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EYES DN 
25 October 1966 

MEMORA..'lDUM FOR: Director of Central Intelligence 

SUBJECT: Yuriy I . NOSENKO 

1 •. The attached memorandum describes the techniques 
used and· the results obtained in the first phase of the· 
.present interrogation of NOSENKO. The most significant 

1 ltem to .. emerge from this questioning and related· polygraph 
1 testing pertained to. Subject's story on Lee Harvey OSWALD. 

\
~ .. Subject's ·reactions· to the polygra11h indicate that he 

never heard of OSWALD 1m til after President Kennedy's 
-assassination. in ·NoveJllber 1963, that he was not an active 

' parti~ipan:t in the case as claimed and that his whole 
story on· OSWALD was prepared by the KGB and given to us 
at their ,direction. · 

2:. Other areas of strong reaction refer to Subject's 
suspe·~ted .. contact with the KGB while. in Geneva in 1962 and 

· 1964 :.and::,::to ·Abidian and the· Pushkin Street ·drop (lcey fact.or 
. in th'e ;PENKOVS.KI1' compromise}. ·Subject became. very upset · 

. , at .. qU~Sti-oning· on•: this: subject and refused to· diSCuSS. his 
·':own alleged· involvement in ,the case. We also touched upon 
.· NOSENKO's parental background, periods of imp·risonment and 
homosexual! ty. •. · His reactions here all pointed. to clear-
cut contradictions in the story he has told us. · 

. · 3·. · .There still remain several areas of interest and 
importance to ·be:· covered with the teChniques used to date. 
W:e expect. to .complete . this line of questioning by 2 8 October. 

, · 4,; ·This .first phase has enabled us to confirm our 
analyses of key aspects of this case. More important is 
the fact that NOSENKO knows he is reacting in sensitive 
areas and this is .worry:tng him because he is not sure hm..r 
much we know or how we learned it. NOSENKO's reactions 
have.given.us·hope.that .we may by this procedure ·have begun 
to strike home. We do not know what it is that keeps this 
man sitting-month after month in his present situation. 
We speculate that one factor may be confidence that the 
KGB will· get him out. Related to this may be the thought 
that· the KGB has CIA so deeply penetrated that. it would be 
nnhealthy for him to confess. . Our current line of interro­
gation, expanded and used even more forcefully, might 
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break- down -some of his obstacles to confession by showing 
-·us in a different and stronger posture •. Therefore, we now 
plan to .go beyond t..\e limited aims originally set for this 
phase of·the interrogation. We plan to continue· the inter· 
rogation. in the hope of getting a confess ion; _written plans 
will be submitted when they are more definitely formulated. 

Attachment 

cc: Acting DDP (w/attach) 
Chief, Cl (w/attach) 

. David E. Murphy 
Chief, Soviet Bloc Division 

Director of Security (w/attach) 
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24 October 1966 

1. 'J.'his is an interim r.eport. on progress to date in 
the-. new pbase iD . the ·interrogation of' NOSENKO,. which began 
on ·1a·October 19666- and· covers-the first four days;. 18-21 
October. · After a break, it will resume on 25 Oatober. 

2.. Our aims in this ·phase of the interrogation have 
been limit.ech in_ view of the possibility of losing access 
to NOSENKO., we have sought (a) to. strengthen our-basic report,. 
now in _.preparation, by testJ.ng· his story_ further,. clarifying 
points. of.--_ceDf'usion and revealing new contradictions, -and 
by polygJ:"aph examinations of key areas, and (b) to lead . 
towara .his . eventual .c::mfession by direetly exploit:.ing our 
hypotheses al:x:Dut ·the 'true. background of NOSENKO ·and this 
KGB operation., to convey to HOSDDCO the .impression that we 
'know more than- before., that we possess irrefutable. proof 
o:f ·his gu.ilt ·ana that ba bas nc prompect~ for releue. We 
refrained from· doing this in earlier phases of the interro­
gation, ~~ at· this point th&J:oe seems little to lose • . . . ; . 

