14-00000

104-10211- 10001

e

T e e o - s ¢ - yeagrm &

i
P
.
i
;
i
!
i
l
[}
t

[2023 RELEASE UNDER THE PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY ASSASSINATION RECORDS ACT OF 1992] :

FILE TI.I& hU:l'h/\OLUHL

INCLUSIVE DATES:

CUSTODI AL UNIT/LOCATION:

DELETIONS,

_CASE_CF Yl ity

/L CSEAHK & !Y’-’ s /47‘?‘ s-D«J v)

IF ANY:

ROOM:

LA (A

oL A T A A

/avj*ftaf?a*(_:

— -

DATE DATE
RECEIVED | RETURNED DEVIEWED BY (PRINT NAME) SIGNATURE OF RUVIFEVING OYilisl.
9 oLy 7B ) I/"vl'i_l;/ ,v/", :7'//_’/ ’ ’/',""’,/ {
; | . . - / . ,.-'—— ( .
- ~ - ] [ foal
: T I
.« i Q.Jfl e { é_/<
- Mj:tmku_ . &‘\-*;: i L~ —-»\' -
i
by- i
! i
: {
\
NO .DOCU.‘JE'.\'TS MAY BE.COPIED OR REMOVED FROM THIS FILE ;
t
13
!
]
™ BT 4‘% i
WMf ERESE 1580 5
)
O BTRRICA. T P . g
k
i
v
L
5_ E"'-g‘.Pr‘ N --—:—-.l_—-__—‘ > —"—-4 PN o —_ == ~:‘—;‘ = = e py—— """’""’:‘;“m,m S
w faf
A

R e

o



This document is made available through the declassification efforts
and research of John Greenewald, Jr., creator of:

The@BIaCioVatlt

The Black Vault is the largest online Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
document clearinghouse in the world. The research efforts here are
responsible for the declassification of hundreds of thousands of pages
released by the U.S. Government & Military.

Discover the Truth at: http://www.theblackvault.com


http://www.theblackvault.com

14-00000

'.;fr.- . -

e —— N «®Llar

oh Ww-_-—' -, - 8N

€03.

VII. SPECIALISTS® ASSESSMEITS OF HOSERIKO

‘A, Opinions on Intelligence and Personality

1, Grephoicqical Analysis -

Three pages of penciled notes and jottings in Russian made
by ROSENLO during en early debriefing session were submitted on
25 March 1964 to CIA hardvriting analysts, together with a nunter
cf questions posed Ly the CIA officers handling NOSENKO. The
graphologists were told only that the writer was a Rucsian male
aged 36, that he had a university-level education, and that he was
8n intelligence ofificer by profession, Their report, which was
qualified due to limitations on the amount of KOSENKO's handwriting
gpecimens submitted to them, is quoted below.
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2. Reports by Psychologist
a. .Psychological Testing Resultg

A CIA psychologist intervieved NOSENKO and administered a
aeries of paychological tests on 9 July 1964, The psychologist's
report, including answers to questions raised by the CIA handlers
of NOSENKO is quoted in the following paragraphs. ' !

i
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“Pmotional Balance and
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¢c. Psychological Interrogation:

psychologist interviewed NOSENKO on his entire early history.
from birth until about 1953, when he said he entered the KGs.
- - . The main purposes were to collect additional information on this
i period,* to gain further psychological insights into NOSZIKO's
i personality, and to find possible ways of obtaining a truthful
; account. though conducted under the. physical conditions of
interrogation, the questioning was relaxed and fo!lowed no rigid
: outline.- There vwere relatively few changes of story from pre-
H vious versions; at the same time, however, NOSENKO described in
i detail some incidents which he has Subsequently admitted to be .
untrue., An extract from the psychologist's report of these
interrogations is given below,

i

4

g Por fourteen days between 3 and 21 May 1965, the same CIA
i

i

"% A comparison of information obtained during this series of

interrogatiors with information given earlier and later by

NOSENKO-can_be_found_in_Part 1IV.
e
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3. Report by Psychiatrist

During the year April 1964-April 1965 NOSENKO was under the
medical care of a CIA psychiatrist who visited NOSHIO at regular
intervals, usually weekly, to examine him physically ard to listen
to any comments NOSENKO might have about himself and his situation.
The psychiatrist femiliarized himself with available materials on
NOSENKO, particularly with reports of his kehavior in the months
immediately following the dzfection. A report which he submitted
on 20 December 1964 is given below.
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B. Views of Intelligence Personnel

1. Statement by DERYARIN

a. Introduction

Former KGB officer Peter Sergeyevich DERYABIN has followed
closely the entire course of CIA's investigation of NOSENKO ard
his information. He took part in the interrogaticns of NOSENKO
in April 1964, January-February 1965, and Cctoker 1966 as an ob-
server and consultant, and he personally questiored NOSENKO during
July and August 1965 concerning certz2in aspects of his personal
past and early KGB career. On the basis of his direct, personal
kno«#ledge of conditions w#ithin tha Soviet Union and of KGB organi-
zation and procedures prior to his defection in February 1954,

—r8upplemented by continuing study of later informaticn from a
variety of sources, DERYABIN is of the opinion that much of what
NHOSENKO has said abou- himself and the KGB is purposefully false
or distorted. Although DERYZBIN has been able to offer authorxta-
~tive comment on many aspects of KOSENKO's story, the follo~ing
-géction of this paper is limited to his remarks concernihg lOSEN-
KO's entry into .the KGB (ther MVD) and his Communist Party affili-
ation, both of w~hich fall into the period when DIRYABIN was active
as a KGB (then MVD) staff officer. DERYABIN personally interro-
gated NOSENKO on these topics in the summer of 1965. Since DER-
YABIN was a personrel officer of the KGB (then #4GB and MVD)in
Moscow, «#ith long experience in Communist Party ectivities, at
the time NOSENKO claims to have entered the American Department
of the KGB Second Chief Directorate, he is particularly qualified
to comment on these aspects of NOSENKO's story.

DERYABIN, as a Soviet Army officer, #as graduated in 1945
from the higher counterintelligence school of Snersh (counter-
intelligence #ith the Soviet Armed Forces). Following this he
#orked in Naval. Smersh in Moscow and in March 1947 began to work
in the MGB as a case officer in the Central Personnel Directorate.
Shortly afterwards, «#hen his superior was appointed Deputy Chief
of the Chief Guards Directorate for Personnel, DERYABIN trans-
ferred «#ith him to the Guards Directorate. He served as & Guards
Directorate personnel officer uantil May 1952, rising through the
ranks from case officer to the position cf Chief of Section. One
of his responsibilities w#as the approval of personnel for service
in various units of the Guards Directorate, and re was also in
charge of supervising personnel and security matters concerning
one of the Directorate's surveillance sub-sections.

After requesting a change from personnel to operational
duties, DERYABIN was transferred in May 1952 to the Pustro-German
Department' of the MGB Foreign Intelligence Directorate. Until
December 1952 he served as the Deputy Chief of a sub-section in
the Counterintelligence Sektcr (desk) of the Austro-German Depart-
ment. He was then appointed Deputy Chief of the intelligence
-Sektor of the same department, a position he held until March

" 1953. From lMarch until September 1953, DERYABIN was the Deputy
Chief of the section in MGB Headquarters which was responsible
for the security -of -Soviets stationed in Austria z2nd Germany.
In September 1953 he was transferred to Vienna, «here he became
Deputy Chief of the section in the MVD Legal Residency respons-
ible for the security of Sovieis in Austria, He defected to
American authorities on 15 February 1954.
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CERYACIN joined the Komsomol in 1736 wand remeined a member
until 1940, «her he became a candidate member of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union; he became a full Party memoer in
August 1941. During his Party career he reld a nurber of responsi-
ble posts. Eefore the war, «hen DERYABIN was a teacher in Altay
Kray, he «as the secretary of a local Komsomol unit and simultan-
eously served &s a member of the Komsomol Plenum in the rayon
where he lived. Prom Octoter 1940 uncil November 1941 he was .
Secretary of the Komsomol Committee of the 107th Engineer Batt3lion
of the Red Army and from June 1945 until April 1946 held the sanre
position in the Komsomol Committee of the llaval Smersh. This was
the unit which had particular responsibility for counterintelli-
gence work within the Haval GRU, which NOSENKO said he joined in
1951, * In .the MGB DERYABIN w~ac a member of the Party Committee of
the Personnel Section of the Guards Directorate and, after his
transfer, was elected Secretary of the Party Bureau of the Austro-
German Depirtment of the Foreign Intelligence Directorate. He held
this post from January 1953 until his transfer to Austria in Sep-
tember 1953. :

[ P .. Lt . .- Cve

e nemIcr

b. DERYABIN's Comments

The following statements by DERYABIN are based or his question-
ing of NOSENKO between 26 July and 13 August 1965. The questions
asked and the statements attributed to NOSENKO (referred to as
Subject) #ere during this period. Although the Soviet State Secu-
rity Service did not become known as the KGB until March 1954,
this term is used for convenience sake, except where the specific
organization of the MGB or MVD is under discussion, DERYABIN's ,
comments follow: . :

“NOSENKO's Acceptance into State Security*

-~ ®*Taking NOSENKO's. own statements at face value, it is highly
improbable that a person such as he has described himself to be
would be acceptaktle for a position as a staff officer in State
Security. The following factors are important in this regard: .

a. It was the policy of State Security to avoid hiring
the children cf high government officials. :

b. Untils STALIN's death in March 1953, KO2ULOV, the
man who supposedly helped NOSENKO gain &ntrance into the
service, had no influence inside the MGS apparatus., From
about 1948 until 9 or 10 March 1953, KOBULOV had no office
irside the MGB or the VD buildings. - I know personally that
in these years KOBULOV worked in Germany as Deputy Chief of
the GUSIMZ (Chief Directorate of Soviet Properties Abroad)**
vwhich was once directly under the Council of Ministers and
later under the Ministry of Foreign Trade. The office was
located-on Chkaiova Street, near the Kurskiy Railreocad :
Station (three blocks from my. former apartment). . . . o

* See also Part V.B,

*% WISMUT A.G. in Germany was subordinate to GUSIMZ:; for a
further discussion of KOBULOV's role in helping NOSENKO
join the KG3, see Part V.B,

e
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c. It was physically impossible at the time for NCSENKO. .
to be recomended for and accepted into State Security. as he
has told us, all in one month, March 1953. (If one accepts
his earlier version that he had his talk with KOBULOV in Jan-
uary or Fsbruary, his account is similarly impossible because
KGBULOV was not then in State fecurity.) It wguld normally
have taken a much longer time, but in addition to this it was
a pericd of reorganization and the personnel staff was no%
actively conducting treir work at that time, and pernisanent
staff officers were rot sure that they would retain their
positions,

‘d. In March 1953 NOSENKO was already twenty-five ard a
half years old ard orly a member of thie Komsomol. He had ro
recoxrrendation for Party membership and could not become a
meaber for a full year because of his transfer from one ser-
vice (GRU) to another, It is impossible that State Security
would accept him krowing in advance that on his birthday he
would be t<enty-six years old ard without either Komsomol or
Party membership. &£ven for the son of a Mirister, the Secre-
tary of the Komsomol Committee of the KGB would have to talk
with the Personnel Cffice and would not give a recommendation
for his acceptance, especially for the Internal Counterantel-
ligence (Secord Thief) Directorate. 1In the case of a son of
8 Minister and one «ho is recommended bv KOBULOV, thre secre-
tary would request from NOSENKO a recommerdation for Party
membership from the members of the Communist Party where
NOSERKO used to work, in this case the GRU. In this way the
secretary of the Komsomol would be sure himself that NOSENKO

would become a candidate member of the Communist Party during
the next year.

‘"However, even acceptirg that despite these obstacles and

.contradictions the KGB would have accepted him, ore must also’

remexnber (according to NOSENKO's own statemenis) that NOSENKO's
file contained the follosing negative points.* They are serious
factors and certain of them alone would be erough to cause the
rejection; the totality makes it difficult to pelieve that at a
time of crisis in the State Security organs anyone would take the
respor.sibility of accepting him:

a. Subject was already married and divorced before entry
into State Security.

b. He had been married to General TELEGIN's daughter
and TELIGIN had beer arrested by State Security and was in
jail the day that Subject entered State Security,

€. NOSENKO said that there was a file on 'IOSENKO's
father in which compromising material was collecied on -
.. - Subject's family. NOSENKO agreed that one piece of 1nfor-
, mation that would-have-been in this file was the fact that
his maternal grandfather died ir a Soviet prison while under
sentence as a counter- revolutionary. :

d. The social status background in the life of Subject's
mother was nobility.

