conditions
at an Agency installation from April 1964 until October 1967.
In October 1967 the primary responsibility for Mr- Nosenko was
transferred from SR Division to the Office of Security, which
conducted a thorough review of the developments in this case.
The conditions of confinement of Mr. Nosenko were progressively
relaxed and in October 1968 the bona fides of Mr. Nosenko were
established by the Office of Security. At this point it should
be noted that the confinement of Mr. Nosenko was cited by the
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Rockefeller Commission Report in June 1975 and that Mr. Kosenko
is aware of this citation. Mr. Kosenko has, however, made-no
threats concerning possible damages as a result of this con­
finement. Also,' despite the difficult period through, which
Mr. Kosenko passed, he has been and continues to be a coop­
erative and productive source.

S'

7. Prior to 1 March 1969 Mr. Nosenko received no salary
for his cooperation with this Agency. Effective 1 March 1969
Mr. Nosenko was employed as an' independent contractor at the
rate of $16,500 per year. Because of the previous difficulties
and uncertainties involved in establishing the bona fides qf
Mr. Nosenko, the extent of our commitments and obligations to
him. were not clear at that time. Mr. Nosenko, therefore, was
not initially employed at the rate of $25,000 per year as he
had been promised. Mr. Noscnko’s salary was increased annually
however, .until 1 March 1975 when he began to receive the stipu­
lated $25,000 per year. Once the bona fides of Mr. Nosenko vsr
firmly established and the earlier difficulties, regarding his
status were resolved, the initial commitments took effect and
the payment of $125,000 (less federal income tax] was completed
on 16. November 1972 in settlement of salary arrears for the
period April 1964- to March 1969 (see Attachment B) . On 12 July-
1975 a final payment was made on the obligation of $50,000 due-'
Mr..Nosenko for the period 1962-1964.

3
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8. There remains to be paid $28,500 (less federal income
tax) in salary arrears for the period 1 March 1969 to 1 March
1975 (see Attachment C) and $10,000 outstanding for
case- (He has never requested, the latter amount but the
obligation still exists.) Although Mr. Nosenko signed a
quitclaim for the period prior to 12 July 1975 (see Attachment D)
and may have legally waived his right to back salary prior to
that date,, the earlier payment of $125,000 for the period 1964-
1969 recognized our commitment to Mr. Nosenko to honor all
agreements and established a precedent for paying him the total
salary difference. We- also believe that we have a moral obli­
gation and that this obligation should be met.

9. This matter is being brought to your attention since
Mr- Nosenko believes he has a valid claim to cited back salary
for the 1969-1975 period and in. connection with the current
transfer of full responsibility for Mr. Nosenko to the Counter­
intelligence Staff, Directorate of Operations. It is, therefore,
recommended that you approve the expenditure of $28,500 in full
payment of back salary for Mr. Nosenko for the period 1969-1975. •*
Of the $28,500, $27,667 can be paid for out of the FY1974 unobli­
gated balance' allotted to the Office of Security, with the
remainder of $855 being charged to the Office of Security FY1975 -
allocation.

10. It is further requested that approval be granted for-
the $10,000. C2S2.., which could be paid directly to
Mr. Nosenko at a later date or preferably could be incorporated
into a retirement program for him, which is being given consid­
eration by "the Counterintelligence Staff- If approved, these
transactions would represent a fulfillment of all commitments to
Mr. Nosenko as of this date and would serve to fulfill outstanding
Agency commitments to Mr. Nosenko prior to- his transfer to the
Counterintelligence Staff.

Attachments
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SUBJECT : Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko
(Payment of Certain Funds
Previously Promised]

' William-Nelson
Deputy Director for Operations

John F. Blake
Deputy Director

for
Administration

Date

Date

APPROVED

DISAPPROVED: ___

Distribution:
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73-2549 1£73-

' 2 5 JU?; 1373

VIA.

luxiy Ivamridt Kosenko

I- Action'Bequssteda
fir your appiuvel"

This ii .-r---r m it? tits z. Tarfrm-^rrdvrirrr

2. Basic Patat Ear year assistance, reference is wads ta the.
attached r^jucen of the same subject dated 5 October 1972. The pro-
visiazs of the reference were concluded with Mr. Nosezko-, covering back
salary frac .April 1964- to March. 1969, in October and November 1972 when.
he was given the sun or $87,052.06 covering total salary for this period
less Federal i-ncers tax. It is estimated that Mr. Kosenko has invested
all but apoiuxlrTfety $15,000.00 of this sun in the purchase of property
and cazstmrti.cn af anew -resi dartre/' f-Sas’.u’Jd irrto .

Instant Esrrmdn is addressed to the lump sum payment of
$50,000.00 premised to Mr. Kosenko by an Agency rep. eseertatSye prior ta
his defection- iron the KGB in February 1954. Agat-nst this sum in Arr-il-
tlsy 1969, Mr. Kosenko was given $3,000.00 as financial assist =r-r— for
resettlement cm the private economy and $25,000.00 in tnd-1970 towards
the purchase of a new house and other related expenses  Mr. Kosenko
also agrees that he'was given approximately $2,000.00 in March 1964-
whicn should be included as a. part of the above $50,000.00. In essence,
$15,009.00 retains outstanding against the above $50,000.00. ■ ’

recently Mr. Nosenko has rather sparifTrntty nentianad the
matter of the premises to Mr. Nosenko in. 1964 and the'-rmndnna-r of the
financial promise which he did not receive. Mr. Nosenko considers the 

cazstmrti.cn
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mount to be $13,000.00 but this is1 based an his recollection, that he
received $10,000.00 in April-May 1969 rather than the $8,000.00 which.
he actually received- As noted in the reference, as of October 1972.
Mr. Nosenko had indicated that the feeds previously paid to life, would.
cancel out the 1964 lump sun pzofe.se.

Mr. Koseukn has requested the previously iKntianed. $13,000.0(1
which/will be used far investment purposes in connection with his new
property and residence construction and payment of medical bills- He
has vofentazily stated that he will sign, a document agreeing that the
$13,000.00 is in fell and ffez.l settlement of the 19'64- lump stmpay­
ment promise. . .

* As yon, will note in the reference, another promise nade. ta
Mr. Naserika prior ta his defection in Pebruzzy 1964 concerned a $10,000-00
bonus far his/. . '  .

Mr. Kosenko has never mentioned the
above promise while the responsibility of the Office of Secifety since
October 1967; It is noted that the promise of the above $10,000.00
was apparently not a natter of discussion with Mr. Kosenko prior to-
his’ defection but was in the way of a gratuitous addition by the Agency
representative when Mr. Nosehko was advised that following previous dis­
cussion he would be given a $50'000.00 lump sum for resettlement and --
employment at $25,000.00 per year. Since none of the above remarks
were ever fonnaljzed in a document to Mr. Kosenko, it is very possible
that Mr.' Nosenko does not recall the additional rarnzzk eoncerring pzy—
tent, in connection with; C2"?>4_

2

pzofe.se
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3. Recenn-rndntiotx; In view of the above, it is requested that •
a payment ot $1o,uu'J.Ijij no Mr. Kosenko be' approved, thus settling- the-
specific $50,000.00 ling star promise made to*  Mr- Kosenko in. February
1954- lx approved, Mr- Kosenko in IT be advised that the $15,000.00
figure is based on an accounting of Agency financial records and a
signed settlecant statement obtained free Mr- Kosenko. • It is believed
that the additional $2,QQG.OO would be yery well received by I-Jr.. Noserika
and -t-rill partially offset his recent radical expenses not reimbursed
fron b-’s current health itsisatce.

Attasdrzent
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SUBJECT: Retroactive Payment to Yuriy Ivanovich Kosenko

Distrihutian:
Or-tgi-nal - Return to Director of Security

1 - Executive Registry
Z-DDA'5-S
2 - DD/O

4
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

SUBJECT: Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko

1 Mar

Year

69-30 Nov 69

Was Paid

$ 12,375.00 :•

Should Have
Been Paid

$ 18,750.00

, Difference

$ 6,375.00
1 Dec 69-30 Nov 70 17,999.94 25,000.00 7,000.06
1 Dec 70-30 Nov 71 19,249.93 25,000.00 5,750.02
1 Dec 71-30 Nov 72 20,625.00 25,000.00 4,375.00
r Dec 72-30 Nov 73 21,937.53 25,000.00 5,062.47 ’
i Dec 73-30 Nov 74 23,374.94 25,000.00 . 1,625.06

*i Dec 74-30 Nov 75 24,875.04 25,000.00 312.39

• , $140,437.43 $168,937.43 $28,500.00'

- r Less Estimated

NET PAYMENT

Tax Liability’ - 3,034.00

$20,416.00

*Rate of $25,000.00 for period. 1 Dec 74 - 23 Feb 1975
Rate of $25,250.00 for period 1 Mar 75 - 30 Nott 1975 
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] ' WHEREAS,. Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko, a former citizen. of the Union.

! of Soviet Socialist Republics' and. aa employee of the Committee for State
< • • •' ’’•*  ' • ’•

Security (KGB), first cooperated with Officers of the United States Govern­

ment and' then,, subsequently, defected to the United States; and,

'j WHEREAS, Mr. Nosenko was promised certain sums-of money for

his cooperation, and defection, only part of which have previously be:

WHEREAS, there -remains a rp-ir'n fabnrg of money agreed upon, by

Mr. Nos echo and Officers of the.Central Intelligence Agency;

NOW Th ERHEORE, in consideration of the sum of J='la "TEEN THOUSAND-

and 00/100 Dollars ($15,000.00) the receipt of which'zs hereby acknowledged,

Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko for himself and for his heirs, executors, - Ami-i— '

strators and assigns, hereby releases and forever discharges the United.

States Gavp—pA and the Central Intelligence Agency and, a1! of its
i . ....... _
| ' employees and representatives from any claim, for money promised to Hr H

for, and/or at the time of his defection, and from try ard all other i-Tjit—«; /

demands and HahHi-tie*:  in any form whatsoever arising cut of or in. any way ,

connected with his cooperation, and association, with the United States Govern.

meat and the Central Intelligence Agency prior to the date of thin document,

12 Jdf^l973^)' •

WITNESS THE HOLLOWING SIGNATURE AND SEAL:

ij ? ^^t>^AZ{sea£i

' Yuriy?Ivanovich Nosenko

j; WITNESS; .’
:■ On. Behalf of the United States Government
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Mr. Helms. I have the document Delore me, Mr. Stokes, now. It
is a document dated October 5, 1972.

Chairman Stokes. That is the document. Can you tell us what
that document is?

Mr. Helms. The subject of it is retroactive reimbursement of
Yuri Ivanovich Nosenko. It entails a description of his case, what
he was promised in the way of money, and gives at the end a
suggestion as to how the moneys might be handled. This in turn
was passed up the line in the Agency and was approved on October
18, 1972.

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, I would direct your attention to
page 4 of that document and ask you whether or not your signa­
ture appears on that document?

Mr. Helms. Yes, it does, beside the date October 18, 1972. That is
my signature.

Chairman Stokes. Now, I will ask you to read three of the
paragraphs from this document, paragraphs 6, 7 and 9. Would you
do that, please, read it out loud?

Mr. Helms. Six, seven, and nine?
Chairman Stokes. Yes, sir.
Mr. Helms. Yes, sir.
As of April 1969, Mr. Nosenko signed a 1-year contractual agreement for $16,500,

including a clause giving assistance to him in resettlement expenses in the amount
of $8,000. In March 1970, Mr. Nosenko signed a new contract for 2 years at $18,500
per annum. At about the same time he was provided with certain financial assist­
ance, $20,000 being for the down payment on a new house and $5,000 for other
related household expenses. Mr. Nosenko’s contract was renewed at the new rate of
$19,500 per annum on March 1, 1971 and the contract was again renewed in
February 1972 at the salary of $21,000 per annum.

Paragraph 7:
An analysis of this case clearly indicates that Mr. Nosenko has been an extremely

valuable source, one who has identified many hundreds of Soviet intelligence offi­
cers, and he has otherwise provided a considerable quantity of useful information on
the organization of the KGB, its operational doctrine and methods.

Then I find a blank and written in here in somebody’s hand is
sensitive information. The remainder of the sentence reads:

Have been forwarded to the Federal Bureau of Investigation based on data from
Mr. Nosenko. He has conducted numerous special security reviews on Soviet sub­
jects of specific intelligence interest and he has proven himself to be invaluable in
exploring counterintelligence leads. He recently authored a book which is of interest
to the Agency. In effect, Mr. Nosenko has shown himself to be a productive and
hard working defector, who is rehabilitated and favorably disposed to the Agency.

Paragraph 9:
In summary, the original oral agreement with Mr. Nosenko is fully documented

and supports his claim; his resettlement since 1967 has been relatively smooth, with
no significant security problems having developed; and he continues to function at
the present time as a highly productive and useful source of information on the
KGB. In view of these various considerations, it is requested that the payment of
$125,000 to Mr. Nosenko be approved. These funds would be paid out of unliquidated
obligations applicable to lapsed appropriations.

The sentence stops there and it is written in somebody’s hand­
writing, “sensitive sources and methods information.” And the
memorandum has the signature below.

Chairman Stokes. Thank you.
In paragraph 9 where it says: “and he continues to function at

the present time as a highly productive and useful source of infor­
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mation on the KGB,” that does not, to you, connote the activities of
a consultant?

Mr. Helms. No, sir.
Chairman Stokes, That’s how you would interpret that?
Mr. Helms. That is the kind of information we get from any

agency. I am sorry, but my impression today, and it may not have
been 5 years ago, I don’t know, but today my impression of a
consultant is one that has a closer relationship with the organiza­
tion for which he is working than an agent does in an intelligence
relationship. They are insulated from certain kinds of information,
they are insulated from certain access, and insulated from a lot of
things.

Consultant is not necessarily so. Consultant is a very wide rang­
ing term which covers all kinds of things in our language. I would
just not like to see a reference at that time to his having been a
consultant. I have been told since, I don’t know how accurately,
that Nosenko has been seen in the CIA headquarters building at
Langley. I guess if he has access to the building out there, maybe
he is a consultant now, but he was not considered one in my time.

Chairman Stokes. I see.
Mr. Chairman, I will ask that the clerk mark another exhibit in

her possession, JFK exhibit F-537 and that a copy of it be shown to
the witness.

Mr. Helms. I have the document in my hands. It is JFK exhibit
F-537.

Chairman Stokes. Have you had a chance to read that docu­
ment?

Mr. Helms. No.
Chairman Stokes. Could you take the time to familiarize your­

self with it?
Mr. Helms. This is an interrogatory which this committee pre­

sented to the Agency; is that correct?
Chairman Stokes. That is correct, sir.
Mr. Helms. I have read the document now, Mr. Stokes.
Chairman Stokes. All right.
Mr. Helms, prior to referring you to that particular document,

would you look at page 133 of the declassified transcript before
you, beginning at line 11V2. It looks like where Mr. Goldsmith
poses a question to you and your answer follows.

Mr. Helms. Is this where Mr. Goldsmith says, “What about at
the conclusion of the [security officer’s] work?”

Chairman Stokes. That is right.
Would you please read Mr. Goldsmith’s question and your

answer?
Mr. Helms [reading]:
Mr. Goldsmith. What about at the conclusion of [the security officer’s] work

when he issued his report, at that time did the Agency have a position with regard
to Nosenko’s bona fides?

Mr. Helms. I do not believe so. At least during my time there I do not recall us
ever taking a position as an agency.

Chairman Stokes. Now let me ask you, having read that ques­
tion and your answer to it, is that your best recollection?

Mr. Helms. That is my best recollection, Mr. Stokes. I notice that
in this document which you tell me the Agency has provided, they
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say that the final conclusion was that he is a bona fide defector. I
simply do not recall participating in any meeting or signing any
document which made the final judgment that he was a bona fide
defector.

Chairman Stokes. Let me now refer you to the exhibit, F-537
and ask you, now that is a document from the Director of Central
Intelligence, is it not?

Mr. Helms. It is not signed by him, sir, so I don’t know.
Chairman Stokes. Well, on the first page it does have a signa­

ture on there.
Mr. Helms. On the first page it just has the signature of Mr.

Breckinridge, principal coordinator for the House Select Committee
on Assassinations.

Chairman Stokes. Is there a letterhead at the top of it?
Mr. Helms. Yes, it say, “Office of Legislative Counsel.”
Chairman Stokes. And ahead of that?
Mr. Helms. The Director of Central Intelligence.
Chairman Stokes. Washington, D.C.; right?
Mr. Helms. Yes, 20505.
Chairman Stokes. Does the first page read as follows:

1 September 1978, Mr. G. Robert Blakey, Chief Counsel and Director, House
Select Committee on Assassinations, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Blakey: Forwarded herewith are answers to the interrogatories re­
ceived at the close of business on 28 August 1978.

Signed, S. D. Breckinridge, Principal for HSCA with attachment.

Mr. Helms. Yes.
Chairman Stokes. Now, would you turn to the next page, com­

mencing where it says question 3, would you read everything from
that point forward?

Mr. Helms [reading]:
Define Nosenko’s present and past employment arrangements with the Central

Intelligence Agency, include (a) the dates and nature of this employment; (b) the
services rendered by Nosenko; (c) itemize the counting of all compensation received
by Nosenko; (d) an account of the roles of Richard Helms and John McCone in
authorizing Nosenko’s employment and compensation arrangements for the CIA.
Prior to Nosenko’s defection on 4 February 1964, he was promised $50,000 for
previous cooperation, $10,000 for his identification in 1962 of a particular espionage
agent, and $25,000 a year compensation for future services.

Mr. Richard Helms himself approved the foregoing on 17 February 1964. Al­
though no effort was made to fulfill the promise until some 5 years after Nosenko’s
defection, the original promise formed the basis for the eventual employment and/
or monetary remunerations. Following acceptance of Nosenko’s bona fides in late
1968, Mr. Helms approved an arrangement which resulted in Nosenko’s employ­
ment as an independent contractor effective 1 March 1969. This first contract called
for him to be compensated at a rate of $16,500 a year. As of 1978 he is receiving
$35,327 a year (see attached annual compensation table for years 1969 to 1978).

In addition to regular yearly compensation, Nosenko was paid for the years 1964
to 1969; in November 1972 in the amount of $25,000 a year, less income tax. The
total amount paid was $87,000—1 beg your pardon—total amount paid was $87,052.

He also received in varying increments from March 1964 to July 1973 amounts
totaling $50,000 to aid in his resettlement on the private economy (see attached
table for the breakdown).

The total resettlement figure in effect satisfied that portion of the above 1964
promise to pay Nosenko $50,000 for previous cooperation. In 1976, Nosenko was paid
$10,000 to satisfy that part of the above promise relating to his identification of an
espionage agent. Further, he was compensated in the amount of $28,500, represent­
ing the difference between the $25,000 a year promised and the actual amount paid
to him during the period 1 March 1969 to 1 March 1975.
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Since 1969, the agency has contributed to Nosenko’s hospitalization insurance
premium. The agency has also compensated him for certain unusual medical and
dental expenses.

To date, Nosenko continues to work as an independent contractor with the corn-
pensation provision being periodically amended. His work for the agency includes
consultation with both the agency and the FBI on certain matters of current
interest concerning Soviet intelligence activities and personnel both in the U.S. and
abroad. From time to time he was also consulted by various elements of the agency
on current Soviet developments and requirements. He has been, and continues to
be, used as a regular lecturer at counterintelligence courses of the agency, the FBI,
Air Force, OSI, and others. . .

Our records do not show that Mr. John McCone played any role in authorizing
Nosenko’s employment compensation arrangements with the CIA.

Annual compensation table.
Do you want me to go through that?
Chairman Stokes. No.
Having read this answer to the interrogatories posed to the

agency, is there anything at all in this interrogatory that you
would say is untrue? „

Mr. Helms. The only two statements, Mr. Stokes, that_J would
cavil with are the one that is “Following acceptance of Nosenko’s

!T56na tides in 1968,” and I guess it appears on the last page of the
document. That is the only point. If these bona tides were estab­
lished in late 1968, I have no recollection of this having happened,
that is all. I am sorry, I just—you want me to tell the truth here. I

_am doing my best.
^'Chairman Stores. So then, if I understand your answer, you are
not sticking with your previous testimony with reference to the
fact that the agency never arrived at a determination on his bona
tides?

Mr. Helms. I didn’t believe they ever did. I think my other
testimony is consistent with what I am saying now. If it is not
consistent, then you and I are misunderstanding each other, and
that I would like to get straightened out right away.

Chairman Stokes. I guess where I am having difficulty is my
understanding of how you enter into this financial arrangement.
Whether you call it consultant or independent contractor or give it
any other name, how you justify entering into a contract where
you give taxpayer funds to someone who you say in your opinion is
not bona fide.

Mr. Helms. I think, Mr. Stokes, that I can explain—I trust I can
explain this satisfactorily. It has been said, and I believe it is true,
that in the latter days of his interrogation Mr. Nosenko provided
the agency with useful information with respect to certain Soviet
activities. I do not recall that he gave them any additional informa­
tion that helped to resolve the Oswald case or Oswald status with
the KGB.

The reimbursement was for two purposes, one, to get him reset­
tled in the United States. May I say that this was the only viable
option left to us at that time. There was no way of deporting him
to the Soviet Union; he would have been shot and killed when he
got back. He would never have been able to explain to them what
he was doing during the period that he was away. So we had only
one option and that was to try to resettle him. That was what I
had in mind to do, and he needed money and he needed
employment.
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If you will study the history of Soviet defectors in this country,
they have had an extraordinarily difficult time adjusting to our
society. They have a very difficult time making money and running
businesses and being gainfully employed. I think if you will put an
interrogatory to the agency to give you a history of the resettle­
ment of defectors since 1945, you will find what I am telling you is
true. Therefore, it was a complex of matters involved in his com­
pensation part of it was the useful information, part of it was to
■get'him resettled, and part was because we had no choice except to
do these things. At least we had no choice in my opinion. Maybe
somebody else would have a different opinion, but at least in our

I opinion we had no choice.
Chairman Stokes. That is your total answer as to why he was

being given this kind of compensation?
Mr. Helms. Yes, sir.
Chairman Stokes. Let me now ask you this-----
Mr. Preyer. There is a vote on the floor at this time. The

committee will take a 10-minute recess. The committee stands in
recess for 10 minutes.

[Recess.]
Mr. Preyer. The committee will come to order.
Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of other

documents which relate generally to the subjects of Mr. Helms’
testimony, but with respect to which there was not sufficient time
to ask specific questions. May they be admitted into the record as
JFK exhibit F-532 at this time?

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, so ordered.
[The exhibit referred to follows:]



Ye Sl/t,
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JFK Exhibit F-532

Dear MrjTfrr P - 5 3 2-

Reference is made to your contract with, the United States Governmer
as represented by the Central Intelligence Agency, effective 1 March 1970,.
as amended.

Effective 1 March 1972 said contract, as amended, is further amende
as set forth below:

• ^(a) The first sentence-of paragraph four (4) entitled. “COM­
PENSATION" is revised to read as follows:

•’’You will be compensated by the CIA at the rate of
Twenty-one Thousand Dollars ($21, 000) per year. ”

(b) Sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph six (6) entitled
’’NEGOTIATED BENEFITS” is deleted, and in lieu thereof
the following is substituted: . ’

”6(a): You presently have a private health insurance
plan for yourself and your wife. It is understood and agreed

■ that you will bear a portion of the total premium cost of said
plan; this organization will bear the remainder. Your portion
is herein established at $12. 50 per month and will be deducted
from contractual payments due you. The total annual premium
cost of said plan is presently $603. 52. If required, the
Government’s portion may be paid yearly, in advance. ”

All other terms and conditions of said contract, as amended, reman
in full force and effect.

Please acknowledge by signing in the space provided below.

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
As Represented by the
CENTRAL. INTELLIGENCE AGENC'
By:

WITNESS: ' ' " ~ /

_/S/^ ■  Date: February 29, 1972

ACCEPTED:

Certified to.be a true copy of the signed original which is on Hie' in the Offic

of Security.
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Dear Mr 3^

Reference is made to your contract with, the United States Government
as represented by the Central Intelligence Agency, effective 1 March 1970.

Effective I March. 1971 said contract is amended by- revising the
first sentence of paragraph four (4) entitled "Compensation." to read as
followst • ■ , - ■ -

"You will be compensated by the Central Intelligence
Agency at the rate of Nineteen Thousand Five Hundred Dollars '
(19, 500. 00) per year.•

All other terms and conditions of said contract remain in full, force
and effect. - . , .

Please acknowledge by signing in the space provided below.

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT '
As Represented by the
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
By:

Contracting Officer

ACCEPTED: ‘ *

/S/ il tn. Date: 12 February 1971

WITNESS:

___________________  Date: 12 February 1971

Certified to be a true copy of the signed original which is on file in the

Office of Security. ’

Chief, Budget and Fiscal Branch
"TT-p-m-frSr^—T i ty
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Mr. i

•• Dear Mr.

Reference la made to your contract with the UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT, as represented by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
effective 1 March 1969- Effective 1 March 1970 said contract is herein
terminated by mutual consent of the parties thereto, and in lieu thereof
the- following agreement is substituted.

The UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT, as represented by the
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, hereby contracts with, you under
the following terms and conditions:

I. STATUS. Your legal status under this contract is that of an
independent contractor or consultant. You are not considered au employees
of the UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT by virtue of this contract. You
will be required to hold yourself available at all times to fulfill requests
made of you by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY or to respond to
tasks requested of you by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. You
will refrain from, engaging Ln other gainful employment or occupation uhtil
approval has been received from the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY.
Instructions furnished to you pursuant to this contract and within the terms
hereof shall be as binding upon you as if included in the written terms
hereof.

2. COMMUNICATION. In all relationships with the CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY you will accept requests, tasks and relevant
instructions from an individual hereinafter referred to aa the ’Authorized
Government Representative. ” He will be fully authorized to discuss
matters with you relating to your responsibilities under this contract
including, but not limited to, cover arrangements, place of assignment,
conditions of work or any other matters relating to your relationship with
the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY.

3. COVER AND SECURITY.- In the performance of your
responsibilities hereunder, appropriate arrangements will be made
regarding cover and general security conditions. You may be required
to execute certain documents in the course of establishing cover
arrangements but it iz to be expressly understood that such documents are
solely for the purpose of cover and security and confer no additional
legal rights or obligations and that all of your rights and obligations with
respect to the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY derive- solely from, this
agreement. In connection with cover and security you will be provided .
from time to time specific’-instructions by the Authorized Government
Representative and you will be required to adhere precisely to such
instructions.
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•*;  COMPENSATION. You. will be- conzpeasated by- th. CENTRAL.
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY at the- rate oc Eighteen Thousand Five Hundred
Dollars ($13, 500. 00) per year- Payment of thia compensation. shall be
monthly in accordance with, arrangements acceptable to the Authorised
Government Representative. This sum Is subject to Federal income taxes
and to such income tax. laws as are applicable to your place of residence.
Additionally,, this compensation is subject to FIG A taxes. The current
rates and method of payment will be- in accordance with applicable laws and
the-security instructions issued by the Authorized Government Representati
Payment of all taxes and preparation of necessary tax returns are your
personal obligation, and responsibility but in. accord with appropriate securit
instructions which, will.be furnished by the Authorized Government.
Representative.

5. ALLOWANCES, TRAVEL AND OTHER EXPENSES. If, in the
course of fulfilling your responsibilities under this agreement, monetary
allowances would be payable under general UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT rules and regulations, you will be paid such monetary-
allowances- In substantial accordance with those laws and regulations.
If, in the course of this contract, you are directed to travel or are
authorized to incur other expenses, reimbursement for expenses will be ‘
made by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY in substantial accordance
with applicable CENTRAL-INTELLIGENCE AGENCY regulations.

6. NEGOTIATED BENEFITS.

a. You presently have a private health insurance plan for
yourself and your wife paid until late December 1970. Prior to
the expiration date of the current policy the CENTRAL
IN'l'-LLLICENCE AGENCY has the option of paying ng^rrinn-g -
on the current policy until I March 1972 or enrolling you in-a.
health insurance program for selected contract individuals
of the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY subject to
all the terms and conditions of that program. The CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will pay the premiums on either
insurance coverage until 1 March 1972. However, any new
contract will include an appropriate clause providing tha-t
organization, will bear a portion of the total premium cost of
any health Insurance and you will bear the remainder.'

b. The CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY wilt endeavor
to arrange for you to secure a term life insurance policy with
a face value of $15, 000. 00. This policy contains no additional
accidental death benefits. The premiums for the- policy wilt
be your personal responsibility. The current premium charge
is $12. 00 per month.

will.be
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contract year to be taken only at times and places approved
in advance by the Authorized Government Representative.
Vacation time is not accruable and will not be carried over
from year to year. Payment for unused vacation, time will
not be authorized.

(2) If incapacitated for work due to illness, injury
and the like, your compensation may be continued for periods
not to exceed a total of thirteen (13) working days per contract
year. Periods of absence in excess of three (3) consecutive
days- will require a doctor’s certificate. Like vacation time,

. this benefit is not accruable and will not be carried over from
year to year. Cash payment in lieu of this benefit will not be.
authorized.

7. SECRECY OBLIGATION. You will be required to keep forever
secret this agreement and all information which you may obtain by reason
hereof (unless released Ln writing by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY from, such obligation), with fall knowledge that violation of such
secrecy may subject you to-criminal prosecution under the espionage laws,
as amended, and other applicable laws and regulations. Your relationship
with the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY and this contract must be
kept secret and you may not discuss any aspect of this relationship and
contract with any person other than the Authorized Government
Representative or such other person as he may specifically approve.

8. UNAUTHORIZED COMMITMENTS. No promises or
commitments pertaining to rights, privileges, or benefits other than those
expressly stipulated in writing in this agreement or any amendment thcrcto-
shall be binding on the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY.

9. TERM. This agreement is effective as of L March 1970 ,and
shall be for a term of two (2) years. At the end of that period this contract
shall be deemed to be renewed for another_year unless notice of
Termination has been furnished to you thirty (30) days in advance.
Thereafter the contract will be renewed automatically on similar terms
and conditions. This contract may be terminated at any time by either
party upon furnishing thirty (30) days advance notice. Upon termination
of this contract or renewals thereof, including amendments, if any, the
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will undertake to assist you in
obfeatning gainful employment or to provide continuing compensation to
assure you that you will be able to maintain a reasonable standard of
living. This undertaking is contingent upon your fulfilling the terms of



this, contract and the continuing compliance with, the secrecy obligations-
imposed on you by paragraph 7 o£ this contract-and. the provisions o£ an.y
secrecy agreement which yoa have signed with the CENTRAL . .
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

UNITED STATZS GOVERNMENT
As Represented by the
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENC
By?

■ ■ ■

' ' . **” Contracting Officer

Date; 6 March 1970

ACCEPTED^

Date: 6 March 1970 ’ .

WITNESS: '

__________________Date: 6 March 1970

Certified to be a true copy of the signed original which is on. file in the

Office of Security.

Chief, Budget and Fiscal Branch
Office of Security
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Dear •

The- UNITED STATZS GOVERNMENT, as represented, by the

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, hereby contracts with you. under

the following terms and. conditions:

L». STATUS. Your legal status under this contract is that of an

independent contractor or consultant. You are not considered, an

employee of the UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT by virtue of this

contract. You will be required to hold yourself available at all times

to fulfill requests made of you by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

or to respond to tasks requested of you by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

AGENCY. You will refrain from engaging in other gainful employment

or occupation until approval has been received from the CENTRAL

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. Instructions furnished to you pursuant to

thia contract and within the- terms hereof shall be as binding upon you

as if included in the written terms hereof.

2, COMMUNICATION. In all relationships with the CENTRAL

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY you will accept requests, tasks and relevant

instructions from an individual hereinafter referred. to an the

'^Anthorimd- Government Representative.,r He will be fully authorized

to discuss matters with you relating, to your responsibilities under this. j

contract including, but not limited to, cover arrangements, place of

assignment, conditions of work or any other matters relating to your

relationship with the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY.

3. COVER AND SECURITY. In the performance of your

responsibilities hereunder, appropriate arrangements will be made

regarding cover and general security conditions. Yon may be retrui-red 
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to execute certain daGirrranta is th*  coczse ox establishing coves

arrangeraants but it is to be axprsssly understood that such documents

are- solely for the purpose of cover and security and confer so additional

legal rights or obligations and that all of your rights and obligation*  with.

respect to the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY derive solely front.

this agreement. In connection with cover and security you will be

provided from Hma to specific instruction*  by the Authorized

Government Representative and you will be required to adhere precisely

to such instruction*.  . ' » • • . : . ’ • •

4. CO MFENSATION. You will be compensated by the CENTRAL

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY at the rate of Sixteen. Thousand Five Hundred

Dollars ($16.500.00) per year. Payment of this compensation shall be

monthly in accordance with arrangements acceptable to the Authorized

Government Representative. This sum ia subject-to Federal income

taxss and to such. income tax laws as are applicable to your place- of

residence. Additionally, this compensation Is subject to-FICA taxes.

The current rats*  and method of payment will be m accordance with

applicable laws and the security instructions issued by Authorized

Government Representative. To assist you in yourself. the

CEN I.KAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will assist you Ln procuring aza

automobile and necessary household furnishings, providing funds thermor

up to a maximum of Elgh^Thouaand Dollar© ($8, 000. 00). Paym-nt of all

taxes and preparation of necessary tax returns are your personal

obligation and responsibility but in accord with appropriate security

instructions which will be furnished by the Authorized Govamm.-nt

Representative.
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5. PLACE'OP RESIDENCE. La ths interests of sacuriby. you will

be required to live in such. State, area, and house or apartment as is

specifically approved by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY after

mutual discussion and duo consideration of all circumstances. All of

the expenses of such, leased house or apartment will be borne by you. and

the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will not be obligated to pay any

such expenses.

6. ALLOWANCES, TRAVEL AND OTHER EXPENSES. If, in the

course of fulfill frig your responsibilities under this agreement, monetary

allowances would be payable under general UNITED STATES

GOVERNMENT rule a and regulations, you will be paid such monetary

allowances in substantial accordance with those laws and regulations.

If, in the course of this contract, you are directed to travel or are

authorized to incur other expenses, reimbursement for expenses will

be made by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY in substantial

accordance with applicable CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

regulations.

7. HOSPITALIZATION AND MEDICAL CARE. The CENTRAL

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will provide you with reasonable insurance

covering medical care and. hospitalization equivalent to that which could

be obtained through standard insurance policies; or, the CENTRAL

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY may provide directly such medical care and

hospitalization.

8. SECRECY OBLIGATION. Yau will be required to keep farever

secret this agreement and all information which you may obtain by

hereof (unless released in writing by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

AGENCY from such obligation), with full knowledge that violation of such
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secrecy may- subject you to criminal prosecution, under the espionage lawn

as amended, and ocher applicable laws and regulations. Tour relationship

with the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY and. this contract must be

kept secret and you may not discuss any aspect of thia relationship and

contract with any person other than the Authorized Government

Representative or such other person, as he may specifically approve.

9- UNAUTHORIZED COMMITMENTS. No promises or . • ’

commitments pertaining to rights, privileges, or benefits other than those

expressly stipulated in writing in thia agreement or any amendment thorett

shall be binding, on the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. .

10. TERM. This agreement is effective aa of 1 Jdarch 1969 3. f
and shall be for a term of one (1) year. At the end of that period this .

contract shall be deemed to be renewed for another year unless notice of

termination has been furnished to you thirty (30; days in advance of tre

elapse of one (1) year. Thereafter the contract will be- renewed automat-tea
-------------------- ------------------------------------------

on similar terms and conditions. This contract may be terming ted at any

time by either party upon furnishing thirty (3-G) days advance notice. Upon

termination, of this contract or renewals thereof, including- a-wenii-nentt,

if any, the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will —h’z, to assist

you in obtaining gainful employment or to provide continuing compensation.
• -

to assure you that you will be able to ’ntaintaiaia. reasonable standard of
' t

living. This undertaking is contingent npon your- fulfilling the terms of

this contract ^nd the continuing compliance with the secrecy obligations 



75

imposed on you by paragraph 8 of thia contract and the provisions o£

any secrecy agreement I eh you. have signed with the CENTRAL.

INTELLIGENCE AGENCY.

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
As Represented by the
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
Byr

_ _________________________________ Date:_________

WITNESS:

Certified to be a true copy of the signed original which is on file in the

Office of Security.

-ffctJOa-x. __
HOWARD J. OSBORN

DIRECTOR OF SECURITY
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E OCT 1372

I. This memorandum suggests action, on the part of ths
Director' of Central Intelligence; this action, is containedin.
paragraph. 5L ... ..•

2. Mr. Yuriy Ivanovich Kosenko, a 45-year-old, former
Staff OfScer of the Committee for State Security (KGB) of the
"USSR, attended the Instituzte of Trrte-’--aHnrra.1 Relations, Moscow,
from 1945 to 1950; was afSIiated with Russian Naval intelligence
during the 1951-1953 period; and was an officer with the KGB
trom March 1953. until his defection to the Agency in Geneva,
Switzerland, or 4 February 1964, after having, worked for CIA.
for approximately two years.