· 3 •. · ·The :first four dayS have shown that the method is 
useful. .. : NOSENXO agaili Proved•, a·. good reactor on ,POlyqrapb,. 
he . seemec:r::diat\irl:::iiea by our· knowledge ana. ·the special areas 
of iDttl~;es~ . "we revealed., ·and we wera able to develop im­
portant n&W' information• ccntradictions and indications 
concerni.ng· the· backqround of this operation. · 

- " . . . . \ 

.. "•"',. 
' . 

Method· 
' . . . . 

4. . OUr. basic app~ach has. -been t:o question_ NOSDDCO in 
specific .t:~ on selected and detail.ed aspects of the story 
he bas :told. ,to_ :date. · we gave ·him _no eXplanation for our · 
reriewal.:of>the.· interrogation •. nor has he asked- for any. Our 
quest:ion.a -· __ haVe· _been pointed ana·• detail.ed and neither ·require 
nor ·permi't .: long-,.,inded. answers:r they do not seek new infer:.. 
mat.ion; but are clearly. designed- to check information be pro­
vided. earlier:r· our questions: are slanted to build up the 
impression that .they are based em data we have learned in­
dependently. . The subject matter is taken up in a preeet.er­
mined order designed for maximum impact on NOSD1KO. Inter­
rogation sessions • are followed by polygraph examinations on 
the matters ·covered in· the· interrogation and/or other topics. 
Somewhat more time is spent on direct polygraph examination 
than en interrogation. 
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. Highliahts · to Date 

· s. . . OSWALD Case1 The opening session was . a pol.yg.raph 
examination· conducted by Nicholas Stoiaken, whom NOSI:i:NKO 
recognized ·as his ·earlier polygraph operator •. · · 'l'he question­
·ing was devoted. entirely to Lee ··Harvey OSWALD and NOSEmCO • s 
·rol.e in the OSWAIAD. case., · We hit this point before any other 
in order (a).; to_ permit clean polygraph testing on this key 
matter·.· without having disturbed ·him with other questions,. 
and .. (b) " · to . get over •. to NOSENKO the gravity of our concern 
on ·this mattel;" of highest st~te interest. ·.The operator's 
conclusions wer~• · 

a;. SUbj act was not personally or actually in­
vol.ved• 1n the OSWALD case from 1959 while OSWALD was 
in the Soviet Union. 

b. SUbject received special instructions (from 
the KGB) abOut t.h$ OSWAL'D cue and w-hat to tell Am­
erican authorities about it. 

c •. Subject's alleged assoeia:t:d:on with the OSWALD 
case both "before and after" the Kennedy assassination 
was partly for the purpose of supporting a."ld sub­
stantiating SUbject's cover story: "legend"~ 

d. SUbject heard of ·OSWALD (as a case) only ·after 
Kennedy's assassination,. however he was not an active 
participant in 1963 as he indicates, but was probably 
briefed on the case ·by a KGB officer. 

6,. Geneva Meetingsa We devoted several hours of inter­
rog~tion and polygraph testing· to the Geneva periods, June 
1962 and January~J'ebruary 1964. We hit this point second in 
order because there are clear signs of. important deception 
behind it aria it offers us specia1 opportunities to sugqest 
inside in£ormation which in fact. derive from observation and 

·deduction •. Among the high points were the following: 

a.- Pavel SHAKHOV:a NOSENKO's story of his "investi­
gation" of SHAKHOV11 a Soviet delegation member whom he 
said was suspected in 1962 .to. be an American agent, was 
coverea again in detail~ The new data we obtained tend 
to.confirm that this is a serious part of NOSENKO's 
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message.. SHAKHOV8 8 backgrounQ in fact suggests that 
·he 1 GB officers his contact in Geneva 
with ·.coo ea in Moscctf''# is 
at the center of 1.'10S"J!:IlCOI 8 story. -:-we. slanted ur 
questions to suggest knowledge ·that SBAKHOV is a KG& 
officer (not a KGB. investigation suspect:.) and that 
we may know of sane of his important operational 
contacts •. NOSDKO was inconsistent in his story 
and reacted significantly under polygraph exami.na­
ticn. We are currently . tracing new names and ·data 
and are re-examining the significance of this matter. 