* 'See also Part IV.B,
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e. The shooting incident in Leningrad during World o
War I1 ard his decertion frowm the Naval School in Baku L
would have played a very negative role in any consideration

of his acceptance into 3tate Security.

f. Subject never completed high school in the rormal
fashion. e :

n T

g. Subject was a poor student at the Institute of Inter-
national Relations.

h. It should be added that the KGB would definitely
kro# that NOSENKO was involved in an automobile accident
in 1947 and was interrogated by the Militia (traffic court),
found guilty, and fined. This would definitely play a
negative role in NOSENKO's admission to the KGB,

i. NOSENKO would never te allowed to enter the KGB having
just recovered from tuberculosis.* In fact, there was a rule
at that time that no person who ever had tuberculosis (even
twentyyears earlxer) would be permitted to work in the KGB.

¥In addition, after acceptance, the fact that KOBULOV was a
personal friend of Subject's father, as he has told us, would
hav? kteen noted in the file and would have plaved a negative role
in permitting Sukbject to continue to work in State Security after
KOBULOV's arrest in June 1953.

*1 asked Subject how he answered some of the questions in the
anketa {(entry questionnaire), particularly the questions on his
former wife, her relatives, and on his mother's ancestry.** I
then asked Subject how it was, taking into account his motlrer's
aristocratic ancestry, the fact that her father died in jail, the
Trotskyite allegatjons against Sybject's father, the fact that
Subject's former father-in-law (TELEGIN) was still in jail, and
the fact that Subject was present when TELEGIN's apartment was
searched--that he had been accepted into the KG3, particularly
in 1953 during the confusion and changes after the death of STALIN,
Subject admitted that the question was logical, and said that he
could only assume that the influence of KOBULOV and the important
and influential position of his own father outweighed these nega-
tive factors, He also cited his GRU expet1ence in this connection.

*I then asked Subject how he had reported hxs second marriage
tc the KGB. He replied that before the marriage he had mentioned

* NOSENKO firs: meritioned having had tuberculosis during the June
1962 meetings, when he described it as a minor case but said he
was under out-patient treatment until 1958. He next mentioned
his illness in 1966, describing how he sometimes coughed up a )

- "glass of blood"~ at-a time, Although DERYABIN's ‘questioning’ T
covered this part of NOSEIKO's life in deta2il, there was no
mention of tuberculosis in July and Auqust 1965. DERYABIN's
comment is based on the 1966 information but is included here
for purposes of context.

®2The anketa and DERYABIlI's questioning on this subject are dis-
cussed further below.
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it briefly to GORBATENKO, ard that he had unofficially run a name
check on his prospective bride (which was 'clean'), and that after
the marriage he had filled out another anketa ir which he included
all the required data on his wife and rer relatives. After con-
siderable prompting, Subject said that he hrad indicated thret she
and her parents had h»een in France, but that he had concealed tne
fact that her grarnédmother had been in German-occupied territory
during the war. (He admitted that the KGB would have learned this
in a routire check, however.) I then reviewed for Subject the
negative security factors mentioned zbove, adding the arrest of
KOBULOV, the fact that his ne# wife and rer parents had been
abroad, the fact that her grandmotiher was in German-occupied
territory, the fact that Subject was now over-age for the Komsomol
but not yet a Party member or candidate, and the fact that Subject
received a 15-day sentence for misuse of cover documents and in-
curring venereal disease, and asked if he didn’'t think that his
personnel file had been reviewed in 1954, and if so, what grounds
there could have been for retaining him in the KGR, Subject said
that he thought that his file probably was reviewed but that

again the influence of his father had saved him. Subject added
that another important factor was propably his language qualifi-
cation and particularly his higher educationrn. I pointed out to
Subject that if his second wife and her parents had been abroad

it was impossible that her name check could have been negative.

He admitted it was illogical, but insisted that this was so.

"NOSENKO ‘s _Knowledge of KGB, 1953-54

"Entry Date into KGE: NOSENKO was reminded that he had pre-
viously given varying dates for his entry on duty in the KGB., He
replied that he did not remember the exact date, but he was sure
that it was in the middle of March 1953 - perhaps 13 or 15 March
(15 March 1953 was a Surday). He would give no explanation for _
why he previously claimed to have entered the KGB in - | - :
1952.* 1In fact it would be very unusual for a KGB officer to
forget his exact entry-on-duty date to the very day because it
i8 used to compute length of service and must be entered on vari-
ous forms from time to time, X

"Numerical Cesignation of the Intelligence and Counterintelli-
gence Directorates in 1953: Asked to describe what directorates
existed in the MVD while BERIYA was Minister (March-June 1953),
NOSENKO named the First Chief Directorate (FCD) and the Second
Chief Directorate (SCD) which he said were the i1ntelligence ard
counterintelligence directorates respectively. Asked if he were
sure, NOSENKO said he was positive, and that the only change that
took place was that later, under KRUGLOV, for. a few months only,
the FCD became the SCD, ard vice versa. NOSENKO stuck to this
even when told he was wrong; he did rot say he did not know or
did not remembter, perhaps realizing that he could not claim not
to remember <hat directorate he served in. (Actually, the change
in numerical designations was instituted by BERIYA right after
STALIN's death in March 1953 and persisted-until the KGB was
organized in March 1954. Thus, NOSENKO does not know what the
correct designation of his own directorate was at the time that
he allegedly erntered on duty with Soviet State Security and for
the entire first year of his alleged service there.

. * NOSENKO on other occasions has given various reasons why he

told CIA that he joined the KCB in 1952, See Part V.B.
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“MVD Leadership, 1953-54: Asked to nane the chiefs cf thre
directorates and separate departments of the MVD urder BERIYA
and KRUGLOV, NOSFNKO named nine out of 8. He was unable to name
the Chief of the Intecllicence Directorate, saying that he remem-
bered only SAKHAROVSKIY {PANYUSHKIN was chief untii 1953). Asked
to name KRUGLOV's deputies, NOSENKO named only ROMASHKOV and
SEROV, and was ignorant of such prominent deputies as LUNFV A4
SHATALIN. Told that a Secretary of the Central Committee of the
CPSU was one of KRUGLOV's deputies at this time (SHEATALIN), NO0S-
ENKO flatly denied that this was possible.

“Organization of KGB: NOSENKO did not know whren the KGB was
organized (March 1954). He said that it was in early 1955 or
late 1954, Told thet he was a year off and asked to think it
over, NOSRIKO insisted that he was right.

"Processing Procedures for Employment with KGB: NOSENKO's
story about how he was processed for employment with the XGB in
1953 is inconsistent with the procedures used at that time. He
does not know many of the things that he should know about en-
trance procedures; he is wrong about many of the things that he
claims to remember, The disparities are so creat that they can-
not be explaired (as HOSENKOC attempts to do) by the claim that
KOBULOV's recommendation resulted in a simplified entrance pro-
cedure for NOSEIKO,

"The most important document filled out by prospective em-
ployees of Soviet State Security is a detailed personal history
questionnaire, called in Russian Anketa spetsialnoco naznacheniya
sotrudnika KGB. This exhaustive questionnaire is 16 pages long,
and filling it out is an experience that one is not likely to
forget. A background investigation is run on the basis of this
questionnaire, which itself becomes a permanent and prominent
feature of the employee's personnel file. MNOSENKO remembers

- £f11ling out a questionnaire, but does not know its designation,

He asserts that it was only 4-6 pages long. He asserts that he
filled it out at home, and submitted it in two copies shortly
before entering on duty. Actually, this questionnaire was re-
quired in ore copy only, and was never permitted to be taken
hoTe since it was a classified document {even when not filled
in).*

“NOSENKO insists that he did not have to take a medical exam-
ination prior to entering the KGB. This is not possible. Such
an examination was a routine and mandatory part of the processing.
I cannot think of any instance in which it would be waived.**

* DERYABIN's views are based on NOSENKO's statements in August
1965. In his original biographical statement (1962), NOSENKO
said that no anketa was required. He implied as much in his
most recent statement in April 1966, after being questioned
- by DERYABIN. - This- statement is given in-Part V.B. .-

**See remarks above concerning NOSENKO's alleged treatment for .
tuberculcsis from 1552 to 1958, L B
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"NOSENKO's descriptior of the secrecy agreemen: that he
signed when entering on duty with the KGB is ccaplztely unlike
the agreement that was in use at that time for staff employees.
It may be significant that NOSENKO's description of the secrecy

- agreerent he recalls signing resembles the secrecy agreeoments !
that were taken from agents. i

“NOSENKO insists that he did not £i{ll cut any other forms,
questiornaires, or papers when entering the KG&. Actually, there
were a number of other routine forms that had to be filled out by
applicants and new employees,

“location of ROZIZNKO's Office: HNOSENKO says that all his
entry processing was handled by a personnel officer ramed ROZHEN- :
KO and his staff. He asserts that ROZIENKO's office, which NOS-
ENKO visited several times in early 1953, was located on the 6th %
floor, Bth entry, Buildirng No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Street. 1In fact, !
neither RGZITNKO nor any officers or units of the Personnel De-
partment were located in the 8th entry.  They were all {including
ROZHENKC) located on the 6th and 7th floors of the 7th entry of
Buildirg No. 12.*

"Rank Pay: Asked about his salary when he first started to
work irn the KGB, NCSENKO said ke got a basic salary of 1700 rubles
as a case officer, 500 rubles for his rank of lieutenant, plus
secrecy, language, and lorgevity pay. He insisted that this was
correct, even ~ren told that KGE officers were no longer being
paid for renX in March 1953, and said that although he remembered
that there was one year--1954-.when they were not paid for rank,
he was sure that when he first entered on duty he received this
pay. Salary for rank was taken away from State Security officers
in September 1952 ard was not restored until April 1954, ‘

"Promotion to Senior lLieutenant: 1In giving the chronology
of his promotion to various military rarksg, NOSENKO claimed to
have been promoted to senior lieutenant in April 1953, shortly
-after joinirg the KGB, Told tha: this was impossible, and that
n2 one in the KGB was promoted a: this time, NOSZNKO replied that o
he couldn't say about anyone else but he was sure that he had re-
ceived his promotion at that time. In fact, this is impossible:
all promotions in the XGB were frozen from the time BEZRIYA took
over as minister (March 1953) until late 1953,

“Yisitor's Fass Procedures: In talking about his first visit
to the KGB to process for employment, NOSENKO was unable to re-
call the procedires employed by the KGB Pass Office in issuing
visitor's passes. Sgecifically, he maintain that the name of
the interviewer was not indicated on the pass. In fact,. the
name of the interviewer did appear on the pass and the inter-
. viewer had full responsibility for the visitor while he was on
, - KGB premises, While it is understardable that NOSENKO might
- T have forgotter the details involved if he had only visited there
- " "a few times more than ten years ago, if he worked at KGB-Kead- -~ -
e "’quarters -for -over -ten—years-—-as- a- -staff Off-icer——randearticularly«—m e e
as a supervisor he would have freguent occasion to admit visitors,
_and thus should know visitor's pass procedures quite well,

*NOSENKO has since said that he spoke to no personnel officers
prior to acceptance by the KGB cr afterwards, thereky indicating
that his statements to DERYABIN were untrue. See Part V.B,
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“"Unescorted Entry into KGB Buijlding with Visitor's Pass: 1In
describing his firet day at work, KOSENKO said that he went from
the Pass Office, where he obtained 2 vigitor's pass, to the 4th
entry of the B:ilding lo. Z, where his pass was checked by the
quards, and tren went unescorted to KCBULOV's office on the third
floor. Challenged on this point, he said he wis sure that it was
possible to enter without an escort. In fact, it was arsolutely
impossible to go through any entry of Building Ho. 2 without
escort if you did not have a properly stamped KG3 (MVD) identity
document (see below).

"KGB Identity Document: NOSENKO was asked to describe the
KGB identity document that he received when he first entered the
KGB. FHe was then asked if there was anything unusual in connec-
tion with this document at that time. He replied thaz he knew of
rothing unusual. He was then reminded that af:zr STALIN's death
and again after EERIYA's arrest it was nececsuvy to have special
stamps placed in the identity documents to valiidate them. With-
out the right stamp it was impossiktie to ente: the XGB building.
NOSENKO was ignorant of this and was urable to recall anything
abou*t it despite a numter of hints and leading questions, Actu-
2lly, during the period of upheaval followirg STALIN's death and
again after 3ERIYA's arrest, all KGB identity documents were tem-
porarily withdrawn in order tc have special validation stamps
placed in them, and it was literally impossible to get in the
KGB tuildings if one did not have the right stamp. This was the
subject of numerocus anecdotes at the time and is hard to believe
that an officer who served in the KGB at the time could have for-
gotten it completely.