3. A review of Mr. Kosenko's case reflects that, at the-
time of his defection, various official commitments were made
to him, including a lump sum payment of $50, 000. 00 based upon.
his nearly two years' work inside the KGB; a $10,000.00 bonus
for his work on thecase; anda contract as a consultant
at a salary of $25, 000. 00 per annum. Mr. Kosenko was advised
by his Agency Case Officer that Mr. Kosenko was working for
the Central Intelligence Agency as of 5 February 1964, and tha-f-
his salary began from that date. This was a verbal agreemertt
with the Agency Case OfScer, and is fully documented in our
files. ---------------------------------
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4. In the early debriefing o' Mr. Kosenko, it became
apparent that he "was a particularly complex individual. To permit
extensive and prolonged debriefing, arrang eru ruts were made to
’.ccommodate Mr. Kosenko under highly secure conditions at
ISOIATIOK, vrhere he remained from 1964 to 1967. These tight
security arrangements -were dictated,,fluirg the phases az.
least, by trie additional need to provide Mr. Kosenko with.
continuing personal protection, since there was the distinct
possibility that he would be targeted for execution if the Soviets
should discover his whereabouts.

5. Since October 1967, thr. pr-i-m?-ry vrspnusibility fa— M—.
. Nosenko has been in the Office of Security, which conducted a

thorough review of prior dew! opr— —vts in the case. Mr.^Kosenko
was moved to the ~Wa.sTn-ngton, U. C. area in late 1967, and the
case passed through various stages of phased •nm-mallvafiar', as
he was given an increased degree of freedomand independence.
Mr. Kosenko was actually resettled on the economy in April 1969; ■
he obtained a divorce firm his former Soviet spouse in September
1969;/ atqi.—aj. ;n4o
During tt— period from October 1967 to April 1969, Mr. Kosenko
did not receive a salary, but he was provided with a moderate
a—nget ef spending money.

6. As of April 1969, Mr. Kos enko signed a cne-year
ontractnal ngreeme—t for $16,500.00, including a clause giving

assistance to hfm in resetfLement expenses in the arnocct.of
$3,000.00.- In March 1970, Mr. Kosenko signed a new contract
for two years at $IS, 500. 00 per jwum. At about tins sr.m.e if—y—
he was provided with certain financial assistance, $20, 000. 00

v for the down paynyut on a new house, and $□, 000.00 for
other related hous ehold expenses. Mr. Kosenko's contract was
renewed at the new rate of $19, 500. 00 per annum. on 1 March 1971,
and the contract was again renewed in February 1972, at the salary
o£ $21, 000. 00 per annum. • "

7. An analysis of this case clearly indicates that Mr.
Kosenko ka s been an wfr ernely valuable source, one who has
identified many hundreds of Soviet Intelligence Officers, and he
has otherwise provided a considerable quantity of useful information.
on the organization of the KGB, its operational doctrine, and
methods./ ‘ have been



forwarded to the Federal Bureau, of Investigation based, on data.
from Mr. Nosenko^ He has conducted numerous special security­
reviews on Soviet subjects of specific intelligence interest, and.
lie has proven himself to be invaluable in exploring counterintelli­
gence leads. He recently authored a booh which is of interest to-
the Agency. Ba effect, Mr. Kosenko has- shown himself to ha a
productiva and hard wri-kmv defector,- who is "rehabilitated’" and.
fb.vcrn.hly disposed towards the Age==y-

' 8. In the course of a recent meeting with. Mr- Kosenko,
he brought up the subject of his. missing salary, covering the
period from April 156^ to March 19o9- Mr. Kosenko readily .
adm-tted that he. is living: very well at the present time, but he
is not in a position to save any money for the future-' He also
expressed deep appreciation to the Agency far the financial
assistance which was provided him through the years, and he
considers this to have cancelled out the original Agency
obligation. of a lump snr-i payment in.the ammrf of $50, 000- Q0-
Mr. Kos eziko, however, sHTt; fccl-r quite strongly that he is
entitled, to be re—k—for tie salary which the. Agency did
not provide him over a five-year period- He understands, of
Course, that- income tare would have to be deducted from this
backs salary of $25, 000. 00 per annum. ■

9- In summary, the original oral agreemerhwithMx’-
. Kosenko is felly dociz.;.tented and supports his claim; his resettle­
ment since 1967 has been relatively smooth, with no significant
security nr oblems’having developed; and he continues to function
at the present time as. a highly productive and useful source of
information on the KGB- In view of these various considerations,
it is reouested that this pay ■■ tent of $125, 000. 00 to Mr. Kosenko
be approved. These funds would be paid out of mhamfat-it
obligations applicable to lapsed amiropr-iy.t-rmc.' ficnsTw^.."£CUKei<J'
3rd r—ilfToflLr..^6^ . . . -

0003383 Director of Sacurity
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SUBJECT: Retroactive Reimbursem
Yuriy Ivaaovich Nos eriko

Thomas H. Earamassiaes (Date)

CONCURRENCE:

Deputy Director
for PJaus

The recommendation. in paragraph 9 is approvedtur

pate)
Director

IS OCTET?
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2 * MAR T3SS

MEMORANDUM FOR:

SUBJECT :

Director' of Central Intelligence

Preparations for the Rehabilitation
and Resettlement of Yuri Nosenko

1. This memorandum is for your information and r-nntain^ a
recommendation, for your approval in paragraph 5. '

2. As you knew, since last meeting with you on this subject
we have been very slowly easing some of the physical restrictions
on Nosenko in an effort to condition him for His ultimate rehabilita­
tion and resettlement in this country if this is the final disposition
decision. During this period, both the Federal Bureau of Investiga­
tion and this Office have- continued to elicit information from him.

3. ..Nosenko is becoming increasingly restive and desirous of .
obtaining, freedom on his own. After nearly five years of varying

"'degrees of confinement, this desire, including that for feminine com­
panionship, is understandable. We have conformed the pace of
privilege*  allowed him to his attitude and cooperation. At a recent
meeting in which the Deputy Director of Plans, Chief, Soviet Bloc
Division, Chief, CI Staff, Office of General Counsel and the under­
signed participated, it was agreed that we would allow him a two
week vacation in Florida accompanied by two Security agents of i-Hic
Office. He will not be allowed to be alone outside the confines of an
adjoining room during this period.

4. There still remains- a disagreement as to his bona fades
and the'Chief, CI Staff is now compiling questions to be used for
continued elicitation from Nosenko upon his return. It is clear and
agreed by all concerned that the problem of Nosenko's bona fides and
his rehabilitation and resettlement can be considered separately if we
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are to keep Him in a favorable frame of mind with regard, to the
Agency. Any treatment which, can be regarded by him as retro —
gression,. in terms of physical restraint but not continued, elicitation^
would, make his nlHma.be disposition extremely difficult. Attached
for your approval is a brief summary al the steps we recommend be
taken, in Nosenko’s rehabilitation and resettlement beginning, with his
return from his vacation in Florida. It is understood that implemen­
tation of these steps will be predicated on the following.

His attitude and behavior during his Florida
vacation.

We will try to delay each step as long as .
possible consistent with his attitude and his
willingness to cooperate.

This Office will take every possible precaution
to prevent contact between Nosenko and KGB
representatives in this country- If he is given
Hmited freedom,, however, there can be no
guarantee of this since he is a professional
intelligence officer and could evade surveil­
lance if he so desired. If he is a dispatched - .
agent, it is to be. assumed that he was given
emergency means of contact.

5. Your approval of these actions, as outlined, is recommended.

Dis tributionr

nlHma.be
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Lawrence R. Houston

CONCURRENCE:'

Thomas Karamessines
Deputy Director for Flans

General Counsel .
Date

Date_

Richard Helms
Director of Central Intelligence

The recommendation in paragraph 5 is approved.

2 APR TSSS'

Date

■

1
J

i
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STEFS IN THE REHABILITATION AND RESETTLEMENT OF NOSENKO

Step 1- Uponhis return, from vacation in Florida or soon
thereafter, we will begin to negotiate a contractual relationship with
Nosenko which, will provide him with financial reimbursement not
to exceed twenty thousand dollars a year for the period of time he
is working with this Agency in a program of information elicitation.
This contract, in addition to the standard features, will contain a
"quit claim." provision regarding- Ki s past relationship with, the Agency­
in the event he should, be kidnapped, become recalcitrant or redefect.
It will stipulate residence- in an area acceptable to the Agency. It will
also provide that upon conclusion of his active cooperation with this
Agency, we will renegotiate to provide for a modest continued annuity
commensurate with his ability to secure employment on his own. There

‘ will be no bulk resettlement fund.

Step 2, . We will negotiate with immigration- and Naturalization'
authorities to secure appropriate alien registration for Nosenko in
this country under a registered alias. It will be necessary for the
Agency to accept continued responsibility for Nosenko until such time
as he has established residence long enough to satisfy the ten year
citizenship requirement.

Step 3. We will begin to look with him for suitable living ■
accommodations. He accepts the fact that these accommodations will ■
"have to be so arranged that we will occupy contiguous quarters and.
that he will be required for an undetermined period to let us know where.
he is going and when he leaves these quarters. We will, initially at
least, provide for technical coverage of his telephone and living quar­
ters and will, within the extent of our capability, cover him through
surveillance-when he leaves these quarters. "



Step 4. The program. of information elicitation based on
questions compiled by CI Staff will begin, soon after Kosenko's
return from Florida. Any significant developments and changes
in the handling of Kosenko and the conduct of the interviews will
be coordinated with the CI Staff acting on behalf of the DDP. Thin
program of elicitation will be so designed as to prevent bi-nadanlng
further the base of Kosenko's knowledge. Future elicitation from.
Kosenko will not include new information except on the basis of
calculated approved coordination between the Office of Security and
the CI S«-aff about-subject matter and Kosenko will be encouraged.
and allowed to give full responses on each subject. The FBI will
be advised about these procedures.

Step 5. When we have favorably resolved disagreement
within the Agency as to his bona Sides, we will allow him his ultimate
freedom, including assistance in finding suitable employment. If

, disagreement persists, however, as to his bona fades beyond the
end of this calendar year, we will consult with other appropriate
Government agencies as to whether he may be allowed full freedom
as a normal resident alien or whether the security interests of the
United States require his deportation.
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17 February 1964

HErlORZdjDUM FOR: Deputy Director for Plans

SUBJECT: nTHHHI& bl<o ■
Current Status and Ims-.ediate
Plans

1. Recommendations for approval ate contained in
paragraph 3. For background on events in the case since
3 February 1964, I suggest you. read, the report of my trip
to Germany, 3-10 February, to meet Subject; the statement
on conclusions and recommendations drawn up following that
meeting; and the chronology of events in the case which
took place between 3 and 11 February. " :■

Z- None of the events, of the past few days including
the way in which the Soviets played the pre-conf rjjrgja'tion
publicity or the confrontation itself changes the substance
of the conclusions contained in my 10 February memorandum.
However,, there is greater evidence now I believe for the
view that this operation is designed for long-range goals
of utmost importance to- the Soviets. One of these is
probably a massive propaganda assault on CIA in which Subject,
most probably as a "re-defected CIA agent", will play a major
but not necessarily the sole role. That this could be the
final goal does not detract from the validity of any of the
.intermediate missions Subject has such as penetration of our
operational effort, protection of past or possibly existing
sources, part of an effort to discredit , since
each of these intermediate tasks is adaptable to and would
be quite useful in the final stage-

3. While admitting that Subject is. here on a KG 3 directed
mission, it has been, generally agreed by both us and the F3I
that he still possesses valid information which we would like
to obtain. At the same time, we, at least; believe that
Subject must be broken at some point if we are to learn
something ot the _ruj.l scope of the KG 3 plan, the timing for
its execution, and the role played by others in it. In addi­
tion, we must have this information if we are to decide what '•
countermeasures we should take in terms of counter-propaganda,
modifications in our security practices, and planning for
future operations against the Soviet target. Admittedly,
our desire to continue debriefing to obtain additional infer- ;
mation may conflict with the need to break Subject. Clearly, I



88 ■

- 2 -

the big problem is one- of timing. How long can we keep

(
Subject, or his KGS controllers, ignorant of our awareness
of this operation and how long will it take us to assemble
the kind of brief we will need to initiate a hostile interro­
gation in conditi'tffi?'*W ‘*&aximun  control?

4- If we are to proceed along the lines indicated . '
above we should accept in advance the premise that we will
not be able to prevent Subject from, evading our custody or
communicating with the Soviets unless we place him under
such physical restraint that it will become immediately
apparent to"him. that we suspect him. This may not be an
acceptable risk and if it is not, we should so determine
right away and decide on a completely different course of
action. If this is to be the case, we'should agree to forego
additional debriefings, place Subject in escape-proof quarters
away -from the Washington area under full-time guard and
commence hostile debriefing on the basis of the material we
already have (although the prospects for success would not
be great). Disposal would probably be via Berlin followed
by a brief press release to the effect that Subject had
confessed to being a plant and had been allowed to return •

! to Soviet control.

5. The above- course need not be adopted. r/e can also I
opt for a debriefing period during which Subject believes /
we"trust him while at-tne sane time" we take the necessary ~
steps to get ready for the final confrontation. To maintain
the minimum atmosphere of trust (and conviction on Subject's
part that he is moving ahead in his initial goal which is
acceptance by CIA as a CI consultant o"$y^ag»aa.tions) we be­
lieve we should adhere generally to the statements made to
Subject during our meetings in Geneva and Frankfurt, recog­
nizing that we can- shape this program to our own time table.
He should:

a. Inform Subject that he has been "granted political;
asylum" and the first phase of which we spoke is
ready to begin.

■ b. Devise a daily schedule and full agenda for this
debriefing phase on matters of urgent interest to ’*
us and the FBI (which we think can take ‘about four
weeks or more).
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c. Advise Subject that during this phase he will
continue to live and work in the safehouse, and
will be escorted at all tines when on shopping
trips, visits to novies, etc., because of his
faulty English and unfamiliar!ty witii the country,
customs, etc. !'.’hile we can explain this regime

. as needed for his security, we cannot keep him.
’ locked up in the house 24 hours a day.

■' d. Provide Subject with "flash" documentation in
' another nine to be.carried on his person during

excursions from the house- They may also help
persuade him he has been accepted.

e. Make available to Subject a portion of the.
$60,000 promised him which he can use for pur­
chases of clothes, cigarettes, personal effects,

I etc.

f. Agree"that whenever this first phase is over (four
to six weeks} that he be permitted to take a two-
week vacation with cscort-

6. The vacation period will be of greater benefit to .
us since it will provide us with an opportunity to review
and make judgments on the value of the information already
obtained and also to consider the progress made in the other
aspects of the case outlined below. During the vacation we
can decide on whether we should proceed Vo the second phase
or are ready to commence hostile interrogation under con­
trolled conditions. If it is the former, we will have to
reckon with the need to modify the living and working arraiige-
ments for Subject in a way which will inevitably give him.
some additional freedom. At the same time, we would be
expected to move forward with Subject's legalization, i. e.,
final decision on a name he will use, securing an alien
registration card, establishing a bank account, etc. There­
fore, it will be terribly important to make the proper decision
at the end of phase one.
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3; DDP approval is requested for:

a. The initiation, of a first phase debriefing period
along the lines described in para 5 above rather
than moving to an immediate showdown and hostile
interrogation- . : ' ,
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5 OCT B7Z -

MEMORANDUM FORz Director- of Central Intelligence

THROUGH : Executive Director-Comptroller

SUBJECT s Retroactive Reimbursement of
Yuriy Ivanovich. Nosenko

1*.  TH 5 memorandum. suggests action on the part of the
Director of Central Intelligence; this action is contain ed in j
paragraph. 9_-

2., Mr. Yuriy Ivanovich. Nosenko, a 45-year—old, former-
Staff Officer of the Committee for State Security (KGB) of the
USSR, attended the Institute of International Relations, Moscow,
from 1945 to I960; was affiliated with Russian Naval Intelligence
during the 1951—1953 period; and was an officer with, the KGB
from March. 1953 until his defection to the Agency in Geneva,
Switzerland, on 4 February 1964, after having worked for CIA
for approximately two years.

3. A review of Mr. Noseriko's case reflects that, at the
time of his defection, various official commitments were made
to him, including a lump sum payment of $50,000.00 based upon
his nearly two years*  worfc.in.side the KGB; a $10,000.00 bonus.
for his work on a contract as a consultant
at a salary of $25, 000. 00 per annum. Mr. Nosenko was advised
by his Agency Case Officer that Mr. Nosenko was working for
the Central Intelligence Agency as of 5 February 1964, and that
his salary began from that date. This was a verbal agreement
with the Agency Cas e Officer, and is fully documented in our
files. ' —
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4. In the early debriefing of Mr. Nosenko, it became
apparent that he was a particularly complex individual. To permit
extensive and prolonged debriefing, arrangements were made to
accommodate Mr. Nosenko Tinder highly secure conditions at
ISOLATION, where he remained from 1964-to 1967. These tight
security arran gemento were dictated,, during the initial phases at
least, by the additional need to provide Mr. Nosenko with
continuing personal protection, since there was the distinct
possibility that he would be targeted for execution if the Soviets-
should discover his whereabouts. . . •

5. Since October 1967, the primary responsibility for Mr.
Nosenko has been in the Office of Security, which conducted a
thorough review of prior de velopme.nts in the case. Mr. Nosenko
was moved to the Washington, D. C. area in late 1967, and the-
eaag> passed through various stages of phased normali zation, as
he was given an increased degree of freedom and independence.
Mr. Nosenko was actually resettled on the economy in April 1969’;
he obtained a divorce from his former Soviet spouse in September
1969;
During the period from October 1967 to April 1969, Mr. Nosenko
did not receive a salary, but he was provided with a moderate
amount of spending money.

6. As of April 1969, Mr. Nosenko signed a one-ye ar
contractual agreement for $16, 500. 00, including a clause giving
assistance to him in resettlement expenses in the amount.of
$8, 000. 00. In March 1970, Mr. Nosenko signed a new contract
for two year*̂  at $18, 500. 00 per annum. At about this same time
he was provided with certain financial assistance, $20, 000. 00
being for the down payment on a new house, and $5, 000. 00 for
other related household expenses. Mr. Nosenko’s contract was
renewed at the new rate of_$19, 500. 00 per annum on 1 March 1971,
and the contract wa<^g?R®?enewed in February 1972, at the salary
of $21, 000. 00 per annum.

7. An analysis of this case clearly indicates that Mr.
Nosenko has been an extremely valuable source, one who has
identified many hundreds of Soviet Intelligence Officers, and he
has otherwise provided a considerable Quantity of useful 1-nfn-r-maHnrr
on the organization of the KGB, its operational doctrine, and
methods.



forwarded to the Federal Bureau of Investigation bas ed on data.
from Mr. Nosenko. He has conducted numerous special security­
reviews on Soviet subjects of specific intelligence interest, and.
he has proven himself to be invaluable in exploring counterintelli­
gence leads. He recently authored a book which is of interest to
the Agency. In effect, Mr. Nosenko has shown him self to be a
productive and. hard working defector, who is "rehabilitated." and
favorably disposed towards the Agency.

8. In the course of a recent meeting with Mr. Nosenko,
he brought up the subject of his -missing salary, covering the
period from April 1964-to March 1969. Mr. Nosenko readily
admitted that he is living very well at the present ti-me, bathe
is not in a position to save any money for the future. He al sr>
enpressed deep appreciation to the Agency for the financial
assistance which was provided him thrnngh the years, and he
considers this to have cancelled out the original Agency
obligation of a lump s-nrrt payment in the amount of $50, 000. 00.'
Mr. Nosenko, however, still feels quite strongly that he xs
entitled to be reimbursed for the salary which the Agency did
not provide him over a five-year period. He understands, of
course, That income tax woulilaava-tcabgj^educted from this
back salary of $25, 000. 00 pen annum.

9. In summary, the original oral agreement with Mr.
Nosenko is fully documented and supports his claim; his resettle­
ment since 1967 has been relatively smooth, with no significant
security problems having developed; and he continues to function
at the present time as a highly productive and useful sm-mee of
information on the KGB. In view of these various considerations,
it is requested that this payment of $125, 000. 00 to Mr. Nosenko
be approved. These funds would be paid out ox unliauidated
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SUBJECT: Retroactive Reimbursement of
Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko

Executive Director-Comptroller

CONCURRENCE: '

jAU4>w«/vu . -The recommendation in paragraph 9 is approvediur

Richard. Helms (Date)
Director

t-
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Mr. Helms. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Stokes, would you indulge me
a moment, please. I would like to straighten something out.

Mr. Craig tells me that he feels that I did Mr. Katzenbach an
injustice in something that I said, and I would not want to do that,
so let me just modify what I said this morning.

Mr. Stokes asked me whether I thought Mr. Katzenbach’s state­
ment to this committee regarding our meeting was untrue. I be­
lieve I replied in the affirmative. All I meant to say was that I
couldn’t count on Mr. Katzenbach’s memory. I wasn’t questioning
either his judgment or his integrity. I just want to make this point.
The meeting did occur but I didn’t mean to imply that he testified
untruthfully before this committee.

Mr. Preyer. Thank you, Mr. Helms.
Mr. Stokes.
Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I could just

follow up at this point in an area that gives me some concern, that
is, if I understand you correctly, I believe you said you still even
today don’t really know whether Nosenko is bona fide or not;
further, it is your recollection you don’t believe the agency ever
arrived at that determination, particularly when you were there.

Let me ask you this: If it were clearly proven that Nosenko’s
statements concerning Oswald were untrue, what significance
would you attach to such a finding insofar as the broader question
of his overall bona fides are concerned?

Mr. Helms. I think, Mr. Stokes, that is just the point. This is the
issue which remains, as I understand it, to this very day, that no
person familiar with the facts, of whom I am aware, finds Mi?
‘Nosenko’s comments about Lee Harvey Oswald and the KGB to be*
credible. That still hangs in the air like an incubus. 1 think, there-.
fore, this tends to sour a great deal of one’s opinion of all the other f
things that he may have contributed to the knowledge of the/
intelligence community about Soviet affairs and Soviet agents and|
so forth.

I do not know how one resolves this bone in the throat. And
therefore, if I sit here before you and say, Mr. Stokes, I believe"that
Mr. Nosenko is a bona fide defector and you can rely on everything
he says, I am in effect saying now, Mr. Stokes, you can rely on
what he says about Lee Harvey Oswald. And I would not like to
giake that recommendation to you. That is where this thing lies '
and it is a most difficult question even at this late date.

Chairman Stokes. Then doesn’t this raise a question, then, of a
further part of the dilemma, that if he was not bona fide, the only
alternative, then, is what the CIA suspected, and that was that he
might have been a KGB plant sent here for the purpose of deceiv­
ing the United States?

Mr. Helms. That is correct.
Chairman Stokes. Doesn’t that logically follow?
Mr. Helms. That is certainly true, and that was foremost in our

minds.
Chairman Stokes. So it leaves you with the conclusion, then,

that if Nosenko was lying about Oswald, that Oswald would in fact
be left as being an agent of the KGB?

Mr. Helms. By implication.
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Chairman Stokes. Right. If just the basic Nosenko story were
fundamentally disproved without our taking the next step and
saying Oswald is a KGB agent, what significance would that have
on the overall assessment of Nosenko’s bona tides?

Mr. Helms. Mr. Stokes, I find this extraordinarily difficult to
say. As one works this backward and forward, as you have been
doing with great skill, it is, I find, rather dangerous for me to sort
of jump from one assumption to another assumption and then
extrapolate from these things to judgments which might be very
alarming and which could not be demonstrated. I am sorry, and I
recognize that it is absolutely central to the investigation of this
committee, which has worked very long and very hard on this
subject to try to resolve this issue. But I can give no more help
than I have already given.

Chairman Stokes. Then that leads to to my next question, which
is whether you can tell us to what extent, if any, Nosenko’s story
concerning Oswald changed in 1968 from the story he had been
telling earlier about Oswald.

Mr. Helms. I didn’t recall that there was all that much change
in his story by 1968. I may be wrong. I have not studied this matter
in the depth that would be required to answer that statement
accurately. Mr. Hart has been all through the records. He might
have found something which may be helpful on this. But I can’t be
helpful on it. I don’t know at what point any longer, at what date
Mr. Nosenko began telling us about the additional files which were
in the KGB. First he said there was only one file, then he said
there were seven or eight files on surveillance, and I believe there
were modifications of this story that came later. If that was in
1969, I accept that, I am not arguing about it, I just don’t recall.

Chairman Stokes. Are you in a position to tell us today whether
any independent investigation ever confirmed Nosenko’s story
about Oswald?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know of any, sir. There may have been, but I
am not familiar with it.

Chairman Stokes. Are you aware of the fact that Nosenko was
given three polygraph tests in 1964, 1966 and 1968? Are you aware
of that?

Mr. Helms. I was aware of it and I read it recently in the
documentation which I have been shown.

Chairman Stokes. Can you give us some idea as to why he was
given a polygraph test on three separate occasions?

Mr. Helms. I want to be clear, Mr. Stokes, that in testifying in
answer to this question that I am not depending on my recollection
from 15 years ago. I am depending on what I have read recently.

I believe one polygraph test was designed as a sort of psychologi­
cal. trick on Nosenko to indicate that he wasn’t telling the truth.
This was early on. I believe the latter two tests were an effort to
find out about his credibility, whether he was telling the truth, his
questionable behavior.

I must confess when I was reading the results of the second
polygraph; there is a statement from some polygraph expert in the
United States who was brought in independently, but I didn’t
understand his quotations, I didn’t understand to what they re­
lated. I couldn’t figure out whether he was saying this was a good
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polygraph test or it was a bad one or whether Mr. Nosenko was
lying or wasn’t lying. I am sorry, but I just couldn’t figure it out.

Chairman Stokes. Did you learn that he had failed his first two
polygraph tests and that he passed the third?

Mr. Helms. Yes. This assertion I saw in the record.
Chairman Stokes. Did you learn further that with reference to

the test that he passed this test which was given to him approxi­
mately 1 month prior to the issuance of the 1968 report by a
security officer, and this was where the report concluded that he
was a bona fide defector?

Mr. Helms. Yes, I am aware that there was a relationship be­
tween that last polygraph test and the recommendation that we
resettle him in the normal way of handling defectors.

I would like to point out though, Mr. Stokes, that I don’t believe
anyone contends that the polygraph or lie detector is anything
more than an aid to interrogation. I don’t think when one says one
passes or fails a polygraph test this is an accurate description of
the phenomenon involved. When you take a polygraph test you are
asked various questions and the operator has to make a judgment
as to whether you are answering the questions accurately or
whether you are lying—I don’t mean accurately; whether you are
answering the questions to the best of your knowledge and there­
fore honestly, or lying.

But I don’t believe anyone including courts of law accept poly­
graph examinations as a final judge. They are simply aids in
attempting to establish whether a man is telling the truth or not.

Chairman Stokes. I would concur with you in terms of the law,
that the law accepts them as merely an investigative tool at best
and they have no real reliability in a courtroom. Yet we know that
it is an investigative tool that has fairly wide usage. So when we
see and our investigation reveals the fact that your agency con­
ducted three polygraph tests, obviously the question is raised by us
as to why they polygraphed him on three different occasions. Cer­
tainly not just for the fun of it.

Then when we look further we realize that with him having
failed two tests and we see that the third one is conducted in 1968
just prior to the issuance of the report which said he was bona fide,
obviously it raises the question in our mind someone said: Uh huh,
if we’re going to come out and say he’s bona fide, we better get a
test that supports that.

Is that a logical conclusion?
Mr. Helms. I think the conclusion which is logical is that in

trying to wrap up the case and come forward with a recommenda­
tion that a polygraph test and all other kinds of investigative
techniques would have been brought to bear in an effortTomake a
^od_tidy^ackage. In other words, I don’t think the officers wanted
'to'come forward with this proposal that he be resettled and then
have the question asked: How does he react on the polygraph these
days, and so forth. And they would have to say: Well, we never
tested him.

But you know, Mr. Stokes, and this is perhaps not relevant to
this inquiry, but I think in some respects it may be. I don’t know
where the polygraph role stands in Mr. Nosenko’s case. We discov­
ered there were some Eastern Europeans who could defeat the 
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polygraph at any time. Americans are not very good at it, because
we are raised to tell the truth and when we lie it is easy to tell we
are lying. But we find a lot of Europeans and Asiatics can handle
that polygraph without a blip, and you know they are lying and
you have evidence that they are lying. I don’t know in which
category-----

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Nosenko falls in that category?
Mr. Helms. In some category.
Chairman Stokes. I am advised that the CIA used polygraph

tests on all its employees.
Mr. Helms. It works very well with Americans.
Chairman Stokes. Let me ask you this. We have learned further

through our investigation in the first two polygraph tests, that i
Nosenko was asked numerous questions, numbering somewhere in /
the neighborhood of 30 or 40 questions, relative to Oswald. We I [
have learned, further, that in the 1968 tests he was only asked two / ,
questions about Oswald on that polygraph test. Can you tell us why ’
that occurred?

Mr. Helms. I could not answer. I have no idea. In fact, I can’t
even give you a rational explanation at this late date. I may have
been able to give one at the time. I may have known, but I am
sorry, my memory is blank.

Chairman Stokes. At any rate, the questions revolved around
Oswald wouldn’t be any less important in 1968 than they were in
1964 or 1966. t

Mr. Helms. No, sir, they wouldn’t have been less important. But I
by 1968, there was a clear objective in mind of trying to do some- j
thing about the resettlement of this man, that this case simply had
to be resolved. That was determined, and therefore I was prepared
to accept many obstructions or obstacles, and so forth, and still
probably would have said I think we better go ahead and resettle
that man. There is no other option, there is nothing else we can do.

Chairman Stokes. I would like to get to a further comment in
this area. From what we have heard from you regarding the poly­
graph and from what we have heard from Mr. Hart, we have a
conflict here that the committee must in some way resolve. Mr.
Hart told us when he testified here, representing the head of the
CIA, that the polygraph was not utilized for the purpose of ascer­
taining the truth of this man’s statements. It was used to intimi- »
date him, it was a part of the whole process of breaking him. Let
me just quote some of the things he said to us so we can then ask
you your opinion.

He said: v.
The agency’s activity was devoted to breaking Nosenko, who was presumed, on

the basis of the supposed evidence given by Mr. X that Nosenko was a dispatched
KGB agent to mislead the United States.

It is with this in mind that we have to approach everything that happened from
1962, after the first contact with Nosenko terminated, and the time Nosenko was
turned over to the CIA Office for Security Reinvestigation.

The polygraphs themselves must be evaluated in the light of their use, not to get
at truth, because they were not used as an instrument of getting at truth. They
were used as an instrument of intimidation of one sort or another, in one way or
another.

Now, again on the handling of Mr. Nosenko, the belief among the small group of
people running the Nosenko case, a very limited group of people, was that he was 
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part of a plot of the type outlined by Mr. X, which was so horrendous that therefore
not many people could be made privy to this investigation.

Then at another part of his testimony—and I am skipping parts
to get at pertinent parts—he said:

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

Then, if I recall his testimony correctly, he went on to explain
that in a polygraph test obviously you do not make comments of
this sort to a man prior to him being given the test.

Then he says in further quotes:
* * * The chief of SB and the Deputy Chief of SB, the fact that the man was,

except for extraordinary lengths of time strapped into the chair, all of these add up
in the estimation of the CIA examiners who have gone over this series of tests, to an
invalid polygraph.

Now in the handwriting of the Deputy Chief, SB, who is a day-to-day supervisor of
the activity which I have been describing, it is—there is an admission which is
implied fairly clearly that there was no intention that this 1966 series of polygraphs
would be valid. I read here a direct quotation which exists in writing and most of it
is in the handwriting of the Deputy Chief of SB. Speaking of the aims to be achieved
by the 1966 polygraph examinations, he writes, “To gain more insight into points of
detail which we could use in fabricating and ostensibly confession insofar as we
could make one consistent and believable event to the Soviets, a confession would be
useful in any eventual disposal of Nosenko.”

Now, he does not clarify what he means in this document by disposal, but it is
apparent that-----

And then Mr. Sawyer interrupted and said,
Excuse me. Did you use the term eventual disposal of him?
Mr. Hart. I used the term eventual disposal, yes, sir.
Now, Mr. Helms, I think it would be important to this committee to have your

comments on Mr. Hart’s testimony with reference to why the polygraph was being
utilized in light of your own.

My understanding is that the first polygraph examination that he was given was
designed not to elicit the truth; it was designed to be used as a pressure tactic on
him to see if he would confess.

Mr. Helms. I thought the only polygraph or the only two poly­
graphs that were given in the normal polygraph way by examiners
who had nothing to do with the interrogation were the last two. I
think the first one, it has been admitted, was for the purpose of
bringing pressure to bear on him.

As to those lurid comments about the disposal, I have already
addressed myself to those. I knew nothing about these comments; I
knew nothing about a written confession; I knew nothing about
anything of those things at the time. They may have been writen
down by the Deputy Chief of Soviet Bloc Division, but I have not
seen his notes. All I know is that I was never aware of this, and
therefore there was never any indication on the part of anybody in
a position of responsibility in the management of the Agency to do
anything with Mr. Nosenko except to try to establish his bona fides
somehow.

Chairman Stokes. So if these things were being done while you
were in the capacity which you have described here, it was never
brought to your attention?

Mr. Helms. It was not.
■ Chairman Stokes. The responsibility for handling Nosenko was
initially given to the SR branch or the SR division. Did the SR 
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division enter into a situation as the neutral party, or did the SR
division think from the very beginning that Nosenko was not a
bona fide defector?

Mr. Helms. I think early on their conviction was that he was not
a bona fide defector. That is my impression today.

Chairman Stokes. When the security officer began his investiga­
tion did he enter the situation in a sort of neutral capacity?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know whether he entered it, sir, in a neutral
capacity or whether he felt the SR division fellows had been wrong
and that a different treatment with Nosenko would elicit a differ­
ent result. I am inclined to think that was the status of the affair.
In any event, by that time it was clear that the hostile interroga­
tion was getting nowhere.

Chairman Stokes. At that point you were aware, of course, of
the hostile interrogation; is that it?

Mr. Helms. Yes. Since I indicated a decision was made to try
that after his behavior—his thinking was such there was no way to
get him to talk at all except to confine him.

Chairman Stokes. How would you characterize, by the way, your
own reaction to this whole situation? Was this frustrating? Or were
you just content to go along with this in this whole period of time?

Mr. Helms. I don’t think there has ever been anything more
frustrating in my life. This would have been resolved very rapidly '

*^f it involved anythiiTg except the assassination of President Ken­
nedy. I don’t suppose I would be sitting here today if he hadn’t
been assassinated either.

Chairman Stokes. I think you testified earlier today that you
told or communicated the fact to Chief Justice Warren that this
man’s bona tides generally could not be established, that he was
not believable. When you met with Chief Justice Warren for the
purpose of clarification did you tell him specifically the agency had
been unable to resolve the issue of Nosenko’s bona tides, or did you
tell him that the Agency did not think that Nosenko was bona
fide?

Mr. Helms. I believe, and it is my recollection, that what I said
to the Chief Justice was that we don’t know what this man repre­
sents but we cannot vouch for him. In other words, we cannot
vouch for him positively, and therefore I think the Warren Com­
mission should take into consideration the fact that we cannot
vouch for him and therefore we cannot sign off, if you like, on
what he has said as being true, and that in all fairness to the
Commission this obviously sets in question the statement which the
FBI passed to the Warren Commission about Nosenko’s comments
right after his defection about Oswald, and that I took as close to a
middle position as I could.

In other words, I didn’t use any excessive language, I didn’t
attempt to dramatize this. I just said we can’t establish his bona
fides. And that is our responsibility and I am sorry.

Chairman Stokes. Yesterday I put into the record an exhibit
which was a report to the Warren Commission that had been
compiled as a result of testimony taken from Nosenko by the FBI,
a fairly extensive document which the Warren Commission had in
its files. I did not see such a document with reference to the CIA.
Can you tell us what the substance was of what you told the 
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Warren Commission or Chief Justice Warren of Nosenko’s story
about Oswald?

Mr. Helms. Sir, I am not sure I quite understand. Are you asking
me is there a document in existence of what I told Chief Justice
Warren?

Chairman Stokes. Yes. It can be answered twofold. No. 1, I am
asking you, is there such a document? No. 2, tell us what, if
anything, was said, whether there is or is not a document.

Mr. Helms. I don’t know; I don’t think there is a document. I
don’t recall ever having written a document about it. Whether
Chief Justice Warren himself wrote a document or whether it is
incorporated in the proceedings of the Warren Commission, that I
don’t know either, sir.