b. KGB Control in Geneva s mosanco reacted very 
·strongly and consistently to the . question of whether 
or not he bad baeD sent to Geneva by the KGB to con­
tact CIA, whether he was receiving KGB direction 
there., and on related questions, "including some re­
lated to his ostensible investigation of Pavel SBAKHOV, 

c, U', S, Personnel and Installations in Geneva i 
NQ~EtiKO was interrogated on his earlier story that · 
he had seen in Geneva in 1964 the file on KGB activity 
against American installations in Geneva (XGB cryptonym 
"SKORP:IOD"). His version this time conflicted with 
his 1964 version but contained ·the same message, that 
the weak and understaffed .KGB in Geneva had little 
interest, limdted facilities and no success in opera­
tions against the Americans and had practically no 
idea of the identities of Cl:A personnel. there. In 
addition, NOSENKO react.ed to polygraph questions 
related to whether the XGB had told h.1m the name of 
his CIA case officerso On the other hand, he did not 
react to the names of the then cos SWitzerland and 
COB Geneva. which suggests that he was not told them 
(these names were buried in lists of.names). 

d. KGB Personnel in Geneva.a NOSENXO's answers 
to questions concerning Alexandr KXSLOV conflicted 
with certain details earlier reported., including IUS­
LOY's role in the AEOII'l'CXA1' case. He seemed disturbed 
by the questioning on .K::tSLOV and finally said he saw 
no reason to answer any more o:f them. However, his 
polygraph reactions did not suggest that he was as 
sensitive to K::tSLOV as to other individuals and matters 
covereCl in the same series ·of questions. We also asked, 
with the polygraph, whether he was withholding anything 

·~ 

.-.:.:.: .... ·. 
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conceming his alleged. agent. Oleg GRIN~; an 
. official .Q:f. the. Soviet· delegation' his reac1:.1ons· 
:ruggest8d.'that he · · orant of 

• 
at· the t ~He~liaa-earl:ler 
as· .to the XGB Residency in 

.: Geneva 1n 1964 was -due. to his frequent contacts with 

. Mikhail s •.. 'fSYM.BALJ .i:hi.EI time he .said -that he ()n1y · 
· saw· TSDBAL .twice ·in ·Geneva in 1964 and £d.ied to 
· mentiC:m a. $Uiday meeting· with TSYMBAL ·which .he had 
reported to us at the time it occurred. This leaves 

·. apen·. the 'Whole question Qf: how NOSENKO · can explain 
his daily access to the .Residency., which he himself 

· now says ... evident1y · on . the basis of what: he . has 
learned fran· our previous interrogations - is not 

.·. normally pe%'1'ldtted. · This will be covered in further 
questionin9e · 

. 7.Mattss · RE!J.i!i!S to the P~O~ ComR£2ffiisea 

a. . Jolm ABm::t»t 's Visit to the Pushkin Street 
Deaddrop a NOSENKQ. ·reacted with spec.ial sensit.i vity 
.and ·intensity when asked in a polygraph test whether 
he ·had baeD instructed to ·tell CIA abcut ·ABJD::tAN • s 
visit to the :Pusbld.n Street dea&::lrop. :In addition,. 
he refused fol:' the. first time to ·discuss his own 
participation in the incident, adamantly c~aiming 
that he. does not remember. when or· even whether ·he 
visited the drop or whether he read reports on 
surveillance cover.age of it after ABXD:IAR's visit. 
(He had earlier said he visited the drop at least 
twice. immediately after ABIDIAN's visit: he des;_ 
aribea the location and named the KGB officers he 
went with~) .. In sharp contrast to his reluctance 
~o discuss ~s personal role was his unhesitating 
and . confident·· respanse to other aspects of the 

· Pushkin Street drop st.orys he reiterates that 
ABID:IAN was under full time. double-strength sur­
vei~lance ·throughout his tour in Moscow and that 
ABIDIAH was surveilled to the drop. He now adds, 
for. the first t.:l.m810 that the KGB concluded that the 
drOp had been initially found by a u.s. tourist or 
delegation member and that ABXDIAN was merely check­
ing out its suitability for some eventual use. (In 
fact,. PENKOVSKXY proposed the drop and ABIDJ:AN went 
there only in response to the agreed telephonic 
signal triggered by persons unlmown,. not .bY PENXOV-
SlaY•) . · 
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NOSENKO was again queried on 
ad restaurant meetin 