"Gastronom: Asked to describe the sign in front of the KGB
Club, NOSENKD caid that he did not remember any sign (there was
one in 1952) but mentioned that there was a Gastronom (food store)
next to the KGB Club. Asked when the Gastronum was cpened, he

said fjirmly that it was already there whren he started to work
in the KG3, In fact, this Gastronom was defirnitely not there as

of 1954, It was opened sometime Lketween 1955 and 1957, as Moscow
directories show. The KGB Club is in entry No. 1 of Building

No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Square, and JOSINKO would have had to pass
it every day he 7ent to work.

“Chief Directorate of Militia: Asked where the Chief Direc-
torate of Militia of the USSR was located in 1353-54, NOSENKO
replied that he did not know, and knew# only that later it was
located on Ulitsa Ogareva. Actually, in 1853-54 it was located
next to the main KGb building at Dzerzhinskiy No. 2. A staff
officer in the counterintelligence directorate would have fre-
quent occasion to deal with the Chief Directorate of Militia.

®K.I. (Committee of Information): Asked where the Intelli-
gence Directorate of the MVD was located in 1953, NCSENKO replied
that it was scattered Lbetween Dzerzhinskiy No. 2, the Acricultural
Exhibition, tnhe K.I. buildirg, and Kiselniy Pereulgk. This is

‘a confused and ifcorrect enswer. "Asked for clarification, NCS= -

ENKO said that he had never visited either the K.I, or the First
Chief Directorate building at the Agricultural Exhibition. Thus,
NOSENKO seems to be unaware that the K.I. has not existed since
1951, and that the K.I, building and the building at the Agri-
cultural Exhibition were one and the same place.

b - ———————-a 14 e S ———
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“NOSENKO's Claim to Have Been a Komsomol' Sesretary in the
Second Chief Directorate, KGs

. "NOSEXKO claimed to have become a member of the Komsomol
Organization (K/O) of the KGB when he entered on duty in March
1953, to have been elected as Secretary of Komsomol Organization
of the Second Chief Directorate in the fall of 1953, and to have
served in that capacity until the fall of 1954, when he was re-
moved because he used operational-alias documents in obtaining
treatment for a venereal disease he had incurred. He claims to
have been excluded from the Komsomol, without prejudice, when he
attained his 27th birthday in Cctober 1954.

"Asked to describe how he trancsferred from the Kcisomol Crgan-
ization of the Haval Intelligence Post in the Baltic to the Kom-
somol Organization of the KGB, NOSENKO gave an entirely incorrect
description of this procedure, both as reyards deregistration from
the K/0 in the Baltic, and registration with the K/O in the KGB,
Ee gtated that he was issued a new Komsomol registration card by
the KGB K/0, without reference to the previous K/O in the Baltic:
this is imposasible. .

“NOSENKO gave an incorrect account of how a K/O secretary is
elected, stating that he was slected at a meeting of the K/0, 1In
fact, the K/O meeting can only select the K/O committee, which will
convene separately to elect the Secretary.

"NOSENKO could not describe the duties of a K/O secretary in a
specific manrer,

"NOSENKO did not know who was the secretary of the overall KGB
K/O. The secretary of the SCD K/O would be directly subordinate

. to him and would deal with him frequently.

"NOSENKO was unable to describe his dealings with the KGB K/0
or the identities or responsibilities of the people with whom he
dealt there,

"NOSENKO insisted that in 1953-54, the maximum age for a Kom-
somol member was 27. In actual fact, the maximum age was 26 (it
was raised later). This point is important, both because NOSENKO
should know exactly if he had served as a K/O secretary, and also
because it refutes his story that he was excluded from the Kom-
somol for over-age in 1954.

"NOSENKC maintained that all the members of his K/O paid dues
in the amount of 2 percent of their monthly salaries, This is
incorrect, as monthly Komsomol dues were calculated on a sliding
scale determined by wage group: at that time, Komsomol members
earning up to £00 rubles monthly paid 0.5 percent: those earning
500 to 1500 rubles paid 1 percent, and those earning over 1500

rubles paid 1.5 percent. The K/O secretary collects the dues, -

‘ “and must know the right amount, =~~~ == " Tt ooceomm— om ce—ms eoem oo o

"NOSEL;O did not know whether or not a Komsomol Congress
place every year. In actual fact, the 12th Komsomol Congress
which convened in March 1954 was the first since 1948; at this
12th Congress a number of changes were made in the Komsomol Rules
(Ustav). As secretary of a K/O NOSENKO would have been involved
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in a good deal of preparatory work for this Conaress, which was
a big event in the life of every Komsomol worker at the time, and
could not be forgotten,"

Although DERYABIN's direct knowledge of the KGB erded in 1954,
his detailed information of KGB procedures has been updated gz
his more recent examination of reports from other Saourceg, Wit
regard to what NOSENKO has said about KGB procedures, DERYABIN
stated: "Asked to describe how he conducted name checks on a
Scviet cltizen and on a new arrival to the American Embassy in
1953-54, NOSENKO gave a superficial descripticn of how such
checks were done. However, he resisted every attempt to get nim
to descrikbe this process in detail, and he macde several blunders
which show that he never actually ran such a check himself. For
example, he did not know where the records of all Soviet citizens
who have been tried are kept, and he attempted to improvise an
answer (completely wrong) that they would check with the Militia
about this, NOSENKO correctly said that Archives were located
on Kirov Street, but he was completely urabie to stretch his
limited knowledge to provide & description of how these various
repositories were actually checked. NOSENKO was also asked to
describe in detail how he ran such a check on a Scviet citizen
in the 1956-59 reriod. Here again he was in difficulty and re-
fused even to try. He did not even know the everyday term Spets-
proverka, which means a check for clearance.

"It was particularly interesting that he did not feel able to
dispute my challenges of his informatior, even though he undoubt-
edly knows that I do not have first-hand krowledge of procedures
in this period. I even tested this on one occasion by asking :
NOSENKO the difference between the 1lst Spets Otdel (Special )
Department - KGB cards and files) and the Operativno-Uchetniy

Otdel (Operational Reports Department - the functicnal name for

the 1st Special Department). He answered that the 1st Special
Departmerit holds the files on Soviet criminal cases wrile the
Operational Reports Department is for political and ¢spionage
cases. It scems he invented this answer on the spor, In addi-
tion, it 1is wrong that political and security cards are separate
from criminal cres in the lst Spgcial Department. They' were

in my time and must still be combined in one card file.

“NOSENKO states that he' knows nothing about the files of
the First Chief Directorate. It is unkelievable that in ten
years of service in the Second Chief Directorate NOSENKO never
saw a First Chief Directorate file; how else would he be able
to check information on foreigners, especially on American Em-
bassy personnel? The first stage in such a check is an inquiry
to the First Chief Directorate and a check of aay files they
may have on the subject., According to his own account, NOSENKO
should have keen doing this type of thing the whole of -his ten

- years of service, without regard to whether he was _assigned _to - -

the American Department or the Tpurist Department."

it
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2. Remarks by CIA Handlers

ey e

iU -
a. Introduction inate
‘; Yl‘

Five CIA case officers who worked dlrectly with NOSENKO have
recorded their personal observaticns on his behavior and actions.-
The principal case officer, the first CIA representative to meet
NOSENKO in 1962, participated in all of the meetings and inter-

rogat n faithar mavreanallu Ar manitnrin~y €rem Nnff-stane)l aince

- Al S e

T‘A second cose offlccr, who participated in
the meetings in Geneva in 196 in all sub en :

the operation, has spent the i

Three othar officers, who began to work
wi after his arrival in the Unxted S*ates and conducted
the bulk of both the debriefing and

[tﬁY{uﬁoﬁgthem, they command an extensive knowledge of
@ Soviet Intelligence Services, and they have had a variety

of agent- and defector-handling pxperience.

NOSENKO was talked to and questzoned in several types of
circumstances:

, - In five tightly organized meetings in 1962 in

Geneva with limited time available for each of a wide :
range of topics, none of which could be ignored but none : '
of which could be covered in detail. : )

- In cqncentrated. but somewhat longer meetings in
place in Geneva in January-February 1964, with the know-
ledge by all participants that items not adequately covered
then could be dealt with after the defection.

- In routine debriefing sessions after his defection,
first in a Frankfurt safehouse, then in a safehouse in
the Washington area, where a spectal effort was made not
to put pressure on NOSENKO or express doubts about his

" statements.

: -~ Under detailed hogtile 1nterrogat10n (especially
April 1964 and January-March 1965). g X

- In extended, detailed debriefing sessions which ‘ i
NOSENKO could not evade (May-November 1964, May 1965, t
July-August 1965, and Ogtober 1966). : :

Thus there were opportunjtiep to note his performance and reac-_ _ __ _

“tions under varied degrees of stress and control.

The features of NOSENKQ's conduct, manner, and techniques
discussed below are confined to those which were clearly and con-
sistently observed by all of the officers involved.
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b. NOSENKO's Conduct in Meetings

NOSENKO in brief, superficf{al, uncritical debriefings (of
the sort which characterized the 1962 and 1964 Geneva meetings
and the debriefings prior to 4 April 1964) was reasanabiy con-
vincing in his manner. For example, on the basis of the hur-.
ried sessicns of June 1962 in Geneva, which did not allow tire
for systematic or detailed questioning, the CIA case officer
in commenting on NOSENKO's conduct mentioned "the ease of his
manner, the sureness of his knowledge of matters which he should
have known, and the amount of checkable information he prowvided.”
NOSENKO seemed to that case officer to be “under little or no
restraint as to the amount and nature of what he told us® and
*made a convincing and good personal impression: a vigorous,
temperamental and vital man.* Similarly, notning in NOSEXNKO's
manner caused doubts on the part of the FBI representativee who
took NOSENKO's reports in February, March, and early April 1964.

It became apparent, how:ver, when the cases KOSENKO had
mentioned briefly in early meetings were taken up in detail in
leisurcly debriefings after the defection, that he could not add
facts consistent with what he had said before. He was unable to
recall related incidents or additional circumstances which did
not come to mind in the first telling, despite being aided by
guestioning from different angles or in different coatexts. The
same results were obtained in exhausting his store of operational
leads (with a half dozen exceptions) and his infermation on XGB
procedures, installations, and operational methods: Having once
reported on these general topics, NOSENXO could oifer nothing
more when debriefed again, regardless of the method of gquestion-
ing tried. Repeatedly he used the same stories to :llustrate
his points; new stories did not emerge. In a peric2 of nine
months, KOSENKO was drained of information“6n nis p: Y!Uﬂ:f‘!hd
pfolessional experiences and knowlédde. Never before hag the

le__iﬁx_nﬁiiisgi_ﬁncountg:gg a_defector who was tctally de-
briefed. —

A technique NOSENKO has frequently used to explain his in-
ability to supply details and to forestall further questicring

8 has been to claim poor memory. "Different people have different
gt s of memories,” he has said on macy occasio:s, or on others:
i d %ave'EoIa what I remember.” The case officers who have

handled NOSENKO agree, on the other hand, that he has an excel-
lent memory, although perhaps a peculiar one: NOSENKO did not
always recall most easily those events which had occurred nost
recently, or those incidents which were most closely related to
him. He was able, for example, to remember detailed information
on the penetration of the Courier Transfer Station in Paris and
to give a long, detailed, and ordered account of <he comprcmise
of PENKOVSKIY, in neither of which he claimed any personal role;
he has been able to name hundreds of KGB officers, to give the
dates on which many of them transferred from one component of
the Second Chief Directorate to another, and to describe their
responsibilities at particular times. Yet NOSENKO forgot where
he himself served in the GRU:; he could not consisteatly dis-
cribe the circumstances of his divorce; he failed to provide a
consistent date for his entry into the KGB and fcr his transfer
from the American Department to the Tourist Department in 1%962.
Likewise, NOSENKO remembered details of KGB operations which,
like the "ANDREY" case in 1953, took place in the relatively dis~
tant past, but he could not recall the travels, friends, and
activities of his own target _cohn V. ABIU.AN or cdetails of opera-~
tions against many American code clerks in 1960 and 1961.

- ae e
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These limitations of xrowiedge ard quirks of memory vwere
evident rot only cduring meezings when NUSENKO wae being dezriefed.
Trey were also apparent in tke interrogations wh:ich supplanted
the debriefings. : .

Ce. NOSENKO's Behavior Under Interrocation

(1) Introduction

In the many and long 1interrogation sessions there emerged
harits of behavior noticeable to cach of the ClA officers present.
Trese characteristics of NOSENKO were his manner of recourting
events and his cevasiveness, irprovisezions, ard other defensive
techniques. They are reviewed telow.