Chairman Stokes. Can you give us the benefit of what you told
him about the substance of Nosenko’s story?

Mr. Helms. I don’t believe that at this meeting, at least as I now
vaguely recall it, that I went into the substance. I simply stuck to
the fact that I couldn’t vouch for the man and therefore whatever
he had said they would have to judge in that light.

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell us what Chief Justice Warren’s
reaction was?

Mr. Helms. I don’t think he was pleased to hear this. He was
perfectly reasonable about it and said, thank you, and I will inform
my colleagues on the Commission about this; I appreciate your
having told us, and we will be guided accordingly.

Chairman Stokes. Did the Warren Commission themselves or
staff ever make a request to interview-----

Mr. Helms. I am not aware of it, Mr. Stokes, if they did.
Chairman Stokes. Did you inform the Warren Commission in

April of 1964 that Nosenko was then being placed in solitary
confinement?

Mr. Helms. I don’t remember any more what the Warren Com­
mission was told about the circumstances of Mr. Nosenko’s living
conditions or handling. I don’t have any recollection of that at all.
Whether any of my colleagues sought to provide it, I just don’t
know. Fifteen years is a long time to remember.

Chairman Stokes. Let me ask you this. Is it something that you
think they should have been told about?

Mr. Helms. I_have a hard time answering^I think we were all
preoccupied wifi? getting at what Mr. Nosenko knew about Oswald
and the details had been given them, and it would seem to me
those were the relevant things.

Chairman Stokes. Wouldn’t it have been either a responsibility
of you or Mr. McCone to advise the Commission of the extraordi­
nary action being taken with reference to this affair?

Mr. Helms. I don’t think there is anything particularly extraor-
fimary about the manner Jin which the Warren Commission was
fitting: J - s

Chairman, Stokes. You misunderstood my use of the word “ex­
traordinary.” It seemed to me at the point where you are getting
ready to put a man in solitary confinement—under conditions
unher which he was confined is not a normal American situation.

Mr. Helms. I understand that. i
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Chairman Stokes. So I put it in that sense. Don’t you think they
should have been advised of this extraordinary situation?

Mr. Helms. Maybe my recollection is faulty, but during the time
that we were attempting to resolve his bona fides in order to help
the Warren Commission, the fact that he was being kept alone and
isolated and so forth, I don’t think that would have come as a
surprise to anybody. This is the way we handled all defectors.

Chairman Stokes. That was standard operating procedure; is
that it?

Mr. Helms. Of course. What would you do with them, put them
in the Hilton?

Chairman Stokes. Whose decision was it, Mr. Helms, to place
him in solitary confinement?

Mr. Helms. I think it was the decision arrived at by those
involved in the case that this was—well, it was a kind of a decision
jointly arrived at, I am sure, on the recommendation of the individ­
uals who were going to do the interrogating, and at the original
point of departure obviously he would have been kept alone and an
effort would have been made to interrogate him on successive days.
The fact he was held so long is something that came afterward.
That didn’t have much to do with the Warren Commission once
their report had come out, but we still were under this necessity to
try to resolve the case; but a lot of people were involved in this
decision. This is probably not the kind of decision an individual
makes all by himself.

Chairman Stokes. What I am trying to do is have the record
clear as to who made this decision as of April 4, 1964, to place him
in solitary confinement.

Mr. Helms. I don’t know who exactly made the final decision. I
assume it went to the Director for his approval. I don’t know this
as a fact. I would assume that the agency records might show this.
If they don’t, my recollection is not that clear any more. I was a
party to the decision, I am sure of that. I don’t want to duck
anything around here. I don’t want any of you gentlemen to think
that like so many witnesses which come before congressional com­
mittees nobody can be found who is prepared to stand up and say
they were there; but I was there. It would not have been my final
decision to make.

Chairman Stokes. So that the committee then, following up on
your last words, so they can properly assess it, what specifically
was your input?

Mr. Helms. I assume my input would have been to agree this
should be tried, the hostile interrogation should be tried. I obvious­
ly had no idea at that time that this was going to drag on so.

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, let me refer you once again to
page 147 of the declassified transcript. The question posed to you
on that page.

Mr. Helms. 147, Mr. Stokes?
Chairman Stokes. 147.
Mr. Helms. Is this where I say, “I certainly agreed to the fact

that this should be tried.”?
Chairman Stokes. No. I would like you to refer to line 17 and

then I want to ask you this question.
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Mr. Helms. I see line 17. It is where Mr. Goldsmith asked me a
question.

Chairman Stokes. The question asked of you by Mr. Goldsmith,
“Please describe to the best of your knowledge the conditions under
which Nosenko was placed when he was put in solitary confine­
ment.”

Answer: “He was put into a small house in the countryside
where he had a perfectly sanitary and satisfactory living condition.
They were just not particularly spacious or padded, let us say. His
bed was perfectly adequate, his chair was perfectly adequate, the
lighting was pefectly adequate, but it was not particularly comfort­
able in the normal American sense of the terms.”

Was that question asked of you and was that your answer?
Mr. Helms. Yes. If that is not an accurate description of the first

place he was held after his defection, then I was misinformed. I
never went to visit the place myself. This is simply what I was told.

Chairman Stokes. So my understanding now is the testimony
here today would not be the same as it was on that day. Is that
what you are saying?

Mr. Helms. No, I am not, sir. I am simply saying that I believe
he was held in different places in this period of time. As to the first
place he was held, it is my understanding this is an accurate
description of it. If it is incorrect, I am sorry. But I would just do
my best to describe what I understood. Is it not correct?

Chairman Stokes. Let me ask you this. What do you understand;
the conditions changed from what you have described?

Mr. Helms. Some months later when another facility was cre­
ated specifically to hold Mr. Nosenko, I believe that was somewhat
later on—it must have been later on because it had to be arranged.

Chairman Stokes. I am having a little problem understanding.
; On that occasion if you were under the impression Mr. Goldsmith

was asking you about one particular place and you had in mind
another place. Why didn’t you indicate that at that time?

Mr. Helms. That is quite conceivable, Mr. Stokes. I am sorry if
I . when he says the place he was in solitary confinement, if that

referred to the later installation, I didn’t understand it that way.
vzdsT He was in solitary confinement from the time he was brought over.

T Chairman Stokes.-Al the point he was put into solitary confine-
_ment, then, can you describe the conditions that existed then?

Mr. Helms. Now in “solitary confinement,” are you referring to
the installation in which he was later held, which was constructed
for this purpose? Is that the one you are talking about?

/
 Chairman Stokes. Let me put it this way, so that there is no
mistake about it: He was put in solitary confinement April 4, 1964;
is that right?

Mr. Helms. He was subjected to hostile interrogation. Is there a
magic to solitary confinement, aside from the fact that is kind of
buzz word in the United States? I mean, he is living alone in a
house; is that solitary confinement, or do you have something else
in mind? That is all I am trying to get after.Chairman Stokes. How many times was his position, where hewas headquartered at a house, changed?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I don’t know where he was first put
when he arrived in Washington. I don’t know if that is the same
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place he was kept until he was moved to a later place. I am not
sure of these details anymore at all.

Chairman Stokes. Well, are you able to describe any of these
places where he was kept for us?

Mr. Helms. The place, the installation, which he was later taken
to, I saw many years afterward. Have you seen it?

Chairman Stokes. No, I have not.
Mr. Helms. I guess it still exists.
Chairman Stokes. Can you describe that place for us, the condi­

tions that he experienced there?
Mr. Helms. I never visited the place when Mr. Nosenko was

there. It was quite some years after he had left there that I went to
see it. At the time it was constructed, I believe I sent an officer or
a couple of officers in whom I had confidence to go down and
examine the place and see if it was too rigorous or whether it was
proper for the purposes and so forth; and I was assured that it was
all right.

Perhaps I should not have taken their word. Maybe I should
have gone down myself, but the fact remains that I have seen it
once; but I can’t describe the conditions under which he was held
because I never visited him when he was there.

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, prior to April 4, 1964, when he
was put in solitary confinement, hadn’t he been on vacation in
Hawaii with some of the CIA agents for over 2 weeks?

Mr. Helms. Well, I knew he was drinking in Baltimore; he was
in Hawaii. There were various devices being used to try and take
care of him, and talk to him, and so forth; so it may be that it was
in April precisely that he was put in solitary confinement or that
he was confined. Let’s put it that way.

z—Chairman Stokes. He was confined as of that date?
Mr. Helms. After all, he was in the custody of these individuals,

as soon as he arrived in the United States. I am not sure when he
was confined, but if it was in the same house in which he was
living in Washington, or whether it was or not, I am sorry, I just
don’t have these details, Mr. Stokes.

Chairman Stokes. But even the place which you described in
your previous testimony—you don’t know when that was, do you?

Mr. Helms. I thought this was the first place he was put when
the serious interrogation began. When I was down here before—
and I guess it is in this book somewhere—Mr. Nosenko himself, I
believe, gave this committee an affidavit, describing the fact that ,
he was held in two different places. That was the basis on which I
assumed he was accurate about it; but if this is now coming down
to a question of my veracity about this testimony, then I must have
misunderstood the question. I would rather withdraw it and not
describe at all how Mr. Nosenko was held. I think that would be v
better for the record.

Chairman Stokes. Is that your preference?
Mr. Helms. Yes. Then there won’t be any question about it.
Chairman Stokes. I ask, Mr. Chairman, that the clerk mark

another exhibit in her possession as JFK F-446. I request that the
witness be provided a copy of it and that this exhibit be entered
into the record at this point.

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK exhibit No. F-446 will be
admitted into the record at this point.

[The information follows:]
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JFK Exhibit F-446

In accordance with a request of the staff of the Committee;

(House Select Committee on Assassination), I make the following

statement describing the conditions of my imprisonment from

April of 1964 till the.end of 1967.
On April the 4th of 1964 I was taken for a physical, check-up

and a test on a lie detector somewhere in a house.' A doctor had

given me a physical check-up and after that I was taken in another

room for the test on a lie detector.

After finishing the test an officer of CIA QMH has come in

the room and talked with a technician. QSB started to shout that

I was a phoney and immediately several guards entered in the room.

The guards ordered me to stand by the wall, to undress and checked

me.’ After that I was taken upstairs in an attic room. The room

had a metal bed attached to the floor in the center of this room.

Nobody told me anything how long I would be there or what would

happen to me. After several days two officers of CIA ~ 7 ~ 1

i started interrogations. I tried to cooperate and even in

evening hours was writing for them whatever I could recollect about

the KGB. These officers were interrogating me about a month or two

months. The tone of interrogations was hostile. Then they stopped

to come to see me until the end of 1964. I was kept in this room

till the end of 1964 and beginning of 1965.

The conditions were very poor and difficult. I could have a

shower once in a week and once in a week I could shave. I was not

£31
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given a tooth brush and a tooth paste and food given to me was

very poor (I did not have enough to eat and was hungry all the

time). I had no contact with anybody to talk, I could not read,

I could not smoke, and T even could not have fresh air or to see j

anything from this room (the only window was screened and. boarded) .

The only door of the 'room had a metal screen and outside in ;  ■

a corridor two guards were watching me day and night. The only ‘

furniture in the room was a single bed and a light bulb. The room

was very very hot in a summer time. •
In the end of 1964 there were started again interrogations by

several different officers. The first day they kept me under 24

hours interrogation. All' interrogations were done in a hostile

manner. At the end of all those interrogations when I was told

that it was the last one and asked what I wanted to be relayed to

higher ups I said that I was a.true defector and being under arrest

about 386 days I wanted to be put on trial if I was found guilty

or released. I also asked how long it would continue. I was told

that I would be there 3860 days and even more.

This evening I was taken by guards blindfolded and handcuffed

in a car and delivered to an airport and put in a plane. ’I was

taken to another location where I was put into a concrete room with

bars on a door. In the room was a single steel bed and a matress

(no pillow, no sheet, and no blanket). During winter it was very

cold and I asked to give me a blanket, which I received after some

time. Except one day of interrogation and one day of a test on a

lie detector I have not seen anyone besides guards and a doctor

(guards were not allowed to talk with me).

2

t-
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After my constant complaining that I needed fresh air -'.at

the end of 1966 I was' taken almost every day for 30 minutes exercise

to a small area attached to this cell. The area was surrounded by

a chain link fence and by a second fence that I could not see." y

through. The only thing I could see was the sky. Being in this ■

cell I was watched day and night through TV camera. Trying to pass

the time a.couple of times I. was making from threads chess set. And

every time when I finished those sets immediately guards were ;

entering in my cell and taking them from me. I was desperately

wanting to read and once when I was given a tooth paste\I."found, in

a tooth paste box a piece of paper with description of- components of

this tooth paste. I was trying to read it funder blanket) but guards

noticed it and again it was taken from me. Conditions in both (first

and second) locations were analogical.

I was there till November of 1967. Then I again was transferred

blindfolded and handcuffed to another location. In this new place

I had a room with much better conditions. And a'.A-(CIA

officer) started questioning me every day (excluding Sundays)

touching all questions concerning my biography, carrier in the KGB

and all cases of the KGB known to me. I was imprisoned for the whole

5 years. And I started my life in the USA in April of 1969.

August 7, 1978
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Chairman Stokes. I request further, Mr. Chairman, that in the
event I did not request that JFK exhibit F-537 be made a part of
the record, that it be made a part of the record at this point.

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK exhibit F-537 is entered into
the record at this point.

[The information follows:]
JFK Exhibit F-537

THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE ,

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505

Office of Legislative Counsel

1 September 1978

Mr. G. Robert Blakey
Chief Counsel § Director
House Select Committee on Assassinations
Washington, D.C. 20505

Dear Mr. Blakey:

Forwarded herewith are answers to the interroga­

tories received at close of business on 28 August 1978.

S.D. Breckinridge
Principal Coordinator, HSCA

Sincerely,

Attachment
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Question #3

Define Nosenko's present and past employment arrangements

with the Central Intelligence Agency. Include:

a. the dates and nature of his employment

b. the services rendered by Nosenko

c. itemized accounting of all compensation
received by Nosenko

d. an account of the roles of Richard Helms
and John McCone in authorizing Nosenko's
employment and compensation arragements with
the CIA.

Prior to Nosenko's defection on 4 February 1964, he was

promised $50,000 for previous cooperation, $10,000 for his

identification, in 1962, of a particular espionage agent, and

$25,000 a year compensation for future services. Mr. Richard

Helms approved the foregoing on 17 February 1964. Although'

no effort was made to fulfill the promise until some five years

after Nosenko's defection, the original promise formed the

basis for the eventual employment arrangement and other monetary

remunerations.

Following acceptance of Nosenko's bona fides in late 1968,

Mr. Helms approved an arrangement which resulted in Nosenko's

employment as an independent contractor effective 1 March 1969.

This first contract called for him to be compensated at a rate

of $16,500 a year. As of 1978, he is receiving $35,327 a year

(see attached annual compensation table for years 1969-1978).
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In addition to regular, yearly compensation, Nosenko was

paid for the years 1964-1969 in November 1972, in the amount

of $25,000 a year less income tax. The total amount paid was

$87,052. He also received, in varying increments from March

1964-July 1973, amounts totalling $50,000 to aid in his re­

settlement on the private economy (see attached table for

breakdown). The total resettlement figure, in effect, satisfied

that portion of the above 1964 promise to pay Nosenko $50,000

for previous cooperation.

In 1976 Nosenko was paid $10,000 to satisfy that part of

the above promise relating to his identification of an espionage

agent. Further, he was compensated in the amount of $28,500,

representing the difference between the $25,000 a year promised

and the actual amount paid to him during the period 1 March 1969-

1 March 1975.

Since 1969, the Agency has contributed to Nosenko's

hospitalization insurance premiums. The Agency has also

compensated him for certain unusual medical and dental expenses.

To date, Nosenko continues to work as an independent

contractor, with the compensation provision being periodically

amended. His work for the Agency includes consultation with

both the Agency and the FBI on certain matters of current

interest concerning Soviet intelligence activities and personnel
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both in the U.S. and abroad. From time to time he is also

consulted by various elements o£ the Agency on current Soviet

developments and requirements. He has been and continues to

be used as a regular lecturer at counterintelligence courses

of the Agency, the FBI, Air Force OSI, and others.

| Our records do not show that Mr. John McCone played any

role in authorizing Nosenko's employment and compensation 

arrangements with the CIA.

L ’
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ANNUAL COMPENSATION TABLE

Effective 1 March 1969 - $16,500 a year

Effective 1 March 1970 $18,500 a year

Effective 1 March 1971 $19,500 a year

Effective 1 March 1972 $21,000 a year

Effective 1 March 1973 $22,250 a year

Effective 1 March 1974 $23,750 a year

Effective 1 March 1975 $25,250 a year-

Effective 1 March 1976 $26,513 a year

Effective 1 October 1976 $28,103 a year

Effective 1 March 1977 $33,000 a year

Effective 9 October 1977 $35,327 a year

1978 - $35,327 a year
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RESETTLEMENT FEE TABLE

March 1964

April-May 1969

June 1970

July 1973

$2,000

$8,000 (furniture
and auto)

$25,000 ($20,000 for down
payment on house; $5,000
for additional furniture,
moving expenses, and
other costs incidental
to the purchase of new
home)

$15,000 (balance of
resettlement figure
promised)
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12. What was the CIA's position from 1964 to 1968 on

the question of whether Nosenko is bonafide?

13. What is the CIA's position today on the question

of whether Nosenko is bonafide?

The point is that CIA, per se, did not reach an agreed

position on Mr. Nosenko until late 1968. Various persons

within CIA entertained serious doubts about his bona fides ,

believing in fact that he was a dispatched agent. Had the

Agency, as distinguished from those employees, so concluded

he could simply have been turned back. The final conclusion

was that he is a bona fide defector, a judgment that has

been reinforced convincingly by 14 years accumulated 

evidence.

Mr. Helms. I have the document.
Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, when this committee interviewed

Nosenko, during the course of the testimony we took from him I
made a special request that he provide this committee with an
affidavit which set forth with preciseness exactly the way he was
treated while a member—while in custody by the CIA.

I want to read this exhibit at this time:
In accordance with the request of the staff of the committee, the House Select

Committee on Assassinations, I make the following statement describing the condi­
tions of my imprisonment from April 1964, to the end of 1967.

On April 4, 1964, I was taken for a physical checkup and a test on a lie-detector
somewhere in a house. A doctor had given me a physical checkup and after that I
was taken in another room for the test on a lie-detector. After finishing the test, an
officer of CIA has come in the room and talked with the technician, started to shout
that I was a phoney, and immediately several guards entered in the room. Guards
ordered me to stand by the wall, to undress and check me. After that, I was taken
upstairs in an attic room. The room had a metal bed attached to the floor in the
center of this room. Nobody told me anything, how long I would be there or what
would happen to me.

After several days, two officers of CIA started interrogations. I tried to cooperate
and even in evening hours was writing for them whatever I could recollect about
the KGB. These officers were interrogating me about a month or 2 months. The
tone of interrogations was hostile. Then they stopped to come to see me until the
end of 1964. I was kept in this room until the end of 1964 and beginning of 1965.
The conditions were very poor and difficult. I could have a shower once in a week
and once in a week I could shave. I was not given a toothbrush and a toothpaste,
and food given to me was very poor. I did not have enough to eat and was hungry
all the time. I had no contact with anybody to talk to. I could not read. I could not
smoke. I even could not have fresh air or to see anything from this room. The only
window was screened and boarded. The only door to the room had a metal screen,
and outside, in a corridor, two guards were watching me day and night.

The only furniture in the room was a single bed and a lightbulb. The room was
very hot in the summertime.

In the end of 1964, there was started again interrogations by several different
officers. The first' day they kept me under 24-hours interrogation. All interrogations
were done in a hostile manner. At the end of all those interrogations, when I was
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tolH that it was the last one and asked what I wanted to be related to higher-ups, I
said that I was a true defector and being under arrest about 386 days, I wanted to
be put on trial, if I was found guilty or released. I also asked how long it would
continue. . .

I was told I would be there 3,860 days and even more. This evening I was taken by
guards, blindfolded and handcuffed, in a car and delivered to an airport and put in
a plane. I was taken to another location where I was put into a concrete room with
bars on a door. In the room was a single steel bed and a mattress, no pillow, no
sheet and no blanket. During winter it was very cold and I asked to give me a
blanket, which I received after some time.

Except 1 day of interrogation and 1 day of a test on a lie-detector, I have not seen
i anyone besides guards and a doctor. The guards were not allowed to talk with me.

After my constant complaining that I needed fresh air, at the end of 1966 I was
taken almost every day for 30 minutes’ exercise to a small area attached to this cell.
The area was surrounded by chain-linked fence and by a second fence that I could
not see through. The only thing I could see was the sky. Being in this cell, I was
watched day and night through TV camera. Trying to pass the time a couple of
times, I was making from threads a chess set. Every time when I finished those sets,
immediately guards were entering in my cell and taking them from me. I was
desperately wanting to read. Once when I was given a toothpaste, I found in the
toothpaste box a piece of paper with description of components of this toothpaste. I
was trying to read it under blanket, but guards noticed it and again was taken from
me.

Conditions in both first and second location were analogical and illogical. I was
there until November of 1967. Then I again was transferred blindfolded and hand­
cuffed to another location.

In this new place I had a room with much better conditions, and CIA officers
started questioning me every day, excluding Sundays, touching all questions con­
cerning my biography, career in the KGB and all cases of the KGB known to me. I
was in prison for the whole 5 years and I started my life in the USA in April of
1969.

Dated August 7, 1978, signed by Nosenko, Y. I.
This affidavit was taken by counsel for this committee, Kenneth

Klein, as a result of my request.
Having heard this affidavit as I read it, can you tell me whether

or not that was a bona fide statement of Mr. Nosenko about the
way he was treated by the CIA?

_  Mr. Helms. Mr. Stokes, I have no means of agreeing or disagree-
ing. I have no basis_for agreeing or disagreeing. I didn’t visit him
during the time he was being held. After that affidavit was read to
me back in August, I inquired of one of my former associates who
had to do with the holding of Nosenko. He said that he was
certainly held under difficult conditions but I don’t think that his
testimony about the food that Nosenko has—he made the point
that the doctor examined him once a week and that certain of
these statements would seem to be somewhat exaggerated. But I
have no independent basis for saying that.

You can bring this officer in here anytime you like and ask him.
I just don’t know whether it is correct or not.

Chairman Stokes. Did anyone working under you ever request
permission to give him drugs?

Mr. Helms. My recollection is that there was a request made to
use the kind of drugs that were considered to be aids in interroga­
tion, the truth drugs, such as, I believe, sodium pentothal, is one of
them.

I don’t recall exactly what was proposed, but I made it clear on
that occasion that he was to be given drugs under no circum­
stances; and I also made it clear from the very outset that he was
not to be mistreated physically. To the best of my knowledge, he
was never given drugs and never mistreated physically and regu­
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larly was checked by doctors to check his state of health. The
doctor who did the checking was a medical doctor as well as a
psychiatrist.

Chairman Stokes. When Mr. Hart testified here a few days ago,
in substantially every detail in Mr. Nosenko’s affidavit, Mr. Hart
verifies that this is the way this man was treated, and he verifies
that from 6 months compilation of records of the CIA, compiled,
researched, and studied by him and four assistants, with that
knowledge.

Do you still say that your position being what it was with the
Agency that you knew nothing of these Spartan conditions?

Mr. Helms. I knew that he was being held under Spartan cnndi-
tions. I am simply saying I am unable to attest to the details that
feTEas in here, because I never went to visit him during this time.
The reports were made to me that he was being held in Spartan
conditions; that is why we had the doctor go down to examine him.

Chairman Stokes. With reference to his diet there, is it your
statement that you said that statement was exaggerated?

Mr. Helms. The gentleman with whom I spoke a few days ago
told me the one thing he insisted on was that Mr. Nosenko got
enough food. He told me this. I can only attest to what he told me,
but he is available if you want to talk to him.

Chairman Stokes. We have the statement of the CIA that peri­
odically during this time his diet was modified to the extent his
portions of food were modest and restricted. That is their state­
ment to us.

Mr. Chairman, I think I have maybe just one or two final
questions.

The conditions that we have just talked about obviously began
April 4, 1964; is that right?

Mr. Helms. That is what you say, Mr. Stokes.
Chairman Stokes. I am not the witness here.
Mr. Helms. I am going with your time schedule from now on.

There is no sense in my getting all confused and delaying this
hearing. I will accept what you say, that it started in April 1964.

Chairman Stokes. You will accept it. The report of the Warren
Commission was not issued until December—September of that
year.

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, sir—did you say September or December?
Chairman Stokes. I originally said December, and I was wrong.

It was September.
Mr. Helms. September?
Chairman Stokes. Right. It would seem to me that that would

have been ample time for the Warren Commission to have been
advised of the conditions under which a defector who professed to
have important information about Oswald was being kept.

If I understand your testimony correctly, the Commission was
not told of these conditions under which this defector was being
kept?

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall their having been told; they certainly
knew that we had the defector in our custody, because that was the
burden of what I told the Chief Justice. The precise circumstances
under which he was being held, if they were identified to the
Warren Commission, I am not aware of it.
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Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Helms.
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. Preyer. This may be a good place for us to break, if you

have completed your questioning, Mr. Chairman.
Let me suggest that the committeee recess until 1:30. Would that

be agreeable to you, Mr. Helms?
Mr. Helms. Certainly, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Preyer. Is that agreeable with the committee?
The committee stands recessed until 1:30 today.
[Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., the hearing was recessed, the commit­

tee to reconvene at 1:30 p.m. of the same day.]

Afternoon Session

Mr. Preyer. The committee will resume its session.
The Chair recognizes Congressman Dodd for such time as he may

consume to resume the questioning.
Mr. Dodd. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Helms, before I begin my line of questioning, I would like to

ask you if you might not want to clarify one of your statements. I
received some calls over the lunch break from some constituents
from my home State of Connecticut who were listening to the
testimony this morning. They mentioned to me your response ear­
lier regarding Eastern Europeans and Asians with their propensity
to be able to pass polygraph tests, and it occurred to me that you
might want to rephrase your statement.

I understood you to mean trained agents from those parts of the
world rather than Asians and Eastern Europeans as ethnic groups.
I thought you might want to take a minute to clarify that.

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD HELMS—(Resumed)
Mr. Helms. Mr. Dodd, if my generalization caused offense, I had

no intention of doing this. What I, in effect, was trying to say was
that there is an occasional individual who lives in that part of the
world who has spent his life lying about one thing or another and
therefore becomes so good at it that he can pass the polygraph test.
But this would be 1 individual in maybe 1 million or a 100,000,
something of that kind.

I imagine Americans, if they set their minds to it, could do it as
well. I meant no offense to Eastern Europeans as a category or any
individual Eastern European.

Mr. Dodd. I thought I would clear that up.
Mr. Helms. I am glad you did. I am sorry if any of your constitu­

ents felt I was being disrespectful, but I had no intention of being
that way.

Mr. Dodd. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to ask the clerk to show
iqk i „w^ness JFK exhibit F-413A. This is a letter dated April 3,
1964, from Lawrence R. Houston, general counsel, that Mr. Helms
brought with him this morning and had, I believe, inserted in the
record.

This is the only copy. Would you please show that to Mr. Helms.
Mr. Helms. I have it in front of me, Mr. Dodd.
Mr. Dodd. Mr. Helms, I noted in looking at the exhibit during

tne lunch break that there was no signature on that letter. There



119

is an initial. I am not sure it is even Mr. Houston’s initial but it
was not signed by anyone. I would like to, if I could, address some
questions to you with regard to Mr. Houston and the credibility of
that statement.

This morning you supplied the committee with this memoran­
dum which was ostensibly written by Mr. Houston, the former CIA
General Counsel, regarding meetings with the Justice Department
officials about Nosenko. That was the substance anyway, as I un­
derstood it, of the memorandum. Is that correct?

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir.
Mr. Dodd. Is this the same Lawrence Houston who on May 7,

1962, along with Sheffield Edwards, also of the CIA, briefed Attor­
ney General Robert Kennedy about the pre-Bay of Pigs CIA Mafia
plots?

Mr. Helms. I believe it was the same Mr. Houston. He was
General Counsel of the Agency for many years.

Mr. Dodd. I am looking here at the report from the Intelligence
Committee on page 131, the bottom paragraph: “Briefing of the
Attorney General on May 7, 1962.”

An entry in Attorney General Kennedy’s calendar for May 7,
1962, states, “1 o’clock Richard Helms. At 4 o’clock the Attorney
txeneral met with Houston and Edwards to be briefed on the CIA
operation involving Maheu, Rosselli, and Giancana.”

Mr. Helms. That would be the meeting.
Mr. Dodd. That satisfies your recollection?
Mr. Helms. That satisfies my recollection. I have been ques­

tioned about that calendar on many occasions. That appointment
that I had with the Attorney General that day at 1 o’clock appar­
ently was canceled, so I was never there. But I believe Edwards
and Houston did keep their appointment.

Mr. Dodd. Isn’t it true that at that meeting both Mr. Houston
and Mr. Edwards told the Attorney General—on May 17, 1962—
that the CIA-Mafia plots no longer were in any existence, were
terminated?

Mr. Helms. That is my understanding of what they told him, Mr.
Dodd. I believe—wasn’t that contained in a memorandum for the
record written after their meeting? Was it written by Colonel
Edwards? I don’t recall; someone wrote it.

Mr. Dodd. I will quote for you the bottom paragraph, bb, on page
132 of this report. It says, “And that Kennedy was told the activity
had been terminated as of that time.”

Mr. Helms. I assume that is what they told him.
Mr. Dodd. In fact, I will read a direct quote here I have on page

133 of this same report, footnote 4 referring to the italicized para­
graph at the top of page 133:

The Attorney General was not told that the gambling syndicate operation had
already been reactivated, nor as far as we know was he ever told that CIA had a
continuing involvement with U.S. gangster elements.

That is from the Inspector General’s report, page 65. That is
where the italicized words come from. And then the fourth footnote
referrring to this general line of questioning, it says, footnote 4:

teshfied that Kennedy insisted “There was not to be any contact of the
Mafia without prior consultation with him.”
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Isn’t it also true to your knowledge that in 1967 the CIA Inspec­
tor General’s report concluded that Sheffield Edwards had, in fact,
lied when they and Houston had told the Attorney General that
these plots no longer existed?

Mr. Helms. Does it appear in the Inspector General’s report that
Edwards lied?

Mr. Dodd. Well, maybe semantically we could-----
' Mr. Helms. I’m not caviling, I just don’t recall any more.

Mr. Dodd. On page 134 of this same report, I am reading from
the first full paragraph at the top of page 134, which reads as
follows:

As concluded by the CIA itself and the Inspector General’s report, Edwards’
statement that he was not aware of these developments is implausible.

Do you have any disagreement with that statement?
Mr. Helms. I don’t know how to judge it one way or the other. I

did not recall the statement as I was sitting here, and I am just
unable to help with it. If the Inspector General thought it was
implausible, I guess he thought it was, but I don’t think any final
judgment was made about it. It was part of a very long report
which was directed at some other things as well, and I don’t recall
this ever became an issue that anybody had attempted to define, or
refine, let me put it that way.

Mr. Dodd. The reason I raise it is the credibility of Mr. Houston
with regard to the memo, and I thought maybe you might be able
to shed some light on why that was not signed. Was that a normal
operating procedure not to sign something with your name type­
written underneath it?

_ Mr. Helms. I don’t know. What we are dealing with is a Xerox,
(Jjj or if it isn’t a Xerox—piaybe I shouldn’t use a company name,—

let’s say a copy. I don’t know whether it is a copy of the original
memorandum Mr. Houston wrote or a copy of a copy that was
made at the time that he wrote the memorandum. I don’t know
who put the signed LRH down here. In other words, I think that
we need some help from the agency as to the exact circumstances,
but I can’t conceive that Mr. Houston wouldn’t be glad to speak for
hims~e.lt. He is still alive and well and living Fere in Washingtoh

' Mr. Dodd. Thank you very much.
This morning I believe I heard you testify that you gave all of

the information you believed pertinent to the Warren Commis­
sion’s investigation—to the commission promptly. Am I recalling
your statement correctly there?

Mr. Helms. I said—I believe I testified, Mr. Dodd, that I believed
this to be the case although I had learned in recent years that one

never make a flat statement about anything,. so there may
ffiave been certain cases in which they did not get information
promptly. But I believe our effort was to give it to them as
promptly as possible.

Mr. Dodd. Alright, I would like to proceed, if I could, for the next
few minutes and ask you to respond to questions surrounding the
so-called assassination plots that were ongoing during the period
from 1961 on. And so I would like to have you focus your attention
on that particular aspect of your inquiry here today.
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My first question is, to your knowledge, was any member of the
Warren Commission, or its staff, ever informed by the Central
Intelligence Agency of the CIA’s anti-Castro assassination plots?

Mr. Helms. I assume that you are referring to the one that is
most frequently characterized as an assassination plot which in­
volved the Mafia? Because the other assassination plots I don’t
accept as assassination plots. And so again we have a definitional
problem.

Mr. Dodd. Let’s start off and ask whether the Warren Commis­
sion was ever informed of any of these attempts on the Cuban
regime whether on the person of Fidel Castro or an effort to
overthrow his government, or an effort to knock him off personal­
ly—whatever they fall into. In any of thosectoyareaS) your knowl­
edge was the Warren Commission, members or their staff, ever
informed of these efforts?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know what the Warren Commission knew,
Mr. Dodd. I didn’t inform them of these things, but they had i
among them as members Mr. Allen Dulles, who was certainly
aware of what had been going on with respect to Cuba; Senator
Russell of Georgia, the chairman of the Oversight Committee, who
was also aware of what was going on with respect to Cuba; Mr.
McCone, who was director at the time, also knew what was hap­
pening. What the Commission knew from those gentlemen I don’t
know. I never spoke to them myself about it.

Mr. Dodd. But you never did personally?
Mr. Helms. I never did.
Mr. Dodd. I would like to draw your attention if I could to page

22 of your now declassified August 9, 1978, testimony before this
committee written, you stated and I will quote—do you have a copy
of the report in front of you?

Mr. Helms. Yes, I do. What page is this?
Mr. Dodd. Page 22.
Mr. Helms. I am on 22.
Mr. Dodd. On line 9. Doe^ your copy read, “The only assassina­

tion plot that had any semblance of substance to it”—I am quoting
your response now to Mr. Goldsmith’s question—“was one involv­
ing a couple of Mafia chieftains and which were supposed to have
taken place before the Bay of Pigs.”

Is that an accurate reflection of your views?
Mr. Helms. As far as I know, it is an accurate statement. I would

make essentially the same statement today.
Mr. Dodd. Before proceeding with the line of questioning on that,

may I ask who these Mafia organized crime chieftains were?
Mr. Helms. My recollection—I would like to point out that there

were two times in which different people were in touch with the
Mafia. One happened before I was aware that this was going on
and which was the episode that was referred to by Colonel Edwards
and Mr. Houston when they saw the Attorney General.

The second one, which I never characterized as an assassination
plot because as far as I knew it never went anywhere, was a second
one involving the Mafia, the one which I have on public television
apologized for and said it was the greatest mistake of my life to
have had anything to do with it and I am sorry about it. But I have
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never had any convincing evidence from any human being today
that this plot ever went anywhere.

I think just to make myself quite explicit here, I would want to
see the information that said that I had any indication from Wil­
liam Harvey that his operation with Rosselli ever produced any­
thing in Havana. I would like some evidence of this. I would like a
statement under oath from somebody other than a Mafia chieftain.

Mr. Dodd. I will go back to my question again. The first relation­
ship existed prior to your direct involvement, is that right?

Mr. Helms. That is right.
Mr. Dodd. This is prior to the May 7, 1962, meeting referred to

by Colonel Edwards and Mr. Houston?
Mr. Helms. That is right, and therefore I don’t know the details

of it.
Mr. Dodd. Am I correct in assuming that the names referred to

in the report Mr. Rosselli, Mr. Giancana, that those were the
principals involved. Were there others that you were aware of?

Mr. Helms. I believe there were others. I thought there was a
fellow named Trafficante involved but I am not sure about that. He
maybe came into the picture later.

Mr. Dodd. I do recognize that you have made a public apology
and I preface my questions to you with that in mind. But could you
tell this committee who the individuals were that you happened to
be involved with on the second set of circumstances involving
Mafia chieftains or organized crime figures?

Mr. Helms. As far as I am aware in that particular situation it
was William K. Harvey who was in touch with John Rosselli, and
it was Harvey and Rosselli who were attempting to find, if I
understood it correctly, some channel from Florida into Havana.

I also understand that there was a question of poison pills which
were supposed to be transported to Havana. There was never any
evidence they were ever transported there or ever left the United
States. There was never any evidence that this plot ever left the
Florida mainland. If it was indeed an assassination plot, it was
misadvertised to me, because I had understood it was an effort to
see if a connection could be made between the Mafia in Florida and
the Mafia in Havana. To the best of my knowledge, the connection
never was made.