\S~faii(f car, . whose name he gave 
J --:"'" _ ___,in 1964. He could nat 

why he had caD.fused the names. Since we now know 
through Greville WXNNE that the Soviets were inter­
ested. as late as early 1963 1n clarifying PENKOV­

~!l.l~Lwsic:~.·in .a· bugged conversation .in 1961 
we believe that NOSENKO • s 1962 version 

was . fishing expedition;., However, NOSENKO 
did .-not. react to ·a· polygraph question concerning 
the and he may not himself know that 

· he a .wrQDg name · for the officer,. 
nor' why. 

· · Co . .M.miral VORON'l'SOVt :tt had been speculated 
that. when. NOSENKO mentioned in JUne 1962 meetings 
the name of his •big friend• in the naval GRU,. 
Admiral 'VO.ROHTSOV, hemay have been fishing for 

· ccmrierits ··from··ua concerning Marshal VA.RENTSOV,. 
PENXOVSXXY"a protae'"...or~ Queried this tiuae about 
Admiral. VORON'l'SOV., NOSENKO said that he had never: 
met.;him··and··had ·'no personal or similar connectiont 
he. seems to have canpletely forgotten ever having 
c~aimed •. a·· p~sonal rele!tionship. · 

NOSENXO .. was asked about 
W.naa'iru~ier claimed to have handled 

as an.agentagainst 
NOSENKQ ... aq 

· We·. told .NOSENKO 
met NOSENKO,Until1962., 

we .then added to 'his. ·eoncern by telling him (untruth­
·a .rea.Sonable estimate of the true situation) 

· · . d that -the KGB had told him to 'say 
he . 1960. When polygrapbed :NOSENKO re-
acted.· strOngly and. consiatently to questions on the subject .. 

. These reacl:ions·· arid our follow-up. may well bear on· the· ques-
tion · ·.· was aCtually recruited by the .KGB,. 
an i with the FBI. must be 
coricern8d.· b8cause. he now says , that . the case was 
primarily GRDA20V~"s411 not his own. , 
• supervisea" it. Thus . disappears the sole case that NOSENXO 
has claimed as his veri own., 

9o Identity and Personal Backq;'Ound: One of the basic 
questions underlying this operation is:NOSENKO's real identity 

.· and personal background. There are many indic,ations,. reported 

.. 
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earliarl that he. has spent time .. in prison and.that he is 
. not· ·in . .fa¢ ·. ~.KGB · of'fic;:er7 .. similarly, · his stories o:f l:Us 
· earl.y sChcol:·and: military service are inconsistent and 
unbelieva:ble.· .. ·• ... · ... we 'are ·trying·· in· ·this interrogation to 
clarify. ·:this" 'important" point;. Among the points covered 
so far ·are ·;thl!i!'-·followings · · 

. . •,'.'' ... ' 

. •"(,; 

· ·a.o ·. Identitya . NOSENXD was questioned extensively 
. on the :polygraph concerning. his identity.. :In. one 
·"se.rie• ·of teSts, fer example; he was asked whether. 
·Minister .of ShipbUilding. Ivan·. NOSENKD was ·the father 
of '• Y'tlri· Xvanovich -NOSENXO ·and. was' then asked. ·whether 
Miriister· NOSBN1CO. was his .father' similarly with 
'rcmaara NOSENXO, his · ostensible mother. NOSENKO did 

· ·not-.reaCt. .-to. the· question ·phrased "'Yuri Ivanovich 
· NOSENKO", -:but _reacted consistently when asked if 
t.hese were b.!! own parents.. He was sensitive to 

· · questions concerning his mar.riage. (There is reason· 
to believ'e ·he is nOt, in fact, married.) He was also 

·. giv-en .a scies .of tests ·asking for the first letter 
of·. his· ·g.i ven name. · ·The whole alphabet. was covered,. 
and tl,le polygraph charts ··show that he became increas­
ingly tense, culminating at the letter S (or perhaps 
T) on. both runs.. While we recognize that testing of 
this ··so:rt.may not give valid reaults. it certainly 
gets over to NOSENXO ·the degree of our doubt and may 
even help us determine who he really is. We. will 
pursue this further. covering his ·patronym and family 
name as well. 