(i1) Hanner of Recounting_£vents -

Typical of NOSENKO's performance in the interrogations were
the following points:

- Talking about operatiors he supe:vised and about his per-
sonal role in the KGB Headquarters aspects of other operations,
NOSENKC habitually used the passive voice ("it was decided") or
irdicated that he was rnot alore i1n these activities (“there was
no azcournting on who was WOrkK1ng oOon any ccde clerk case--it wes
GRYAZNOV, XOSCLAPOY, NCSENKO, and also working was KLYPIN, GRIBAN-
oV," or ‘'‘We made the decision--1 and KOVSHUK and GRYAZNOV, " or "1 -
and GRYAZNOV discussed this with him.') +“hen asked where a par- ,
ticular conversation ook place, he rarely located it in his own : S
office ("I was in KOVSEUK's office whken KCSLCV cailed him about
tre trip” or "I was 1ir KLYPIN's office ard he was talking to
KOVSHUK ") . )

- At the other extreme from being impersonal, NOSENKO some-
times quoted conversations in wnich he tock part (I then said,"
"he said to me," etc.), but it was in just such matters that
ROSENKO most often corntradicted himself (e.g.. his relationship
with GRIEANOV ard his part 1ir the recruitrent approach to the
Anerican ¢ode clerk James STORSBZRG), -

- In repeating certain ‘stories (the CHEREPANCV case and the
provocation against Professor Frederick BARGHOCFN are examples)
NOSENKO gave them in precisely the same order, without addition
or omission. :In relating the PENKOVSKIY story, which he stressed
he iearned “little by iittle’' from several different sources, he

~ presented the facts each time in nearly identical order. Asked

for more details on these cases, he invariably insisted--often
with irritation--that he knew rothing more ard if he did, he
would have reported it. Other factors contriktuted to the im-
pression that in such instarnces NOSENKO hacé delivered his infor-
mation by rote: Statements like "I don't remember what I told
you before" when queried agair on a particular case; detachment

who, like himself, had cooperated with American latelligence:
POPOV, PENKOVSKIY, and CHEREPANCV: an irability to correlate
dates ard events in different operations which he said he was
handling {(such as conflicts in the timirng of his agproach to
W_E, JOENSON and in the date he gave for John V. AZIDIAN's visat
to tre Pushkin Street dead drop, and conflict between the dates
of his participation in the MCRONE case and his travel to Cuba).
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- NOSENKO, with a few exCuptxcns {notably the compromise of
PENKOVSVIY and the ASIDIAN visit to the dead drop site}, could
not supply specific or approxinatve dates for operational activi-
ties during the period of his scrvice in the U.S. Imbassy Section.
Beyond recourse to the phrase "1960, 1961," he refused to estimate
the dates or to associate these activities with the time of the
year or events in his personal life.

(L£ii) BEvasion, Improvisati%ﬁ; and Other Defenses

In the debriefings before the interrogations, KOSENKO avoided
questicns and topics not of his own choosing, saying that he would
give full details "later," when systematic debriefing began.
wWhen the question or topic came up anew in a later debriefing,

r.e would plead fatigue or boredom and propose: "This morning
we drink; tomorrcw we work.® Prior to 4 April 1964 he provided
only accounts of operations selected by himself; it was only
after 4 April 1964 that he could be constrained to reply to de-
tailed questioning on other matters. .

Frcm that peint on, other evasive tactics became familiar
to his interrogators. He would try to change the subject or
to chift from the spe--ific event to a generalized account of how
such things were done in principle. He would claim bad memory
on grounds that, for example, operations against U.S. Embassy
personnel were hopeless and useless anyway. lie would dismiss the
details or the entire operation as unimportant {(for example, the
microphones in the U.S. Embassy). He would set out reasons for
his igrorance of things he admittedly should have known (his own
®*poor performance,” preoccupation with other matters, inattention
to duty, absence from the KGB while on vacation, lack of time to
naster details because he was a superviscr). Unable to name or
talk about KGB indigenous agents working against Americans, in-
cluding those in operations under his supervision, NOSENKO
disparaged the quality of, such agents {"they never reported any-
thing of interest on anyone ®); he cited their low educational
level and their inferior status as servants and employees as
one reason none of them could give the KGB operationally useful
information. 1In fact, the record of many indicated prcvious em-
ployment which would demand au least the equivalent of a college
degree or certificate from a technical institute. Numerous maids
were former school teachers, one was formerly a chemist.

When evasion failed, it seemed to the interrogators that
NOSENXO improvised his answers. Some of these evident improvisa-
tions leé him into unacceptabie statements or positions. To use
his responsegs to the questioning on Jchn V. ABIDIAN as an example:
Not knowing about ABIDIAN's car, he said the KGB could not get
at it. (In fact, the car was held by Soviet customs for two
weeks, and later NOSENKO himself spoke about the way the KGB used
Embassy chauffeurs for access to cars.) Not knowing of ABIDIAN'S
trips out of the USSR, he claimed that the KGB had no way to
find out where Embassy officers went when they made trips out of
the country. . (In fact, ABIDIAN had told his language teacher
each time and she, as NOSENKC said, was a KGB agent; also, ABIDIAN
arranged his trips by 1ong—dlstance phone from Moscow to his des-
tination abroad, and the KGB can cover such calls,) Not knowing
of ABIDIAN's trip within the USSR, he spoke of a vacation which
he latter admitted to be false. Asked why he did not know personal

-
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data on ABIDIAN from the State Departnent Bicgraphic Register,

he said "only the Firet Chief Directorate* uscs .t; when tac
interrogator parsued the point, NOSENKO said he romemtered that
KOVSHUK did have a copy in his office, "but an old onre, 1936,
which didn't list ABIDIAN.™ Under pressure about ABIDIAN's wvisit
to Pushkin Street, NOSENKO said the X¥GB thoujzht that ABIDIAN may
not have entered the building on Pughkin Street; yet he had earl-
ier given extensive details about how the KG3 had analyzed the
precice number of seconds ABIDIAN had been inside, to'determine
where the drop, if any, might be. As another example, when he
wag initially asked about Geosge BLAKE, tl.2 KGB agent in MI-6,
the context of the question was a discussion of Socond Chief
birectorate operations. NOSENKO lateled it as such ard said it
*was not as important as VASSALL." Later, when the name wag men-
tioned again, he asked: "Who's BLAKE?"

On other occasions, when his self-contradictions were pointed
out or vhen he admitted ignorance of matters h2 acknowledge he
should have known, NOSENKO would fall back upon cne of the follow-
ing lines of defense:

- "What I know I tell you; what T remember I tell
you," or "I den't know,” "I can't explain,” -~ or a shrug.

- The details, even if cornfused or contradictory, are
not important. What is important is the "wiole™ or entirety
of the facts, their importance and their “"rcality." It is
this that American Intelligence should evaluate, not de-
tails. -

- He must be gcnuine because otherwise "how could 1
have been working with "SARDAR' and 'PROKHOR'?" (Johan
PREISFREUND whose KGB cryptonyr= was "PXOKHOR," did con-
firm NOSENKO's role.) "How elsz could I “tell you about
STORSBERG?" *The KGB would not use a staffer as a prcvo-
cateur,® nor would the KGB supply infcrmation on "live
cases® such as the Paris case (JOHNSON) and VASSALL, and
reveal the names of its officers abroad.

- If American Intelligence checked his story ®fully,*
it would learn that despite all this confusion, he was genu-
ine. He repeatedly urged that his interrogators check
via an independent penccration of the KGB--there it would
verify that his name is registered as the case officer who
opened, held ard turned over the ABIDIAN file and thus that
he was a KGB officer,* .

NOSENKO referred to this method of corrcborating him .at least
20 times during the interrogaticns of January-iarch 1965. He said
on 1 February 1965 that “maybe the day will come when you have
a source to check and you will find out” (that he was ABIDIAN's

case officer). Later in the same interrogation session, he added:.
- ®1 gee how poor and miserable I'm looking with ragard to ABIDIAN's

file, but anyore who can check in {KGB] Archives will see.®™ On
Y February he said, "I greatly wish that you will have asg. soon. .
as possible an agent in the KGB. It is simple to look at the

d was the only such source at the time,

Tﬂh(Tﬁan.
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file on ABIDIAN. On the first page is written thot 'I, NOSENKO,
Yurly Ivarovich, opencd this file' ® On 1€ February he said: "Time’
will show I am what I say."” On 3 March he rcferred nine times with-
in one hour to a check via such a source. He repeatedly stated

that "time will show" that he is not a provocateur. At one point

he erngaged in the following dialogue with his interrogators:

e nLe o

NOSENKO: I'm telling you that, if you check, you'll find o f ?
that I'm right, ’ R

INTERROGATOR: We're not disputing that you worked for the KGB.
We're disputing that you held the positicns you e
say you held in the ¥GB,

NCSENRO: That's what I'm saying. If you cculd check you
would find that I was only in these two deparcrents
and only in these positions...

(later in the session)

NOSENKO: I can't tell you anything more. I can't prove
anything. Maybe the future will shcw,

INTERRCSATOR: What can the future show?

NOSENKO: I don't know. But from what I understand the check-
ing has not gone very far. Maybe you can check
further... I mean, if you have any pcssibility now,
I mean by chance, have anyone in the KGB or out of
the KGB, with any of my acquaintances, friends.

INTERROGATOR: You mean our acquaintances, don't you?

NOSENKO: Yes, but maybe your acquaintances can check with
someone, because anyone in the KGB should know
that, yes, there was a NOSENKO.

% INTERROGATOR: Should we ask someone like VAKHRUSHEV or SUSLOV?

E NOSENKO: - No, of course not, because I gave you their rames.
: . Check someone else, not known to me, so you can be
sure.

4. Additional Observations

i (1) Inquisitiveness About CIA

i ) NOSENRO's questions about CIA and its activities seemed to his
interrogators to be beyond the interest or curiosity expected of 1
. Soviet Intelligence defectors. Frequently he asked, even while '
] discussing his own KGB responsibilities: "You tell me about a case,
; and I will remember details.“ Other examples of NOSENKO's inquisi-

-—— et i _tiveness--include--the-following:—————— —- - - T = —

- When shown the CIA publication "Checklist of Soviet
: Officials Abroad® during the 1964 meetings in Geneva, NOSENKO
e e - - - - made inquiries -about what organization prepared It and to what
part of the U.S. Government that organization is subordinate.
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- In January 1964, entire

; | (He was not able to explain in
later questioning why he had not informed CIA about the case
before he made the foregoing inguiry.)

- NOSENKO asked precisely how American Intelligence col- : -
lection in the USSR is directed and coordinated. The CIA case
officer responded: “What was thut question?® NOSENKO there- : b
upon said: "It was not a gquestion--just general interest.”® )
When the case officer urged him to repecat the question, he re- vt
fused to talk about it and diverted the conversation to other
natters, ,

- He asked where CIA secretaries resided in the Washxng-
ton area.

- NOSENKO tried to find out the grades of the CIA offi-
cers in contact with him.

~ NOSENKO inquired in early 1964 whether the CIA offi-
cer who met him in Gereva two years earlier had received a
medal for that phase of the operation.

{(ii) Acceptance of Contrary Information from Other Sources

Under interrogaticn, even when accused of lying, NOSENKO
rarely chrallenged the validity of CIA's information nor claimed
superior knowledge. The only facts he challenged strongly were
incontestably true, such as the date of GOLITSYN's defection, the
date of ABIDIAN's visit to the Pushkin Street cdead drop, KOSC-
LAPOV's travel separate from JENNER, and KOSOLAPOV's November 1960
trip to Helsinki. It seemed at all times that he accepted that
CIA knew more tnan he did on tovics including ccnditions in the
USSR and cases and people for whon he claimed direct responsibility.
-He never challenged DERYABIN's statements abcut KGB procedures,
although aware that his own information was nore recert.

POLES-Sm x g i

{e) Discussions with NOSENKO on His Own Performance

After admitting his inability to respond to questions about
operations in wnhich he said he participated, NOSENKO sometimes
gave a general appraisal of his own performance. He wculd admit
that it was "impossible to have such memory breaks" and agree |
that his response was neither reasonable nor acceptable ("In your ' :
place I wouldn't believe it either,” or on another occasion, "It
will look bad to your boss®™). Admitting that the questions were . :
fair, logical, and clearly put, he acknowledged at least a dozen : /

.times during the January-March 1965 interrcgation that his per- . ) ’
formance under questioning was bad and unacceptable. ) i

iﬁﬁﬁ.~_-y___gg_also adnitted that most of *he leads he had passed were

largely useless, Out of the—150--or—so- he said_he _had provided,

he stated that the great majority were “"no good,” unimportant, or S ——
people with whom the KGB had not worked ("Maybe 4 ANDREY becamu :

! ... . not interesting to KGB, changed jobs, and was not so important any

noze‘; “some of the agents recruited by the Seventh.Department
weren't meeting the KGB"; etc. He consistently estxmated how-
ever, that there were about 20 to 25 "good" leads.

loe SECRer - o |
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C. Polygreph Testing

1. Test in April 19€4

Shortly after his defection, NOSENKO agreed to undergo a
polygraph examiration which tre CIA handlers had told hinm was a
routine part of hiis defector processing., He was informed on o "
3 2pril 1964 that the test would be administered the following !
morning, and that it was therefore advisable for him to get a
good night's rest and to refrain from alcorolic beverages, NO3-
ENKO drank heavily on the nignht of 3 April, did nct enter his
bedroom until 0200 hours on 4 April, and following breakfast at
0730 hours on 4 April consumed several gin-and-torics. Subse-
quently, when NOSZINKO thought he was not teinc observed, he was
seen to remove nis hand from his lips hurriedly.*

Pollowirg a medical examiration by a physician who noted
that KCSENKO had been drinking, ne was irtroduced to the CIA '
polygraph operator. An expe:r.ernced interroga-zor, fluent in the
Pussian language, this polygraph opcrator concuicied the test in !
Russian from 10435 to 1513 hours on 4 April. His report is quoted :
below.