Mr. Dodd. Other than Mr. Harvey and Mr. Rosselli, was there
anyone else that would fall into the character of being members of
organized crime that you had direct contact with?

Mr. Helms. I had direct contact with none of—the only gentle­
man I had direct contact with myself was Harvey, who was a staff
officer. I never met Mr. Rosselli. I never met Mr. Giancana. If I
met a Mafia chieftain, I wasn’t aware of it. -----
. Mr. Dodd. Am I to understand that’Mr. Giancana was also
involved in this second-----
.Mr. Helms. I don’t think he was. It was not my understanding

n Tn.Was‘ But then I have no way of demonstrating that, Mr.
Dodd. The Mafia has its own internal organization, and who Ros-
selli talked to I don’t know.

Mr. Dodd. Going back again to the statement that I read from
page 22 of your declassified testimony before this committee, “The
only assassination plot that had any semblance or substance was 
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the one involving a couple of Mafia chieftains.” I would like to,
refer to JFK exhibit F-527. I would ask the clerk to supply Mr.
Helms with a copy of that exhibit.

And I would ask you, Mr. Helms, if you would take a look over
this exhibit with particular emphasis on the last paragraph of
what is page 2 of the exhibit, page 3, to the top of page 4, ending
with the paragraph that ends at the top of page 4. Take a minute
to look at that.

I am not asking that you read it out loud but just that you
familiarize yourself with the contents of this exhibit.

Mr. Helms. I have read that now.
Mr. Dodd. Is it fair to assume you recognize this document? You

have seen it before?
Mr. Helms. Yes, I have.
Mr. Dodd. Am I correct in stating this is the CIA’s Inspector

General’s report done in 1967-----
Mr. Helms. The one that I asked to have done.
Mr. Dodd. The one you asked to have done as DCI, Director of

the Agency?
Mr. Helms. Right.
Mr. Dodd. I don’t intend to read all of this but beginning at the

last sentence on page 2 of the Inspector General’s report it reads as
follows:

We can identify five separate phases in agency assassination planning although
the transitions from one to another are not always sharply defined. Each phase is a
reflection of the then prevailing government attitude toward the Cuban regime.

Without reading each one of them, the Inspector General’s report
prepared at your request, then outlines in separate paragraphs,
from A to E, five separate phases, as they describe, and using their
language again, in “agency assassination planning.”

I would like to know, first of all, how you can explain that we
have in a report prepared for you in 1967 what appears to me to be
five separate areas of assassination planning and how that can be
distinguished from your statement to this committee in executive
session where you talk about basically one or the semblance of one
assassination attempt involving organized crime figures. Can you
please enlighten the committee as to how you can reach two sepa­
rate——

Mr. Helms. Yes, I can. I think this is rather lurid language that
hfls been used in this report. As I read through it, this looks like
theTeffdrts that were made during this time to upset the Castro
regime. If one identifies that as assassination planning, I don’t
think that is a proper description of it, and if somebody will come
forth with all the items that are supposed to have been in that
planning, I would be delighted to hear it.

Mr. Dodd. They identify here one period beginning prior to
■August I960. That is the first one. The second one is August TWJ
to ApriLlflfiJ. The third is April 1961 late 19£1.

Mr. Helms. Aren’t those all the same one?
Mr. Dodd. That is my question for you. The Inspector General

seemed to distinguish between the various phases here, and accord­
ing to your testimony before us, is this what you were referring to?
Is this what you are calling one, what they call five?
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Mr Helms. That is right. I became involved with this business
sometime in 1962 after I took over as DDP. I’ve forgotten what
month. Anything prior to that I didn’t have anything to do with. I
would assume this was one plot but maybe there were others. But
if there are, in all the time I spent with the Church committee and
all the time I have spent endlessly for the last 3 or 4 years, it
seems to me, about these matters, I haven’t had anything else
brought to my attention. And if you gentlemen have something, I
would like to know it. But I don’t know what it is and I am sorry I
can’t help.

Mr. Dodd. Did you take issue with this report 11 years ago at the
time it was issued?

Mr. Helms. Mr. Dodd, when I got this report I had some prob­
lems with respect to reporting to President Johnson about certain
points that he was particularly interested in. I did not attempt to
parse it or analyze it or get it changed or do anything with it
except use it as a fact-finding document.

I want to say right now that I never expected to see the docu­
ment in the public domain declassified for the appetites of all those
who wanted to make the most of it, and therefore if I had known
this, I obviously would have edited the report and changed it
rather substantially, put it in the hands of lawyers and had it
entirely rearranged.

Mr. Dodd. I say to you, Mr. Helms, with all due respect, it is not
being put into evidence to satisfy the voracious appetites of anyone
but merely to try to clear up a point we are trying to resolve here.
I hope you don’t understand-----

Mr. Helms. What is the point you would like to resolve?
Mr. Dodd. As someone who is just confronted, I am not an expert

in these matters but I read your transcript and you said, “The only
assassination plot that had any semblance of substance was the one
involving a couple of Mafia chieftians.”

Mr. Helms. And that is what I believe to this date.
Mr. Dodd. I am confronted with an Inspector General’s report

which was not written to satisfy the appetites of anyone I presume.
It is a declassified document which says, “We can identify five
separate phases.” I am merely asking you to clarify that in light of
the earlier statement. That is the only purpose for this being
brought into testimony.

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. For example, it says here that particular
scheme—which scheme? Is this the Mafia thing that we are talking
about?

Mr. Dodd. That is correct.
Mr. Helms. And was again pushed vigorously in the area of

Mongoose and in the climate of intense administration pressure to
do something about Castro and Cuba. Are we talking about the
same Mafia thing here as well? If that is a lot of plots, I regard it
as one and the same operation. And if I am misleading you in some
fashion-----

Mr. Dodd. Maybe I can help you. Is it one and the same in your
mind because it involved Cuba and Fidel Castro, and that was one
entity?

Mr. Helms. The only one that I know about that was serious or
that seemed to have been taken seriously was the one involving 
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Rosselli and Harvey. I believe the Church committee brought out—
found a wetsuit, a clam shell, various things that were on the shelf
in the agency that were regarded as things that might be used in
possibly killing Castro, or being used against him, which never
came off the shelf, were never used. If that is a plot to have created
this, then I will back up and say we ought to enumerate every
single item that conceivably had to do with the invasions of Cuba
which we were constantly running under government aegis. We
had task forces that were striking at Cuba constantly. We were
attempting to blow up powerplants, we were attempting to ruin
sugar mills, we were attempting to do all kinds of things during
this period. This was a matter of American Government policy.
This wasn’t the CIA alone.

Now, if those things taper over into assassination plots, maybe
so. J find the semantics the English, incendiary but not very clear
grid not very clantying/and nnt very specific,

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that
exhibit JFK F-527 be entered into the record at this time.

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK F-527 is entered into the
record at this point.

[Whereupon exhibit JFK F-527 was received in evidence.]



126

JFK Exhibit F-527

THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

WASHINGTON, D. C. SOWS

Office of legislative Counsel

20 September 1978

Mr. G. Robert Blakey
Chief Counsel and Director
House Select Committee on Assassinations
Washington, D.C. 2051S

Dear Mr. Blakey:

Attached.you will find pages 1-8, 14, 17-18, 24-25,
37-39, 62a-63, 94, 118, 130-133 from the report by the
Inspector General on plotting against Castro. These
pages have been sanitized and declassified in compliance
with a request by Mr. Goldsmith, and may be used by you
in your hearings.

It should be noted that it is Agency policy to not
release reports of the Inspector General outside the
Agency, in order to protect the unique fact-finding
advisory function that they fulfill within the Agency.
Were the internal confidentiality of the reports to be
compromised the.effectiveness of the function could be
impaired. Because so much of the information from the 1967
report was p laced officially in the public domain by the
interim report of the Church Committee, Alleged Assassi­
nation Plots Involving Foreign Leaders, it can be released
in this form on this special occasion.

S. D. Breckinridge
Principal Coordinator, HSCA

Sincerely yours,

encl.
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25 April 19(57 '

MEMORANDUM

Tills reconstruction of Agency involvement in plans to ■

assassinate Fidel Castro is at best an imperfect history. Because

of the extreme sensitivity of the operations being discussed or

attempted, as a matter of principle no official records were kept

of planning, of approvals, or of implementation. The few written

records that do exist are either largely tangential to the rain

events or were put on paper from memory years afterward. William

Harvey has retained skeletal notes of his activities during the

years in question, and they are our best source of dates.

of the -Office of Medical Services, has a record of

whom he met and when and cryptic references to the subjects discussed*

' of TSD, has a record of two or three dates that are

pertinent.  and  were involved in only the technical

aspects of operational planning, and their participations were short­

lived. Although fragmentary, their records are a help in establishing

critical time frames. Operational files are useful in some instances,

because they give dates of meetings, the substances of which may he

inferred from collateral information.

For the most part, though, we have had to rely on information.

given to us orally by people whose memories are fogged by time.

Their recollections of dates are particularly hazy, and some of them

- 1 -
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are no longer able to keep the details of one plan separate from those

of another. We interviewed everyone whom we could identify ns likely

to be knowledgeable, with the exceptions of Mr. Dulles and. General

Cabell. A complete list is attached at Tab A- We did not go on ■

fishing expeditions among the mere possibles. To have done so would.

have risked making witting a number of employees who were previously

unwitting and,.in our estimate, would have added little to the details

available from those directly involved. There are inconsistencies

among the various accounts, but most of them can be resolved by

collating the information furnished by all of the identifiable

participants in a particular plan and by then checking it against

specific dates that can be fixed with fair certainty. We believe

that this reconstruction of what happened and of the thinking

associated with it is reasonably sound. If there are significant

inaccuracies in the report, they are most likely to occur in faulty

ordering of the sequence of events. People still remember much of

what happened, but they can no longer recall precisely when.

It became clear very early in our investigation that the vigor

with which schemes were pursued within the Agency to eliminate Castro

personally varied with the intensity of the U.S. Government’s efforts

to overthrow the Castro regime. We can identify five separate phases

in Agency assassination planning, although the transitions from one

- 2 -
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to another are not always sharply defined. Each phase is a reflection

of the then prevailing Government attitude toward the Cuban regime.

i a. Prior to August i960: All of the identifiable schemes

prior to about August 1960, with one possible exception, were

aimed only at discrediting Castro personally by influencing

his behaviour or by altering his appearance.

I b. 'August i960 to April 1961: The plots that were hatched.

in late i960 and. early 1961 were aggressively pursued, and. were

I viewed by at least some of the participants as being merely one

I aspect of the over-all active effort to overthrow the regime

I that culminated in the Bay of Pigs.

I c. April 1961 to late 1961. A major scheme that was

I begun in August i960 was called off after the Bay of Pigs and

j remained dormant for several months, as did most other Agency

operational activity related to Cuba.

I • d. Late 1961 to late 19o2; That particular scheme was

1 reactivated in early 1962 and was again pushed vigorously in’ the

I era of Project MONGOOSE and in the climate of intense admini-

/ stration pressure on CIA to do something about Castro and his

Cuba.

e. Late 1962 until well into 1963: After the Cuban missile

crisis of October 1962 and the collapse of Project MONGOOSE, the

A

- 3 -
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aggressive scheme that was begun in August i960 and revived in

April 1962 was finally terminated in early 19°3- Two other

plots were originated in 1963, "but both were impracticable

and nothing ever came of them.

We cannot overemphasize the extent to which responsible Agency
Kennedy

officers felt themselves subject to the/administration*s severe

pressures to do something about Castro and his regime. The fruitless

and, in retrospect, often unrealistic plotting should be viewed in

that light.

Many of those we interviewed stressed two points that are so

obvious that recording them here may be superfluous. We believe,

though, that they are pertinent to the story. El irrrfnation of the

dominant figure in a government, even when loyalties are held to him

personally rather than to the government as a body, will not

necessarily cause the downfall of the government. This point was

stressed with respect to Castro and Cuba in an internal CIA draft­

paper of October 1961, which was initiated in response to General

Maxwell Taylor's desire for a contingency plan. The paper took the

position that the demise of Fidel Castro, from whatever cause, would

offer little opportunity for the liberation of Cuba from Communist

and Soviet Bloc control. The second point, which is more specifically

relevant to our investigation, is that bringing about the downfall of

a government necessarily requires the removal of its leaders from
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positions of power, and there is always the risk that the partici­

pants will resort to assassination. Such-rentovalc-from -power as the

house-arxest-of -a-Mossadeq-or -the • flight-of-a-Batista -should' riot

cause__one_to. overlook .the- killings of a-Diem or of a Trujillo- by

forces, encouraged-but not controlled by-the-U.S. Government.

There is a third point, which was not directly made by any of -

those we interviewed, but which emerges clearly from the interviews
and from review of files..JThe point is that of frequent resort to

synecdoche—the mention of a part when the whole is to be understood,

or vice versa. Thus, we encounter repeated references to phrases such.

as "disposing of Castro," which may be read in the narrow, literal

sense of assassinating him, when it is intended that it be read in

the broader, figurative sense of dislodging the Castro regime.

Reversing the coin, we find people speaking vaguely of "doing some­

thing about Castro" when it is clear that what they have specifically
in mind is killing him.^ In a situation wherein those spenk-f ng may

not have actually meant what they seemed to say or may not Mw- said

what they actually meant, they should not be surprised if their oral

shorthand is interpreted differently than was intended.

The suggestion was made to us that operations aimed at the

assassination of Castro may have been generated in an atmosphere of

stress in intelligence publications on the possibility of Castro's

- 5 -
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demise and. on the reordering of the political structure that would.

follow. We reviewed intelligence publications from i960 through

1966, .. . ■

’ - .... . ■ . . 

 , The JUE's on "The Situation and. Prospects in Cuba"

' " have brief paragraphs on likely successor

governments if Castro were to depart the scene.

 each case the treatment is no more nor

less than one would expect to find in comprehensive round-ups such.

a s these. We conclude that there is no reason to believe that the

operators were unduly Influenced by the content of intelligence

publications.

Drew Pearson’s column of 7 March 19^7 refers to a reported CIA

plan in 1963 to assassinate Cuba's Fidel Castro. Pearson also has

information, as yet unpublished, to the effect that there was a

meeting at the State Department at which assassination of Castro

was discussed and that a team actually landed in Cuba with, pill s to

be used in an assassination attempt. There is basis in fact for each.

of those three reports.

a. A CIA officer passed an assassination weapon to an

Agency Cuban asset at a meeting in Paris on 22 November 1963.

The weapon was a ballpoint pen rigged as a hypodermic syringe-

- 6 -
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The CIA officer suggested that the Cuban asset load the syringe

with Blade Leaf 40. The evidence indicates that the meeting

was under way at the very moment President Kennedy was shot.

b. There was a meeting of the Special Group (Augmented)

in Secretary Busk’s conference room on 10 August l?o2 at which

Secretary McNamara broached the subject of liquidation of

Cuban leaders. The discussion resulted in a Project MONGOOSE

action memorandum prepared by Edward Lansdale. At another

Special Group meeting on 31 July 196U there was discussion of

• a recently-disseminated Clandestine Services information report

on a Cuban exile plot to assassinate Castro. CIA had refused

the exile's request for funds and had no involvement in the plot..

c. CIA twice (first in early 1961 and again in early 1952)

supplied lethal pills to U.S. gambling syndicate members working

in behalf of CIA on a plot to assassinate Fidel Castro. The 1961

plot aborted and the pills were recovered. Those furnished.-in

April 1962 were passed by the gambling syndicate representative

to a Cuban exile leader in Florida, who in turn had them sent ta

Cuba about May 1962. In June 1962 the exile leader reported that

a team of three men had been dispatched to Cuba to recruit for the

operation. If the opportunity presented itself, the team would

make an attempt on Castro's life—perhaps using the pills.

I

- 7 -
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This report describes these and other episodes in detail; puts them

into perspective; and reveals, that while the events described by­

Drew Pearson did occur and are subject to being patched together

as though one complete story, the implication of a direct, causative

relationship among them is unfounded.

- 8 -

I



135

Gambling Syndicate

The first seriously-pursued CIA plan to assassinate Castro had

its inception in August i960. It involved the use of members of

the criminal underworld with contacts inside Cuba. The operation

had two phases: the first ran from August i960 until late April

or early May 1961, when it was called off following the Bay of ELgs;

the second ran from April 1962 until February 1963 and was merely

a revival of the first phase which had been inactive since about

May 1961.

Gambling Syndicate - Phase 1

August i960

Bichard Bissell, Deputy Director for Plans, asked Sheffield.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -

Edwards, Director of Security, if Edwards could establish contact

with the U.S. gambling syndicate that was active in Cuba. The

objective clearly was the assassination of Castro although Edwards

claims that there was a studied avoidance of the term in his

conversation with Bissell. Bissell recalls that the idea or-igi-ngted

with J. C. King, then Chief of UH Division, although King now

recalls having had only limited knowledge of such a plen and. at a

much later date—about mid-1962.

- 1»|. -
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sane way. A memorandum for the record prepared, by Sheffield Eduards

on I1*-  May 1962 states: "No monies were ever paid to Roselli and

Giancana. Maheu was paid part of his expense money during’the periods

that he was in Miami.” (Giancana is "Gold.")

was introduced (in true name) to Roselli as an employee

of Maheu, the explanation being that " ■ ' -.would handle the

case for Maheu, because Maheu was too busy to work on it full time

himself. No one else in the Office of Security was made witting of

the operation at this time. Edvrards himself did not meet Roselli

until the summer of 1962.
ez------------------------------------------------------------- *

At this point, about the second half of September, Shef Edwards

told Bissell that he had a friend, a private investigator, who had

a contact who in turn had other contacts through whom syndicate

elements in Cuba could be reached. These syndicate elements in

Cuba would be willing to take on such an operation. As of the latter

part of September i960, Edwards, and Bissell were the only

ones in the Agency who knew of a plan against Castro involving U.S.

gangster elements. Edwards states that Richard Helms was not info-rmort

of the plan, because Cuba was being handled by Bissell at that time.

With Bissell present, Edwards briefed the.Director (Allen Dulles)

and the DDCI (General Cabell) on the existence of a plan involving

members of the syndicate. The discussion was circumspect; Edwards

- 17 -
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deliberately avoided, the use of any. "bad words.” The descriptive terra

used was "an. intelligence operation." Edwards is quite sure that the

DM and the DDCI clearly understood the nature of the operation he

was discussing. He recalls describing the channel as being 'from A to
------------------------- ■ ---- '

B to C." As he then envisioned it, "A" was Maheu, "B" was Roselli,

and "C" was the principal in Cuba. Edwards recalls that Mr. Dulles

merely nodded, presumably in understanding and approval- Certainly,

there was no opposition. Edwards states that, while there was no

formal approval as such, he felt that he clearly had tacit approval

to use his own Judgment. Bissell committed $150,000 for the support '
r---------------------------- '

of the operation.

(Comment: In the light of this description of the briefing,

it is appropriate to conjecture as to Just what the Director did

approve. If is safe to conclude, given the men participating

and the general subject of the meet! ng, that there was little

’ likelihood of misunderstanding—even though the details verb

deliberately blurred and the specific intended result was never

stated in unmistakable language. It is also reasonable to

conclude that the pointed avoidance of "bad words" emphasized

\to the participants the extreme sensitivity of the operation.)
-------------------------------------------------- - ---------------- ------------ .

During the week of 25 September i960, Ind Maheu went to

Miami where Roselli introduced only Maheu to "Sam Gold" at a mppf ng

- 18 -
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tying it to a recollection that Castro frequently drank tea, coffee,.

or bouillon, for which a liquid poison would be particularly well .

suited.

January - February 19&L

Despite the decision that a poison in liquid form would be most

desirable, what was actually prepared and delivered was a solid in

the form of small pills about the size of saccharine tablets. • . .

remembers meeting with Edwards and  • in Eduards*  office to

discuss the requirement. The specifications were that the poison be

stable, soluble, safe to handle, undetectable, not -iinmedi p t.pl y a,

and with a firmly predictable end result. Rnt.nl5n comes nearest to 

meeting all of those requirements, and it may be put up in either

liquid or solid form.  states that the pill form was

chosen because of ease and safety of handling-

(Comment: The gangsters may have had some -influence on the

choice of a means of assassination. says that in his

very early discussions with the gangsters (or, more precisely,

Maheu’s discussions with them) consideration was given to possible

ways of accomplishing the mission. Apparently the Agency hod first

thought in terras of a typical, gangland-style killing in which

Castro would be gunned down. Giancana was flatly opposed to the

- 2U -
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uss of firearms. He said that no one could be recruited to do

the job, because the chance of survival and escape would be

negligible. Giancana stated a preference for a lethal pill

that could be put into Castro's food or drink. Trafficante

("Joe, the courier") was in touch with a disaffected Cuban.

official with access to Castro and presumably of a sort that

would enable him to surreptitiously poison Castro. The gangsters

named their man inside as 

The gangsters said that^ 

receive kickbacks from the gambling interests, had since lost

that source of income, and needed the money.)

who was then.

had once been in a position to

^fwhen Edwards received the pills he dropped one into a glass of

water to test it for solubility and found that it did not even

disintegrate, let alone dissolve. . took them back and made
up a new batch that met the requirement for solubility.^Edwards *

at that point wanted assurance that the pills were truly lethal. He 

1

called on- to make an independent test of them. Edwards gave

money to buy guinea pigs as test animals. . has a record of a

conversation with  -on 6 February 1961. It may have related to 

the tests, but we cannot be sure. What appears to have happened is that

- 29 -
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Gambling Syndicate - Phase 2

Jilliam Harvey, Chief of was briefed, in February 1951

(by authority of Richard Bissell) on phase one of the gambling

syndicate operation. That briefing was in connection with a sensitive

operation that Bissell had assigned to Harvey. 'Harvey describes it

thus; Early in the Kennedy administration, Bissell cal led him in to

discuss what Harvey refers to as an Executive Action Capability^ i.e.,

a general stand-by capability to carry out assassinations when required.

Harvey’s notes quote Bissell as saying, "The White House has twice

urged me to create such a capability." Bissell recalls discussing

the question of developing a general capability with Harvey. He

mentioned the Edvrards/gambling syndicate operation against Castro

in that context, but he now thinks that the operation was over by

then and that reference to it was in terms of a past operation as a

case in point. It was on this basis that Harvey arranged to be

briefed by Edwards. Harvey's fixing of the date as February was-only

after review of events both preceding the briefing and fol 1 n-li n v it.
as

He says now that it might have been/early as late January or as late

as March 1961.

After some discussion of the problems involved in developing nn

Executive Action Capability, Bissell placed Harvey in charge of the

effort. Harvey says that Bissell had already discussed certain aspects
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of the problem with  .... :and with  ■ since

was already cut in, Harvey used him in developing the

Executive Action Capability, although never with respect to Castro.

We did not question jon his knowledge of the program for

creating an Executive .Action Capability, but Harvey's mention of him

in this connection may explain a notation by * ' i that Harvey

instructed ',to discuss techniques with -twithout associating

the discussion with the Castro operation.

Harvey states that after the decision was made to go ahead with

the creating of an Executive Action Capability, and while he was

still discussing its development with Bissell, he briefed Mr. Helms

fully on the general concept but without mention of the then ongoing

plan to assassinate Castro.

The Executive Action program came to be known as ZRRIFEE. Its

principal asset was an agent, QJWIN, who had been recruited earlier

by-’. ■ for use in a special operation in the Congo--£=£»•-

.•assa^sination-^>f^Patr±ce---Lui»tnn)»)- to be run by __ ____ _ _ .
. 1 . . .

®ade a survey of the scene, decided he wanted no part in

an assassination attempt, and asked to be released—which Bissell

granted.) The project name, ZRRIFEE,- first appears in the files in

May 19ol, although the first recorded approval is dated 19 February-

1962. The new DD/P (Helms) on that date authorized Harvey, by

- 38 -
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memorandxm, to handle the project on a special basis. Accounting Tor

expenditures was to be by general category and on Harvey's certifi­

cation. The initial approval was. for $1^,700^ consisting of $7,200

•for QJWIN's annual salary and $7,50^ for operational expenses.

Project 2RRIFEE was covered as an _ /operation (ostensibly

to develop a capability for entering safes and for kidnapping couriers).

It continued on a course separate from the Edwards/gambling syndicate

operation against Castro until 15 November 19°1- Harvey has a note

. that on that date he discussed with Bissell the application of the

ZRRIFLE program to Cuba. Harvey says that Bissell instructed him to

take over Edvards’ contact with the criminal syndicate and thereafter

to run the operation against Castro. Harvey adds that, as a completely

unrelated development, shortly after this discussion with Bissell he

was told by Helms that he was to be placed in charge of the Agency's

Cuba task force. '

Late 1951 - Early 1962

Harvey recalls that he was very busy with a number of things in

the period that followed the discussion with Bissell that led to big

taking over Edwards' Castro operation. He was t-nming over hi s

responsibilities in  . * ■ He vas working with KSA on the Martin/

Mitchell defection case. He was reading in on Cuba operations nnd 

- 39 -
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briefed the DDCI, General Carter, who said he understood the situation

and in due tine might brief the Director, Mr. McCone. It is not known

whether General Carter did or did not brief Mr. McCone. There is no

indication that General Carter was further briefed on the full details

of the assassination plot against Castro.

May 1$S2

The Attorney General obviously was told of CIA's operational

involvement with gangster elements, because he requested a briefing

on the details. On 7 May 1$?62 Sheffield Edvards and Lawrence Houston

met with Attorney General Robert Kennedy and, as Edvards puts it,

"briefed him all the £$ay." Houston says that after the briefing

Kennedy "thought about the problem quite seriously.” The Attorney

General said that.he could see the problem and that he could not proceed

against those involved in the wiretapping case. He spoke quite

firmly, saying in effect, "I trust that if you ever try to do business

with organized crime again—with gangsters—you will let the Attorney

General know before you do it." Houston quotes Edwards as replying that

this was a reasonable request. Edwards says that among the points

covered was that of Roselli's motivation. The Attorney General had

thought that Roselli was doing the Job (the attempt at assassination

of Castro) for money. Edwards corrected that impression; he was not.

- 6?a-



144

Houston recalls that during the meeting with, the Attorney

General the latter asked for a memorandum record of the meeting.

Edwards believes that the request was made later and by telephone.

A memorandum was prepared and was signed by Eduards. Both Edwards and

Houston recall having had a hand in writing it. A transmittal buck­

slip from Houston to Kennedy notes that the request was made on

11 May, which suggests that Edwards is correct in his belief that the

request was made by telephone after the May briefing of the Attorney

•General. The memorandum is dated 1^- May 19°2. It was typed in two .

copies only, with the original being sent to Attorney General Kennedy

and the other copy being retained by the Director of Security. It was

typed by Edwards' secretary, " It does not state the

purpose of the operation on which Kennedy was briefed, but it does .

make it clear that the operation was against Castro and its true

purpose may be inferred from the memorandum.

Edwards states that the briefing of the Attorney General and

the forwarding of a memorandum of record was carried out without-

briefing the Director (John McCone), the DDCI (General Carter), or the

DD/P (Richard Helms). He felt that, since they had not been privy to

the operation when it was under way, they should be protected from

involvement in it after the fact. As noted previously, Houston had

briefed the DDCI on the fact that there was a matter involving the 
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out of the meeting, . and AMiflS* 1* were informed that President

Kennedy had been assassinated. was visibly moved over the

news. He asked, "Why do such things happen to good people?" The

contact report does not state the tine nor the duration of the

— AGUISH meeting, but it is likely that at the v^r}' monent

President Kennedy was shot a CIA, officer was meeting with a Cuban

agent in-faris and giving him an assassination device for use against

Casti-o. states that he received an OPDi cable from FitzGerald

that night or early the next morning telling him that everything was

off. We do not find such a cable in the AMLASH file. There is

a record in the file that ~ ..was due to arrive back in

Washington at 1810 hours, 23 November.

The AMLASH project was probably about as widely known within

the Clandestine Services as any other project of a similar nature.

However, we can identify only four people who know of the just-

described episode involving a hypodermic syringe and Black Leaf 40.

knew all of the story,  knew most of it, and knew

much of it. FitzGerald did not mention this aspect of the

operation when he first briefed us on it. When we went back to

him later with specific questions, he said he remembered something

about Black Leaf Uo, but nothing whatever about a device for

administering it.  said he had the impression that FitzGerald

- 9't -
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THE DREW PEARSON STORY

Published, Details

The CIA hatched a plot to knock off Castro.

Robert Kennedy may have approved an
assassination plot.

Underworld figures were actually recruited
to carry out the plot.

Three hired assassins were caught in Havana
where a lone survivor is still supposed
to be languishing in prison.

Castro learned enough at least to believe the
CIA was seeking to kill him. He is reported
to have cooked up a counterplot against
President Kennedy.

Unpublished Details

Pills were sent to. Cuba for use in the
assassination.

There was a meeting at the Department of State
at which the assassination of Castro was
discussed.

The Facts As We Know Them

True.

Hot true. He was briefed on Gambling Syndicate-Pnase
One after it was over. He was not briefed on Phase Two.

True.

Roselli informed Harvey on 21 June 1962, presumably
on the basis of information from_____  , that a team
of three men was inside Cuba. We do not know their
identities nor what may have happened to them. We have
no proof that they were actually dispatched. Kone
of the announced captures and executions during this
period fits this team.

This reportedly has come out in the Garrison investi­
gations. It also was stated by _ in the
Philippines under direct interrogation-. We have no
independent confirmation of any sort. • (Note that
Garrison met with Roselli in Las Vegas in March 1967.)

True. At least we were told by Roselli that the pills
were sent in during Phase One and again in Phase Two.

True. The subject was raised at a meeting at State on
10 August 1962, but it is unrelated to any actual
attempts at assassination. It did reSult in a MONGOOSE
action memorandum by Lansdale assigning to CIA action
for planning liouidation of leaders. The offending
phrase was later excised from copies forwarded to CIA,
State, Defense, and USIA, but the damage may already
have been done,
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him on the Pearson story.

d. Pearson, Anderson, and Greenspun (in Las Vegas) are

newspapermen with a newsworthy story. Pearson has already

published much of it.

e. Maheu does have good reason for not wanting the story

aired further. Unfavorable publicity might cause him to lose

his lucrative client,.Howard Hughes. There might be some value

to be gained, from endorsing his suggestion that he approach

. / and perhaps Roselli and urge discretion.

What do other components of Government know about this operation?

Former Attorney General Robert Kennedy was fully briefed by

Houston and Edwards on 7 May 1962. A memorandum confirming the

oral briefing was forwarded to Kennedy on 1U May 1962. The memorandum

does not use the word "assassinate," but there is little room for

misinterpretation of what was meant. Presumably the original of that

memorandum is still in the files of the Justice Department. It ‘should

be noted that the briefing of Kennedy was restricted to Phase One

of the operation, which had ended about a year earlier. Phase Two

was already under way at the time of the briefing, but Kennedy was

not told of it.

As far as we know, the FBI has not been told the sensitive
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operational details, but it would be naive to assume that they have

not by now put two and two together and come out with the right

answer. They know of CIA's involvement with Roselli and Giancana

as a result of the Las Vegas wiretapping incident. From the Chicago

newspaper stories of August 19&3; and from Giancana’s own statement,

it appears that they know this related to Cuba. When Roselli's

story reached them (Roselli to to Pearson to Warren to Rowley

to the FBI), all of the pieces should have fallen into place. They

should by now have concluded that CIA plotted, the assassination of

Castro and. used U.S. gangster elements in the operation.

There is some support for this thesis in the conversation I had

with Sam Papich on 3 May 1967 when I told him of the expected, meeting

between Roselli and Harvey. Sam commented that Roselli and Giancana'

have CIA "over a barrel" because of "that operation." He said that

he doubted that the FBI would be able to do anything about either

Roselli or Giancana because of "their previous activities with your

people.”

Can we plausibly deny that we plotted with gangster elements to
assassinate Castro?

Ko, we cannot. We are reasonably confident that there is nothing

in writing outside of the Government that would confirm Pearson's

- 131 -
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story of the gambling syndicate operation, but there are plenty of

non-gangster witnesses who could lend confirmation.

a. Maheu can confirm that Shef Eduards told Roselli

that Edwards had told the Attorney General of Roselli's

activities on behalf of the Government.

b. v.  can confirm the pill and

three-man team elements of the story.

c. . can confirm the pill element of Phase One.

d. If an independent investigation were to be ordered,

the investigators could learn everything that we have learned.

Such an investigation probably would uncover details unknown to

us, because it would have access to the non-CIA participants.

Can CIA state or imply that it was merely an instrument of policy?

Not in this case. While it is true that Phase Two was carried

out in an atmosphere of intense Kennedy administration pressure to

do something about Castro, such is not true of the earlier phase.

Phase One was initiated in August i960 under the Eisenhower

administration. Phase Two is associated in Harvey’a mind with the

Executive Action Capability, which reportedly was developed in

response to White House urgings. Again, Fnase One had been started

and abandoned months before the Executive Action Capability appeared
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on the scene.

I When Robert Kennedy was briefed on Phase One in Kay 19o2, he

strongly admonished Houston and Edvards to check with the Attorney

General in advance of any future intended use of U.S. criminal

elements. This was not done with respect to Phase Ttro, which was '

Pearson story, which is now causing vs so much distress, include:

already well under way at the time Kennedy was briefed.. The

one detail that is found only in Phase Two: the three-man team.

What measures might be taken to lessen the damage?

We see little to be gained from personal approaches now to

Mahcu, . ’, or Roselli. Kaheu has much to lose and might be able

to prevail upon 'and Roselli not to spread the. story further.

It is questionable whether any such urging would be effective with

Roselli, because Roselli stands only to gain from having the story

of his CIA connection known and accepted. We cannot now suppress

the story, because it is already out and may boil up afresh from -the

Garrison case. If we were to approach any of the participants and.

urge discretion upon him, and if this became known, it would merely

lend credence to a tale that now sounds somewhat improbable.
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Mr. Dodd. Mr. Helms, did John McCone, former Director of
Central Intelligence Agency and your immediate supervisor, know
about—I gather you don’t care for the word assassination plots and
I am trying to find some words you and I can agree on. Let’s call
them efforts to get rid of Fidel Castro. Does that satisfy you?

Mr. Helms. Fine.
Mr. Dodd. Did John McCone know about the agency’s efforts to

get rid of Fidel Castro?
Mr. Helms. He certainly was on top of all the operations that we

mounted against Cuba. He was in the vanguard of this. He attend­
ed most of the committee meetings, he pushed certainly as hard as
anyone in the administration to see if we couldn’t topple the Castro
regime. I believe he has testified to the effect that he did not know
of what he called specific efforts to kill Castro. I don’t know wheth­
er he knew about it or not. I will accept his word. I have no reasonr
to argue with him about it. There was a big flareup at the time of
the' Church committee hearings over whether I had told McCone
about this or whether I had told Harvey not to say anything about
it. I don’t have any clear recollection any more of the events
surrounding that particular detail, so I cannot help you on it. I
would be glad to if I could.

Mr. Dodd. So you don’t know when he would have been in­
formed, if he had been?

Mr. Helms. Then I believe he had Mr. Elder, who was his execu­
tive assistant his—

Mr. Dodd. I am having a hard time hearing.
Mr. Helms. I am sorry. During the Church committee hearings

Mr. Elder, who had been his executive assistant, swore out an
affidavit that he had been instructed by McCone to tell me that
anything smacking of assassination was not permissible to Mr.
McCone. Mr. Elder gave his testimony under oath. I never had any
conversation with Mr. Elder like that, that I ever recall. As I have
said on previous occasions and on the record, I have great regard
for Mr. McCone. He was my boss. I would have no doubt whatso­
ever, if he had expressed himself in this fashion through one of his
subordinates to me, that I would have remembered it. I think I
would have remembered it. So the issue is unresolved.

Mr. Dodd. For the purposes of clarity can we talk about these
efforts to get rid of Fidel Castro in terms of pre-Bay of Pigs and

^post-Bay of Pigs? I think for our purposes that might be of some
■help.

Mr. Helms. Certainly.
Mr. Dodd. Did I understand you to say that you are not sure he

knew about either the pre-Bay of Pigs or the post-Bay of Pigs
efforts or that he knew about the pre-Bay of Pigs and didn’t know
about the post-Bay of Pigs or knew about both?

Mr. Helms. I thought on one occasion I told him about the pre­
Bay of Pigs episode because my recollection is that something
appeared in a newspaper—I think in the Chicago Sun Times—
about it, and I went and spoke to him about it and told him what
was involved.

As to the post-Bay of Pigs, I don’t know what he knew. You
know, Mr. Dodd, I am not looking for refuge in these matters. I am 
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prepared to stand here and take my beating in any form that you
gentlemen"want, tn administer-iK
'—Mr? Dodd. We are not out to beat anyone. We are just trying to
get at the facts.