c. l:mprisonment.: In view of the strong indica­
tions .. that NOSENKO has spent considerable time in 
prison (as reported in the past) • we quest.ioned him 
on this~ . He reacted strongly and consistentJ.y to the 
question of whether he had been imprisoned in the USSR. 
we then. ran a series of tests to determdne his relative 
sensitivity to various types of imprisonment, var.ious 
crimes for which he may have been imprisoned,. various 
areas of the ussa where he may have been imprisoned,. 
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. · ·and various year~ of' imprisonment. He .. seemed con­
sistently sensitive to correctional labor camps 
as the type of prison, ·ana. to several possible 
causes of imprisonmenta . particul.arl.y homosexuality, 
desertion and felony. Interestingly enough he was 
not sensitive to questions concerning imprisonment 
for self•inflicted wounds despite his story that he 
had. shot ~self in the hand during the war. He 
seemed more· consistently Sen.s:l.tive to Siberia as 

·- the a.rea· of imprisonment but the- results were not 
as.clear as an other aspects ot his story. He seems 
partiCUlarly· sensitive to the years 1954-1956, which 
tmmediataly preceed the period fram 1956 onward. 
When. h~a began to appear in KGB operations ... 

l 
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24 October 1966 

· S'O'S.TEC'l': > P..c:>lygraph ·.Examination. of Yuri J:vanovich NOSENKO 
iConcerninq Lee Harvey OSW .. \U) . on 18 'October. 1966 

Background: .· 

. · SUbj~ct of this report is a thirt.y...eight year old married 
male who.: on- 4 February 1964, established contact. with United 
StatE~Js: authorities in Geneva,. SwitzerlSnd and . askecl far . political 
asy~um• .:0 · · · · . 

'. .. . . .. . . -~ . 

. . Subject :was iliiticUly polygraphed OD · 4. April 1964 at a 
. covert . security ~tion · 1·n. Washington, D. c. suburbs (see 
J:.EID', Report.A~=67491; :·dated 8. April 1964). The purpose of the 
1964 polygraph. intervie\ii was to establish whether Subject. was 
.a bona fide. · def8ct.or, .· or if he was a dispatched · SOviet agent 
sent by-• ·soviet :·:tntelliqenca.· on· a specific mission. The eon­
cl.usion arrived at during the 1964 polygraph testing was that 
Subject was attempting deceptionz that he was not a bona fide 
defector, .. but a -ci·spatched. Soviet $9ent. · 

. · .. ·. ·. .. . . . . . . 

Duririg .. the· interim, Apr11 .. 1964·- October 1966, SUbject 
has. Undergone ·additional interrogation during which an attempt 
was. made· to·. obtain the .. truth · frau Subj eet, and. to cl.arify the 
many _inconsistencies and· discrepancies which were evident 
throughout SUbject•a version of his personal and professional 
backqround history. SUbject admitted to lyinq and falsi~ing 
about some phases o:f his background only after long end tedius 
interrogation and after confrontation with irrefutable facts 
which SubjeCt could not argUe against. SUbject. has admitted 
to exaggerating his own personal participation., his KGB rank, 
and . certain areas of . his personal. backqround. He has not., 
however. admitted deception concerning two main elements of 
his KGB operati even when confronted by loc;;ical 
and factual. contradiction his story • 

.J?urposez 

The specific purpose of the 18 October 1966 polygraph 
test was toa 

a •. Attempt to establish whether Subject ...ras in 
fact. actually invol.ved in the OS~i1.LD case while OSW'ALD 
was in the Soviet Union,. or i:f his association with t.he 
os·dALD · case was onl.y part of his cover story legend .. 

""J"~~ ~rn Ua ~t!J 
tn~ 
UJ\1 
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b. Det.ermine if · SUbject was personal.ly act.i ve 
in the OS~ case· in 1963 after President Kennedy's 
assassination.. 

c. AScertain if Subject received special instruc-
. Uons ·from the KGB to pass on to the American Government 
. reqardinq the · OSWAL.i) case. 