“The question of Subject's (NOSEIKO's) will:ingness to par-
ticipate in the polygraph tes* was one of minor consideration,
since he had, on previous occasions. acrzeed that he would take
the test. riowever, whether Subject wouid continue with the
polygrapn testing if confronted with atzempred deception after
an initial test run, was one of the considered probdlems. Con-
sequently, in order to preclude the possipcility of Subject's
terminating the test prior to its completion: 1t was decided
that a minor deviation from the accepted polysraph technique
would be used during the polycraph testing; specifically, to
insure that a polygraphic recc:Z of 5Subject's reactions to all
the pertirent questions be obtained prior to challeanging him on
i any significant polygraphic decep:ion 1irndications his charts

might reflect... This plan was followed chroughout the poly-
graph interview...

* On 18 May 1964 a report was received on the chemical analysis
i of six types of tablets which had been taken frcm NOSENKO's
! personal effects. In this report, a CIA chemical expert made
: the following remarks based on chemical, microscopic, and in-
strupental analysis including the use of X-ray: “Sample No. ' J
4238 consisted of three (3) gray tablets wrarped in a piece i
of paper with the name 'Phenomin' written in Russian. Micro- :
scopic analysis of these tatlets established the presence of
~---—- -——- a -small_amount_of dl-amphetamine sulfate, a large amount of .
lactose, and a small amount of corn starch; dl-a=phetamineis— ————— - — |
a sympathomimetic agent employed mainly as a central nervous
! system stimularnt. The effect of taking amphetamine as a drug
; ' in conjunction with a polygraph test could exaggerate decep- . i
tion responses especially for a weak reactor. No phenothi- ] '
? azine (a tranquilizer) which 1s the active ingredient in .
'Pheromin' was present in these tablets. The tablets do not
appear to be of U.S. manufacture. ...As a result of the above
examinations it was established that none of the items sub-
mitted are of the barbiturate family. Although either sul-
faguanidine (Sample No. 4242) or aspirin (Sample No., 4240)
could be used (and indeed have been used) as secret ink, they
are also rormal medicirals which a traveler might carry, and
thoere fa nathirnm ir the farmalatinn of the tatless to suagest

e ot . i e =
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"Although the Subject had used both alcohcl and some unknown ' . 'tf
drug prior to testirg, there 1is nc guestion, based both on analysis B
y

of Subject's polygraph charts as well as persorzl observation dur-
ing the interview, that Subject has attempred de=liberate deception
in the specific pertinent areas which are mentioned below in this
rePC':t-

*It is [my] conclusion that Subject is not a bona fide defector,
but is a dispatched agent sent by Soviet Inteliigence for a spe-
cific mission or missicns.

"According to the plian, the differert phasas involving various
pertinent areas were covered with Subject polygragnically. Chal-
lenge of Subject's reacticns was indirect and ‘soft.' On ro occa-
sion did Subject even attenmpt to velunteer any explanation of the
possible causes for his poclygragh reactions., He ccntinually denied
and refused to admit that there was anything tc any of the questions
which were asked of him. Wwhen the firal test guesticns were com-
pleted and a record was cbtained of all of Subject's polygraphic
responses, the nature of the challenge and probing was changed,

< ong—a-e e

——

“"Subject was told that he was lying to numerous pertinent ques-
tions and was accused of beirng a dispatched agent. Subject's only
explaration to [my] direct accusation was that he could not be a
dispatched agent because of the amount of informatioa he had volun-
teered to American Intelligernce. _ ;

*sSubject, who before and throughout testirg reflected com-
plete self-control and ccmposure, now exhibited a completely dif-

ferent picture. His composure was non-existent, his eyes watered, : 4{
and his hands tremtled. Prior tc being confronted with (my] opinion _é
thac Subject was a dispatched agent, when Subject was asked on g
one of the last test runs (a) 1f he were sent to penetrate Ameri- : i

can Intelligence and (b) if Sutjzct received instructions from KGB
on how to attenpt to beat the polygraph, his answers were given
in a voice that actually trembled...

*Listed below are all of the questions asked of Subject. ' i
"Series §l:

Were you born ir the Soviet Urnion? Yes. (No reaction)

Wese you born in the city of Nikolayev? Yes. (No reaction)

Were you born on 30 October 19272 Yes. (No reaction) ; o e )

G
PRPrRa

pid you deliberately give any kind of misinformation when :
you told us your autobiography? No. (Reaction) iR

Is NOSENKO the surname uhxch you had at time of birth?
- ————-——- - --Yesg+--(Reaction)-- —- -

Are you concerned about the fact that the polygraph test
. - may discover that you are hxdlng the truth from me? .No.
; (No reaction)

Was your father the Minister of Shipbuidlirg? Yes,
(No reaction)

b e m
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flere you a member of the Comnunist Party before 13567 No.

{(No reaction)

(Sub)ect stated that he applied for candidacy to the Commu-
nist Party in 1956, and i1n mid-1957 was accepted as a menmber.)

Did you deliberately give any misinformation about your work
and service in the KGB? No. (No reaction)

Besides your children, is there anything in your life on

the basis of which somecone may blackmail you? No. (No re-
action)

(Subject stated that his love for his children was the only
thing that is of any consequence which the Soviets might use
for blackmail purposes. -liowever, Subject said he was not
worried, because reyardless of threats against the welfare
of his childrc¢r:, he would not allow himself to be black-
mailed or controlled.)

Have you ever engaged in any hconosexual activity? No.
{Reaction)

Did you give deliberate misinformation about your education?
No. (No reaction)

Did you ever commit a major crime? Ne. (No reaction)

Did you give deliberate misinformation about your military
service? No. (Mo recaction)

"Series $#2:

Did you establish contact with American Intelligence in Geneva
in 1962? Yes. (No reaction)

Did you establish contact with American Intelligence in
Geneva in January 1964? Yes. (No reacthion)

pid you voluntarily defect to the Americans? Yes. (No
reaction)

Did you ask for the right of political asylum from the
Americans? Yes. (No reaction)

Were you sent to the Americans by the organs of Soviet
Intelligence (with a special mission)? HNo. (Reaction)

Do you have a sincere desire to fight against the KGB and
all other punitive organs of the Soviet Union? Yes, (No
reaction)

Did you establish contact with American Intelligence on
orders of the KGB? MNo. (Reaction)

Did anyone know of yocur intention to defect to the Amerxcans?
No. (No reaction)

Does the KGB have a pre-arranged signal for establishing
contact with you in America? No. (Reaction)

PRI R
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Do you have a pre-arranged signal for establishing contact
with Soviet Intelligence? No. (No reaction)

Do you'HAVQEa concrete plan to return to the Soviet Union
sometime in the future? No. (Reaction)

Are you performing a special mission for Soviet Intelligence
in connection with your defection? No. (Reaction)

Are you deliberately hiding penetrations made by Soviet
agents into American Intelligence about which you are
aware? No. (Reaction)

~ Are you witting of other recruitments made by Soviet Intel-

ligence of American Embassy personnel which occurred after
RHODES and 'ANDREY'? No. (No reaction)

Are you an agent of the KGB or other Soviet Intelligence
organs? No. (No reaction)

Was there ény pre-arranged signal included in the letters
you wrote to your wife (since your defection)? No.
(No reaction)

"Series #3:

Did you defect to the Americans in 19642 Yes., (No reaction)

Did you defect to the Americans in Geneva? Yes. (No re-
action)

Did you defect to the Americans with the assignment of un-
covering plans of American Intelligence against USSR?. No.
(Reaction) C -

Did you defect to the Americans with the assignment to find
out more about the structure and methods of operation of
American Intelligence? No. (Reaction)

Did you defect to the Americans with the aim of penetrating
American Intelligence? No. (Reaction)

Did you defect to the Americans because you were dissatis-
fied with the Soviet system? Yes. (Reaction)

Did you defect to the Americans with the aim ¢f discredit-
ing Soviet officers of the KGB who defected earlier? No.
{No reaction)

Did you defect to the Americans with the aim of giving mis-

T information about Sovietliagents'-penetration-of American _ _

Intelligence? No. (No reaction)

®"Series $4:

pid you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to Geneva in 1962? No. (No reaction)

Did you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to Geneva in 19647 No. (No reaction)

1
fad
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Did you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to Cuba in 1960? No. (Reaction)

Did you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to London in 19577 No. (No reaction)

Did you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to London in 19587 No. (No reaction)

Did you perﬁonally participate in the search for CHEREPANOV
in December 19637 Yes. (Reaction)

Is it true that KOVSHUK visited the United States in 19572
Yes. (Reaction)

Did GRIBANOV visit Switzerland in 19622 No. (No reaction)

To your knowledge, did GRIBANOV visit Switzerland in 19642
No. (No reaction)

Was GUK in Switzerland in 19642 Yes. (No reaction)

"Series #5:

Did you work for Soviet Intelligence in 19622 Yes. (No
reaction)

Did you work for Soviet Intelligence in 19642 Yes. (No
reaction) _

Did you tell us the truth about Lee Harvey OSWALD? Yes.
{No reaction)

Did you tell us the truth about Yuri KROTKOV? Yes.
(Reaction)

were the CHEREPANOV papers especially prepared and ‘passed
to the Americans by the KGB? No. {Reaction)

Is it true that Soviet Intelligence has an agent, whose
name is unknown to you, among the American representatives
in Paris? Yes. (Reaction)

Did you bring with you personal identity documents which
were fabricated by KGB? No. (Reaction)

pid you give truthful information about the structure of
the First and Second Chief Directorates of the KG3? Yes.

(No reaction)

Are you misinforming American Intelligence according to a
specially--developed-KGB-plan?2-_No.——(No-reaction)

[P

TR I

Is it true that AGAYANTS is the Chief of Department D (Dis-
information)? Yes. (Reaction)

To your knowledge, was PEDOSEYEV the Chief of the American
Department of the Second Chief Directorate in 1963 and 196472
Yes. (Reaction)
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®*Series §6:

bid you drink more than you told me? No. (Reaction)
(Subject admitted to having only one gin and tonic prior
to testing.)

Did you know that American Intelligence uses the polygraph?
Yes. (No reaction) )

Did anyone in the Soviet Union explain to you anything about™™

American Intelligence's use of the polygraph. No. (No
reaction) ) f—

Did anyone in th.. KGB explain anything about the polygraph
to you? No. (No reaction)

During the last twenty-four hours, did you take any medi-
cine or pills? No. (Reactiorn)

Did you receive instructions from the XGB on how to attempt
to beat the palygraph? No. (Reaction)

Were you ever hypnotized by anyone? No. (No reaction)

Did you bring any types of medicine or pills with you (from
abroad or from the Soviet Union)? No. (Reaction)

Do you have any pills or medicine about which you have not
told me? No. (Reaction)

*Although Subject later admitted that He had two types of
pills with him which hLe brought froa Mecscow and which [werel
in his portfolio, he declined to adrit that he had had more liquor
than he told [me}, that he had recéived specific instruc-
tions about the polygraph from the KGB, or that he had taken any
type of pills during the last twenty-four hours.*®

-p -
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2. Test in October 1266 on Lee Harvey OSWALD

a. Introduction

CIA conducted = bolygraph examination of NOSENXO on
18 October 19566 on :“c subject of Lee Harvey OSWALD., *

Since the previous polygraph test in April 1964, NOSENKO
had been under close security guard, his movenents restricted,
and {n the interinm had becen interrogated in detail and accused
of bad faith in dealing with U.S. Government authorities.
NOSEANXO had not been interviewed by CIA during the six months
prior to October 1966. He had had no access to alcohol or
drugs, his food consumption had been normal, acd his sleep
had been adequate. :

NOSENKO was given no advance notice of the polygraph
exanmination. Upon entering the room where it was to take
place, he immediately recognized the officer present as the
person who administered the first CIA polygraph test two and
one-half years earlier. NOSENKO correctly said that they Lad
first met on 4 April 1964.