Mr. Helms. I am delighted to hear you say thaD But let me just
explain as Director of the agency Mr. McCone had every opportuni­
ty to find out anything in the agency that he wanted to find out.
He had an inspection staff, he had excecutive assistants, he had all
kinds of people around him. So what he knew and what he didn’t
know on a given date I can’t possibly attest to, but I do want to
make the point that nobody was stopping him from finding out
anything he wanted to find out.

Mr. Dodd. In the Church committee report which I have marked
here as JFK exhibit F-539, reading at the bottom:

Mr. McCone testified that he was not aware of the plots to assassinate Castro
which took place during the years in which he was DCI, Director of Central
Intelligence, and that he did not authorize those plots. He testified that he was not
briefed about the assassination plots by Dulles, Bissel, Helms, or anyone else when
he succeeded Dulles as Director in November 1961.

Do you take issue with that?
Mr. Helms. No, I am not going to take issue with it. I would

simply end up in a lengthy hassle between me and Mr. McCone. I
have better ways to spend my time.

Mr. Dodd. So you would agree with Mr. McCone’s testimony that
he was not briefed?

Mr. Helms. I have no basis for agreeing or disagreeing, Mr.
Dodd.

Mr. Dodd. Can you think of any reason why you might not have
briefed him?

Mr. Helms. When he came aboard as Director I was not the
Deputy Director of Plans. It was Mr. Bissell who was the Deputy
Director of Plans, and Allen Dulles was the Director. Dulles left,
McCone took his place, and Bissell continued on as Deputy Director
of Plans for a time.

Mr. Dodd. When you became Deputy Director of Planning in
1962, can you think of any reason why you would not have told Mr.
McCone?

Mr. Helms. The episode, the pre-Bay of Pigs episode, I did talk to
him about one day, I know.

Mr. Dodd. So you did inform him of the pre-Bay of Pigs effort?
Mr. Helms. Yes. That was not when he came in 1961; it was

after that, so I guess if you parse the statement, the statement is O
accurate.

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chairman, I would ask that JFK exhibit F-539 be
entered into the record at this time.

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK exhibit F-539 is entered in
the record at this point.

[Whereupon, JFK exhibit F-539 was received in evidence.]
[The information follows:]
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JFK Exhibit F-539

-.99= gi

TKeAevidencsfemdicate^iia^tE^^eetingjbeb'ReenjiDulIes^Bissall^ ■-..
''Edwafd3^nd£C'abeH-Boccurred^some£nn^giu;di&j.autmmi^;ofi;1960^
probablvn^lAte^SeR^mberArhe minutes- of a'meetmg of theSpecial,-—.
&roupaon^ovember_3,.;1960,‘'reflect'the.:ifollowing remarks;. - f

Finally, Mr. '[Livingston] Merchant [Under Secretary'of State for Political-
Affairs] asked whether any real planning had been done for taking direct positive
action against Fidel, Raul and Che Guevara. He said that without these three
the Cuban Government would be leaderless and probably brainless. He conceded
that it would be necessary to act against all three simultaneously. General Cabell/
polntedaonBthat?actlpni.ot<this.kin<I-is uncertaii?oFresult3Jand:highly’dangerou» -
in conceptionTand^-execution^becaUBe^thennstrnmen'ts- mustEbe^CubansJtHfcfelt^ ■
that, particuiarlyrl>ecausejof-the'nece3alty^oftsimultaneou^action> it=would-havej ■
to be concluded»ttiatiMiSMerehant’s\3uggestioii-iS.beyon<Four''capabiUtiesi(Spe-- ■
cial Group Minutes, U/3/60) . .... •_ -‘Ar-
Exactly what- the term “direct positive action” meant to the speaker
or those listening is uncertain. Merchant was ill and unable to testify;
others present at the meeting- could not recall what.the words meant;
at the time they.were uttered, although some have testified that they
could refer to assassination.1 . • .... .•

Bissell was also asked about the minutes of the November 3 meet- -
ing. After reading the reference to “direct positive action,” Bissell ;
said, “I find it difficult-to understand.” (Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 18) He <
then was asked,-' T'! ‘f': -• “••• '

Q. Do you, in light of the November 3 minutes remain firm that Cabell was.
knowledgeable (of the assassination plots) ? ........ - ;•

A. It casts some doubt on that in my mind..—~~ " "
When asked if it cast “some significant doubt in light of (Cabell’s)

character,” Bissell answered, “Yes.” (Bissell, 7/17/75, pp. 22-23)
(c) Did John McCone Know of or Authorize Assassination Plots

During His Tenure as DOI? ■ -r-ics
The CIA considered several assassination plots against Castro dur—>

ing McCone’s tenure as Director. Harvey initiated his contact with ]
Rossolli in April 1962, and that operation continued into early 1963. I
In early 1963 the CIA looked into the possibility of assassinating >

< astro with an exploding seashell and contaminated diving suit. AM/.
I.A.SI1 was offered a poison pen device in November 1963, and caches
of amis were delivered to Cuba for his use in the following years. ■ -

(>) -If cC onefstestimony.—McCone testified’that he wAs~nbt awareSiF7 _
the pints to assassinate^Castro' which' 'took'- place 'during; the-yearsdi?
*h*chhewaS;PCr/and ;th&'h^didln'ot5UtJ19?iz^tIiP§^:i?Iots'.^McCone,

!•*»•  P(>. 33, 4&45)*  H& testified. thaiSK^wasTiofrihriefed'abbrrVthe-
®sBasjinatidh plbts^by^Dullesi/Bissell,'Helms’,7dr anyon^else-.whendi^
■^^led'DiiHesn^piTect'or-in^NpyembeiSigeiA^McCone, 6/6/7K, pp..

,' >'n" read • • • direct, positive action • • • as meaning killing (Fidel Castro.
f'<r» and Che Ouerara) ?

,, '"'d'1 «ud It that way, yea. (Lansdale, T/8/T3, p. 103) •
.Sris— ,u >*ou  agree that the words 'direct positive action’ appear to question

’ *re 3 been ttQy PlajQnlnff In connection with assassinating (the Castros and-
-»r-'»h.,.hLn,c phrase 'positive action’ could include assassinations, but • • • I’m not

' "/ Merchant’s mind.” (Gray, 7/9/75, p. 9.)
n-r it r tbat he first learned of the Rossel II operation in August 19631 long

aa be*n terminated. See discussion infra, pp. 107-108.
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? 6-7, IT), and. that if he had ever been asked about thejlots, he would
: have disapproved; McCone testified:
•T-’rr'l had no. knowledge of any*  authorized plan or planning, that might lead to a^r
?• request for authorization. Of. course,- during those- days it .was almost common
/ for one person or another to say, “we ought to dispose of Castro” •*•  • [b]ut at

no Hme did. anyone come to me, or come to other authorities to my knowledge,
with a. plan for the aetnat undertaking of an assassination.. (McCone, 6/6/75,.
p.. 3) w __
: McCone also testified•'' STS'

•. -, : .t* ’ •• -■ - * •?.«-• •■ ** •
,■ .• Senator Wert of Colorado: Did you,ever discuss the subject of assassinations

with your predecessor, Mr-DuHesi.c-i.-.
McCone:No, I.did not? •"ag.-yijfi*.  - 'iszsKsd.:■■■•-.■
(ii)-Testimony df~Helms, Bissell,rand other Subordinate ’Agency ”

Employees.—Bi^U^S^DDIJiuiideEiMcConejfbr; three.mbnthsj from 1
November 1961 until February 1962. Helma assumed the duties of ’
DDP from Bissell and served throughout the balance of McCone’s-

. terms as Director.- ’ :■ «’-•”•■
Bissell testified about McCone’s-knowledge as follows:-’-" ' •-''“r-?'4/"

Q. Your- tosHmony is that you never discussed assassinations with Mr.
McCone? ■ .1 ’..

A. That is correct.’— -’E . ' '..’A.—BSz
Q. * * * [Djid you tell McCone anything, about that conversation with Mr; .

Harvey In which you at least told him to take over the relationship with the^
criminal syndicate?

A. I don’t remember so doing. (Bissell, 6/11/75, p. 19) • -Iju’..

Helms testified that he did not recall ever having discussed the
assassination plots with McCone while the plots were continuing.2
When asked whether McCone was aware of the assassination plots
against Castro, Helms testified: - . .. -

’ No, it isn’t my impression that I told him, at least I don’t have any impression,
unfortunately * * •. Mr. McCone is an honorable man. He has done his own
testifying, and all.1 can say is that I do not know specifically whether he was
aware or not (Helms,.8/13/75, pp. 90,101-102)

j Helms further testified:
4 Senator MorroALE. I believe Mr. McCone testified that he never heard of any

of these attempts when he was Director. Would you have any reason to filagree
with his testimony?

Helms. Sir, I have always liked McCone and I don’t want to get Into an alterca­
tion with him. He had access to Harvey and everybody else just the way I had
and he had regular access to the Attorney General. , . —,

Senator Moitoaxz. If you. were a member of this Committee wouldn’t you as­
sume that Mr. McCone was unaware of the assassination attempts while they
were underway? — .

Helms. I don’t know how to answer that, Senator Mondale. He was involved
In this up to his scuppers just the way everybody else was that was in it, and I
just don’t know. Lhave no reason to impugn his integrity. On the other bend;

1 Walt Elder. MeCone’e Executive Aaristunt. testified that Dalles gave McCone irom-’toS
to twelve Informal briefings between September and November 1961. He also said that
Dalles and McCone travelled togetheron a briefing trip to- Europe to enable McCone.to
get “up to speed." oa CIA activities. (Elder. 3/13/75, p. 13) tx-oue v .

’Helms testified that he first informed McCone about the plot using underworld figures
In August 1963. See discussion supra at p. 107. . “
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Mr. Dodd. If I told you August 3 or August 1963 is when Mr.
McCone believes that he was informed by you of the pre-Bay of
Pigs efforts, would you argue with that date?

Mr. Helms. Is that when that story came out in the Sun Times?
Because that is the only thing I can key it to.

Mr. Dodd. That is what he states, and I just wondered if you
would argue with that.

Mr. Helms. No, certainly not.
Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chairman, I will ask that JFK F-538 be entered

in the record at this time as well.
Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK exhibit F-538 is admitted

into evidence at this point.
[Whereupon, JFK exhibit No. F-538 was received in evidence.]
[The information follows:]
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1^^thaEthe?pI5c^fi.yofyed?ass^3iiiatioi^aIthougbLBisselL'aj.'<gEd^

’^raxdainaisfc'tbatl^'realmeanmg.m'ust-.ha.yabeemuiiderstqodilCertain
other evidence"before the Committee suggests tKatrDulles ana Cabell
did know about the assassination plots; other evidence suggests that

- '/they did not. (See subsection (b)_ below.)  .....
v.i; (ii)JfcCone.-^^C^M^es^fie^that  Jhfr~di^not2know'about) .or*
aSt&onzb^tb^pl5tSSHeliii3c.Biss§lJ“aiidrHaryiey^alT testified, thsiKtbey.^

jMid^nS^biiov^w^.th^McQan&knav^pf^he^SsassSiation. plotej Each
?said,. however, that he did not tell McCone oFtfieassassifiafibn. efforts
Neither when McCone assumed the position of DCI in November 1961
■?or at any time thereafter nnt.il 2tugustrl963^whemHelms gave)McCone -*
^a?inemdrandum??firpm^yliicS<McConexcbncIudedithat.the-..pperatibn>'
|^^ffi^undefTTOfld^figu^<jmp‘f^t07;.the^Bay'..of§Pig3'.hadr;inydlyed5*
)^toassinatiorE'’TELer.*Insp'ectoK(jeneral ’s'Repoft)States that Haryey" re-U
^ceivecEHelmSiapprovaF-not^to-brieLMcCone'when, the'assassination j
'^ffdrts')wereSpekime3finZ196^ Harvey testifi^'tKis^accorded’witH.his
‘‘recollection. Oh^dtHe^occasions.when^ibwo'tdd.haye'.been appropriate^

■ ity.dd?sqyHeIms;and‘'Hai^ev7di(£ndtltelt.MaCbneYabput.?assassihatidri»
TSctrnty^Helms did not recall any agreement not to brieTMcCone,
but he did not question the^position taken by Harvey_qr the Inspector
General's Report. Hefrhs'aicQsaysithat McCbn$neye^tol^him?nptjJ

^fcJfassassinatetCastro^ (These matters, as well as the various "reasons
put forwarcTby^Haryey and Helms for not briefing McCone, are set :

- forth in Section (c) below.) j
. (5) Did Allen Dulles Know of or Authorize the Initial Plots Against •
..... ■ . Castro? ■■ ‘ ‘

i‘.'; Both Allen Dulles and General Cabell are deceased. The Commit­
tee’s investigation of this question relied on the available documents ■

■ and the testimony of those who served under Dulles and Cabell who,
are still living.2

•r .:’(»} DulLeiA
.T -----VU. xycpcmwi. XX, Xi7Ui7r U. V». JCklJLlg, IieuU Cl VJ-rt. 2 VV CSCerii^

■ Hemisphere Division, wrote a memorandum to Dulles observing that?
: a “far left” dictatorship now existed in Cuba which, “if” permitted?
'-to stand, will encourage similar actions against U.S. holdings in other;

Dulles' Approval of lKz<^4Kingts^Decemh'^-195^JiIeaTwra,TV^
~ „<bwrn.—On. December 11, 1959, J. C. King, head of CIA’s" Western.'

•___________ ’______________'___ .
a “far left” dictatorship now existed in Cuba which, “if” permitted?

Latin American countries. . ° • • ” - 5
One of King’s four “Recommended Actions” was: ’ -i*3

.- Thorough consideration be given to the elimination of Fidel Castro. None
of those close, of Fidel, such as his brother Raul or his companion Che Guevara;
have the same mesmeric appeal to the masses. Many Informed people believe
that the disappearance of Fidel would greatly accelerate the fall of the present
Government. v|

A handwritten note indicates that Dulles, with Bissell’s concur
rence, approved the recommendations.’ " •

1 This evidence relates to the shorted Incident In Inly 1960 and what the Inspectra
General s Report referred to as the Initial phase of the assassination effort In vol vine th
underworld. With-rtapectu to- the “schemes" prior to-that operation, the I. G. Repqr

;condnded le could ‘And no-evidence that any ot the-schemes-were approved, at any.lSi
higher than, divtalon. If that" (L G. Report, p. 10)
ln’,S nelth« nor Cabell In preparing bls Repot
in lu67f altnouglx both were then alive.

.c;'’The Committee received this document on November IS, 1975. after printing of tbi
- ?ePT?,rt „ ^egun. Aa. » consequence. there was no opportunity to question either Kia
"to th" meanlng of “elimination", what consideration was In fact girv

to Castros elimination and whether any planning resulting from this document Infs'
led to the actual plots. In this regard It should be noted that Bissell bad a "dim recoils

-tlon of a conversation prior to early autumn or late-summer I960 with King (the autM
-of tba-aboro-memorandum) concerning a “capability- to eliminate Castro 1? suchtaetK

, should be-decidedJupon"-.(Blssell, 6/9/75,-p. 19)-3ee pr*74.  ■

JFK Exhibit F-538
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Mr. Dodd. Mr. McCone testified he did not know about author­
ized plots. Helms, Bissell, and Harvey all testified that they did not
know whether McCone knew of the assassination plots. Each said,
however, he did not tell McCone of the assassination efforts either
when McCone assumed the position of DCI in December 1961 or at
any time thereafter until August 1963. So that would have been
the first time Mr. McCone was aware of any of these efforts?

Mr. Helms. I think that is plausible. I can accept that.
Mr. Dodd. These would have been the efforts that were pre-Bay

of Pigs?
Mr. Helms. That is my recollection of that particular episode,

yes.
Mr. Dodd. Did you ever talk with the Warren Commission or

anyone on the Warren Commission staff about these efforts to get
rid of Castro?

Mr. Helms. No, sir. I might point out in fairness to all concerned
that that was not my function in those days. If anybody was going
to be briefing the Warren Commission about ongoing operations of
any kind in the CIA, it would have been the Director or with the
Director’s authority.

Mr. Dodd. In other words, you talked about these plots to no one
who had any connection whatsoever with the Warren Commission?

Mr. Helms. Not that I know of; no.
Mr. Dodd. I would like to, if I could, refer to page 17—I hope we

have the same copies—of the now declassified August 9 executive
session testimony that you gave before this committee.

Mr. Helms. Yes, I have page 17.
Mr. Dodd. You can read along with me. Mr. Helms is responding

to a question by Mr. Goldsmith.
Mr. Helms. Excuse me, did you say you wanted me to read it?
Mr. Dodd. No. I will read it and you may read along with me.
On the bottom of page 16:

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the agency’s investigation reflect any working hypotheses?
By that, did the agency give any particular emphasis to the particular areas,
geographic areas?

Mr. Helms. I think that the entire U.S. Government, not only the CIA, was very
concerned as to whether there would be evidence of some foreign conspiracy to
assassinate President Kennedy. They were concerned whether the Soviets were
involved in this. They were concerned whether the Cubans were involved in this.
They were concerned that somebody may have been involved in it.

Then dropping to the next paragraph, second sentence:
There is hardly any question there was more discussed during those days as to

who was behind Lee Harvey Oswald, if indeed he was the man who was responsible,
what had affected his life, why had he done the things he had done, and so forth.

Then dropping down to the last paragraph here on this page
beginning with the sentence:

I think if the Chair would indulge me a minute, I would like to make a comment
about the various investigations into the assassination of President Kennedy based
on the long years I have spent in the intelligence business, and that is, until the day
that the-KGB in Moscow or the Cuban intelligence in Havana is prepared to turn

-Over their files .to the United States as to what their relationships to these various'
^people were, it is going to be extraordinarily difficult to tidy up this case, finally
and conclusively. — *—■

It seems to me that the question of possible Cuban complicity
was, according to your testimony, on the minds of a lot of people.
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This was not something that came up later, but right at the very
time. Isn’t that correct? In fact, this morning you said in response
to a question from Chairman Stokes that you certainly were aware
that the alleged assassin Lee Harvey Oswald had sought a visa at
the Cuban Embassy in Mexico. Is that correct?

Mr. Helms. Yes.
Mr. Dodd. And you were aware that the alleged assassin Lee

Harvey Oswald had lived for more than 2 years in the Soviet
Union; is that correct?

Mr. Helms. Right.
Mr. Dodd. And you were aware that Lee Harvey Oswald had

passed out Fair Play for Cuba materials in New Orleans; is that
correct?

Mr. Helms. I believe it is.
Mr. Dodd. In light of all of that knowledge, in light of the

obvious interest and emphasis that the entire U.S. Government
had on the possible activities of the Cuban Government, and in
light of the fact that you knew that Lee Harvey Oswald had
engaged in these activities, why didn’t you tell the Warren Com­
mission about the efforts to get rid of Fidel Castro or to overthrow
the Cuban Government?

Mr. Helms. Mr. Dodd, you are singling me out as to why I didn’t
march up and tell the Warren Commission when these operations
against Cuba were known to the Attorney General of the United
States, the becetary of Defense, the Secretary of StateL the Assist-

jant to the President for National Security Affairs, the President Of
the United States himself although he at that poihf was dead.. All

• kinds of people knew about these operations high up m”the Govern­
ment. Why am I singled out as the fellow who should have gone up
and identified a Government operation to get rid of Castro? It was

"a" Government wide operation, supported by the Defense Depart-
ment, supported by the National Security Council, supported by
almost everybody in a high position in the Government.

Mr. Dodd. According to your earlier testimony, you have made
note of the fact and I think the record indicates that the Attorney
General had asked that they be stopped. I presume he was told
that they would be. So far as he was concerned, they had ended.

Mr. Helms. What about some connection with the Mafia? But
the efforts to unseat Castro under Operation Mongoose had gone
on full blast under the Attorney General’s direction and we had
the Cuban missile crisis in October of 1962. If the Cuban missile
crisis with the connivance of Fidel Castro and the Soviet leaders
had been a success, those missiles would have been introduced to
Cuba and the United States would have been hostage to those
missiles of the Soviets. It would have been the coup of the century.

In December of 1962 the brigade comes back to the United States
having been bought off with drug supplies by the Attorney Gen­
eral, et cetera. President Kennedy went to the Orange Bowl in
Miami and greeted them in December 1962 and assured them, and
this may not be an exact quote, as follows: “I will return this
banner to this brigade in a free Havana.”

Those operations went on nonstop during 1963. If that doesn’t
indicate there was bad blood between President Kennedy and Fidel
Castro, I don t know what does.
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Mr. Dodd. But my point is this, according to your testimony, Mr.
McCone was not aware of the post-Bay of Pigs efforts and attempts.
Robert Kennedy, the then Attorney General, asked that all activi­
ties such as that be stopped. Mr. McCone is not aware. I can’t ask
you why others who had knowledge of this, did not communicate it
to the Warren Commission.

But as I read your executive committee testimony, you felt you
had, not the link with the Warren Commission but had a very
active role in communicating with the Warren Commission. That
doesn’t help me in trying to understand why you would not have
made that information available and known to the Warren Com­
mission.

Mr. Helms. Well, I am sorry, I didn’t.
Mr. Dodd. In retrospect, do you think it was relevant?
Mr. Helms. In retrospect, Mr. Dodd, I would have done a lot of

things very differently. I would like to point out something since
we are so deeply into this. When one government is trying to upset
another government and the operation is successful, people get
killed. I don’t know whether they are assassinated or whether they
are killed in a coup. We had one recently in Afghanistan. The head
of the Afghanistan Government was killed. Was he assassinated or
killed in a coup? I don’t know.

These semantics are all great. I want to say there is not a chief
of state or chief of government in the world today who is not aware
of the fact that his life is in jeopardy. He takes every possible
protection to guard himself. The relevance of one plot or another
plot and its effect on the course of events I would have a very hard
time assessing and I think you would, too.

Suppose I had gone down and told them and said, yes, you know
we tried to do this. How would it have altered the outcome of the
Warren Commission proceeding?

Mr. Dodd. Wasn’t that really for the Warren Commission to
determine?

Mr. Helms. I think that is absolutely correct, but they did not
have that chance apparently.

Mr. Dodd. That is right.
Mr. Helms. I don’t want to take the sole blame for the fact that

they didn’t have that chance. 3
Mr. Dodd. I am not asking you to.
Mr. Helms. Well, the implication of the hearing is to that effect.
Mr. Dodd. You have to take these things in the entire context.

This is not the only hearing we are having. Prior to the issuance of
the Warren Commission’s report, did the Agency at any time have
any documents or other information which might have indicated
that Mr. Castro may have known about some of these efforts to get
rid of him?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know that. I have heard these allegations
flying around. I don’t know whether they are accurate or not. I
have heard allegations of newspaper stories that Mr. Castro knew
or didn’t know. Eminent Senators of the United States have taxed
me with the fact they knew that Castro knew Mr. Cubela was a
double agent. Mr. Cubela gets up in Havana not long ago and says
Mr. Castro did not know he was a double agent; and Mr. Castro
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testified to this committee that he didn’t know he had any connec­
tions with the CIA.

Who is right in all of this?
Mr. Dodd. That is what we are trying to find out.
Mr. Helms. Well, I can’t contribute anything.
Mr. Dodd. Was there any effort to investigate whether or not

Castro or the Cuban Government was aware of these efforts?
Mr. Helms. Well, I think that we used what few resources we

had in Cuba. But after all, you must remember that the whole
object of this exercise at the time was to get intelligence on Cuba of
any kind and it was turning out to be extraordinarily difficult and
the U.S. Government made a major effort to get intelligence on
Cuba during this period of months.

Mr. Dodd. I am not in any way trying to be harassing, Mr.
Helms, when I ask these questions. But you stated earlier that
there were other people that were aware of these efforts to get rid
of Castro and that they might have had a responsibility as well to
communicate that to the Warren Commission.

Mr. Helms. Well, they might have communicated to the Warren
Commission the operations that were being run against Cuba
which were certainly advertised to the Cubans because people
began getting arrested. I mean, task forces would land. The people
would be arrested. I have no doubt they were interrogated. There­
fore, Castro knew these efforts were being made against him.

Now, if you want to single out the assassination plot involving
the Mafia as one thing and you want to circumscribe it and sepa­
rate it from all these other things, exactly who knew about it and
who might have told the Warren Commission, I am not dead cer­
tain.

Mr. Dodd. I want to try to determine, if I could, whether or not
it was a conscious decision on your part not to inform the Warren
Commission or was it just something that you didn’t think should
be done at the time?

Mr. Helms. It never occurred to me. We never talked to anybody
outside the Agency about covert operations of any kind—that per­
haps was a mistake—except to the Senate and House committees
to whom we reported.

Mr. Dodd. But as I understand your statement, you believe today
that that was a mistake?

Mr. Helms. I think it was a mistake, no doubt about it. I think
we should have shoved the whole thing over. I would have backed
up a truck and taken all the documents down'and put them on~the '
Warren Commission's deslc “

Mr. Dodd. 1 notice in your executive testimony and earlier today
in previous testimony it was your position that the Agency gave
the Warren Commission information only in response to the Com­
mission’s requests.

Mr. Helms. Basically that was the case. I imagine that if any­
thing came into the Agency which seemed to be of fundamental
interest to them, we would have volunteered it, but basically we
felt our role was to respond to Warren Commission requests and
not to try and get out in front of them or to try and second-guess
them or anything else. I mean the Commission.
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Mr. Dodd. But fundamentally it was on a request basis. You
were not necessarily volunteering information?

Mr. Helms. That is right. .
Mr. Dodd. I would like to refer you to JFK exhibit F-520. I

would ask the clerk to give Mr. Helms a copy of that exhibit, so
that he has it in front of him.

[The information follows:]
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JFK Exhibit F-520

Il May

F-5Z0-

MEMORANDUM FOR: _p_eputy Director for Plans *

SUBJECT: 4____________ Information on.
. ’ . . . : Lee Harvey OSWALD .

■ 1. This, memorandum is for information and. for action.
The proposed lines of action are indicated in paragraph.4.

■ • 2.1 . • the Cuban. Intelligence Service defector,
. has produced irtformatjon of interest-to the Presidents . • '' : -

Commission on.the Assassination, of President Kennedy. [ •_
•- Staff learned off on 30 April. A questionnaire was

submitted by the Staff on 1 'May ^Attachment A). ■ Mr. |
.who is handling the] debriefing, provided a reply ort
5 May (Attachment B)» It was cleajr from Mr.J - •. • •
summary that[ had information bearing on the
QSV7 ATT), relationship with the Cuban Embassy and. Cuban
intelligence personnel in Mexico City, albiet his knowledge' ■
vzas not that of a direct participant in matters affecting
OSWALD. A follow-up questionnaire vzas submitted to .

1. .  on 6 May (Attachment C). Mr.^ reply
was dated 8 May (Attachment D). Attention is directed
particularly to the content of paragraph two of Attachment D.

\ •
3. We have the problem of reconciling the operational

exploitation of} • • and satisfying the responsibilities
we have undertaken with Mr, Rankin. ’ is such an
operational gold mine that Mr', [ . wants, at a maximum,
two months to work fully. It is palpable, however, that we
must furnish to the Commission the substance of- " -

I • ■« »

Document Number ' *? / '

R^ew oq 'JU?i W7o
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information, on CSV/A t n before tliat. On the previous record of
our association with the Commission, particularly with Mr. Rankin,
it seems possible for the Agency to work out an arrangement with
Nir. Rankin personally that would take care of their needs and ours
after a frank discussion of the equities.

4. It is recommended that the DDP in person.or via a
designee, preferably the former, discuss the^
situation on a very restricted basis with Mr. Rankin at his _
earliest convenience either at the Agency or at the Commission
headquarters. Until this takes place, it is not desirable to. put .
anything in writing. • • ■

-2-
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07 May 1364

MEMORANDUM FOR: ____ -

SUBJECT General : Debriefing of] y , r
Specific : The Oswald Casa

• J . ’

;, REFERENCE ' : Blind Memorandum dated 05 May 1964

L 'Reference is mate to a telephone conversation yesterday
with Chief, | Staff concerning this matter. .

2. Because I am net aware of the information already
available io the Commission investigating the Oswald Casa or-. '
furnished by the Agency, my debriefing of the Source has been
based on the questions prepared by the| Staff and. on what the
Source answers have suggested. I shall be glad to pursue any

• other topics suggested by [ Start'.

3.’ The Following information in addition to that in the ' . ;
reference might be ci interest:  .

a. Luisa CALDERON, since she returned to Cuba, ' ’ . •
has been paid a regular salary by the DGI even though she has
not performed any services. Her home is in the Vedado section ‘
Where the rents are high. • . • - '

- b. Source has known CALDERON for several years.
Before going to Mexico, she worked in the Ministry of -Exterior
Commerce in the department which was known as the ffErnpr^sa
Transimport”.' Her title was Secretary General of the Communist
Youth in the department named in the previous sentence.

c. Luisa CALDERON was transferred directly from her
position in the Ministry of Exterior Commerce to a post in Mexico
a matter of surprise to the Source.

d. Rogelio RODRIQUEZ Lopes (DGI pseudo MORCOS),
shortly before he left Cuba for Mexico on or about IS April 196-r
saw CALDERON.' , ... . . /.
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E) if Oswald did. nc± imow .‘•ha intelligence offilinticna ox'
Giese individuals, what pretexts, lx any, were employed in
contacting him? -

E) Did source ever sen any documentary material an. any
ox these contacts, or any correspondence initiated by or
addressed to Oswald?

G) Did ilia DGI aver employ physical surveillances, .
tschnlml devices ox camera equipment to coyer there contacts.

E) The source saya he does not know <wdteSier Sta Gn~^n-r> ’-
services used Oswald in any agent capacity or otherwise. -
This oa viausly xnalsas it mors impoxfant to che-cx ent -what, ths .-
sourca maant in cnasticax cna. ' . ■ . r

3. D id ihs EGZ evar iniiiais an inyestlgatica Oswald?

•4. What was ths rsaaca far packaging files at DG1 haadorsxrtsrs
and field offices after ar»3 of the assassination was. recelvad? -

S. Source was asked whether any provocative material was
deliberately fabricatsd by the Cubans, (Cuesticn 9) t° car'--:.-
the investigation c£ Oswald. The roply attributed to him wan, •
•'the only fabrication known is tha spacial matter by Eldal. . .•
CASTSO previously mentioned. ” Pleasa claxi^-
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03 May 1034

MEMORANDUM r OR

SUBJECT General ; Debriefing of/
Specific : The Oswald Case

REFERENCE : A. Blind Memorandum dated 05 May 1964
B. Blind Memorandum dated 07 May 1364
C. Conversations between/ Staff and.

. . L Vrben the Oswald Casa first was discussed with, tbs Source the
specific quest!ons prepared by ( Staff were posed. The answers
given by the Source were reported in Reference A. That memorandum -'
which I dictate'! to a|. St? ff stenographer appears accurate except for
sentence £9 which should have said that the only possible ’fabrication"
known by Source was the' specific denial by Ridel CASTRO, on a
television program, of any Cuban knowledge of Oswald. .

2, On 07 and OS May 19541 further discussed the Oswald Case •
with the Source in order to clarify exactly what he knew and what
he had heard. In the light of the explanation given by him, I believe
that a clearer understanding of what he knows can be reached if I •
record his knowledge without using the question and answer format.
Accordingly, in the following paragraphs I shall report all the
information given.by the Source paraphrasing his explanations and
comments. \

"I have no personal knowledge of Lee Earvey OSWALD or his
activities and I do not know that OSWALD was an agent of the
Direccion General de Inteligencia (DGI) or any other directorate.
or department of the Cuban Government.

1 first heard of OSWALD after the assassination, of president
Kennedy when news media carried the name of OSWALD.
Personnel in the DGi first commented about the case, so far as
I can recall, one day after lunch when a group of officers, of
whom I was one, were chatting. The officers present were about-
ten including Roberto SANTIESTEBAN, Norberto HERNANDEZ
de Curbelo, Andres ARPCCNA, Pedro EARINAS Diaa and
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2

Manuel VEGA Perez. Manuel VEGA Perez previously had
been assigned to Mexico in the Cuban Consulate where he
was the principal intelligence officer of the DGI. VEGA
mentioned tbnfr OSWALD had gone to the Cuban Consulate
two or three times in connection with a visa application
during the time that VEGA w as in Mexico. I gathered,
although I do not know that VEGA made any specific "
statement to this effect, that VEGA personally had seen
OSWALD. I well could have reached this conclusion
because normally VEGA and his assistant in Mexico for- - •
the DGI, Rogelio RODRIGUES Lopez, would see persons
applying for a visa to go to Cuba. This is because DG±
officers are charged with expediting the granting .of visas- ■ -.. -
of agents of the DGI. Such agents on appearing at the • ■•■=-.

■ Consulate use a special phrase to indicate their- relationship*  •
with the DGI. (I do not know the particular phrase used
in every case. I do know that agents from El Salvador in
requesting visas always made mention of the name 'Mauricio'*  )
The DGI officers at a Consulate interview visa applicants to
find out if they are agents. If the visa applicant does not use
one of the indicated phrases, the DCS officer^ instead of
granting the visa immediately, tell the applicant to return. in ■
a few days. The officer then nobifiaa Rohana and ragpests ■
authority for the visa. I cannot recall if VEGA even mad.? fee
statement that he had requested permission to -issue a visa to
OSWALD, but I feel sure that he would have deme so because
VEGA had said that OSWALD had returned several times and
this would be the usual procedure.

1

I believe that Rogelio RCDRIGUEZ Lopez also world
seen OSWALD because he worked with VEGA and also would
have screened visa applicants.

I thought that Luisa CALDERON might have had contact with.
OSWALD because I learned about 17 March 1964, shortly before
I made a trip to Mexico. that she had been involved with nn~
American in Mexico. The information to which I refer was told

| .by a DGI case officer named Norherto TTRRN Andw-z;
Curbelo. j • • _"**



169

HERNANDEZ had investigated. ■
Luisa CALDERON. This was because, during the time .
she was in Mexico, the DGI had intercepted a letter to
her. by an Amarir^ who .aignad his name as GWER (phonetic)
or something similar. ■ As you know, the pronrrci-atioa. •
of Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Sna-nish so I am non '■ •’; *
sure of how the name mentioned by HERNANDEZ should be -
spelled. It could have been ’’Howard” or something different. '
.As I understood the matter, the letter from the American ■
was a love letter but indicated that there was a ciandestine-
orofassionsl relationship between the writer and. Luisa.
CALDERON. | . HERNANDEZ&t ’ ’ ’ .
after the interception of the letter she had been. followed . , - ’ -
and seen in the company of an American. I do not know if ....
this could hare been OSWALD, / . '

The only other person about whom you asked me in connectia
with this, whom I recall, is Sylvia DURAN and. I know very
little about her. / . • ■ _■•.

We saw a pretty girl standing at the end ot '*  ‘
the-reception room, and someone asked, who she was, and one
bi the group said it was Sylvia DURAN
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I recall that, after the news of the assassination ex
President Kennedy reached the DGI, orders were issued
for all offices of the DGI, at Headquarters and in the field,
to sort and pacVaga all documents according to whether
they were ’'muy sacre’co” (very secret), "secreco” (secret),
or ”importanta” (important). The material, once packaged,
was to ba held pending further instructions. All travel by
DGI officers and all DGJ pouches were suspended temporarily
In addition, I recall that DGI Headquarters personnel were ■ .
instructed either to remain in the DGI Headquarters offices
or to keep ths DGI aware of their whereabouts so that they *:•
could he reached immediately. I do not know the reason for ,
thesa nseasures but I believe it logical that they were issued
because of ths possibility that ths United State might taka
soma type of action against Cuba and the-DGI offices. As ’
nearly as I can recall, we were abla to unpackage DGI files
and use them normally about the 3rd of December 1983.”’ . .

3. In brief, the Source does not claim to have any significant ’ .
information concerning the assassination of President Kennedy or '''
about the activities of OSWALD. If the paraphrased comments of
the Source are considered to ne^further clarification, I suggest ttn>
Mr.| who is most familiar with the details of the OSWALD
Case, talk to the Source. This can be arranged at any time./’.
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Mr. Dodd. This exhibit, Mr. Helms, is dated May 11, 1964. It is a
memorandum that was prepared for your review. The subject of
the memorandum is information regarding Lee Harvey Oswald
provided to the CIA by a Cuban defector.

Mr. Helms. Which part of it, Mr. Dodd, would you like me to
look at?

Mr. Dodd. Do you recall the document? Just looking at it, does it
refresh your memory?

Mr. Helms. I had better look at it a little more carefully. I have
no doubt it is in my packet of papers. Yes, sir, I have been through
it now.

Mr. Dodd. And you recognize this as a memorandum that was
prepared for your review and it does involve information regarding
Lee Harvey Oswald provided to the CIA by a Cuban defector?