Proc;edure: 
~ . . . 

'l'he 'Undersigned polygraphed Subject at a covert security 
location-· en ·18 October 1966 between the hours of 1305 and 1810. 
The. testi.Dg -·.was. ·cOnducted in the Russian lenc;uage. Tho specific 
area coverea during the 19. October polygraph interview dealt 
ldth questions concerninq the Lee·Harvey OSWALD case and _su.b­
ject•s knottleege and asaoeiation with the OS~i.ALD case· in the 
SOViet: Union. The -series of questicas asked of SUbject about 
the os~ ·case· ~as-based··entirely on the information SUbject 
gave • ~gard.iilq . OSWALD. 

. . S~ject .immediately recognized the undersigned as the 
polygraph officer 'Jihc had administered ' the previous polygraph 
test, and reealled t.ha specific date of the test# 4 April: 1964. 
Subject . w-as told that be woula again . participate in ariot.~r 
polyc;raph ::ini;ervie;if• .$t.lbject 1s. polygraph patterns revealed a 
ce:u::tai.D amoUnt .of muscular. mOvement during some of · the phases 
o.f ·testing;. 'however. not withstanding this evidence it is ·the 
opinion of. the Widarsigned that there are polygraphic indica­
tions of attempted. dece~ic:m 'bY .t'he SUbject to sane of the 
speeific::: qile~ons asked of· him (see conclusion) • n'he.n Subject 
was 'cbal.l~qed anQ accused of deception., he wou~d .repeat that 
he ;trras . t~el.ling: only .. the truth now, . and . vas telling the ·truth . 
durinq:.bi.s;:·last polygraph tes~.· ~en he ·..ras confronted With 
the faet·thiat:he.haa- lied< to ·specific ·questions during his.· 
1964·-··polyg:taph•·':;md:tbat:. these•;:l:les vere subsequently con-. 
clusively.picyen·"t:o: be lies.,.·when he himsel.f later (1965-1966) 
admitted ·.that. be had ,fabricated about portions· of. his back­
ground stoz?, he admit"t:ed :that thi.s was· so, but that the lias 
were minor ·aDd r~ing persona1 areas of his background only. 
He justifiea.·his paSt. deception on tbs ~..d that he did so 
only to Embelish his personal backqround to improve his image 
in our e:yes.:: ·- , · 

Discussion: which took place during the polygraph testing 
and SUbj e«:;t • s addi tiona to and revisions of his previous 
statements . are incorporatec;l in the SB report. 
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_ :tn- analyziDg SUbject:.a s polygraph charts,. r..olyqraphic 
evidEmce: :or- indication·- of·. deception was considiared- frc::m the 
standpoint>~of~ai:stency and significance (strength) of the 
reaction~--:,<. _:.- . . . -

_ R~akt!~s:.fOuftd to exist on .norm or unimportant lead-in 
questitms;,-.. :_,eape.cially .if these rf!actiOD.s are inconsistent,. are 
not •· noted.· :_as· such·_· in . this --reP9rt.- . There. is no loc;ical explan­
aticn.·for~-·--8\lbject ··a sensj,.t:ivity .to this category of .questions 
other •t'ban· :the: pos~ibili ty. that. some of . these- que~ions may 
be :1uQre(ii)e~gful. to -SUbject than we -ere at pres~t: aware., 
or--that -~j ect:. is., e.cqua~~ed -\Tiit.h the: polygraph teclmique 
-and_- .is _ attempting to-- Cl:'eate-~~false;.. controlled -reactions- to 
· lei!!d;...;in· .and~ .. ha:mless ques~iona- in an attempt to mislead poly­
graph analysis~-- ; - - . 

·.. \ \'II" . 
' ' . . . . :~ :. 

Ho~ever., :-$.1bject•s ·reactions .to important questions when 
noted as.- •reaction•- are, in- the opinion of the undersigned., 
.definite indicatiQJ)s of deception. 

-' 

.The _fol·looJirig -·are questions-- asked during the polygraph 
tosti.Dq., Subject.-s answers- and bis reaCtions to the questions a .- -

·, .:.::_._·' ·•·· 

1.· -,.,~ ·Lee Harvey- OS<tALD ever in the Soviet Union? 