In the pre-test interview, questions on the OSWALD case
were put to NOSENKO in Russian, his answers (also in Rusuian)
were recorded, the operation of the machine was explained,
and clarifications of the questions ard his answers were
made. The three series of questions pertainipg to the OSWALD
case are given below in their entirety, and they are followed
by the conclusions of the polygraph expert.

b.- Results

“Series No. 1

1. VWas Lee Harvey OSWALD ever in the Soviet Union?
Alswer: Yes. (No reaction)

2. VWas OSWALD in the Soviet Union from 1559 to 19617
Answer: TYes. (No reaction)

3. Did you receive special instructions a2bout what to
tell the Americans about the OSWALD case?

Answer: No. (Reaction)
4. Did you personally meet OSWALD?

Answer: No. (No reaction)

tma et mds mmrm e e e = aass

5. Was OSWALD recruited by KGB as an agent?
Answer: No. (No reaction)

6. VWere you glad that President Kennedy was killed?
Answer: No. (Reaction)

7. Other than what you told me, did you'actively parti-
cipate in the OSWALD case prior to 1963?

Answer: No. (No reaction)

* L. Tl N Lo Jatb nd Ve e ACLIAT ™
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8. Did you see a photograph of OSWALD in 19632
Answer: Yecs. (Reaction)
9. Was Marinu PRUSAKOVA an agent of KGB?
| Answer: No. (No reaction) ) ; -
9a, Before her marriage to OSWALD? ~

Answer: No. (Reaction)

9b. After her marriage to OSWALD?
Answer: No., (No reaction) '

10. Did you personally meet Marina PRUSAKOVA?
Answer: No. (No reaction)

11. Did OSWALD have ary kind of coatact with the 13th S
Otdel of the First Chief Directorate?

S
Answer: No. (No reaction) i

12, Did KGB prepare OSWALD for committing assassinations?
Answer: No, (No reaction)

13. Was OSWALD prepared (trained) by KGB to kill President
Kennedy?

Answer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

i “Subject's (NOSENKO's) most significant reactioas on

: this test series were to questions 3 and 24--other reactions
¢ . of a lesser significance were evident to questions 6, B8, 9a,
: _ and 10.
P

"Series No, 2

20. 1Is the name OSWALD familiar to you?

I
!> ) Answer: VYes. (No reaction)

i 21— Did-you ever read the OSWALD case?
Answer: Yes. (No reaction)
22, Was this the fullland official KGB case on OSWALD?
Answer: Yes. (Reaction) ' ;

23. Did you give us any kind of information about
OSWALD?

Answer: Yes. (No reaction)

‘Befqre ghe beginning of the examination, the polygraph operator
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24, Did you hear of the OSWALD (case) prior to President
: Kernedy's assassination?

Answer: Yes. (Reaction) . ‘ ) 2

24a. Did you hear of the OSWALD (case) only after President f - |
Kennedy's death? o F

Answer: Instead of the usual yes or no answer,
Subject answered: ‘'Before and after.‘
When the question was repeated, he again
ansJered: ‘Eefore and after.' Only when

" the question was asked a third ¢ime on a

stbsequent test did he answer 'No.' (Reaction)
(Subject reacted when he answercd 'Before and
after,' and when he answered ‘No."

P

25, Did the KGB consider OSWALD aknormal?
Answer: Yes. (No reaction) 1

26. As far as you know, did Marina OSWALD know about her §
husband's plan vo kill President Kennedy? '

Answer: No., (No reaction)

: 27. To your knowledge did OSWALD talk with a KGB officer
| in Mexico?

Answer: No. (No reaction)

28. Did OSWALD return to the United States in 19612

Answer: Yes. (No reaction) Subject's reaction
to this question was inconsistent when he
answered ‘Yes.' rence the (No reaction)
notation. However, 1t is noteworthy that
Subject did not attempt to correct the
date of OSWALD's departure tc the U.S.:;
OSWALD returned to the U.S. in June 1962
and not in 1961, '

238, Is your contact with the OSWALD case part of your
legend (cover story)?

Answer: No. (Reaction)

30. Did you really take part in the OSWALD case in 19592

“TTAnswer

"Subject's most significant reactions Qere to questions
22, 24, 24a, 29 and 30.

Db

"Series No, 3
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Did you personally order RASTRUSIN, ia 1959, to
collect material «r ISWALD?

Angwer: Yes. (Rraction)

Did you personally talk on the V, Cb.,withininsk
about the OSWALD case in 19637

Angwer: Yes. (Reaction)

Were you instructed on the OSWALD case by one of
the KGB operational officers?

Apswer: No. (Reaction)

Did tke XGB instruct you to tell us OSWALD was
a bad shot?

Apswer: No. (No reaction)

Do you know defipitely that OSWALD was not of opera-
tibnal interest to KGB?

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

Did KGB give the OSWALDs any kind of help in their
departure from the Soviet Union?

Answer? No. (No reaction)

‘Did you receive special instructions from the KGB

about what to tell the Americans about OSWALD?
Answer: No. (Reaction)

“Subject's reactions to the questions so- indicated

were about equal in consistency and significance..

°
"On the basis of ap analysis of the polygraph charts

obtained during Subject's polygraph interrogation and

"testing during the 18 October 1966 session, it is [my]

opinion that: -*

a. Subject was pot personally or actually
involved in the OSWALD case from 1959 to 1961 while
OSWALD was in the Soviet Union.

b. Subject heard of OSWALD only after Kennedy's
assassination; however, he was not am active partici-
pant in 1963 as he indicates, but was probably
briefed on the case by a KGB officer.

c7 Subjectreceived—special—instructions
(from the KGB) about the OSWALD case and what to
tell Americap authorities about it,"

TND CENARET
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VIIT. NOSENKO'S BONA PIDES: ANALY3IS AND CONCLYUSIONS

A. Introduction

It is standard procedute to assecs the bona fides of each
intelligence and counterintelligence source, and special care is
required in assessing sources of information relevant to the secu-
rity of the Uniced States.

A much more prominent factor in this assessment, however,
is NOSENKO*'s o#n testimony. CIA has exhaustively debriefed and
interrogated NOSENKO, his leads were checked, his information was
studied, and a large body of facts pertinent to his bona fides
#as thus assembled. These details, as well as direct evidence
from other sources and the views of specialists affiljiated with
CIA, have been presented in Part III. through Part VII. of this
paper.

The basic questions with recard to the bcna fides of
NOSENKO are the following:

- Is there reason to question the general accuracy
Al completeness of NOSENKO's accounts of his situation
. and motivations in contacting CIA and later defecting,
his personal life, military service, positions in the
KGB, personral participation in KGB operations, know-
ledgeability about KGB activities and the way he learned
of them, and his associations with KGB personnel?

- If there are grounds for doubting the general
accuracy and completeness of these accounts, then what
are the explanations for NOSENKO's actions, for the

nature of the information he has provided, —and for——
other Soviet sources having authenticated his personal

\ life and KGB career?

In assessing the bona fides of NOSENKO, the classic method
has been used: evaluating his production and sourcing, examining
his autobiography, and appraisirg him and the circumstances of
this operation. These points, with the conclusions drawn from
each, are reviewed Lelow. Tne ciscussion continues with a survey
of the sources who have corroborated NOSENKO's background and
status, ard this is followed by argumertations on the various
hypotheses which could explain NOSENKO as a source. The final
portion is a summary of conclusions about NOSENKO's bona fides.
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B. Evaluacion of Production

1. Introduction : i

There are several standards which may be applied to the assess-
ment of a source's production. Each of them is qualified: none is
likely to be conclusive by itself; and all of them tugetier may rot
permit a definite conclusion, although they do contribute to a
broader assgsessment cf bona fides. The standards are:

First, how does the information equate

Second, dces the information

is risky to judge, for a geruine sourcel -
Also, information which seems|

may not actually be such in Soviet eyes; for ex-
ample, the loss of an apparently valuable agent

Third, is the information important or useful to us? (This
point may in some cases Lke irrelevan

in-
formation may not balance against the time and effort required to ¢
process and investigate it.)

These standa.ds have been applied in evaluating the production __
of NOSENKO on the topics discussed below.

KOSENKO's production is exclusively in the field of counter-
intelligence information. As described in Part VI.A., he did not
have any useful positive irntelligence. This coes not necessarily
affect the question of his bona fides, hodever, for NCSENKO claims
to have been a KG3 internal counterintelligence officer.

quence is expected of NOSENKO, altlough some question might be
raised about his irability to report on the leadership of the
Soviet regime in view of his father's position  and NOSEXNKO's
continuing contacts with the leadership after his father's death.
The failure of NOSENKO to respond to questionnnaires along posi-
tive intelligence lines is not considered unusual.

_ [Therefore, nothing of positive intelligence_ conse-. —_— .}
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NOSENKO's counterintellicence production includes all of his
information on the Soviet intelligence arnd security organs:

MU,

- their structure, functions, methods, and procedures: 7 .

il AN car et s o

- their officers. and their agents of Soviet citizenships

- their operatiobél activities inside and outside the
USSR.

For the most part this portion of the paper (as in Part VIII.C, ' 3
through Part VIII.P.) follows a fcrmat in which the evidence is
suwmmarazed, the facts interpreted, and conclusions presented.

2. 5B Orgenization, Personalities, Methods

Ability to discuss the structure of his service in general
and at least scme of its coamponents in particular is an gbsolutely ' ]
minimal requirement for anyone who claims to have bezer erployed
within that service. At the same time, current infonzation on the
organization of an intelligence service is of classic interest to
opposing intelliger.ce arnd security services.. Organizational
changes are ind:cators of policy and planning trends in the ser-
vice; shert of a penetration of the service's leadership, such
changes are perhaps the most reliable reflection of clanges in
operational erphasis and tactics.

Had NCSENKO's information on the organization € the KGB
been rovel in this sense, it would have been of corsiderable f
value, while the exposure of this information--2ltrough perhaps ‘
r.ot a major loss +o the Soviets--would nonetheless nhave been
against the KGBE's best interests. NOSENKO's repcrts on the
organization of the KGB in 1964 (Pages 352-358) agree with and 1
are a logical extension of that framework of KGB organization T -}
newly revealed by the 1961 sources, but this weighs reither for 21 . F
nor against him as the source: In the absence of contradictory : .
information, hLe cannot be subject to criticism or to suspicion ;
because his repcrts show ro redirection of the thrus:t of the -
KGB. PFurtnermore, NOSENKO's statem=nts indicating tha: there- -
have been no major changes in the years between the 1959 re- :
organization and 1964 are acJeptadie in the light of available
information from other sources. The information which NOSENKO
provided on the KGB's organization therefore neither supports
nor discredits his bona fides.

ROSENKO's information o: some 1,000 Soviets connected with
intelligence arnd security activities is an impressive achieve-
ment of memory. These identifications., however, must be evalu-
ated according to the damage inflicted upon the Soviets by his
exposure of these personalities. 1In this respect, the discus-
sion must concern new identifications, for intelligence person-
alities previously exposed could not be damaged any further by [
a repetition of their compromise. This discussion must be fur-
ther restricted to new identifications of staff persoznel, be-
cause the entire Soviet population is available to the KGB for
‘occasional use as it sees fit, with the loyalty and discretion
of the individual as the only limiting factors:; to learn that a
Soviet employedi at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow is an agent re-
porting to the KGB is to learn nothing that has not already
been taken for granted, and besicdes, no action or such infor-
mation can be taken. Finally, the new identifications also

BN R o X et b
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must be amcag persons who are identifiable ard azcessible, or the
informaticn i3 useless to Western services ar? ts ro losg to the
Soviets., On this tesis, only ¥GB First Chief{ L:rectcrate as well
as GRU {dentifications merit inclusion ir thi: -veluation, since
there are the officers who normally appear akroed and participate
in sgent operations. Although KGB 3econd Chief Directorate per-
sor.nel have in the past transferrad to the First Chief Directorate,
this is rot a predictable event and canrot e considered in dis-
cussion of current damage.

NOSENKO jdertified 165 First Chic’f Divectcrate personnel,

Cf 37, there Were 24 who eithar rnsided abroad at the

_time of KRCSENKO's defection or vere cont &énrezd since that time.*

v hssuming that NUOSKIKO was corsrect in his iderntifications of all
24 membere of the KG3 who were accessible,*®* it cannot be said
that tre nurier is z0 large that the <dcmage to XG5 agent opsra-
tions was substanticl. None of hu--x&"'s unigu. GRU jdencifica-
tions were abroad at tne ctine of his defecticn v have bzen eince.
These personality identifications hence do rot serve as evidence
0f NOSINFO's bona f1des. At the save time, his insbility to do
further measurable “arm to the ¥3B ir. this regard canndt be held
againcst him, either, for he has claired scrvice only an the Second
Chief Directorate throughout his career and =0 cannot be expected
to kriow a high percentace of the First Chief bircctorate comple-
ment. Therefore, HOSENKO's intelligence personality identifications
do rot constitute a factor in finding for or acainst his bona fides.