Mr. Helms. Yes.
Mr. Dodd. All right. I will read paragraphs 3 and 4 here if you

want to follow along with me, beginning on paragraph 3:
We have the problem of reconciling the operational exploitation of blank—

The name having been sanitized here—
and satisfying the responsibilities we have undertaken with Mr. Rankin, blank is
such an operational gold mine that Mr. Blank wants at a maximum 2 months to
work fully. It is palpable, however, that we must furnish to the Commission the
substance of blank.

It looks like.
Then paragraph 4:
It is recommended that the DDP in turn or via a designee, preferably the former,

discuss the blank situation on a very restricted basis with Mr. Rankin at his earliest
convenience, either at the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writing.

Doesn’t this language here indicate that in this particular in­
stance anyway, the Agency was contemplating volunteering this
defector’s information to the Warren Commission without a specific
request from the Commission itself?

Mr. Helms. Yes, I think that is right, sir. That is what it looks
like to me.

Mr. Dodd. Let me ask you this: Why did you feel in this case
that the Commission should be privy to this information? Why did
you volunteer this information?

Mr. Helms. Well, I can only assume from reading this, since I
don’t have any independent recollection of exactly what this defec­
tor was saying, that it was so obvious to all of us that it would be
of interest to the work of the Commission that we wanted to get it
in their hands.

In saying earlier today that we reacted both to the time and in v
response to questions, I didn’t mean to imply that we never volun­
teered anything, particularly if it seemed that the Commission
ought to have it, at least in our judgment it seemed that the
Commission ought to have it.

Mr. Dodd. I noticed earlier today in response to Mr. Stokes’
question you voluntarily went, I presume, to the Chief Justice at
the time and communicated to him about the reliability of Nosen-
ko’s testimony with regard to Oswald?

■
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Mr. Helms. Yes, sir, it was certainly voluntary because we were
very concerned at the time.

Mr. Dodd. These were pieces of information that the Warren
Commission would not on its own have had access to as a result of
their own work?

Mr. Helms. I think that is correct.
Mr. Dodd. And certainly it was as well, a conscious decision on

the part of the Agency and yourself that both of these pieces of
information were relevant to the investigation by the Commission?

Mr. Helms. That is correct, Mr. Dodd.
Mr. Dodd. Now I come back again, Mr. Helms—I suppose it is a

constant difficulty I have. I can see and appreciate why you would
feel that the defector’s information was relevant. I can certainly
see why the question of the reliability of Mr. Nosenko with regard
to his information with regard to Oswald was relevant.

I have this terrible problem of trying to understand why, albeit
today you recognize it was a mistake, but why—when you back in
1964 recognize the relevancy of those two pieces of information—
there was a lack of understanding as to the relevancy of attempts
on our part to destabilize or get rid of Fidel Castro. That is the
difficulty I have.

Mr. Helms. I can understand your difficulty, Mr. Dodd. I am just
sorry. It is an untidy world.

Mr. Dodd. Other than the anti-Castro assassination plots, was
there any other information pertaining to a possible mode or
means or opportunity to kill the President that you are aware of
and that Warren Commission was not told about?

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, I don’t get the-----
Mr. Dodd. Other than the assassination plots. We know about

the defector, you volunteered that. We had the voluntary turning
over of the opinion with regard to Nosenko. We know today we
didn’t turn over relevant information with regard to these efforts
to get rid of Castro.

Are there other things that you can recall that might have had
relevancy—things of importance, to the Warren Commission’s in­
vestigation of the assassination of an American President.

Mr. Helms. Well, I don’t know of any others. I can’t think of
what they might have been, but then we might have been guilty of
some other errors of omission, I don’t know. None come readily to
mind. This didn’t come readily to mind at the time.

Mr. Dodd. You said earlier that you informed President Johnson
of the anti-Castro plots or the efforts to get rid of Castro.

Mr. Helms. Yes, I did.
Mr. Dodd. Do you recall when he would have become aware of

that?
Mr. Helms. I guess he became aware of it when I told him,

although I believe there were some allegations in a column by
Drew Pearson. Yes, I think that is correct, that there was a column
by Drew Pearson and then maybe some lawyer in town, a friend of
his, made some mention of this to President Johnson. It was re­
sponsive to this inquiry from him that I gave him the information

And he was told specifically about the CIA’s efforts toget nd of Castro?
Mr. Helms. Yes, he was.
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Mr. Dodd. Was he told specifically about the CIA—organized
crime connection?

Mr. Helms. That is the thing we were talking about. It was
about the operations to get rid of Castro. They were ongoing even
in his administration.

Mr. Dodd. Let me ask you when that would have been? I think
in your executive testimony you said May 10, 1967.

Mr. Helms. If that is what I said in the executive testimony, I
believe that to be the correct date on which I did this. That is my
belief. I did my best to reconstruct when it was, in recent times. If
it is a mistake, it is a mistake, but it is an honest one. It is my
recollection of when I did this.

Mr. Dodd. Is it further your testimony that President Johnson
was aware of the so-called AMLASH plot?

Mr. Helms. I gave him what I recollect is a good fill-in on what
we were trying to do. The AMLASH operation was a political
action operation to get a political grouping together to unseat
Castro. I recognized it in one of the documents, because I noticed it
the other day in this group of documents, some officer in the
Cuban operations testified to the fact that that was referred to
consistently in the group as an assassination operation. That is not
my recollection of the case. It was not an assassination operation
or designed for that purpose.

I think that I do know what I am talking about here, but there
are other witnesses to that. Mr. FitzGerald is dead, but there are
other gentlemen who worked with him at the time.

Mr. Dodd. As you said in your earlier testimony, it is semantics
that we are having trouble with.

Mr. Helms. If you are the target, there is a great deal of differ­
ence whether somebody is thinking of doing something to you 10
miles from here and actually doing something. I don’t mean to
indulge too much in semantics, but it is a question of whether
anything happened or not.

Mr. Dodd. That is not the question. We are talking about what
was planned to happen.

Mr. Helms. The AMLASH operation was designed to try and get
this man to organize a political action operation and a military
operation to get rid of Castro. It was he who kept saying that the
fastest way to do this is to kill the man. But this didn’t mean that
the Agency was interested in that aspect of the thing and the
primary reason for being in touch with him was quite the opposite.
We were trying to do various things to rein him in.

Mr. Dodd. It was not suggested that there be a democratic elec­
tion to unseat Castro?

Mr. Helms. I should say not. But if you go through the records of
those years, you will find it was the whole U.S. Government was
behind this one.

Mr. Dodd. Well, could you distinguish this one, then, from the
other ones? You didn’t want to characterize the other efforts as
assassination plots or efforts to single out and get rid of Castro?
This one you describe as more of a political operation. I am having
a difficult time distinguishing the earlier ones if they are to be
distinguished.
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Mr. Helms. Well, I think it goes back, Mr. Dodd, to what I was
saying a few minutes ago where one government mounts oper­
ations to unseat another government, at what point does what
word become what word. You are trying to unseat them and you
are trying to unseat them by the means at your disposal. Some
may be shooting with guns. Others will take off and go to the hills.
Others might be that you could arrest them and put them in jail.
You know this as well as I do. It is the history of the world. There
are coups constantly going on.

All I am trying to say is the U.S. Government had a policy for
many months of trying to mount a coup against Fidel Castro.

Mr. Dodd. I would like to draw your attention to JFK-527. I
would ask the clerk to show the witness, Mr. Helms, a copy of this
exhibit.

Mr. Helms, as they bring it over to you, this is page 94 of the
CIA’s 1967 Inspector General’s report. Do you have a copy of it
there?

Mr. Helms. Yes, I do. I think this is correct. Is this about the
AMLASH meeting?

Mr. Dodd. There you go; that is the proper one. Again, just to
make sure I understood you, your testimony was that you didn’t
consider AMLASH to be an assassination plot? It was more of a
political operation?

Mr. Helms. That is right.
Mr. Dodd. OK. Now let me read the section where you identified

the document. I am reading what is underlined here, and I think
for the purpose of the record it is important to note that the
underlining was done by the Inspector General. It was not done by
the committee.

It is likely that at the very moment President Kennedy was shot, a CIA officer
was meeting with a Cuban agent in Paris and giving him an assassination device for
use against Castro.

Now, again, I am reading from the same report that we read
from earlier. They are calling it an assassination device. Are we
getting semantical here again?

Mr. Helms. No. I think the device, that was a hypodermic with
some kind of poison in it-----

Mr. Dodd. I am having a hard time hearing you, Mr. Helms.
Mr. Helms. I believe it was a hypodermic syringe they had given

him with something called Black Leaf-40 in it. This was in re­
sponse to AMLASH request that he be provided with some sort of a
device whereby he could kill Castro. He returned this device on the
spot to the case officer. The case officer brought it back to Wash­
ington and that was the end of the plot.

Mr. Dodd. OK, but for purposes of discussion, the officer gave
this Cuban, this agent in Paris, a device with that material you
described in it. I presume the material, if injected into a human
being, would kill him; is that right?

Mr. Helms. I would think so, yes.
Mr Dodd. So the officer gives the Cuban agent the device to kill

somebody.
M.r- Helms. I am sorry he didn’t give him a pistol, because it

would have made the whole thing a lot simpler and less exotic.
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Mr. Dodd. Well, whether it is a pistol or a needle, if AMLASH is
a political plot to destabilize the government, what in the blazes
are we giving an agent a device to kill Castro for if it is not an
assassination plot? }

Mr. Helms. Well, if you want to have it that way, why don t you
just have it that way.

Mr. Dodd. It is not what I want.
Mr. Helms. I think it is what you want.
Mr. Dodd. I am reading to you from reports prepared at your

request by the Inspector General. I’m not fabricating, I am quoting.
Mr. Helms. I understand that.
Mr. Dodd. Well, it is not a question of what I want. It is a

question of what this committee would like to know, and the com­
mittee is not satisfied, I don’t believe, at this point as to exactly
what the characterization of AMLASH was.

Mr. Helms. Well, I have told you what I believe the characteriza­
tion of AMLASH to be.

Mr. Dodd. What does that have to do with this?
Mr. Helms. Because we gave him a gun or hypodermic syringe or

whatever the case may be at his request because he had aims on
Castro. If that is your definition of an assassination plot, then have
it that way. It is quite satisfactory with me.

Mr. Dodd. But it is your characterization that it would not
be-----

Mr. Helms. No; it is not. He didn’t accept the weapon. If we gave
him a gun and he gave it back, there is no way he was going to
make an assassination or murder with that particular device, was
there?

Mr. Dodd. It is not a question of what he wanted to do. It is what
we were trying to do by giving him this device that is important.
That is what I am driving at.

Mr. Helms. Is it important? I thought you had Mr. Cubela testi­
fying that they never even knew he was in touch with the CIA. So
how is it relevant to the hearings of this committee, let alone the
Warren Commission?

Mr. Dodd. I would suggest to you that it might be relevant, if, in
fact, Mr. Castro was aware of the fact that we were engaging in an
activity designed to cause his early demise.

Mr. Helms. Well, if he didn’t know it, he could have guessed it.
Mr. Dodd. To the best of your knowledge, Mr. Helms, was the

AMLASH operation, well, I guess called in in-house jargon a secure
operation, an operation where to your knowledge there were not
any leaks.

Mr. Helms. The allegations I believe have been made by some
officer connected with it that he felt there had been leaks.

Mr. Dodd. I am sorry. I didn’t hear you.
Mr. Helms. The allegation I believe has been made by some

officer connected with the operation that there were leaks, that it
was not a secure operation. The merits of that allegation I do not
know. I know that the Senate committee seemed to feel that this
was the case and I believe they came to the conclusion that it was
a double agent operation.
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I never believed that it was a double agent operation. I am now
supported by Mr. Castro and Mr. Cubela. I don’t know whether
that support gives me any solace or not. . . ,

Mr. Dodd. Just a second ago you said even if he didn t know, he
could have guessed anyway.

Mr. Helms. Sure.
Mr. Dodd. I will ask that JFK exhibit F-527 be entered into the

record at this point.
Mr. Fithian [presiding]. Without objection it is admitted.
[JFK exhibit F-527 was entered previously.]
Mr. Dodd. Mr. Helms, I would like to show you JFK exhibit

F-512. This is an affidavit that was prepared by an individual who
no longer works with the Agency. The name at the top is a ficti­
tious name, not his real name.

Mr. Helms. That is known in the jargon as a cryptonym.
Mr. Dodd. Then, Joseph H. Langosch is a cryptonym. This indi­

vidual is a person who has extensive experience in counterintelli­
gence matters related to CIA operations against Cuba.

In fact, quoting from his background here, he worked for the
Agency from 1955 to 1968. During 1963, he functioned in two
capacities as a CIA officer, the first capacity being as Special
Assistant to the Chief of the Special Affairs staff, and the second
capacity being as the Chief of Counteri'ntellgience for the Special
Affairs staff.

During 1963, the Special Affairs staff was the CIA staff responsi­
ble for CIA operations directed against the Government of Cuba
and the Cuban intelligence services and that as Chief of Counterin­
telligence for the Special Affairs staff he was responsible for safe­
guarding the Special Affairs staff against penetration by foreign
intelligence services, particularly the Cuban Intelligence Service.
So he was directly involved here on page 4.

Mr. Helms. He is the man I was talking about a few moments
ago when I said somebody identified with the operation made the
allegation that this was an assassination plot. The gentleman may
have heard somebody say this, but I had not heard anybody say it.
I had occasion to ask if this was the common talk in the SAS staff
from someone else who was there in a high position and I am told
it was not.

So, I don’t know the merits of the case. I have no reason to put
the man down on his affidavit, but on the other hand this was not
my understanding of it.

Mr. Dodd. Well, for the purpose of the record, for the other
committee members who may not be aware of his statement in the
affidavit, he says that the AMLASH operation might have been an
insecure operation prior to the assassination of President Kennedy
because it was highly possible that as of 1962 the Cuban Intelli­
gence Services had knowledge of the CIA’s association with persons
involved in the AMLASH operation, including AMLASH 1, also
known as blank, and that the information which led him to doubt
the security of the AMLASH operation prior to the assassination of
President Kennedy was available to senior level CIA officials, in-

Desmond FitzGerald. And the last paragraph states that
the AMLASH operation prior to the assassination of President
Kennedy was characterized by the Special Affairs staff, Desmond 
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FitzGerald, and other very senior CIA officials, as an assassination
operation initiated and sponsored by the Central Intelligence
Agency. .

Mr. Helms. It is interesting to me that a man who is so close to
Mr. FitzGerald spells his name wrong.

Mr. Dodd. How do you spell the name?
Mr. Helms. It has a capital G.
Mr. Dodd. That may not be his fault. That may be the stenogra­

pher’s fault.
Mr. Helms. But he has all kinds of initials in the margin here in

which he made certain corrections. He would have had the oppor­
tunity to take note of that, too, I would think.

Mr. Dodd. We will take note of that. Obviously, you have had
some experience in intelligence work. Would you like to comment
on this aside from that?

Mr. Helms. You know, it is an interesting fact that this commit­
tee knows more about the truth of the assertions than I do because
you have talked to Cuban officials. The meeting in Cuba at which
Cubela testified has occurred within the last 2 or 3 months, and I
imagine in the two trips that this committee has made to
Havana—at least the newspapers tell me it has been two trips—
you have had a chance to satisfy yourself perhaps as to whether
the operation was insecure or not.

The Cuban position seems to indicate that it was secure, that
they did not know about it. That is why I say it is interesting. I
have nothing to contribute myself. I don’t know whether it was
insecure or not. I can only tell you, though, that intelligence offi­
cers are just as human as most people and the fellow who doesn’t
feel that maybe he was properly appreciated at one time in his
career is always glad to get back at his superiors by saying he was
the one who was right and they were the ones who were wrong.

Mr. Dodd. Fine. Mr. Chairman, at this point I would terminate
my line of questioning and turn back the balance of my time.

Thank you, Mr. Helms.
Mr. Helms. Thank you, Mr. Dodd. Thank you very much.
Mr. Fithian. We were not sure, Mr. Dodd, that you had a bal­

ance of time, but we do want to thank you for your exhaustive
questioning.

I think the plan here, Mr. Helms, is very soon to go back to the
counsel, but I am going to exercise the prerogative of the Chair
because I have a plane to catch and I want to ask a couple of
questions before I leave.

Mr. Helms, the fact that Oswald was in possession of information
of some sort on U.S. radar equipment and radar operating proce­
dures at the time he defected or attempted to defect to Russia in
1959 is of some interest to us. Some people claim that he might
have had knowledge of the U-2 spy plane performance characteris­
tics as well, although that is less certain.

But we are certain at least about the radar information. He told
a State Department official, as you testified this morning I believe,
in Moscow in 1959 that he intended to give this information to the
Soviets.

My question is: Was the CIA aware of Oswald’s defection and the
extent of his radar training in 1959?
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Mr. Helms. I don’t know, Mr. Fithian. My impression was that
we first heard of his defection to the Soviet Union through State
Department channels. Having been a marine and therefore a re­
sponsibility of the Navy Department, I think the Agency would not
have gotten very close to Mr. Oswald. They would not have regard­
ed him as part of our responsibility.

Mr. Fithian. So then the Agency, though aware, I would pre­
sume there is some procedure for Americans, for your handling or
someone handling American attempts to defect?

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir. He went to the Embassy in Moscow, and the
ordinary Consuls would have handled this affair.

Mr. Fithian. And you or the Agency would not have been, under
a routine arrangement, have been alerted by the State Depart­
ment?

Mr. Helms. Well, I think we would have heard from the State
Department and I believe that we did hear from the State Depart­
ment. We would have had no jurisdiction in the case.

Mr. Fithian. Would you, would the Agency then not have—as a
matter of practice—not have inquired of DOD or someone as to
how much damage to our U-2 operation, let’s say, theorized, that
Oswald might be able to do by the defecting?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. We might have, but I would have
thought that the feeling would be that that was the Navy Depart­
ment’s responsibility.

Mr. Fithian. Is it your best assessment that in all probability the
Agency did not make any effort to assess the potential damage of
Oswald’s-----

Mr. Helms. I think that is right. In other words, he was another
Marine, but what specialty he had or what he had been involved
with, I don’t think we would have gone into that unless it were
volunteered to us in some form.

Mr. Fithian. Then the return of a defector to the United States,
as Oswald did in 1962, is that—would that trigger an action by the
Agency to interview him?

Mr. Helms. Normally it would have, except that he would have
been regarded by the Agency as a member or a Reserve member
from the Defense Department, and therefore it would have been up
to the Navy to take him over and talk to him.

Mr. Fithian. Now, I thank you for your assessment. I would like
your best guess on this. I doubt that you have any specific informa­
tion, though you may.

Given your work in the whole field of intelligence, is it reason­
able for this committee to assume that with Oswald’s background
and his attempt to defect, that he would be “an uninteresting
target” to the KGB?

Mr. Helms. I simply do not understand that assertion. I would
have thought, to begin with, that any American who went to the
Russian Government and said, “I want to defect to the Soviet
Union would have immediately been taken over by the KGB to
find out what his game was because, after all, the KGB’s charter is
to protect the Soviet state against infiltration.

How would they know that he was serious about this? How
Yould. they know that the CIA had not sent him to make a fake
detection and to try to get into Soviet society through this device?
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So for that reason, if not for many others, I find it quite incredi­
ble, the assertion by Nosenko that Oswald was never interrogated
or was never in touch with the KGB while he was in the Soviet
Union. This really stretches one’s credulity. It goes back to the
testimony this morning that this is the hardest thing about the
whole Nosenko case to swallow, and I have not been able to swal­
low it in all these years.

Mr. Fithian. Then my own belief that it is highy improbable
that the KGB would have so acted, you would not find that too far
off base?

Mr. Helms. No. In other words, I would have thought they would
have grabbed him immediately.

Mr. Fithian. With all of that, and that is where I sort of come
down to, this did not rule out him becoming a bona fide agent as
far as the Agency was concerned? That is, it did not rule out
coming down favorably on his own as far as the Agency was
concerned?

Mr. Helms. You see, I don’t know whether you were here this
morning when we were talking about this.

Mr. Fithian. Yes, I was.
Mr. Helms. I realize that the publications are full of sentences

saying that the Agency considered or made the judgment that
Nosenko was bona fide. When we speak about the Agency, we are
speaking about an organization, and normally when an organiza­
tion is going to take a position, the various people in it decide that
this is the position that ought to be taken and there is some record
made of this.

I don’t ever recall having taken a position in writing or a firm,
final position about Nosenko’s bona tides. I did make a decision
that he was to be resettled. I feel that there is no basis for me to
waver in my feelings here.

When I was talking this morning, I omitted to make a point in
connection with that memorandum which I signed off on and
which is a matter of your record here now in the committee hear­
ings so there is no need to get the document.

But in that April 2 memorandum of 1963, which I signed off on,
there were various steps outlined in the attachment to the memo­
randum about the resettling of Nosenko and I would like to read
step 5 for the benefit of the committee because I think it is rele­
vant here.

I said:
When we have favorably resolved this agreement within the Agency as to his

bona fides, we will allow him his ultimate freedom, including assistance in finding
suitable employment. If disagreement persists, however, as to his bona fides beyond
the end of this calendar year, we will consult with other appropriate Government
agencies as to whether he may be allowed full freedom as a nonresident alien or
whether the security of the United States require his deportation.

I have a note here that I misread the date on the copy I have of
the memorandum. Maybe my eyesight is not very good here; 1969
was the date of the memorandum. I am sorry. It is such a bad copy.
It is April 2, 1969.

In any event, if the Agency records do not have in them a
memorandum which bears my signature which says that this ? gen-
cy’s position is that Nosenko is bona fide, I think that would b­
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out my recollection that I never made a final decision on the
subject. . . .

Mr. Fithian. My problem—and this is an opinion rather than a
question, Mr. Ambassador—my problem is that as I look over this,
I find it extremely difficult, as I have indicated, to accept that they
would have—to accept Nosenko’s story with regard to the KGB
activity or nonactivity.

I find it almost equally impossible to understand why, in the face
of this, which was considered by many the crucial question about
Nosenko, why we as a Government continued to pay him the kind
of money that we went over this morning in testimony.

I find, as a matter of fact, I find both of these about equally
implausible, if I can come back to this.

Mr. Helms. Well, I think, sir, that you must realize, Mr. Fithian,
that one has difficulty handling these defectors. What do you do
with them? I mean, do you put them on welfare? This is really one
of the problems. Defectors are encouraged to come to this country
because they do have information that is denied to the United
States in these closed societies and otherwise. They have been very
useful in the information they have turned over.

I am told that Mr. Nosenko, in certain categories, has made a
very useful contribution to American intelligence. But if you have
the man on your hands, and even if he is not turning out to be
particularly useful, do you want him wandering around as a public
charge? I don’t think we do.

Now you can get down to the details of whether he is being paid
the correct amount or not. I think that is Admiral Turner’s respon­
sibility now. I have not had to deal with this matter for 5 years. I
prefer that you ask him if he thinks he is worth it now.

Mr. Fithian. Thank you very much. I have no further questions.
Mr. Preyer. Mr. Goldsmith is recognized for a few additional

questions on direct.
Mr. Blakey. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could ask a question?
Mr. Preyer. The Chair recognizes Mr. Blakey.
Mr. Blakey. Ambassador Helms, I have not, up until this point,

asked questions in our hearing before. I had an occasion several
years ago in a public forum to ask a question of Mr. Colby along
the lines of what I would like to ask you now. I wonder if you
would respond to it.

You had a conversation with Congressman Dodd in which you
discussed the pre-Bay of Pigs plots involving the Mafia and the
post-Bay of Pigs involving the Mafia. You raised some question in
your mind as to which of the plots were serious in the sense that
they contemplated more than the overthrow of Castro, but more
particularly his personal assassination. I found the factual discus­
sion extremely interesting.

Let me change the focus and direction, if I might. Let me ask you
a moral question, not a legal question, not a practical question, but
a moral question: Would you tell me and the members of this
committee and maybe the American people what possibly could
have been the moral justification for the CIA entering into an
alliance with the Mafia to execute the President of a foreign coun­
try?
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Mr. Helms. There was none. I have apologized for this. I can’t do
any more than apologize on public television that it was an error
in judgment on my part. There was great pressure on us at that
time to try to find connections in Cuba. For my part in this and to
the extent I had anything to do with it, I am heart sorry. I cannot
do any more than apologize.

Mr. Blakey. I understand you say there was no moral justifica­
tion for it.

Mr. Helms. Not that I am aware of.
Mr. Blakey. Thank you.
Mr. Preyer. Mr. Goldsmith?
Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would ask that Mr. Helms be shown JFK F-518. I might state

for the record that JFK F-518 is a summary, a partial summary, of
a conversation involving a woman named Luisa Calderon who was
identified as having possible connections with DGI, Cuban Intelli­
gence.

Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission into the record of this
exhibit.

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the exhibit is ordered admitted
into the record at this time.

[The information follows:]
SUBJECT : Comments of Luisa CALDERON Carralero

1. A reliable source reported that on 22 November
1963, several hours after the assassination of President
John F. Kennedy, Luisa CALDERON Carralero, a Cuban employee
of the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City, and believed to be
a member of the Cuban Directorate General of Intelligence
(DGI), discussed news of the assassination with an-acquain­
tance. Initially, when asked if she had heard the latest
news, CALDERON replied, in what appeared to be a joking
manner, "Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."

2. After further discussion of the news accounts
about the assassination, the acquaintance asked CALDERON
what else she had learned. CALDERON replied that they
(assumed to refer to personnel of the Cuban Embassy)
learned about it a little while ago.

JFK Exhibit F-518

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, this document was provided to the
committee from the CIA and it describes a conversation which
raises the possibility that a woman affiliated with DGI, Cuban
Intelligence, knew about the assassination before it occurred. In
other words, it suggests the possibility of foreknowledge.

I want to be very clear that the committee is not indicating that
this definitely does indicate foreknowledge. It simply raises the
possibilities of foreknowledge.

Do you recall ever having this conversation brought to your
attention?

Mr. Helms. I really can’t remember. I just don’t have any idea. I
imagine it would have been brought to my attention and I imagine 
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we would have tried to follow up to find out what it meant, but I
don’t have a personal recollection of it.

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you know whether this particular informa­
tion was ever communicated to the Warren Commission?

Mr. Helms. I have no idea.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think that it should have been?
Mr. Helms. I would have thought that it would have been one of

the things that would have been reported to them, but I don’t have
any specific knowledge that it was. This did not show up in the
Warren Commission report?

Mr. Goldsmith. Again, Mr. Helms, I am not in a position to
answer questions.

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. I won’t ask you any more questions, Mr.
Goldsmith.

Mr. Goldsmith. I appreciate that.
Did the Agency ever conduct an investigation to determine

whether Lee Harvey Oswald had been connected with the CIA?
Mr. Helms. Yes, and I believe that Mr. McCone presented to the

Warren Commission a sworn affidavit saying that he had no
formal connection with the CIA of any kind. I gather that through
the years a couple of people have been identified who had once
thought that maybe the Agency should have some kind of a contact
with Lee Harvey Oswald, but to the best of my knowledge no
contact was ever made.

In any event, he was not an agent of the CIA and I was horrified
this morning to have Mr. Blakey, as a part of this committee’s
work coming out with the allegation at this late date that he had
some identification with the Agency. Can’t this ever be put to rest?
What does it take to put it to rest?

Excuse me, I am asking you a question. I will rephrase it. I
would hope that at some juncture someone would find some means
of putting this allegation to rest.

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, what did the Agency’s investigation
involve when it was looking into this matter?

Mr. Helms. We have records for one thing in the Agency, and
then on top of that, I have the recollection that various people
were asked whether they knew anything about Oswald or had any
connection with him, people like the officers in the contact divi­
sion, did you ever interview Lee Harvey Oswald; people in the CE
staff, et cetera.

I don’t remember the exact details. Fifteen years later it would
be implausible for me to remember exactly what, but I can assure
you that we would not have asked or suggested or allowed Mr.
McCone to swear out an affidavit, present it to the Warren Com­
mission, unless we believed the affidavit to be truthful.

Mr. Goldsmith. Was there a written report summarizing the
Agency’s investigation?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think one should have been filed?
Mr. Helms. I don’t know.
Mr. Goldsmith. Why not?
Mr Helms. I don’t have any idea why it should have. If it

manifested itself in the affidavit sworn by Mr. McCone, isn’t that
evidence enough?
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Mr. Goldsmith. Are the Agency’s files sufficiently accurate to
resolve that issue?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. You know, after this inquiry today, I
am reminded of the fact that back in the days of the Continental
Congress that intelligence, espionage, and counterespionage were
conducted by committees of the Continental Congress. I think
maybe the best thing to do would be to return secret intelligence to
the aegis of the U.S. Congress and let you fellows run it.

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, did the Agency ever have an oper­
ational interest in Lee Harvey Oswald?

Mr. Helms. Not that I am aware of.
Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that the witness be shown JFK

F-526. I would ask that you read that.
For the record, this is a memorandum dated November 25, 1963.
Mr. Helms. I have glanced at this memorandum. I have not read

it in great detail. Who wrote it?
Mr. Goldsmith. You are asking me who wrote it?
Mr. Helms. Oh, I am sorry. I am supposed to take an anonymous

memorandum and make judgments on it. I’ll do the best I can.
Mr. Goldsmith. I might add that this is a sanitized document

and I would hope you would not want me to indicate who wrote it.
Referring you to the first paragraph that makes reference to the

laying on of interviews.
Mr. Helms. The first paragraph makes reference to the laying on

of interviews with Lee Harvey Oswald.
Mr. Goldsmith. Does the language of this memorandum suggest

that the possibility of a contact with Oswald was contemplated?
Mr. Helms. The memorandum does not say anything about a

contact.
Mr. Goldsmith. Does the memorandum make reference to the

laying on of interviews?
Mr. Helms. It says I had discussed—some time in summer 1960—

with almost a whole line blank, the laying on of interviews through
blank or other suitable channels. At the moment, I don’t recall if
this was discussed while Oswald and his family were on route to
this country or was after his arrival.

Mr. Goldsmith. I am sorry. I didn’t ask you to read the docu­
ment. I simply asked you to-----

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. I didn’t know I was disobeying.
Mr. Goldsmith. I simply asked you whether the document makes

reference to the laying on of interviews?
Mr. Helms. Yes, it says someone thought about laying on an

interview.
Mr. Goldsmith. In light of that, does it suggest that at the very

least a contact with Oswald was contemplated by the Agency?
Mr. Helms. Not by the Agency, by some individual in the

Agency. For a lawyer, I think you ought to be more precise.
Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I am not in a position here today to

respond to your criticism.
Mr. Helms. I am sorry. That was not criticism.
Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, have you testified before at a con­

gressional hearing?
Mr. Helms. At any time?
Mr. Goldsmith. Yes.
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Mr. Helms. Do you mean in my life?
Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir.
Mr. Helms. On more than one occasion, yes.
Mr. Goldsmith. And during those occasions, sir, was the stand­

ard operating procedure for the attorney to ask the questions and
for the witness to answer them?

Mr. Helms. I must confess during my life, Mr. Goldsmith, that I
was usually asked questions by the Senators or the Congressmen
involved.

Mr. Goldsmith. Very well, Mr. Helms. Under those circum­
stances again, was the procedure for the member of the committee
or its staff to ask the questions and to have the witness answer the
questions?

Mr. Helms. Yes.
Mr. Goldsmith. Did anyone tell you before you came to testify

here today that standard operating procedure would not be followed?
Mr. Helms. I don’t recall discussing it with anyone.
Mr. Goldsmith. Fine. Let’s follow the standard operating proce­

dure, Mr. Helms.
Mr. Helms. Certainly, Mr Goldsmith.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you know what followup there was to this

memorandum dated November 25, 1963?
Mr. Helms. I have no idea.
Mr. Goldsmith. I would like to draw your attention to the last

line on this memorandum. It makes reference to the Harvey story.
Mr. Helms. Yes.
Mr. Goldsmith. Do you know what Harvey story that is refer­

ring to?
Mr. Helms. No, I do not.
Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency debrief Lee Harvey Oswald upon

his return from the Soviet Union?
Mr. Helms. I was not aware that it did. I don’t believe it would.
Mr. Goldsmith. Would standard operating procedure have called

for Oswald to have been debriefed?
Mr. Helms. I would not have thought so, Mr. Goldsmith. I think

that the standard operating procedure after he returned to the
United States would have been for the Navy to debrief him

Mr. Goldsmith. Why is that, sir?
Mr. Helms. Because he had been a member of the Marine Corps,

and I believe he stayed in the Marine Reserve, if I am not mistak-
en. But in any event, the understandings were that military offi­
cers were handled by the intelligence organs of the Defense Estab­
lishment.

Mr. Goldsmith. So I take it, then, that the Agency had no
interest in finding out whatever information Oswald may have
picked up during his work at a radio factory in Minsk?

Mr. Helms. I think they would have hoped—they would have got
that information from the Navy.

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency ever obtain that information
from the Navy?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know.
Mr. Goldsmith. Again, Mr. Helms, would you agree that a

memorandum that makes reference to the possibility of the laying
on of interviews on Oswald is contemplating a contact with 
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Oswald? I am not suggesting a contact necessarily occurred, sir, but
that it is contemplating a contact.

Mr. Helms. Apparently someone, and I am sorry but the memo­
randum is so sanitized that I don’t know who it was nor do I know
in what part of the Agency he was, apparently had an idea at some
point it might be a good idea to interview Oswald. To the best of
my knowledge, his thought never came to anything.

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency ever interview the author of this
memorandum to determine whether there was any followup?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I don’t know who wrote the memoran­
dum.

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think if there were a written report
summarizing what the Agency had done in its investigation of the
Oswald allegation, perhaps issues like this might more readily be
resolved?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I think these issues are very difficult to
resolve, particularly 15 years later when I don’t even know what I
am dealing with.

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think the availability of a written report
summarizing the steps that the Agency went through would facili­
tate resolving this issue today?

Mr. Helms. Yes, I think probably it would have been, in light of
hindsight, might have been very useful if we had had a memoran­
dum for the record of everybody in the Agency who was talked to
about Oswald. We should have kept that going for several years.

Mr. Goldsmith. If I may have a moment, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Helms, what is a 201 file?
Mr. Helms. I believe the 201 file, if memory serves, is simply the

number given to a type of file at the Agency in which personality
information is placed. In other words, if you open a 201 file on the
chairman of this committee, for example, it would simply be infor­
mation that had come into the Agency which involved that gentle­
man.

Mr. Goldsmith. Why would the Agency have opened a 201 file on
Oswald?

Mr. Helms. Why would it have?
Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir.
Mr. Helms. I believe at some point a decision must have been

made that Oswald was perhaps a matter of continuing interest and
therefore the information which we held on him should be put in
the file.

I would like to suggest to the committee that when a Govern­
ment agency receives mail it has to do something with it, and one
of the things that you do with it is to try to categorize the type of
information it is and where it would best be filed so that if you
need it at some future date you can get it back.

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that Mr. Helms be shown JFK
exhibit F-534. For the record, that is a Department of State tele­
gram dated October 31, 1959.

Would you please read to yourself that telegram.
Mr. Helms. Yes, Mr. Goldsmith, I have read it now.
Mr. Goldsmith. This telegram makes reference to Oswald indi­

cating his intention or desire to defect, and it says that Oswald has
offered the Soviets any information he has acquired as an enlisted 
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radar operator. My question to you is whether information con­
tained in this particular telegram would normally lead to the
opening of a 201 file?

Mr. Helms. I just don’t know how to anwer the question. I would
have thought so but, on the other hand, maybe a decision would be
made that this was something that involved the Marine Corps and
that this was their concern. After all, the Department of Defense
has a very large Defense Intelligence Agency and then it has
intelligence units in the Army, Navy, and Air Force and they do
have jurisdiction over their people and their security.

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I would ask you to refer to your
previous testimony to this committee on page 75, specifically to line
15 response to the question posed by me:

Mr. Goldsmith. Would the information contained in this telegram normally lead
to the opening of a 201 file?

We are referring to the same telegram. Would you please read
the response that you gave that day?

Mr. Helms.
Mr. Helms. I would have thought so, an American who was defecting to the

Soviet Union would have been of counterintelligence interest and that would have
been quite sufficient to have caused the Agency to open a file.

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission of this
exhibit.

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the exhibit is ordered into the
record at this point.

[Whereupon, JFK exhibit F-534 was received in evidence:]
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Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, when, if ever, is it permissible to
remove a document from a 201 file?

Mr. Helms. I don’t really know what the regulation of the
Agency is any more about the removal of documents. I would have
thought it was not a common practice to remove documents from a
201 file, but whether there were specific cases under which this
might have been done for some particular reason, I suppose there
were.

Mr. Goldsmith. When a document is removed from a 201 file, is
any record of this event required to be kept?