Answer: Yes.· (No .reaction) 

2. ~as· OS'wALD in the Soviet Union from 1959 to 1961? 

.Answer: Yes. (No reaction) 

3. Did you receive special instructions about lllhat to 
tell the Amer.ieans al::lcut the OSriA.LD case? 

AD&ilierz . No. (Raact.ion) 

4. Did you personally meet OS•iALD? 

· 1-lris-..,er a_ No. · (No reaction) 

s. ~ias .OS~fAW recruited by KGB as an agent? 

·Answer: No. (No reaction). 

6. .iere you qlad that President Kennedy was killed? 

A:nswer :_ _ No. (Reaction) 
.... f~i)-- r:- .... .....,.,.,... 

I .. J. ' - ' --' -, ~ . . - ' l liJ ~..,_;_~,. 

EY 

- ... 

- i 
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7. Other· than what you told :me, did you actively participate 
in the OSWALD cue prior to 1963? 

AnsW'erJ No. (No reaction) ,. 

e. Did you see a photograph of os~ALD in 1963? 

Answera Yes. (React,j.on) 

9. . Was Marina P R.USAKOVA an agent· of KGB? 

Answers Ho. (Ho reaction) 

9a. · Before her marriage to OSW.\LD? 

Answers . No. (Reaction) 

9b. After her marriage to OSWALD? 

.Ans"Wer: No. (No reaction) 
10. Did you personally meet Marina. PRUSAKOVAi 

ADswera No. (Reaction) 

11. Did oswALD· have any kind of contact nth the 13th Otde1 · 
of the 1st ·Chief Directorate? 

·Answer: No. (No reaction) 
.. · .. · 

12. D~d lCGB. prepare OS\'IALD for comm.ittinq assassinations? 

Answer:.. lie. (No ·reaction) 

13. · . lias OSWALD prepared (trained) ·by KOD to kill. President 
.Ken:nedy? . 

Answer: ~~o. (No reaction) 

24 •. Did you hear of oswALD (case) prior to President 
Kennedy's. assassination? 

. Ans·wer: Yes. (Reaction) 

Subject's mast ~ignificant reactions on this test series were · 
to . questions 3 and 24 - other reactions of a lesser significa.."lce 
ilere evident t.oquestions 6., 8, 9a., and.lO. 

T~P St~RIT 
.. ~-~ n ~-. ~ ! ")' 
l!... '"''"" .:..; ... ~ .• ~ 

I. 

I 
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. series· No·, · 2 

20;. •. :Is.· the.· n .. -. OSWALD· familiar to .you? 

. ~81ier-a Yes. · _(:No reaction) 
,.-· .... 

,._. 

. . . . 

. '(:No _reaction)·-

· 22,.' ·· ·N~a,:_tllis ·the full and official ?~B case on OSUALD? 

-Answerz. ·.Yes. .·(ReactiOn) 

23.·. · .Diet: iron· give· us any kind of information about OSWALD1 
.. : ~ . -~ . 

·· J\nswer: · Yes~ . · (tlo. reaetion) · 

· 24. · · Did you: hear of OSWALD (case) ·prior to Pre$ident 
Ketmedy 1 s.essassination7 

· . .Answer:· ~es. (Reaction) 

._ 24.a~ Did you hear of· OSW.AI.D (case) :only after· President 
· · Kennedy • s death? · 

25. 

Mswer: . Instead of. the usual yes .or no· ans·;;~er, Subject 
an&W'ered "Before and ·after11

• When the question 
was repeated, he ac;.ain a.nswierod "'Before and 
after•. Only wbe.a the question was asked a 
third· time on a subsequent test did he ans.,er 
"No'*• (Reaction) (Subject reacted when he 
answered "Before and after" and when he 
muhllered "No .... 

Did KGB consider OS}l.\LD al::!Dormal? 

mswer:. Yes. (No rea.ction) 

26. AS . far as you know, did Marina OSWiALD kno'"" about hsr 
husband's plan to kill President Kennedy? 

.AtUI'..ter.: No. (No reaction) 

27. To your knowledge dia OSWALD talk with a KGB officer 
in MeXico? 

.r"\nsrl'l'er: No. (!-lo reaction) 
~r.~P. 
~ ·.~2!~:~.! 