NOSERKO has Leen the source of many interesting details and
examples of KGB modus operandi (Pages 359-360), but while useful
for illustrazive purposes and valuable because of the fact that
the meterial was easily collatable for study purposes, ncne of
the methods described could ke considered new and revealing, and
their exposure in any event would rot prevent their continued use
in the future. NOSENKO's discussior of the orly double agent case
in whicn he claimed to have played a rol«, however, demonstrates
his lack of knowledge of the principles and puirposes of such an
operation. This case, BELITSKIY, is a subje1t of sensrate

sensltive SOJrces

inéecare KGB 0perat1ons <hort1y after NO:EhKO Ldentxfled them;

*#*Cther evidence tas contradicted staterents by NOSENKO to the
effect that certain Soviets were not affiliated with the KGB:
m in Geneva, for example, where he had daily access to the KGB
2R Legal Residency for months and rlaimed nearly complete know-
ledge of KGB personnel, he ramed 15 of a K53 staff which he

said totalled at the most 1B;

as many as 35 of the approximately 120 Soviets station-

~ed there -(a proportion which 18 consistent with other-areas
and defectors' estimates). NOSENKO was not entirely accurate
concerning even KGB officers on his own delegation in Geneva,
as noted on Pages 12 and 13. Therefore, the accuracy of
ROSEIKO's original idertifications, positive or negative,
cannot be accepted without question.
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discussion belcw. This subject, tuo, must be corsidered neutral
evidence in the bona fides assessment.

NOSENKO has shown himself to be both uninformsd and inaccurate

in his answers to questicns on KGB Headquarters staff procedures

(Page 360 and Pages 619-624). He has beeén unable to contripbute
any new infcrmation, although there has been no cdetailed repcrting
on the subject since 1954. (GOLITSYN in 1962 providad some new
material cn procedures but was never comprehensively debricfed on
the topic.) Thus, information on the more up-to-date forms, co-
ordinaticn requirements, mechanization of records and tracing
mechanisms, etc., could have been a singular contribution ¢o our
knowledge; NCSENKO could not describe anything of this sort. Wwhen
he replied to gquestions about such matters for the period covering
his entry into the KGB, on which orevious reporting is available
in detail, he answered incorrectly cn numcrous points. NOSENKO's
tendency to improvise when he did not kxnow the correct answer or
when he had forgotten has been characterized by a CIA psychelogist
as the behavior of a pathological liar savingy face in a tight
peychological situation. When Le could not produce a correct
answer in this area of reporting, NOSENKO may have improvised
because he is a liar or because he is concealing an ignorance
based on »ot having been a KGB Headguarters officer.

3. GCperational Leads

a. Introduction

Consideration of NOSENXO's operational leads must take into
account the KGB positions and personal associaticns (with attendant
access to {nformation) which NOSELV/C has claimed for himself. He
indicated tliat the breadih of his knowledge about KGB agent opera-
tions and development cases increased as he rose from case officer
in the U.S. Embassy Section in 1953~1955 and in the American Tourist
Section in 1955-1958 to become Deputy Chief of the latter section
in 1958-1959, Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy Secticn in 1960-1961,
and finally Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department from 1962 until
his defection. Simultanecusly he established lasting contacts with
his KGB colleagues so that, for example, even after leaving the
U.S. Embassy Section for the second time, in Decenber 1961, NOSENKO
kept abreast of its most important activities. On these grounds
NOSEUKO presented himself as an authoritative source, one who
could detail the successes and failures of the KGB in recruiting
Westerners--especially Americans--in the USSR over the years irom
1953 through 1963. Repeatedly NOSENKO asserted.that his leads to
KGB agents constituted proof of his bona fides.

b. Operations Involving Americars

NCSENKD drew a picture of the recruitment scene in Moscow
showing that: . '

-~ Since the-"ANDREY".case of the early 1950°'s* the KGB
recruited no Americans on the U.S. Embassy staff, succeed-
ing only in recruiting one contract employee who was in
Moscow on TDY. NKOSLCNKO reported on recruitment approaches
to six American officials stationed in Moscow, all of whon

T NOIFRKT placod tha roeciuliment date priot to his entry into
the PG Ln sarly 19% 1, Lt Daylo W, BHETIE (PG oryptonym
"ANLKEY®) said hie Locamwe a KGB agent in Novewl.er or December
1953.
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refused to collaborate with the KB, He discussed 14 develop-
ment cases which never culm:cas:d in recruitment approaches

to these U.S. Goverrmernt erpluyces in Moscow, and he named

11 officials at the Moscow Embassy who were investigated by
the KGB, Thcse operations, NOSENXO assertcd, Fomptiseq then
total KGB activity acainst Eabassy personnel with the ex-
ception of tne technical penetrations (see Part VIII, B 4.).

- Scxen Mmerican correspondents in Mcscow had bben re-
cruited Ly the KGB, four cf them knuwn to NOSENKO from the
years 1953-1954 when he was working against U.S. newspaper-
men. Another two were under development by the KGB during

that period. i

- The krerican Express Company representative in Moscow,
drsene FRIFPEL, had become a KGB agent in 1959; NOSENKO was
the case officer. :

- The number of American visitors recruited by the KG3
in 1962-1963 was 14, and if there had heen others, NOCSENKO
would Lave kaown about thom in light of his senior position
in the Tourist Cepertment éuring that perjod. Moreover, for
the years tefore 1962, NOSKEIKO provided leads to 19 other
hrmerican tourists whoem the KGB recruited, plus one who was
serving the GRU whaen he came to Moscow. NOSENKO also de-
scribed 18 development cases and nine invectigations in
which tle targets were American tourists,

As for KGB operations outside the Soviet Union, NOSENKO gave leads
to four recruited Pmericzns about whom he learned through conver-
sations with KGB associates:. a U.S. intelligerce officer having
the KGB cryptonym "SASHA" (still unidentified), a pen>tration of
Orly Courier Transfer S:3tion (i1dentified as Sergeant Robert Lee
JCHNSCN), arnd two agents in Gereva (naines rot given and as yet nct
positively identified). NOSENKO leagred of the X33 agent status
of[ﬁor ce G. LUVTA an Azerican professor, because he tock part in
LUNT" ;irecrultment while on TDY in Zofia, ZR :
Legal agent (R rae S aih

between & Xy and Bnrrarq kOTd., an American tourist with whose
case NOSENKO was personally involved. 1In addition, NOSEIKO de-
scribed two development cases with U,S, citizens. From his know-
ledge of the "“SASHA" operation, NOSENKO also knew that the KGB
had no ager.t sources atle to supply information concerning the
Cuban missile crisis of October 1962.

esidenc

(i) Completeness, Accuracy, Detail and Consistency of. Reportirg

If he occupied the various KGB positions as claimed, if his
access were as broad as he said it was, NOSENKO Las provided a.

. ccaprehensive review of KGB- operations 1nvolv1ng Americans in

the USSR,

Other information, Lowever, ccntradicts NOSENKC's assurances
trat he reported on all major cases involving Americans working
at the U.S. Etbassy in Moscow: -

- GOLITSYN's reports indicate that a U.S. military code
.clerk was recruited in 1960, and other factors point toward
this person being James STORSBZRG or possibly William HURLEY
(Pages 166-182) . NOSZNKO, the supervisor of operations
against Embassy code clerks in 1960-1961, stated that

v e meemn
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STORSBERG rejected the recruitment approach, and when inter-
viewed on the basis of the NOSENKO lead, STORSBERG con{irmed .
this. Both agree the approach was made in the latter part
of 1961. ez
- GOLITSYN*s reports cover six other operatipens (Pages
595-598) which NOSENKO has rot mentioned: The KGB's recruit-
ment of a female employee at -he Embassy in 1957, the pre-
sence of a code clerk in the Zmbassy in 1960 who was a KGB
agent, an unsuccessful recruitment approach to a female sec-
retary at the Embassy prior to July 1960, the KG2 plan to
complete the recruitment of an Americer diplomat following
his rcassignment from Moscow in 1959, the KGB's recruitmert
of or planned recruitment approach to a U.S5. Embassy employee
(possibly a code clerk) prior to April/May 1960, and a KGB
officer's trip to Helsinki to accompany ar Embassy’code clerk
traveliing by train to Moscow. (There is documentary evi-
dence to support the accuracy of GOLITSYM's statements about
the last of these cases:; see below.)

On the basis of available information, NOSZINKO cannot be
faulted on the completecness of his reporting about American tour-
ists recruited, approached, and under development by the KGB, but
he could cite only one instance of KGB investigations uncovering
tourists dispatched to the USSR by American Intelligence (Pages
145-150).*

year in which NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the American Tourist
Section. These documents were placed in the hands of the KGB by
George BLAXE of MI-6 in July 1959 (before the end of the tourist
season) and in 1960; NOSENKO was not familier with any aspects of
the KGB operation with BSLAKE.

Where NOSENKO's reporting
on American tourist cases is checkable, therefore, it has been
found to be incomplete.

* NOSENKO reported that of nine other tourists investigated by
the KGB, eight were suspected of having current connectiors
with American Intelligence. The KGB was correct wi*h regard
to Thomas BARTHELEMY and Robert CHRISTNER, who were on CIA
missions, and Alfred SLESINGER, an FBI informant who neverthe-
less had no American Inbelllgence mission when he visited the
"USSR 'in 1961° and -1962. Frederick BARGHOORI:, arrested in the
USSR in 1963,

Concerning the rest reportedly suspected by
the KGB--Donald ALBINGER, Bernard KOTEN, and Gabriel REINER--
none was associated with American Intelligence in any way.

[ ————— e
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NOSENKO'e reporting on individual cases wherein he was a per- ‘
sonal participant or supervisor is not, with few exceptions, con-
tradicted by information available from other sources. Nearly all
of his statements have proven accurate when they could be compared
with collateral information: 1In fact, the Americans whom he cited
414 visit or live in the Soviet Union, and many of them are known

. to have been of operational interest to the KG3, as NOSENKO said.

. The exceptions to his general accuracy of reporting, however, are
of major importance in themselves and in reference to his claimed
positions in the U.S. Embassy Section during 1960-1961:*

NOSENKO Collateral
U.S. Embasa2y Security Officer CiA records on the PEIKOVSKIY ;
John V. ABIDIAN, for whom NOSENKO case, in which the Pushkin :
was the responsible KGB officer, Street dead drop was used, show
visited the Pushkin Street dead that ABIDIAN visited the site i
drop site in 1960 or at the begin- only once, on 30 December 1961 !
ning of 1961, Later that same at 1130 hours, KOZLOV left lew
day KOZIOV, Chief of-the KGB Sur- York City on the same day, :
veillance'Directoratez went to the travelling via France, at the i
scene, SN completicn of a TDY in the i
o United States. (Pages 231- . o
2357 this subject is discussed :

Sr jot 'u/j'
0‘

KOSOLAPOV, NOSENKO's direct sub-
ordinate, macde bhut one TDY to
Helsinki in the 1960-1961 period;

" NOSENKO would have known about if
- not approved other TDY's in these

years wher. he was Deputy Chief of
the U.S. Embassy Section.

Returning from his single TDY to
Helsinki, KOSOLAPOV was atroad

the same train as his target, the
American military code clerk Paul

at greater length in Part
VIII.B,6.)

Travel records show that KOSO-
LAPOV was twice in Helsinki
during 1960, in March-April
and again in November. (Pages
186-200).

Travel records show that JENNER
and KOSOLAPOV travelled on
separate days. (Pages 186-200)

JENNER; as supervisor of all oper-

" ations against' code clerks at the

U.S. Embassy, NOSENKO was familiar
with the details of all such major

activities.

The KGB knew that the U,S, mili-
tary code clerk James KEYSERS,
whom NOSENKO personally contacted
in an effort to persuade him to

defect, did not report the earlier

recruitment approach by the KGB.