Mr. Helms. Normally I would think that an entry would be
made that such-and-such a document had left the files, so anybody
who was reviewing that file would then realize it was not complete.
But I am so far away from these matters anymore, Mr. Goldsmith,
that I am really not a good witness on these technicalities, and I
am sorry about that. But I am not and I would not like the
vagueness of my memory to mislead anybody.

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask Mr. Helms be shown JFK F-523.
I might indicate this is a form that is used to initiate the opening

of a 201 file.
Mr. Helms, in whose name was this 201 file opened?
Mr. Helms. The name is Oswald, Lee, and the middle name

Henry. Excuse me, I stated December 9, 1960. Is that correct?
Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir.
Mr. Helms. I just wanted to be sure I can read it.
Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency ever initiate inquiry as to why

the file on Oswald was opened under the middle name of Henry
instead of Harvey?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know the answer to that, Mr. Goldsmith. I
believe that it caused a great deal of controversy at the time it was
discovered after President Kennedy’s death. But what the resolu­
tion of the matter was and whether any logical explanation was
found, I do not know.

Mr. Goldsmith. Did you ever see a written report dealing with
this issue?

Mr. Helms. If there was one I don’t recall seeing it, but I have no
doubt that somebody must have made an effort to explain it.

Mr. Goldsmith. You made reference earlier to the date of this
particular document. It is December 9, 1960. The State Department
telegram which we showed you earlier was dated October 31, 1959.
That is the document that made reference to Oswald intending to
defect and to give military information to the Soviets.

Why after the receipt of this State Department telegram in
October of 1959 would it have taken more than a year to open a
201 file on Oswald?

Mr. Helms. I have no explanation for that, Mr. Goldsmith, I am
sorry, I just don’t know.

Mr. Goldsmith. Would a routine name trace for Lee Harvey
Oswald have resulted in a reference to the file opened under the
name Lee Henry Oswald?

Mr. Helms. I believe that the procedure in the Agency was when
traces were being run of this kind that all the Oswalds would have
been run and certainly all the Leo Oswalds would have been run. 
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It was probably at that time it was discovered there was a mistake
here.

Mr. Goldsmith. I take it, your answer then, is yes?
Mr. Helms. Yes.
Mr. Goldsmith. I notice under the section in the middle of the

page where it says other identification, the initials AG are insert­
ed. Do you know what the initials AG stand for?

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, I am not with you.
Mr. Goldsmith. Please look down the right-hand side of the page.

There is a column marked other identification and within that the
initials AG appear. Do you know what that term stands for?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know what that is. I am not familiar with it. I
am sorry, I just don’t know.

Mr. Goldsmith. I understand. I note by looking at the bottom of
the page that Oswald’s file was restricted. Do you know why Os­
wald’s file would have been restricted?

Mr. Helms. No, I don’t.
Mr. Goldsmith. Is that unusual in any way?
Mr. Helms. Maybe because he was an American, but I don’t

literally know the reason.
Mr. Goldsmith. Is it unusual to restrict such files?
Mr. Helms. I wouldn’t have thought so. But the Agency was

loaded with different kinds of classifications and classification pro­
cedures and special arrangements, and so forth, to take care of
unusual circumstances, so I don’t think that was unusual.

Mr. Goldsmith. Are 201 files ever maintained on a covert basis
or is there ever such a thing as a fake 201 file?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. You brought to my attention the fact
that you had discovered one in the Agency. I was not aware of the
phenomenon myself prior to your having brought it to my atten­
tion. Since you did find one, then I concede that I guess there was
such a thing, but I was not aware of the one that you brought to
my attention and I am not aware of any others.

Mr. Goldsmith. Let’s examine that particular one at this point. I
would ask that Mr. Helms be given JFK F-522.

What was the ZR rifle project?
Mr. Helms. My understanding from the hearings of the Church

committee, I believe the ZR rifle originally started out as an indica­
tor for a project which was supposed to cover a man who in turn ,
had been taken on to have available an operational capability to
kill people. This man was hired before I was aware of these things.
I have this in hindsight but I believe that is what the ZR rifle was
supposed to be and then I believe later it metamorphosed into
something else. But anyway, after I became Deputy Director for
Plans, I put on the shelf for good any and all use of his capacity for
killing people. We didn’t need that, so that was the end of that.

If the ZR rifle continued after that, it was in another context and .
I don’t remember precisely what the context was. I can read what
you have given me here, that it was to spot, develop, and use agent
assets for Division D operations. My recollection of Division D was
that it was the operational staff in the Agency which attempted to
procure code and cipher materials overseas for use by the National
Security Agency.
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Mr. Goldsmith. In fact, that form which you were just reading,
the reference to Division D, has no bearing at all upon any execu­
tive action-type problem, any type of assassination program?

Mr. Helms. I would not have thought so. If that was in Division
D, maybe it was there for convenience. Maybe they didn’t know
where else to put it, and I can’t blame them.

Mr. Goldsmith. Is it also possible the person writing these notes
was writing that aspect .of it to mislead people to cover the fact
that this was assassination activity?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know whether that was the idea or not, Mr.
Goldsmith.

Mr. Goldsmith. Let’s take a closer look at this particular docu­
ment. This document consists of handwritten notes. The notes are
in the handwriting of two different individuals.

Mr. Helms. Yes, I notice here on one of the pages, “It should
have a phony 201 to backstop this.”

Mr. Goldsmith. You are reading from which page, sir?
Mr. Helms. I am sorry, they are not numbered, Mr. Goldsmith. I

am not trying to be difficult. It is 1, 2, 3—this is page 4.
Mr. Goldsmith. You are referring to the bottom of the page

where it says, “should have phony 201 in RI”?
Mr. Helms. That is it.
Mr. Goldsmith. The document indicates, “should have phony 201

in RI to backstop this. All documents therein forged and backdated.
Should look like”—I believe that says a “CE file.”

Mr. Helms. I think that must be what it means.
Mr. Goldsmith. Let’s refer your attention now to page 6, two

pages further.
Mr. Helms. Right.
Mr. Goldsmith. At the bottom right-hand portion of the page

approximately five or six lines up, the person wrote in, “Never
mention the word assassination.” Is that true?

Mr. Helms. Yes, that is what it says.
Mr. Goldsmith. Would you turn to the next page. Does that page

say “No projects or papers except for cover”? Does it also say
“cover file create from RIS”—the rest of it not really legible? Does
it contain that language?

Mr. Helms. Yes. I don’t know, I can’t read it either. It is so cut
up and excised, and so forth, it really doesn’t make much sense.

Mr. Goldsmith. In any event, Mr. Helms, do these handwritten
notes contain any indication that this particular project contem­
plated the use of fake files?

Mr. Helms. That is what it says here. I don’t know any more
about it than that, if this is the item I mentioned a moment ago
that you had brought to my attention and I concede that is what
this says. But I find it awfully difficult to deal with these matters
so totally out of context and excised and sanitized, and so forth. My
recollection is as I have told you, that the ZR rifle project was an
individual who was supposed to kill people. He never killed any­
body and he was never used for that purpose after I had anything
to do with it, and any further business the ZR rifle was involved in
was something else’s entirely.
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Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I would ask you to refer to page 86
of your prior testimony which is given at a time when you had
access to the complete document.

Mr. Helms. Is the top of that page supposed to have been cen­
sored by the Agency or is that somebody else’s lining.

Mr. Goldsmith. No, sir, that was not intended to be sanitized by
the Agency. I believe your lawyer will confirm that.

[Witness conferring with counsel.]
Mr. Helms. Excuse me, Mr. Goldsmith, I was confused by what I

was looking at here.
[Witness reading from prior testimony.]
Mr. Goldsmith. The question to you:

Mr. Goldsmith. In any event, would you agree that here is a case where at the
very least agency personnel were contemplating the use of a fake 201 file and
possibly a fake operational file?

Will you please read your answer?
Mr. Helms [reading]:
Mr. Helms. Yes, it looks like that. But then his boss would have known about

this. He would have had to get permission to do that. Somebody would have known
about it.

Is that as far as you want me to read?
Mr. Goldsmith. Yes. I have one more exhibit to show you, Mr.

Helms. I would ask Mr. Helms be given JFK F-524.
While that is being done, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that JFK

F-522, F-524, and F-526 be entered into the record.
Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the exhibits are entered into the

record at this time.
Mr. Goldsmith. In addition, I would ask that JFK F-525, F-512,

and F-523 also be entered into the record.
Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the exhibits are entered into the

record at this point.
[Whereupon, JFK exhibits F-512, F-522, F-523, F-524, and F-526

were received in evidence:]

k-
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JFK Exhibit F-512

— JFK Exhibit* V- S\Z

' affidavit

JOSEPH H. LANGOSCH, a former employee of the Central
Intelligence Agency, being duly sworn, makes oath as follows:

That this statement is made freely, voluntarily, and

without threats, promises, assurances, or remuneration from

any source. '

That from January 5, 1955 until approximately August

1968 I was employed by the Central Intelligence Agency.

That during 1963 I functioned in two capacities as a

CIA officer, the first capacity being as Special Assistant to
the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff and the second capacity

being as the Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special

Affairs Staff.

That during 1963 the Special Affairs Staff was the CIA

staff responsible for CIA operations directed against the

Government of Cuba and the Cuban Intelligence Services.

That as the Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special

Affairs Staff, I was responsible for safeguarding the Special

Affairs Staff against penetration by foreign intelligence

services, particularly the Cuban Intelligence Services.

That I was further responsible as the Chief of Counter­

intelligence for the Special Affairs Staff for initiating and

supervising counterintelligence operations designed to penetrate

the Cuban Intelligence Services.



193

That during the latter half of April 1964, in my

capacity as the Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special

Affairs Staff, I became acquainted with an intelligence

officer of the Cuban Direction General de Inteligencia (DGI).

That the Cuban intelligence officer with whom I

became acquainted had defected from the DGI while in Canada

and subsequently entered the United States and maintained an

operational relationship with the CIA under the cryptonym

That] after his defection, provided the CIA

with certain DGI documents and that none of these documents

concerned or referred to either the assassination of

President Kennedy or Lee Harvey Oswald.

That during May 1964 | reported information to

me concerning the reaction of the DGI in Havana, Cuba to the

assassination of President Kennedy and that this information

is recorded in a memorandum dated May 8, 1964 which I

prepar .'■I for the Chief of CIA's Counterintelligence Staff

and that this memorandum accurately reflects the information

reported to me by/

That the above-referenced memorandum of May 8, 1964

recording | . * s information states that Luisa Calderon

Carralero, also known as Luisa Rodriguez Calderon, was being

paid a salary by the DGI, that she might have had contact

with Lee Harvey Oswald, that during the time she was in Mexico

the DGI had intercepted a letter to her by an American who

signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something similar, that
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after the DGI's interception of the letter she had been followed

by the DGI and seen in the company of an American and that a

DGI officer in Havana, Cuba named Roberto Hernandez de Curbelo

believed that Luisa Calderon Carralero had been recruited,< i

| by the Central Intelligence Agency.

That I do not recall ever reviewing a CIA j of

or being informed about a conversation which transpired on

November 22, 1963, approximately three hours after the

assassination of President Kennedy, in which Luisa Calderon

Carralero may have expressed foreknowledge of the assassination

of President Kennedy.

That during 1965 I prepared a memorandum for the Chief

of the CIA's Western Hemisphere Division for Cuba, entitled

I . . 'Allegations," which concerned security problems

with the AMLASH operation.

That I prepared the following statement at page 3,

paragraph 3A(3) of the memorandum entitled '

Allegations": "Assassination, obviously, is a dangerous game,

not merely to the plotters in a physical sense, but to a

sponsoring government which may suffer severe political

repercussions at home and abroad if its involvement is made

known." That the government referred to herein is the Cnvorn-

ment of the United States and that the plotters referred to

herein were persons connected with the AMLASH operation.

That the AMLASH operation was initiated and supported ••

by the CIA.
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November 22, 1963.

That the AMLASH operation -heel been an insecure operatic
A

prior to the assassination of President Kennedy because it was
highlyjpVofa'ebie that as of 1962 the Cuban Intelligence Service
had knowledge of the CIA’s association with persons involved

That when I prepared the memorandum, entitled \

Allegations,"^the AMLASH operation^-had- been an insecure

operation prior to the assassination of President Kennedy or|

level CIA officials, including Desmond Fitzgerald.

That the AMLASH operation prior to the assassination

in the AMLASH operation, including AMLASH—1, also known as
. .. j

That thesis

to the assassination of President Kennedy was’lukewn to senio
of the AMLASH operation prio

of President Kennedy was characterized by the Special Affairs

Staff, Desmond Fitzgerald and other senior CIA officials as

an assassination operation initiated and sponsored by the CIA.

I understand that this affidavit may be introduced and

received into evidence by the Select Committee on Assassinations

of the United States House of Representatives, and may lead

them to make various findings of fact, and the statutes

applicable to Congressional investigations, including but not

limited to those concerning false statements, obstruction, or ’

misleading, would subject me to criminal penalties for not

telling the whole and complete truth in this affidavit.
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Further affiant saith not.

fOSEPH

NOTARY PUBLIC
ROBERT F. MITCHELL JR.

NOTARY PUBLIC '
IMY COMMISSIOn EXHRS MARCH 3L 1912

Swori} and subscribed to before me
on this /5^day of September, 1978.

, My Commission Expires:
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'6 MAR <Si3

MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. William K. Harvey

SUBJECT: Extension of Authorization of ZRRIFLE
Agent Activities

s REFERENCE: Memorandum dated 19 February 1962,
same subject '

1. For the purpose of ZRRIFLE activities, you are hereby
authorized to retain the services of principal agent QJWIN and
such other principal agents and sub-agents as may be required.
This authorization will continue to be in force through
31 December 1963 subject to renewal at that time.

2. As established by contract with him, QJWIN’s salary
will be $7,200 per annum. Accounting for the expenses of
QJWIN and other agents involved in this activity will be in
the form of receipts for funds received by them, and these
receipts will be retained in the ZRRIFLE covert operational
file. ' Because of the sensitive nature of this activity,
accounting for funds will be by general category and by certi­
fication. In addition to the salary established for QJWIN,
you are authorized the expenditure of $13,800 through
31 December 1963. If further funds are necessary,' they will
be provided. ,-

3. This memorandum approves an amendment of reference '
memorandum increasing funds authorized for the previous pc?^j.c3 ~
from $14,700 to $16,200.

4. This memorandum is to be considered in lieu of project
and constitutes authorization for all travel, per diem, opera­
tional, and other expenses.

5. It is requested that
on an EYES ONLY basis.

this activity be handled strictly

RICHARD HELMS
Deputy Director (Plans)
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19 February 1962

MEMORANDUM FOR: ; William K. Harvey

SUBJECT: Authorization of ZRRIFLE Agent Activities

1. For the purpose of ZRRIFLE activities, you are here­
by authorized to retain the services of Principal Agent QJWIN
and such other principal agents and sub-agents as may be

‘required. This authorization 57111 continue to be in force
through 31 December 1962, subject to renewal at that time.

2. As established by contract with him, QJWIN’s salary
will be $7,200 per annum. Accounting for the expenses of
QJWIN and other agents involved in this activity will be in
the form of receipts for funds received by them, and these
receipts will be retained in the ZRRIFLE covert operational
file. Because of the sensitive nature of this activity,
accounting for funds will be by general category and by your
certification. In addition to the salary established for
QJWIN, you are authorized the expenditure of $7,500 through
31 December 1962. If further funds are necessary, they will
be provided.

3. This memorandum is to be considered in lieu of pro­
ject and constitutes authorization
operational and other expenses.

4. It is requested that this
strictly on an EYES ONLY basis.

for all travel, per diem,

activity be handled

Richard Helms
Deputy Director (Plans)



form ZDI~C]/I Person aLily
Fill l2_.9,bO.
FOIA 1-/I

P.



206

JFK Exhibit F-523
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— JEW ExhicaT p" - 514-
THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

WASHINGTON, D. C SOSOS

Office of legislative Counsel

19 September 1978

Mr. G. Robert Blakey-
Chief Counsel 5 Director
House Select Committee on Assassinations
Washington, D.C. 20S15

Dear Mr. Blakey:
Forwarded herewith is an unsigned memorandum

dated 20 February 1964 concerning a machine listing
of documents for the Oswald 201 file. This document
was not released earlier under FOIA, but has been
declassified in the light of new considerations. It
formerly bore the classification of Secret and the
handling restriction of Eyes Only.

Mr. Goldsmith requested this statement for use of
the document in the public hearings, as the classifica­
tion and handling restriction had been removed when
the document yas approved for release under FOIA.

Very truly yours,
------------£

S.D. Breckinridge ■
Principal Coordinator, HSCA

encl.

JFK Exhibit F-524
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20 February 1964

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chief, |

SUBJECT: Documents Available in OSWALD’S 201 File

1. A machine listing of documents officially recorded as being
in OSWALD'S 201 file was requested and is attached. The actual

• machine work of this type was begun in 1963, but a few items of previous '
• dates were also recorded,

2. A comparison of the documents physically available in the
201 file and those recorded as being in the 201 file has shown that 37
documents which should be in the 201 file are not available in it. This J
total is made up of: -

2 dispatches
7 memoranda from the FBI
1CSCI
2 State Department documents
25 cables.

3. Machine inquiries for the location of these documents have
. not been made.-
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JFK Exhibit F-526

_ ^| I JFK Ekwsvr F-5Zk ~j
Chief ox Station, | . ; • •
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25 Hovecrber 1953

to

Addendum •

SUIJJECT: Mr. Lee Harvey Oswald

4. As an afterthought, I recall also that at the tine I was becoming
increasingly interested in watching develop a pattern that we had discovered
in the course of our bio and research work/ ; the number of Soviet
women carrying foreigners, being permitted to- leave the USSR, then eventually
divorcing their spouses and settling down abroad without returning "home".
The (, case was among the first of these, and we eventually turned '
up sonething like two dozen similar cases.-' ■ ■■■ - .■

' became interested in the developing
trend We had come across. It was partly out of curiosity to learn if
Oswald’s wife would actually accompany him to our country, partly out of
interest in Oswald’s own experienced in the U SSR, that we showed
intelligence interest in theyihirvej) story. '

1. It makes little difference, now, but/ had at one time an
I interest in Oswald., As soon as I had heard OswalS's name, I recalled
that as/ . - I had discussed — sometime in Summer 1950 — .
with ( . x ’  .the laying
on of interview(s) through I . or other suitable channels. At the
moment I don’t recall if this was discussed while Oswald and his family
were en route to our country of if it was.after their arrival. . ■ -

2., I remember that Oswald's unusual behavior in the USSR had struck . .
me from the moment-I had read the first STPfTS- (dispatch on him, and I

. told, my subordinates something amounting to "Don’t push too hard'to get-"..'
the information .we’need-, because this individual looks, odd." i .We were -.
particularly interested' in theixfo Oswald might-provide on thy Minsk - ; ’
factory in which ho had been employed, on certain sections of the city ;
itself, and of course’we sought the usual'^hat might help develop ..
■Foi-aignpersonality dossiers. . ■ BMRAPH1C INFoRMAtio.'/ •

3. I was phasing into my ne.>f-.'cover assignment/  . at '
the time; Thus, I would have left our country shortly after Oswald’s arrival
I do not know what action developed thereafter. . -I



211

Mr. Goldsmith. The first page of JFK exhibit F-524 is a letter
from Mr. Breckinridge to Professor Blakey of this committee. I
would refer your attention—why don’t you read both pages.

Mr. Helms. I have had a chance to read not only Mr. Brecken­
ridge’s covering memorandum to Mr. Blakey but also the attached
memorandum which is unsigned and just says “To Chief,” I don’t
know what.

Mr. Goldsmith. Does this memorandum make reference to 37
documents being missing from Oswald’s 201 file?

Mr. Helms. Yes, it does. It says that:
In 1964, February 20, a comparison of the documents available in 201 file and

those recorded as being those in the 201 file has shown 37 documents which should
be in the 201 file are not available in it.

And there is a breakdown of what seems to be missing.
Mr. Goldsmith. Was this document ever brought to your atten­

tion?
Mr. Helms. I can never remember it having been brought to my

attention.
Mr. Goldsmith. Were you ever informed that at some time there

were at least 37 documents missing from Oswald’s 201 file?
Mr. Helms. No; I doubt that would have been brought to my

attention. I would assume somebody in charge of the registry would
have gone looking for the documents.

Mr. Goldsmith. Is the information contained in this document
particularly sensitive?

Mr. Helms. You mean sensitive operationally or in a security
sense?

Mr. Goldsmith. Sensitive in the sense that the Agency normally
attributes to that term.

Mr. Helms. I wouldn’t have thought so.
Mr. Goldsmith. In light of that, why would this document have

carried the classification of “secret” and the restriction “for eyes
only” prior to its declassification?

Mr. Helms. Sir, I am sorry but I don’t see “eyes only” on it nor
do I see “secret” on it.

Mr. Goldsmith. I understand that. I said prior to its declassifica­
tion.

Please reread the letter to Professor Blakey from Mr. Brecken­
ridge.

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. Maybe it was overclassified. A lot of -
documents in the agency were.

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you, Mr. Helms. I have no further
questions.

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of other «
exhibits which relate generally to the subjects of Mr. Helms’ testi­
mony, but with respect to which there was not sufficient time to
ask specific questions. They have been marked for identification as
JFK F-513 through F-517, F-519, F-521, F-525, F-528, F-530, and •
F-533. May they be admitted into evidence at this time?

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, they may be admitted into evi­
dence.

[The exhibits referred to above follow.]
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"!?Sl IF-T'. SU3J ASKED SOV GUARD I'ZAU OBYEDKO’rj ~ , IF.THERE ..

;4SYTHIMG i'E'-’..RE TELEGRAM TO “ASHIN'GTON. | '"'/iit;
NOTHIN® RECEIVED.. YET, HUT REQUEST HAD =EEN SENT. ■ r ' --y':;' '

JFK Exhibit F-513
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JFK Exhibit F-514

** —a—men— agihirwunHJM-r s <ji aok
WTC:mfd . ' — t>HvBVT P - 5” 1 p- ----

MEMORANDUM March 26,.ig64

SUBJECT: Mexico - CIA Dissemination of Information on
Lea Harvey Oswald on March 24, ig64

The CIA directed a. memorandum to J. Lee Rankin

(Commission Document No. 631) in which it.set forth the

dissemination of the Information on Lee Harvey Oswald. I

realize that this memorandum is only a partial answer to

our inquiry to the CIA dated March 16, 1964 and I hope that .
the

the complete answers will give us/additional information we

requested..

We would like to know Just when

| got T.he information with respect to Lee Harvey Oswald .

and what was the information and how was it obtained. How

did the information get from Mexico to the CIA in Washington,

and in what fora did it come? .

At what point was the information that'the Lee

Harvey Oswald was probably the Lee Harvey Oswald who had

defected and was married to a Russian developed so that when-.. •*

the telegram went from the CIA in Washington to the various

agencies it contained such information. In other words, I

would like to know whether this was information available in
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Mexico or did. this additional information get in the message

only after it reached Washington and. the information was

being disseminated to the various agencies.

As you know, we are still trying to get an explana­

tion of the photograph which the FBI showed Marguerite

Oswald soon after the assassination. I hope that paragraph 4

of the memorandum of March 24, ig64 sent Mr-. Rankin by the

CIA is not the answer which the CIA intends to give us as to

■this inquiry.

We should also determine why the Navy never furnished

. the CIA with copies of the most recent photographs of Oswald-



R occa n&tc H Helms

P.l^
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— JFK £iw F-515 -

5 March 1964

This is responsive to paragraph 3 oi Rankin's letter (see
reference tab). JA does not desire to respond directly to
paragraph 2 of that letter which made a levy for our material
which had gotten into the hands of th" Secret Service since
23 November. We found that, except for three telegrams, all
that the Secret Service had was material we had sent to
McGeorge Bundy at the White House. Apparently, ho had
simply passed it to the Secret Service as a matter of internal

 —information.

Unless you feel otherwise, (*)  would prefer to wait out
the Commission on the matter covered by paragraph 2. If
thay come back on the point he feels that you, or someone
from here, should be prepared to go over to show the
Commission the materials rather than pass them to them in
copy. Incidentally, none of these items are of new substantive
interest. We have either passed the material in substance to
the Commission in response to earlier levies, or theitems
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous six photo--
graphs which were not of Oswald, and the passenger manifest
on an airline which also did not pertain to Oswald.

If you desire to take note of the levy in paragraph 2, we
would recommend that you indicate in the attached proposed
memorandum solely that we will take care of it separately.

. 573-350 (*)  - Staff employee •
Oocumont Nurno&l. • -

for FOIA Review otj. JUS E78

JFK Exhibit F-515
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JFK Exhibit F-516

. OS COP?; '-
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CLASSIFIED MESSAGE ±

wNlT :

DATE

DEFERREDCQNP-r
ROUTINE

INFO

I LOCALLY

RS?’AND POSSIBLE IDENTIFI CATION ESING DISSEMINATED

EDQS ADVISED ON ANT FURU'h-iR CONTACTS OR PCS UTTS IDENTIFICATION

OF OSWALD

28 Sep

□ INDEX . |.
□ NO INDEX *■ -------------

□ RLE IN OS RLE NO.

(phonetic) stated he a
spoke ^rith Consul. He
to Washington. No loc

FROM: DIRECTOR

ROUHNS

REPRODUCTION BY OTHER THAN -THE-ISSUING OFrlCFIS PROHIBITED

COORDINATING OFFICtRS 0CU*-l
tM>u4M (raw *.IO^*4X

umu^ano.l
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JFK Exhibit F-517
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JFK Exhibit F-519

CERTIFIED TRUE COPY

5. May 1964

Subject— Generals
Specifici OSWALD CASE '

THE SOURCE DOES NCI HITS DIRECT KKWIEDGS 0? LES HAITH OSWALD OR HIS ACTIVITIES
HUT WAS A=IS TO rscvns T~~-7S OF TsTESEST |0N . _ _ fcUBAU JST^mO.gCj
OFFICERS ASSIGNED TO TSS HE3CCXCS GSIF.SA1 EE. TCTFXIGEiCla.

I THS I3FCHMATICW APPSABETt HELCW WAS FURNISHED HZ
TEH SCHEGS AID IS HZZZD TO QUE3TICU3 SUBMUTEE EX . . I

X. Frier to Cctutea- IS63, OSWALD visited ths Cuban Euhassy in. Manina
City an two cr three- ru—wnm. Refers, during and after these visitor, OSWALD

in contact with the D1 -*  m -*  TCW G-^U.-.-i iL DE I2d~.-J .TCiFNCxl (DOI J, speedfl rally
■with. Ixiisa CALDERON, -faie.1, V --'.'■ A Rama and Rcct-TH r» ROCREGHEZ Lopes.

VEGA whose Cuban inteHLgence pseodonya is HABCCS is ths - current
Cuban IS r-M~f in Mexico. Ea recently has had a tour of duty in Habans, prior
to wh-r eh he Bald jS. sacs post as near as Cuban IS chiaX in H—rlca. ~

KODRIGUSZ is a Cuban IS staff officer in MaxLco. He has three Cuban
intelligence p-*w~U  'i'-yne Eduardo, Ca-rt—n and Jose Antonio.

The pr-wHse relationship of Inisa CiTD?-G3 io the DGI is not' clear.
She suent about sin nmtb-e in Mexico from which aha returned to Cuba early in

CCMSiT: | has the following i—femnees ccncer-i.r— Inina
CALDERON Cormlsral Shs -•as assigned to tbs cocacarcial of "Poe of tbs Cuban
Euhassy in Hsxica City, and she bad arrived in Mer1 rx> on 16 January 1963 and
on 11 Deeeaber 1963 cads a reservsticn io return to Cuba on Cabana Airlines

| Shs left Mexico City for
Havana on 15 Decscber 1963 using passport 2/53/7

I Another reference \said that her daieciif
arrival in was 19 January. IS63 and that she had replaced Rosario VAZtJJSZ,

■ a Mexican secretary in tha covcevr1 al. office. Other references apparently con­
cerning the subject are . I 1
vh^'t do net appear ta add anything of interest to that given above.

2. The source does not krxar whether or not the"Catan Services used CSWAID
"in a-y agent capacity or other rr-mrer.'

3. A. When Eer*s  of the assassination of President nhnr—cy reached the
DGI, it caused nuch extent concerning the fact OSWALD had been in the Cuban
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Enbasoy in Mexico. In addition, ardors warn issued far- all headquarters and
fi aid officers of tha DGI to sort and par'rigs all documents according to whether
they wrs "Huy sacreto" (vary secrat), "secrete0 (secret), and "iroiartaiito0
(inpartant). Tha notarial ones packaged, was to- be held pending farther instruc—
tiers. - In addition, a17 travel by DGL officers and all SGI pouches vers- sus­
pended taxporar4 ly. .

B. When the news that OSWALD was the assaaain reached- tha DGI, there
was no terediata concent but, when Fidel CASED spoke cn television to deny
Cuban invulvasant, there was considaxubla ccmaant concerning CSUAiD’s visit to
the Cuban Embassy in Mexico. At fids tire VAGI, who has been nantiocad previously,
was in Cuba ard cu-vnited to a group of Dll staff officers that OSWALD had coms
to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico to request a visa bit had bean refused. VJdi did
not give any dab-a-tl-, and. the subject was not. pursued— ■

lu It in not k-rcwn whether inforsatian on CSWAID’s visit to the Cuban '
Consulxte in M-rd.co in September 1563 was relayed to ary Cuban service.

5. It is not known if tha Cuban 1 ntnlltg-ires sarvices had cray-act with.
tha Hew Orleans*  Fair Play for Cuba Cosxdttee.

6. Tha only Holina who is recalled is "The Hocac“, the Cuban whs- was con­
victed in Kew Tarx City for ths tnr.lwr of a young girl during a clash between
two Cuban groups. Tha EGI staff officer who had been in tbs United Hate <ro. la.
Sew fork, SAiiTESTABAM traveled to Cuba with "Tb.s Hock1’ and with another Cuban
named OHIHJEU and upon arrival in Cuba tried to obtain lenl/ywrt for both.
indi vidua-1e. The iuisj Pedro Charles and Pctar have no known 

7. Ths reaction cf Soviet of ft dais in contact with the Cuban intelli—
genca services is not known.

8. nothing is kacwi aboit Soviet proposals following the news of Pre^d—rb.
Kennedy’s assassination.

2
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■before 23 Hoverher 1963? IT so which service?

li.

' 5

6

■ T

8

assassin

-»>. I

2. Were the Cuban services, .using CSWALQ In ans
any other nnnr.er, before 23 Kovencer 19^3 ?.

Proposed Questdcns ca Oswald Case
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JFK Exhibit F-521

19 June IJoU

TO

FP.CM

SU3J

1. On 15 May 196U, we provided the president's Commission
with a ^rr—ai-y of our debrief Ing of Cuban defector| who nad
no personal knowledge of Oswald and no information 1 •’-'king him no

Cuban intelligence services in any ~^n-r. As a follow-up,
Mr. Howard ?. Villens of the Ccsnissicn asked if he could see the
questions used in the interrogation.

2. Cn 18 June, I took the questions and source's responses
to the Crt—i on and shewed then to Mr. Villens. He studied than
and returned the questions to me with the observation that they were
very thorough and fill ly satisfied his requirements. He said that he
’saw no need to pursue this angle any further. The questions and
answers exhibited to Mr. 'H1 l-"s are attached. At no time during
our contacts with the Commission did ire disclose the source's identity 

3- Mr. Willens indicated that the Commission was winding
up its investigation. He was highly complimentary of CHA, referring
to the agency personnel he encountered here end in Mexico as "real
professionals." Mr. Willens asked that-I convey his cast regards to
you.

for FOIA Rcsieiv o£’ JUN 1375
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SOURCE EVALUATION:

The Source is believed to be very reEable. We have
established through independent evidence and cross­
checking that the major part of the intelligence
infm-mation furnished by him is unquestionably
true. For example, we knew independent of this
Source that Manuel VEC-A Perez and Rogelio
RODRIQUEZ Lopez were Cuban intelligence officers
in Mexico.

'{fi
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6 May 1^

Proposed Questions on Oswald Case

HSFSSEUCS; Debriefing of Cuban Source dated 5 May l£c^-

L. The source says that prior to October 1963, Oswald visited the
Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on two or three occasions. It is
nublic knowledge ha was in Mexico during the neriod 9-26-63 to
10-3-63. . '

A) khan did source learn of these visits - before or after
the assassination? Please describe in detail the circumstances
under which source learned this information and identities of
the persons involved.

3) Did these- visits take place during the aforementioned.
period or is the source referring to previous visits. If the
latter, try to get more specific deta1'1 s regarding these trips
and the origin of the source's inf or—attm.

2. The source states that oafore, during, and after these visits
Oswald was in contact with the DGI, spacifinal ly Luisa
CALDEHCH, Manuel VZGA Perez and P.ogello PGD3IGUEZ Lopez. ' This

’would appear to mean that one or sore contacts were made after
Oswald returned to the United States i.e., between 10-3-63 3"d
U-22-03.

A) ■■.hat does source mean by. contact?

3) Can he break down these contacts by the specific
individual named, place and type of contact, and date of
occurrence?

C) Did Oswald know or have reason to suspect the
intelligence connections of these persons ?

D) '"cat was the purpose of these contacts?

3) If Oswald did not knew the intelligence
co these indavicuals, what pretexts, if any, were employed in
contacting -in7

/
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G) Did the DGI ever employ physical surveillances, ?
technical devices or camera equipment to cover these contacts.

H) The source' says he does not know whether the Cuban
services used Oswald in any agent capacity or otherwise. This
obviously makes it more important to check out what the source
meant in question one.

3. Did the CGI ever initiate an investigation, of Oswald?

I*-.-  What was the reason for packaging files at DGI headquarters
and field offices after news of the assassination was received?

p. ■ Source was asked whether any provocative material was deliberately
fabricated by the Cubans (Question to confuse the investigation
of Oswald. The reply attributed to him was, "the only fabrication
known is the special matter by Fidel CAS TSO previously mentioned."
Please clarify.

I:

Addendum 13 June with reference to =5/

The only possible fabrication known by source was the specific
deni al by Fidel CASTHO on a TV program, of any Cuban knowledge
of Oswald. 1

-2-
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5 May 1964

Subject - General: ' Debriefing of Cuban Source
Specific: OSWALD Case .

z . .
The source does not have direct knowledge of Lee Harvey OSWALD
or his activities but was able to provide items of interest based on.
Cuban intelligence officers assigned to the Direccion General De
Inteligencia. The information appearing below was furnished by
the source and is keyed to questions submitted.

L Prior to October 1963, 0SWATT) visited the Cuban Embassy
in Mexico City on two or three occasions. Before, during and after
these visits, OSWALD was in contact with the Direccion Generaj. De
Inteligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa CALDERON’, Manuel .
VEGA Perez and Rogelio RODRIGUEZ Lopez.

VEGA whose Cuban intelligence pseudonym is MARCOS
is the current Cuban IS chief in Mexico. He recently has had a

» tour of duty in Habana, prior to which he held the same post as
now as Cuban IS chief in Mexico.

RODRIGUEZ is a Cuban IS staff officer in Mexico. He has
three Cuban intelligence pseudonyms, Eduardo, Casimiro and Jose
Antonio..

The precise relationship of Luisa CALDERON to the DGI is
not clear. She spent about six months in Mexico from which she
returned to Cuba early in 1964.

2. The source does not know whether or not the Cuban Services
used OSWALD in any agent capacity or other manner.

3. A. When news of the assassination of President Kennedy
reached the DGI, it caused much comment concerning the fact
OSWALD had been in the Cuban Embassy in Mexico. In addition,
orders were issued for all headquarters and field officers of the
DGI to sort and package all documents according to whether they
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were "Muy secreto" (very secret), "secreto" (secret), and.
"importance" (important). The material once packaged was to be
held pending further instructions. In addition, all travel by DGI
officers and all DGI pouches were suspended temporarily.

B. When the news that OSWALD was the assassin reached
the DGI, there was no immediate comment but, when Fidel CASTRO
spoke on television to deny Cuban involvement, there was considerable
comment concerning OSWALD'S visit to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico.
At this time VEGA, who has been mentioned previously, was in Cuba
and commented to a group of DGI staff officers that OSWALD had come
to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico to request a visa but had been refused.
VEGA did not give any details and the subject was not pursued.

4. It is not known whether information on OSWALD'S visit to
the Cuban Consulate in Mexico in September 1963 was relayed to any
Cuban service.

5. It is not known if the Cuban intelligence services had contact
with the New Orleans' Fair play for Cuba Committee.

6. The only Molina who is recalled i^ "The Hook", the Cuban who
was convicted in New York City for the murder of a young girl during
a clash between two Cuban groups.. The DGI staff officer who had been
in the United Nations in New York, SANTIESTABAN traveled to Cuba
with "The Hook" and with another Cuban named ORIHUELA and upon
arrival in Cuba tried to obtain employment for both individuals. The
names Pedro Charles and Peter have no known significance.

i

7. The reaction of Soviet officials in contact with the Cuban intelli
gence services is not known.

8. Nothing is known about Soviet proposals following the news of
President Kennedy's assassination.

9. The only fabrication known is the special matter by Fidel
CASTRO previously mentioned.

10. Nothing is known about Jack RUBENSTEIN aka Jack RUBY.

nJ ■ .