, ........ _, .,. 
I. ' · . 

. !Jii~~' 
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·. 28. .Oid OSWALD.return -to the United States in 1961? 

Answers Yes. · (No reactiOn) SUbject. • s reaction 
to this question was inconsistent when he 
answered· •.Yes •, hence the (No reaction) 
notation. However, it is· noteW'orthy that. 
Subject did not attempt to correct the 
date of QSW'l--w•s departure to the u.s. -

. · OSWALD returned to the u.s. in June 1962 
and not in 1961. 

29. Is your contact ·11ith the OS~</ALD case part of your 
· legend (c::Over story) ? 

An_swer a No. (Reaction) 

·JO.· Did yoU really take .part in the os~ALD case in 1959? 

. Answer: .Yes. (Reaction) 

SUbject:, • s .most significant .reactions ·v~ere t.o question:~ 22, 
24L 24a~ 29::and 30. · 

. . . 

Series No.o· 3 ··· . 
~ . . . . 

:..dditional .·pertinent questi.ons included amonq those already 
. a:9ked ill Series No. 1 and ~.:o. 2 :c 

16 •. · Did you ·personally order RAS'l'RUSIN, in 1959, to collect 
. material ·on OS"dALD? 

Answer: Yes •. (Reaction) 
. '. ' 

· · ·1s. ··Pia you personally talk on the. v. Ch .. with Minsk 
:. abOut the OSWALD . case in 19631 . . . . . . . . ' 

., . 

... ·· .... 

17.. ·.· :· dere ·yf;)u instructed on the OSWJ\LD case by one of the 
·KaB·, opEU:-ational officers? 

··. · .~S"iiert No. (Reaction) 

A. Did: the KGB instruct .·you to tell us OS .-1-t;LD ~as a b-3d 
shot?·· · · 

· P.risw-er1 No. (tlo Reaction) 
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7. 

18. 'Do -y.ou · ~0\ii definitely that OSWALD was not of 
.. operaticaal · interest to l<GB? 

. Ati:swer: ·Yes. · . (R.Bact.icn) -

c~ _:])id, KGB qi ve the .oswA.t.Da m1y kind of help in 
·- /their departure.· from- the Soviet Union? 

. .' . 
·:·· . . !-: ' 

. · _ . ADS\I!Ver 1 - Iio;. . (Uo reactiozd 
, ... · 

_ 3Atr _:. nia •iou rec:eiv~ .specid- instructions from KGB 
· · · -_- -~abOut · .. '~bat to :t.ell the Americans about os·~iALD? 

•: . ;_.--; 

·· -. ·.Answers·:No. ·. (Reaction) 
·.:· ···.·· .. 

. Suhject~s'-,t;~S:Ct:icns· to :the qUestions so indicated were· about 
equal.- in -~·cep;s~stenc:Y.· and . significance. 

·eonc1\isi6rii_ . -_ ~'- ... ·: 

. . .·. on t~e,- .basis of ' an analysis of the polyqrapb charts obtained 
dur.irlg- Su:bjee~ts. _polygraph. interrogat.ion and· testing during the 
.lS :.October <1~66~ sessi~, it· is the Wldersiqned 1 s opiniOD ._that: 

., ... 

.· --_- --- _- ... · . ·:a~. sUbject ..tas not per~nally or actually - _ · 
-·- invelvea :m··the oswALD ease- fran 1959 to 1961. while 

OS~fALD:waa.:m·.-the soviet.· Union. · 

· b~ ·Subject beard of OSWALD only after I<enuedy•s 
assassJ.Dat~on, · · how:aver he. ·t~as not an active partici­
pant· in 1963 as be indicates, but was probably bz:'ief'ed. 
on the_· case ·• by a KOB officer. 

. . . . 
c.. SUbject received special instructions (frcm 

KGB) about the OSWALt> case and what to tell J>merican 
authori~ies about it. 

Nic:holas P. Stoiaken 

··: . 