12. QSW AI .D' s photo was seen in the newspapers but nothing is
known about him other than what appeared in the press.
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' 1 MAY 1964

Proposed Questions on Oswald Case

1. Whs Lee- Harvey OSWALD knownto the Cuban intelligence services
before 23 November 1963? If so which service?

2. Were the Cuban services using OSWALD in any agent capacity, or in
any nthe-n manner, before 23 November 1963? > .... - —

3. What was the reaction of the Cuban intelligence services to news
of President Kennedy's assassination? To the news that OSWALD
was the assassin? . -

4. Was information on OSWALD'S visit to the Cuban Consulate in Mexico
City in September 1963, relayed to any Cuban service? If so, what
action was taken?

5. Was there any contact between the Cuban intelligence services and
the New Orleans' Fair Play for Cuba Committee?

6. Ha subject ever heard of Mario del ROSARIO Molina, or Pedro
Charles known also as "Peter"?

7. How did the Soviet officials in contact with the Cuban intelligence
services react to news of the assassination? (

8. Did the Soviets propose any type of action or investigation to the
Cuban intelligence services following the news of President Kennedy's
assassination?

9. Was any provocative material deliberately fabricated by the Cuban
services or others and sent to the United States to confuse the
investigation of the OSWALD case?

10. Was Tack RUBENSTEIN aka Jack RUBY known to the Cuban intelligence
services? If so, in what way?

11. Does subject know. who entered Mexico on November
23, 1963 at Neuvo Laredo, Texas and four days later proceded to
Havana by special plane. He was 23 years old and carried a U.S.
passport. He also had a Mexican tourist permit. Develop all
information you can on this individual.

12. Attached is a photograph of OSWALD,|
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S. A. S tern/aw/3-27-^1*-
cc: Mr.' KrnVtn

Mr. Stem
Files '■/

MSDRAIiOuli

TO : Mr. Rankin

FROM : S. A. Stem
— hw F-525-

SUBJECT: CIA File on Oswald

Today, Friday, March 27, lS>5h, X met at CIA haadouartnra with
Mr. Rocca to review the CIA filo on Lee Earrcy Oswald. The .file
contains those Eatariala furnished to us previously by CIA. In
addition, it. cont-ni ns the following mt crisis: 

a. Coble reports frea the CIA station in MexLeo of J.'avehbar
22 and 23,. 1$»3 relating to photographs of a person who hod visited
the Cuban and Soviet Embassies in Mexico City during October and
November. 19o35 reports on these cables furnished on Eevoaber
23 by CIA to-the Secret Service. These massages ere accurately
paraphrased in the attachments to the CIA reromA'.m of March 2k,
IJJok- (Comdsaion Eocumnt io7k).

h. Cable of October 10 from CIA Mexico City station to CIA
headquarters reporting on Oswald contact at Soviet Embassy, and
October 10, 1963 message from CIA hcadsuartars to Mexico City station
of background -tr.fr>rrntinn on Oswald. These mssagos are accurately
reported’ in the CIA mcEarandum. of January 31, 196k.

I did not review any Eater-ala Inter than. Ea verb er 23, 1963.

Mr. Rocca also showed no the "printout” of the' refexancas to
Oswald docunants in the CIA electronic data storage system,. There
was no item Hated which we have not been elven either in full text
or paraphrased. . ’ .

Vhen I evidenced cn interest in the CH electronic data
Tynrr-ring systci, Mr. Rocca said that he would arrange a detailed
explanation at a future visit. •

JFK Exhibit F-525

c

i
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JFK Exhibit F-528

—£mrr F'-5’^S —

e^7i pa, ns in at 0>CQ and. showed

In

f^O/A Rertsve eg JU?I 1375

follows?

2. I

\\
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13 April IS 64-.

MEMORANDUM FORr Deputy Director far Plans

SUBJECT:'-^ ’ j rm Discussians with Mr- Allan W- Dulles
' • ou tna uawaiu uiso 11 rtpXil- ?

1- -At tha instructions of.the DDP, I visitad Nr.,’- '.-.-
Bullas on 11 April to discuss with hiu certain • .questions'
which. Hr- Dulles.feels ths Hams Ccnnission.' nay pass- to •'---5

' CIA- . Mr- Dulles explained that while ths C<sasission^.£v^l--td’
. wished, to clarify certain, aspects- ox the Oswald case-’indT^-nJ;

which .3. rpspcixsa iron CIA scened necessary it. was aotisaxsJs*
how. ther questions should be paswd nor how CIA..should, respond-
Mr. Dulles hop»ad- that, cur discassions Would enablerhi=>to-;i?^,i
advise the-.Ccaaisaicn of this natter- He first, raised-ths^ i^
allagacicn’that Oswald was. a CIA agent.. Ho’H-antio-sdl two
sources for .this accusation- Ona-was Hrs- Maxguerite’-S^Ai^'d.r
Oswald, Lae Harvey Oswald’s aother, and the other was-;Mr—
Mark Ij.no, Mrs—Oswald’s attorney-. He suggested tha?-

- Connissionj'-in askins us this question, night well forward
a sunnary or pertinent excerpts of tha tastiaony concerning
this Bitter. • Ha noted, however, that Mrs. Oswald’s, testi— .
nony was. so incoherent that it would be difficult to find.
pertinent excerpts, thus it would be better for tha Con-

• Hissiou to. srumariza tha testinony, .

2- Mr- Dulles than suggested that the rssponse^to. this'-’
question could he- in the fora of sworn testinsray before the . .-
Canaissicn by a sanior.CIA official or 3 latter or affidavit—-.
He recalled that'the Director of the FBI had. replied by’..---_ — .:■
IbZZct to 3. sinilar question* ’ In any eventMr- Dulles
felt the reply, should be straightforward and to ths point—'-- ’■
He thought language which nade it clear that Lea Harvey.-.^..’ ’
Oswald was never an employee or agent of CIA would suffice—
We'should also state that neither CIA nor. anyom acting, * .-;
on CIA’s behalf was ever in contact or conn uni cation with. ----- '
Oswald- Mr- Dulles did not think it would-be a good, idea
to cits CIA procedures for agent assessn-ant and handling - - ’
to- show that it would hare been unlikely for .Oswald to have
been chosen as a CIA agent to enter Russia- Thera are always
exceptions to every .rule and this night ba aisunderstood by
neabers of the Coanissicn with little background in activity-
of this sort. I agreed with hin that a carefully phrased
denial of the charges of involvenent with Oswald seeded

. ciost appropriate. >' •  ..
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/ .^ 2 ~

3- Tha next question concerned tha possibility or
Oswald’s having bean a Soviet agent-’ Hr- Dulles suggested _.
that tha Coxraission’s quastion on this nattar ba phrased
souewhat as followst "In tha knowledge or’judgnant of CIA

- was. Lea- Hanray Oswald an agent of .tha Soviet intolligenca
sorvicas or the iutalligencs services'of other coaxunist .
states at any tine prior to 2Z. Nqveabar 1963, or was Oswald
solicited by these intelligence services to becoae such an
agents’* Arter considering this question, it bacoaa apparent
that the- problem or nakisg a "judgxaat” as to whether Oswald.
night have' becoa®. an agent of 3 ccaaunist power was subject
to "the sane difficnltias we would have encountored if wa- .. - ■

- had' tried, to answer the allegation- or CIA affiliated by '
citing CIA’s- own procedures- If CIA,. in. responding to -the :
’’judgment’* portion or the question, were to say that'in..-I.
light of its- knowledge a£ Soviet 31cc procedures . iZr. Was hi-." '
unlikely that Oswald would -have b-accae their agent , • '
would have to a da it that exceptions are always possible-" "•
Mr. Dulles and I felt that it would be better to avoid this-
and coniine cur response to a precise statesant of. xact--:

- This statement, in Mr- Dulles’ view, could note that CIA
possessed, no knowladge either gained independently or fres
its study of the natarials supplied by tha Ccasaission . - .

. ’tending' t'o show that Lee Harvey Oswald-was an agent of
the Soviet intelligence services, or the services -of any ’
other CoMimist country, or-for that aattor of any other.. "
country- :... ■'

•' 4-- -Both questions were discussed individually but
later Mr- Dulles suggested that because they were inter— . •
connected it would be better if the Can-aissicn posed then. -
in. one letter to CIA- I agreed that this sight be *i-ap~ir,

. ’. S» After covering'these questions of direct interest
to CIA, .Mr. Dulles uentioned other issues which rr.^—r—^d
the Canuaissian- He rcsarkad that Deubers of the- Coasissiou. ■
could'not understand, why CIA had not begun an investigation ”
of Oswald as soon as it received 'word that ha had defected.
I noted that’ this question- had bean discussed, with Mr-
Rankin and his staff and there seeded to be- considerable

. _und.eT.xtand.ing_of the practical circuostances which nade it
' impassible for CIA to undertake such investigation inside ■
the USSR. I expressed the hope that it would not ba necessa:
for I.LA to place uattars ox this sort in tha public record.
Mr- Dulles agreed- .
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6. Mr. Dulles then naked if it were normal for
tho Soviet Government to permit a Soviet woman, to marry
a foreigner and then allow her to leave with har husband
shortly after tho marriage. This question perturbed the
Commission and they would like to have an answar- I. said
that whereas the response could have some bearing on whether
Oswald was an .agent, ths problon saaned to lie noro.in the.
consular field and I suggested that the best way to obtain
an opinion, on what’ constituted ’’normal practice” in. marriage-'
cases in the USSR would ba to question ths Department of
State. Hr. Dallas agreed with, this- .

7. Mr- Dullas expressed his■appreciation for the - ■
assistmeo accorded, his and said that- ha would discuss the . *
framing of thm questions. for CIA with Mr. Rankin on Monday^ . ’ .
13 April— At thia point I did offer a. personal opinion in ; .
regard to the way in which CIA should respond. Noting that;
testimony on questions such as these would-ba difficult to '
insert in thu public record,. I suggested that it would be
bast. if tha CIA response wars in written forma However,.

.. ranch will dap and. on the form in which the sqixestions are’
eventually put to us and I imagine that a final decision. -
can be aada at that. tine. . .

• S. :At no time during thasa discussions did Mr— Dulles- J
siake any inquiries about h'asenko and I volunteered- no inf or— 3
nation on this score-
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JFK Exhibit F-530

—JFK twisrr f”-5*30  —
28 July 1964

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION •

SUBJECT! Use of NOSENKO Information in ’Warren^
Commission Report

PARTICIPANTS: Mr. Allen W. Dulles, Mr. J. Lee Rankin', . ■-
-. . . and Mr-. David Slawson of. the Harren . ' '

Commission; Mr. Richard Helms, C/SR •
|and. C/SR/CI . . 'of.............

CIA. ’

: DATE: ' 27 July 1964 ~ '■

. PLACE: Offices of the Warren ’Commission •? .

1. Tliis discussion, following earlier ones on the’
same subject, was called by Mr. Rankin to discuss pro­
posed drafts for inclusion or noa-inclusion of NOSENKOrs * •'
information in the report.of the Commission.- Mr. Slawson"
had prepared a short-memorandum with three attachments,.
offering alternative drafts. A copy of Mr. Slawson*s
memo, which was an informal one and not for permanent Com— ’
mission records, is attached. . ~

2. Of these drafts, one (#2) names NOSENKO, admits ’ -
he had direct knowledge of Oswald’s case in the USSR and
comments that his reliability is uncertain. Another- G?3, .'
parts 1 and 2) includes information from NOSENKO about
Oswald which would be- included in the report; NOSENKO is *
not named as the source. A third draft (#4) is for inclu­
sion in the Commission report if ■ no NOSENKO -in-fm-me-H nn
is used, explaining why certain information was not
included in order to protect.the- Commission from later ' * .
charges of having failed to use NOSENKO’s information- ’ ' 7
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2.

3. • The CIA representatives thought that it would
be undesirable to include any NOSENKO information in the
report, and after some discussion, there was general agree­
ment on this view. The circumstances which, contributed
to this conclusion are summarized here:

a. NOSENKO is a KGB plant and may be publicly
exposed as such some time after the appearance of .
the Commission’s report. CIA cannot at this time,
however, evaluate the accuracy of what NOSENKO has
reported on the Oswald case, nor the significance
of his having reported it. .

b. Even without public discrediting of the ' • •
source, specific aspects of NOSENKO’s information'
are likely to lead to questions and doubts on the ‘
part of perceptive readers. , ; ( '•

c. Once NOSENKO is exposed as a KGB plant,".■
there will arise the danger that his information•

.. ' will be mirror-read by the press and public, lead­
ing to conclusions that the USSR did direct the
assassination- . ~

d. ■ The- Agency’s greatest contribution to the . •
resolution of the questions at hand would be to
break NOSENKO and get the full story of how and why
he was. told to tell the: story he did about Oswald. '
While we have no certainty that we can ever do

’ this, if we are to succeed we need time and must
in the meantime avoid creating pressures which
might force us to release NOSENKO to the public
domain. (There, articulate and plausible, ho would

, unquestionably bo able to establish himself beyond
hope of dislodging, since his story cannot easily^-
be pierced even by trained specialists, much less*
by private citizens however intelligent.) The 1 .
release of the fact that NOSENKO knew specifically ’■
about the Oswald case would, of course, create . --
such pressure-, and no hedging on source description’
could protect his. identity- . . 

• 4. The Ooirm-tssion representatives, particularly Mr. .
Rankin, felt that some mention of NOSENKO might be inevit—"
able, at least when after the publication of its report, \
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3.

the press would ask the Commission about him and whether
he had had anything to contribute. Mr. Helms suggested
that CIA could provide a number of Soviet intelligence
derec'torg~t6~tSst~iTy" to ~the commission, and the Commission
could then report" that 11 defectors,” m general, and with—
out’na'mingT<’OSENkO",~'had'given' inf ormation. It was agreed
that-the Agency ha3'already,'provided such detector-inior-
mation’ in it’s previous-repbr’t’sT and "that wording to this
effect could be worked i~ri'fo~the Coramissign's Draft £4, ~
which"was otherwise quite- suitable from the point of view

' of the Agency and the Commission.' At Mr. Helms' sug­
gestion, it was agreed that CIA would undertake to draft

’ a few sentences to this effect. -

(Note: The proposed redraft of the Com—
mission’s draft #4, consisting • ' ■ /
only of the addition of one- sen.-' -
tence after the opening sentence,

■ is also attached to this memoran—
dun.) . •, •

5. Mr. Dulles., and Mr. Rankin said that the Commis—
"sion's report would.be published in mid-September, rather
".than 8 August as estimated earlier. •'

. 6. Mr. Dulles reported that a \ cor— -
respondent, had told him that a senior official of' the
Soviet Embassy in Washington, perhaps the Minister Coun— '
selor, had told him .two or three weeks ago that Mme
Furtseva, then a member of the Presidium of the CC/CPSU, ’’
had interceded on Oswald's behalf after the latter had
been rejected by another Soviet agency, and as "Mt wrrntyr
of Propaganda" had supported him because the Soviets did
not want the adverse publicity — and hampering of future
defections — which would accompany any refusal to accepthim in tho USSR. ■ 7

(Note: This story checks with part of ’
NOSENKO’s, and like NOSENKO's -
story, is supported by an entry
in-Oswald's "Historical THary
to the effect that after his

- . ■_ suicide- attempt Oswald was
handled by an entirely differ­
ent set of people.)

would.be
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4.

Chief, SR/CI

Attachments:
As Stated.

T. Chief, SR/C;Ireported that, in response to the
Commission's request, we have tested, in the Soviet
Embassies in Stockholm and Helsinki, the time required
to get a Soviet tourist visa,, and find that 2-3 days is
impossible and five days the apparent minimum in both
places. In one, however, it was implied that shortage
of hotel space might be a contributing factor, so these
findings might not be valid for the month of October,
when Oswald apparently got his visa in two or three days
We will submit a written report on this. •
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JFK Exhibit F-533
-3 I -J**  I <“Cf“

~ JFK twiBa ^-5~5~5 ■ .:_'

■ “ ITEM rSEgj-RED FOR TEE WAEREW CSjggSSXCrJ .
------------- j ’

(gTrnrrH of tike eeojibed for osTmrnr, soviet tourist visas r?r
ffFTST?taI AMD STOCEEOIM, 1S6E1' |__________________ ;_______ _

A ^t'un ths CoEaxissiorr ta CTV aated25 May lS*6h.  iricairad. aftesr
iirf’crEatian rslatizx to- ths- rs-latiTw-ly ohost period ofT tiza. in ■ahioir

" ’. ■ CSWATTi ar^rir*̂  a tourist Tisa in Hp7 nki « The first attached itezs, ’
■ a siaao- to tha- ^onanission dated l.Joly pi'uvideo such, inf?mr-ation. -
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Mr. Preyer. It has been a long afternoon and I imagine Mr. ■
Helms would be ready for a recess period. I think we are very close
to finishing. We have one other member who wishes to ask ques­
tions. I know you are anxious to finish. Would you prefer to take a
10-minute recess at this time or would you like to attempt to finish
up?

Mr. Helms. If you don’t mind, Mr. Chairman, I would like to go
right along. I would like to finish if we possibly can as soon as we
can.

Mr. Preyer. The Chair recognizes Mr Sawyer.
Mr. Helms. Good afternoon, Mr. Sawyer.
Mr. Sawyer. Good afternoon, Ambassador.
First I would like to clear up what I think was a combination of

misstatements about what Mr. Hart testified to vis-a-vis Nosenko.
He did not say that we should not believe the veracity of what
Nosenko said. He said he believed that but that he felt, because of
the size and compartmentalization of the KGB, he would not at all
necessarily know whether they had contact with him or not, and
for that reason I am quite puzzled with this combination of not
having accepted the bona fldes of Nosenko and yet putting him on
the payroll as a consultant.

How can you possibly get any value out of information supplied
with someone when there is a belief or at least a strong possibility
that he is a double agent, there for the specific purpose of deceiv­
ing?

Mr. Helms. Well, sir, this is the constant and continuing hazard
in all intelligence work of this kind. There isn’t a statement that is
made by any defector that comes to the United States that goes
unchecked. We take all the statements and then they are checked
out and there is an effort made to find out if they are true and
they are examined and research work is done on them, and so
forth, because this is a very difficult and untidy problem, I am sad
to say. And it is particularly untidy given the importance of the
Nosenko case.

I have been told he gave useful information to an agency of the
U.S. Government about certain Soviet operations overseas and cer­
tain information about the KGB. I can’t personally attest to this,
and I am sorry; but I believe that certain of high information was
believed to be of value.

Mr. Sawyer. It seems to me, looking at the facts of this thing
here he was incarcerated under horrible conditions for a period of
some 5 years or approximating 5 years, and then apparently the
project was given up as not being able to resolve the question, at «•
least to everyone’s satisfaction. There are memorandums indicating
it would be now a great catastrophe to release this man presum­
ably after what had been done to him here in the country; it would
be devastating if he talked much about it. There was even a memo­
randum of the director of the Soviet bloc group or division, discuss­
ing the possibilities of disposing of him and elaborating on that to
mean either liquidation or drugging him to a point where he
became incomprehensible so he couldn’t tell anybody anything, or
just putting him in an insane asylum and just throwing away the
key apparently.
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It would just seem to me after what you people did to Nosenko
here in this country, without any color of law at all, that you really
only had two choices: One was dispose of him as suggested—

Mr. Helms. That was never considered, Mr. Sawyer.
Mr. Sawyer. Well, I am talking about what your division chief of

the Soviet bloc wrote down that was being considered at least by
him. -

Mr. Helms. He was the Deputy Division Chief and maybe he did
write these things down, but I say these things were never brought
to my attention, the suggestion was never made to me, this was
never an option that was considered.

Mr. Sawyer. You have testified about your considering assassi­
nating people along with the Mafia. It is nothing new to you people
apparently to assassinate somebody?

Mr. Helms. That is your statement, Mr. Sawyer.
Mr. Sawyer. Well, I thought that was what you have been

testifying to here about willingly becoming a party to an assassina­
tion either by syringe, by gun, or by poison pills of Castro. So once
we get in the acceptance of that line, it doesn’t seem to me so out
of line that would be one of the things you would consider, and
apparently your deputy division chief did consider it.

It seems to me the only other option would be to pay him off and
handsomely enough so he would keep quiet about this when you let
him go. You obviously couldn’t deport him very well at this point
in time, and it just appears to me as I look at that it is perfectly
plain that you exercised the option of paying him off.

Do you dispute that?
Mr. Helms. Yes; I dispute it.
Mr. Sawyer. You said you paid over a period of time some half a

million dollars, is about what it amounts to as I quickly add it up,
both in lump-sum payments and in monthly stipends to a guy that
the Agency never decided wasn’t, in fact, there to mislead it and
give it false information. You paid that as a consultant and you say
the motivation was not at all to pay him off. Is that your position?

Mr. Helms. No, sir. I am counting 10. That is what my mother
taught me to do under these circumstances.

Mr. Sawyer. You are doing what?
Mr. Helms. I am counting to 10.
Mr. Sawyer. Well, I will be patient if it takes that long.
Mr. Helms. The effort in Mr. Nosenko’s case and the only option

that we had available to us in my opinion was to resettle him and
give him a new identity and handle him in such a way he would
have a chance to make a life for himself on the American scene.

It has been 5 years since I had anything to do with his case. I
don’t know what has been done to him since.

Mr. Sawyer. You said you could not just put him out on welfare.
What do we do with most immigrants that come in either from
Indochina that are refugees or regularly admitted immigrants? We
may provide them some educational help in the language, and that
sort of thing, but we don’t pay them off. Here you are talking
about sums of money that wouldn’t be mentionable in the same
breath as welfare, and I just say as I look at this thing, taking all
these facts you have testified to into account, it would just seem to 
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me on the face of it that it was a payoff. I am surprised to hear you
deny it. .

Mr. Helms. I believe that under the Constitution you are entitled
to your viewpoint and I am entitled to mine. .

Mr. Sawyer. Well, you did, in fact, plead guilty to having with­
held information from the Senate committee, didn’t you?

Mr. Helms. No, sir, I did not.
Mr. Sawyer. I thought you had.
Mr. Helms. I did not. I pleaded nolo contendere.
Mr. Sawyer. So that you just don’t contest it, then, which is the

legal equivalent of a plea of guilty, is that correct; except that it
can’t be used as an admission against you in a civil case; right?

Mr. Helms. I am not a lawyer, Mr. Sawyer.
Mr. Sawyer. But I am sure you were advised by a lawyer before

you entered a nolo contendere; were you not?
Mr. Helms. I was advised by lawyers.
Mr. Sawyer. Something else bothers me. When you put Nosenko

into solitary you obviously intended to hold him a very long time;
did you not?

Mr. Helms. I don’t think that was the intention at the time. The
intention was to hold him no longer than it took to find out
whether he was bona fide or not or to satisfy ourselves on this.

Mr. Sawyer. But you invested in building a whole separate vault
and building around it, and so forth, for the purpose of accommo­
dating Nosenko; did you not?

Mr. Helms. I asked this morning if anybody from the committee
had looked at the building. It was no vault, as I recollect it. I don’t
think it was a very expensive building at all.

Mr. Sawyer. Where was it located?
Mr. Helms. It was located in Virginia.
Mr. Sawyer. Was it on a military base?
Mr. Helms. I believe those items are classifed, and I was told by

the agency to go into executive session if you wanted to discuss
this.

Mr. Sawyer. Do they still use this?
Mr. Helms. I don’t know.
Mr. Sawyer. Was it ever used for anyone else other than

Nosenko?
Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I don’t think so.
Mr. Sawyer. Apparently it was a reinforced steel box that was

described by Mr. Hart as being like a bank vault, and he then
described that a house had been built around it to accommodate
the interrogating staff and guards, and what not, and then sur­
rounded by a linked barbed-wire fence.

You wouldn’t do that just to put somebody in it for a couple of
months, would you?

Mr. Helms. It would have depended on the circumstances. And
after all, this was a very important case to us, so I would think the
question of the amount of money that the installation cost really
rarely came up.

Mr. Sawyer. What was the purpose of moving him from what
was apparently a secure place of confinement into this so-called
safe house? What was the purpose of building another facility and
moving him out of there into that?
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Mr. Helms. I assume because those safe houses are much more
complicated to administer, it take more guards, and things of that
kind. I think there were practical considerations involved.

Mr. Sawyer. Wouldn’t it be a fair deduction if you went to the
trouble of building a separate facility of this type that it obviously
was going to be quite a long-term incarceration if that is specifical­
ly for what it was built?

Mr. Helms. Well, I just said, sir, this was not the intention. The
intention was to try to find out whether this man was bona fide
and that was the objective, and when we had done that we would
have let him loose and if this was a mistake in building this house,
then I guess it was a mistake.

Mr. Sawyer. You said, too, that you didn’t subject Nosenko to
physical abuse. As I have both talked to Nosenko and listened to
the CIA official spokesmen define it, it was a partial starvation,
being subjected to cold weather without being provided a blanket,
not being allowed fresh air during the heat of the summer for oyer
a year. Don’t you consider that, just those items alone, as being
physical torture actually?

Mr. Helms. I cannot verify those items. I don’t know whether
they are true or not. You have told me today they are true.

Mr. Sawyer. You were the man in charge when he had been
without any legal process or trial, just incarcerated in solitary
confinement. You were in charge of the Agency that was doing
that, weren’t you?

Mr. Helms. I wasn’t in charge at that time.
Mr. Sawyer. During part of that time you were.
Mr. Helms. I became in charge later. Is there any evidence when

I was Director these things happened to him? I didn’t know any­
thing about it at the time. I hear conflicting stories about how he
was treated. You’ll have to use your stories, I’ll use mine.

Mr. Sawyer. Mr. McCone could have found out anything in the
Agency that he wanted to find out. You said that right here, you
remember?

Mr. Helms. I said that.
Mr. Sawyer. So I presume as one of the people in charge of this

having occurred to the man, you could have found out anything
about what was happening to him that you wanted to, couldn’t
you?

Mr. Helms. I never was told any tales-----
Mr. Sawyer. Well, you knew he was in your custody?
Mr. Helms. That is correct.
Mr. Sawyer. And you never made any inquiry about what was

happening to him over this 4- or 5-year period?
Mr. Helms. Of course I did.
Mr. Sawyer. Did you find out then what they were doing to him,

what you were doing to him?
Mr. Helms. I was never told of these details of his being kept in

a room so hot he couldn’t stand it, or any of those things. Those
were never brought to my attention and I never got those in
answer to any inquiry. If this is the truth I am genuinely sorry
about it, but I was not aware of it at the time.

Mr. Sawyer. You said about Oswald when he came back from
Russia that you wouldn’t have had really any particular jurisdic­
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tion or interest because he was a marine. As I understand it, he
had been discharged from the Marine Corps, and for how long a
period of time does military service retain intelligence jurisdiction
over a person?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I really don’t.
Mr. Sawyer. When you were interviewed apparently by a Mr.

Lardner, George Lardner of the Washington Post after your excu-
tive testimony here, you said in effect to him—the article is in the
Washington Post of Thursday, August 10, referring to your appear­
ance here on August 9: “Your questions are almost as dumb as the
committee’s.”

Does that fairly reflect your personal opinion and attitude?
Mr. Helms. I don’t recall talking to Mr. Lardner after the hear­

ing the other time. I was chatting in the hall with a newspaperman
around lunchtime. I don’t recall such an acerbic remark as that,
and of course I withdraw it if I did make it. I never even saw the
article, so it must have been the first edition of the Washington
Post. The article I saw the next day didn’t have anything like that
in it. It teaches you never to talk to the press. I mean that’s the
only lesson, if they quoted me accurately. If they didn’t quote me
accurately, then I shouldn’t have made off-the-cuff remarks.

But I don’t feel that way. I think this inquisition has been
admirably handled.

Mr. Sawyer. If you didn’t read the article, let me give you the
benefit of the applicable part of it. It says:

Helms told reporters during a break that no one would ever know who or what
Lee Harvey Oswald, named by the Warren Commission as Kennedy’s assassin,
represented. Asked whether the CIA knew of any ties Oswald had with either the
KGB or the CIA, Helms paused and with a laugh said, ‘I don’t remember.’ Pressed
on the point, he told a reporter, ‘Your questions are almost as dumb as the
committee’s.

You don’t recall any such statement?
Mr. Helms. I recall an exchange about Oswald because I don’t

think we are ever going to find out what Lee Harvey Oswald’s role
was until we get the Russians’ KGB files. That is what I was
referring to.

Mr. Sawyer. You did allude to the representation in Mr.
McCone’s letter or affidavit that there was no formal connection
between Lee Harvey Oswald and the CIA. Did the use of the word
formal intend to exclude any other type of relationship or contact?

Mr. Helms. No, Mr. Sawyer. I am sorry. I was trying to use a
short cut, I think. But in the documents I was given in preparation
before this hearing the actual affidavit of Mr. McCone is there
present and I think should be permitted to stand on its own feet. In
other words, I would not want to say I was attempting to add orv
subtract from it.

Mr. Sawyer. But there was no specific connotation?
Mr. Helms. No, sir. I am sorry if in my effort to make a short.

sentence I didn’t go all through the various points that were made
in there, because as I said earlier this afternoon, I never found the
slightest evidence that the Agency had anything to do with Lee
Harvey Oswald, and I was just hoping that maybe this hearing
would put that rumor to rest.
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Mr. Sawyer. In your long time with the Agency, have you ever
known of any example where anything remotely similar to what
was done to Nosenko was done to someone else here in this
country?

Mr. Helms. No; I know of no other case comparable, nor do 1
know of any case that confronted us where a man might have
information having to do with the assassination of the President of
the United States.

The answer to your questions specifically is I know of no compa­
rable case and I believe there never was one.

Mr. Sawyer. Whereas I recognize your disclaimer of being a
lawyer, you certainly know that the police, even with the assassin
himself, could never have done anything like this, would never
have been permitted to do anything like this. You understand
people’s rights enough for that, don’t you?

Mr. Helms. Oh, yes, I understand people’s rights.
Mr. Sawyer. Holding a man in solitary confinement under these

kinds of conditions without a trial and subjecting him to both
physical and mental torture—even with an assassin himself.

There is no way the laws of our country permit that kind of
thing. You knew that, didn’t you?

Mr. Helms. Well, I rather thought that the legal status of Mr.
Nosenko in those days was in a very gray area and if I am wrong
about it I wish you would correct me now, Mr. Sawyer, because I
am prepared to be corrected.

Mr. Sawyer. Well, he was a human being, wasn’t he?
Mr. Helms. I believe so.
Mr. Sawyer. You know in most States even treating an animal

like this will land you in jail.
I have no further questions. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Preyer. Are there any further questions?
Mr. Dodd.
Mr. Dodd. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Helms, you made a point earlier in your testimony today

with regard to the testimony of Mr. Hart before this committee.
You commented on the fact that he didn’t really share with us any
specific knowledge about the substance of our inquiry; that is, in
connection with whatever connection there may have been between
the KGB and Lee Harvey Oswald, and to that extent what informa­
tion the Agency had with regard to that specific information.

I have to agree. In fact, Mr. Hart mentioned here that he had
stated specifically to the Agency that if he were to be expected to
talk about Lee Harvey Oswald, then it was pointless of the Agency
to send him up here because he had no intention of talking about
Lee Harvey Oswald.

If this committee were to ask you who would be a good witness
or several good witnesses that we could talk to either presently
employed at the Agency or former employees of the Agency who
could shed additional light on that particular aspect of our investi­
gation, who would you suggest?

Mr. Helms. I would suggest the Chief of the Soviet Bloc Division
and the Deputy Chief who have been maligned here. I think they
might come before this committee and answer for themselves as to 
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the reasons behind the way the interrogation was conducted. I
think that would be good for openers.

Mr. Dodd. Who are these people again? I am sorry.
Mr. Helms. The gentlemen who were Chief and Deputy Chief of

the Soviet Bloc Division at the time of the Nosenko interrogation.
Mr. Dodd. Could I go back a minute. Counsel asked you some

questions about this 201 file that existed on Lee Henry Oswald, I
believe.

Mr. Helms. That is right. ;
Mr. Dodd. There is some confusion I think in the committee s

mind as to how that file was opened. What kind of file is it? What
is a 201 file?

Mr. Helms. It is nothing but a personality file. We might open a
file—we get pieces of paper like this and if they refer to Christo­
pher Dodd, we would open a file on Christopher Dodd. They just
happen to be called a 201 file because we had a numbering cate­
gory files of different kinds used in different parts of the Agency.
There is no arcane significance at all; it is just a number. It might
have been called 5-type files or X-type files.

Mr. Dodd. You said it takes something to trigger it?
Mr. Helms. Yes, it takes a form like this to be filled out.
Mr. Dodd. I wanted to get clear in my own mind. Can you tell

the committee what it was specifically that triggered the opening
of the 201 file on Lee Henry Oswald?

Mr. Helms. I don’t know what happened, sir, I don’t know how
they got the name wrong. I have no idea any more, if I ever knew.
I don’t know whether it was a clerical error, a mistake, or just
what. I recognize in 1978 when you look back 15 years, Lee Harvey
Oswald was not a household name. It may have been somebody
thought it was Henry and read it wrong and it was Harvey. But I
think it got straightened out very quickly, at the time of the
dissemination of reports to the Government when he visited the
Soviet and Cuban consulates in Mexico City.

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chairman, may I request that we suspend for a
couple of minutes.

I think I can get down to the bottom line very quickly. The mere
existence of a 201 file does not suggest in any way, does it, that the
person who is the subject of a 201 file is in any manner, shape or
form an employee, agent, operative of the Agency?

Mr. Helms. No, sir; it does not. It simply is a device for holding
information. When an individual gets into special categories of
relationships with the Agency, then the whole file business is
changed.

Mr. Dodd. So the existence of a 201 file on Lee Henry—or Lee
Harvey Oswald in the Agency would in no way indicate that he is
in fact a paid employee of the Agency?

Mr. Helms. It means absolutely nothing. As a matter of fact,
there were files in the Agency on Congressmen and Senators, but
they had newspaper clippings. If you are going to file a newspaper
clipping, you have to put it someplace.

Mr. Dodd. Fine.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Helms. Thank you for making that point of clarification, Mr.

Dodd.
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Mr. Preyer. Thank you. I have no questions.
I think the ground has been very thoroughly covered.
I do just want to take my few minutes to make a brief statement

about the hearings that we have had today and yesterday. I think
the past 2 days of testimony have shown the CIA did things 15
years ago or so which shock us, sometimes shock us profoundly
today. . .

I had someone at the luncheon recess conclude from this testi­
mony that America is a lawless society because one of our institu­
tions broke the law some years ago. Well, this is certainly not a
lawless society. Russia is a lawless society, where a handfull of
people control things and where you cannot change it unless a
revolution or a war comes along.

I think the past few days’ hearings here have indicated that we
can change things. The kind of testimony Mr. Hart of the CIA
gave, criticizing his own institution, your testimony today, . it is
impossible to conceive of a KGB agent, for example, ever admitting
that anything they did 15 years ago was wrong.

I don’t think it was wrong to bring out these horrors of the past.
I think the old adage that “the truth can make you free” is true
here. The truth about these things, I think, will free up the CIA
from past mistakes and it will free up all of us. And that is the
second point I want to make.

I think when we view these actions of some time ago today, we
have to realize that at that time when these acts were committed
there was a national consensus that this Nation’s security was in
peril. So I think we would want to be very careful how we make
retroactive scapegoats.

There are those who betrayed one trust, their trust of office, the
trust of power; but they did so to preserve another trust, the trust
of national security.

In all of these hearings, Mr. Helms, in all of the inquiry situa­
tions that you have been subjected to lately, I don’t think anyone
has ever suggested that you ever betrayed that other trust, of the
national security. I think in judging the actions of individuals in
the past, we want to consider who it was who called up those
actions. In large measures, the American people at that time were
calling up these measures out of fear that our national security
was in peril.

Mr. Helms, we appreciate your being here with us today and
answering all of these questions.

At the conclusion of the testimony of our witnesses, we allow
each witness 5 minutes to make any statements that he may
choose to make. You have testified at some length today, but if
there is any matter you wish to clear up, any statement you wish
to make, we will be glad to hear from you at this time.

Mr. Helms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Well, I would like to say I deeply appreciate the remarks you

have just made at the conclusion of this hearing. I thank you for
them. I thank you for your courtesy as chairman. I have no other
comments.

Mr. Preyer. If there is no further business today, the committee
stands recessed until 9 o’clock Monday morning.

[Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, the com­
mittee to reconvene on Monday, September 25, 1978, at 9 a.m.]