KEYSERS reported the recruitment
approach immediately after it
occurred, and the report was
submitted in an Embassy room .
later found to have a concealed
microphone. (NOSENKO stated that

‘he was a customer for microphone

intercepts at the time and that
this micrephone was monitored on
a continuous basis by KGB per-
sonnel.) (Pages 213-219)

* An example of NOSENKO's inaccuracy on events during his later
service in the Tourist Department related to his accounts on the

arrest of American Professor Frederick BARGHOORN:

According to

NOSENKO, the approval for this KGB action in which he had a per-
sonal part was obtained from BREZHNEV in KHRUSHCHEV's absence
from Moscow, and the arrest was made a few hours later; BARG-
HOORN was arrested on 31 October 1963, and on that day and the
day before KHRUSHCHEV made public appearances {n Moscow. (BREZH-
NEV was not seen in Moscow between 29 October and 2 November |




‘700000

— ~a——a

¢ C

v SECRET

In addition, a number of Americans--e.g,, Walter RASK, Adam
BROCHES, Henry APISSON, Herbert KOJARD, vasiliy VOLKOV, Ailliam
W2LLACE, Thomas Whitney, and Stanley ZIRING--denied having teen
recruited by the KGB, as NOSENKO said they had been.

The only noteworthy internal inconsistencies in NOSENKO's
reporting on KGB operations involving Americans appear in the

HARMSTCNE case, where he has given conflicting information on the -,

KGB's ability to obtain photographic evidence of his homosexuality,
and in his advice on how to identify "ANDREY"--that he was the only

witness to testify in Roy RHCDZS' trial and that he did not testify J

at Roy RHODES' trial but was cnly interviews:d in the pre-trial in-
vestigation once. Part VIII.D. covers the extent of his kncwledge
akout American cases in which he took part percornally or as s
supervisor. Regarding others to which his official positions did
not give him access, NOSENKO has indicated that it was his per-
sonal contact with KGB colleagues which enabled him to report on
nine recruitments (Herbert HOWARD, Sam JAFFE, the KGB agent in
France, the YOUNGER couple, “SASHA", and two unnamed agents in.
Geneva) y three development cases (George VAN LAETHEM, Attorney"
General Robert KENNEDY, and Stephen HOFFMAN) : three unsuccessful
recruitment approaches (Richard HARMSTONE, Peter BINDER, and
Collette SCHWARZENBACH):; and three investigations (Thomas BARTHE-
LEMY, Lewis BOWDEN, and George WINTERS), HNOSENKO's alleged asso-
ciates in the KGB thus gave him the names of four recruited agents
and sufficient details for one more to be identified by subsequent
investigation, JOMHNSON. All of the NOSENKO leads to developmental
operations, unsuccessful recruitment approaches, and investigations
have been identified.

(1i) Damage to the Soviets

Three criteria can be used in assessing the harm to Soviet
interests caused by NOSENKO's operational leads to Americans:

First, the originality of his information on recruited
agents and unsuccessful recruitment approaches;

Second, the agents' access to classified information
at the time he reported on them; and

Third, the possibility of identifying them on the
basis of the details provided or in cexiin:tion witih details
received from other sources. -

There is no reason to believe that NOSENKO's information on 22
Americans under investigation while in the USSR could have damaged
the KGB, especially since all of them had left the Soviet Union
before the NOSENKO leads were received (Pages 402-410). In an-

(Pages 379-397), there is no means for evaluating their impor-
tance to the KGB because it is impossible to estimate with con-
fidence the likelihood of the KGB recruiting some or any of these
targets; vulnerability and assessment data, when coupled with
spasmodic or even continuing KGB access to the target, would be
no guarantee that he is recruitable. Nevertheless, following

the criteria listed above, NOSE..KO's statements on KGB operation-
al interest stemming from their homosexuality did bring about the
recall of Robert ARMSTRONG and Stephen HOFFMAN from the U.S.
Embassay in Moscow.

i

-- --other-category, -NOSENKO's leads. to.35. Americans under _development _ _
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NOSENKO was the first source to report on the KGB recruit-
ments of 22 tourists inone with access to classified meterials
and on 11 of whom there was previous derogatory information):
four correspondents (one said by NOSil.XO to have become inactive
and on two of whom there was previous derogatory informadiorn):
the American Express Company representative in MoscowW; a contract
employee of USIA who had earlier declared his intent to marry a
Soviet national; and two agents whose names were not known to
NOSENKO but who were identifiable, The latter two &gents were:

- Dayle W. SMITH (KGB cryptonym "ANDREY"), a cipher
machine mechanic at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow recruited in
1953, Despite NOSENKO's statement that "ANDREY" was current-
ly supplving valuable information in June 1962, SMITH lost
his access to classified information through retirement from
the U.S., Army on 30 November 1961, or about six months before
HOSENKO first reported on him (Paces 413-426).

- U.S, Army Serceant Robert Lee JOHNSCH, who with his
wife Hedwig began collaborating with the KGB {n 1952 and
who made James MINTKENBAUGH an agent of the KGB in 1923
(Pages 427-462), Hedwiqg JOINSCN discontinued her role in
tre operation in 1953, &lthough ther=after remaining know-
ledgeable of the KGB activities of her husband and MINTKEN-
BAUGH; according to MINTKENBAUGH, who lost access to c¢lassi-
fied information in 1954, he had no direct contact with the
KGB after the late summer or early autumn of 1953 (about
three to five months before NOSENKO first gave the lead on
JOHNSON)  JOHNSON was still on active duty with the U.S.
Army and in contact with the KGB when NOSENKO reported in
January 1964 about the existence of this agent.

Thus from a total of 30 original and identifiable leads, only one
agent had access to classified information as of the date when
NOSENKO's reporting on him began. By the criteria given in the
preceeding paragraph, the single operational lead from NOSENKO
which_could have damaged Soviet interests was that which un-
covered JOHNSON,

It is debatable, however, whether the JOHNSOM lead corsti-
tuted a serious loss to the KGB. In the first place, if JOHIISON
can be believed, he gave the Soviets but one classified document
while in charge of the "Classified Control Center" at Camp Des
Loges between August 1963 and May 1964. His KGB case officer
later told him, JOENSOH said, that the information he could pro-
vide was not worth the risk involved and that no future attempts
of this sort should be made. JOHNSON also stated that he felt
his espionage work at Camp Des loges had not been very profitable
for the Soviets, adding that his case officer had shown dis-
interest in his proposal to obtain for the KGPE a top secret
document he (JOHNSON) .thought_ of greater importance than any :
other to which he had access. (NOSENKO indicated that JOHNSON T
lost his access in the spring of 1963, while at the Orly Courier :
Transfer Station.,) In the second place, as the KGB knew, the
behavior of Hedwig JOHNSON, a mental case, was unpredictable.
Finally, the JOHNSONl couple and MINTKENBAUGH repeatedly dis-
regarded the KGB's instructions to compartment their activities
and to observe other routine security precautions. The KGB
seems to have 2voided full exploitation of JOESON {in the latter
stages of the operation, to have been concerned over Hedwig's
mental condition as early as 1962, and to have regarded the

-

TNAD ornnecr




14-00000
LI

Ciacma ey

SelL R WAL L i feta DEERL " Tas

\ 2 v
107 SECREI ‘

652,

threesome as difficult handling problems. Given these apparent
factors, the NOSENXO lead may have been consicdered expencable by
the KGB, without long-lasting adverse effect cn the fulfillment
of its overall intelligence requirements.

NOSENKO was the first source to identify Jemes STORSBEFG, a
U.S. military code clerk stationed at the Moscow Embassy, as a
target who had rejected the KGB's recruitment offer (Pages 165-
185). The information was received from NOSENKXO after STORSBERG
was discharged from the U.S., Army, and when interviewed on the
basis of this information, STORSBERG generally ccnfirmed NCSEXNKO's
reporting on the case. GOLITSYN had e~arlier repcrtec cn what may
have been the same KGB opcration, but GGLITSY. telieved the mili-
tary code clerk had been recruited; from what GOLITSYN had pre-
viously told CIA and from later investigations, it seems possible
that the KGB recruited either STOKSBERG or William HURLEY (who
NOSENKO said was nct recruited or approached by theée KG3). If it
is -assumed that STCRSBERG was not recruited in the approach de-
scribed by NOSENKQO and in the operation discussed by GOLITSYN,
the KGB suffered no loss in the American services learning of
this case. 1f it is assumed cn the other hand that STCRS3ERG or
HURLEY was recruited, the reporting by NOIENXO assisted the KGB--
not the Arerican serv1ces--by deflectxng security investigations
from a recruited agent of the KGB.

-(iii) Importance or Usefulness

' The American leads from NOSENKO enabled U.S. security author-
ities to:

- Confirm previous information con the recruitments of
13 tourists and three correspondeats;

- Verify previous derogatory information on 11 tourists,
two correspondents, and perhaps ore military code clerk,
STORSBERG;

~ Remove two homosexuals from the U.S. Embassy in
Moscow; and

~ Identify 32 KGB agents including Hedwig COHNSON and
MINTKENBAUGH.* .

One or possibly two of these 32 agents (SMITH and possibly HOWARD)
in the past had been in a position to pass classified infcrmation
to the KGB, and a third (JOHNSON) had current access to classified
information and current contact with the KGB; the two hcmosexuals
at the Moscow Embassy (APMSTRONG and HOFFMAN) - presumably alsoc had :

access to classified infornmation. From the standpoint of pro- - .

—tecting the security of the U.S. Government, NOSENXO brought to

an end the JOLNSON operation and the KGB's potential” for recruxt;/"
ing ARMSTRONG and HOFFMAN. .

Against this product of NOSENKO'S reporting must be balanced
the amournts of money and manpower that were necsded for U.S. secu-
rity authorities to exhaust and investigate NOSENKO's information
on 49 recruitments, 35 developmental targets, seven unsuccessful
recruitment approaches, ard 33 investigations by the XGB--a total
of 113 operational leads. CIA carried the burden of the debriefing :
and interrcgation of NOSE.LKO on these cases, but the investigative

¥ Among these 32 agents were many whom the XGB had not recontacted

after their return to the United States from the Soviet Union,
others who had btrcken contact with the KGB, some who were known

-
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work in the United States was accomplithed mostly by other
agencies. It would seem, however, that the JOHNSON operation
was the only NOSE.JKO lead to be important or useful.

(1v) Remarks

Judged by his major inaccuracijes and by the demonstrable in-
completeness in scme of his reporting, NOSLNKO is not an authori-
tative or reliable source of information on cperations against
Americans by the U.S. fmbassy Section and the rmerican Tourist

iSection. Proven uatrustwortny in othar categecries of operational
1leads, there is no reascn to accept at face value NOSENKO's state-
‘ment that SMITH was the only Mosccw tmbassy eaplcyee workirny with
the KGB from 1953 thrcugh 1963; indeed, evidence to the contrary
exists. The same may be true regarding American tourists and
correspondents in Moicow, i.e., other racruitmeants not mentioned
by NGSENKO could have occurred. Purchermore, with the question-
able exception of the JOHNSUN case, the KGB lost nothing of great
value in consequence of NOSENKO's leads but gaired an advantage
by occupyirg the attcnticn and facilities of Anerican security
authorities.

It is therefore concluded that NOSZNKO has withhold infor-
mation on recruitrents of Americans in !0scow, or he is unable to
provide a conprehensive review cof such activities because he did
not hold.the claired positions in the U.S. Emcassy and Anerican
‘Tourist Sections. Either explanation forces strong reservations
about the bora ficdes of NOSENKO as a genuine scurce, and these
reservations are reinforced by the relative costs to the KGB and
U.S. security authorities of the NOSENKO leads.. By itself, this
evaluation of his production on American cases suggests the possi-
bility that the XGB dispatched NOSENKO to report to CIA, and that
the KGB did so for tre purpose of misleading the U.S. security
services.

! TOP SECRET
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c. Cperatiors Involving Other WNesterncrs
(1) Introduction

As already indicated, NCSENXO's principal knowledgeability
of KGB operations is rclated to Americans in the Soviet Uaion.
With the exception of one Gerran 'and one NorwWegian tourist case,
his only other personal participation in third-national (i.e., non-
American) operations stems frcm his asegociation with the section
of the Tourist Department concern=d with United XKingdom and Canad-
ian, as well as /irerican, tourists. Where he has commented on
gources fcr the rest of his third-national leads, he indicated
his knowledge was acquired either through conversaticns with
other officers or through his position as Deputy Chief of the
Tourist Department in 1962-1963. Thus he made no clain for com-
pleteness of his coverage, nor reccssarily for absolute accuracy
and full details on &ry one ciase. N3 attempt will be made here,
therefore, to compare his inforymaticon with ctler sources, except
in terms of whether MUSENYO's reportxng harmad the Soviets and
assisted Arerican security.

(ii) Diswcussion

Of the 90 thircd-naticaal vecruitment leads (Pajes 474-502),

22 have not yet-bLean positively identiticvd. These cannot be

evaluzted at all except to poxr: cut that only two 2% thel ane.
potentially significant, the [ATO penetra:zicp_dn. o Belyium in 1962
(which nay be tbe sare as a_ lead frow another source) and a code
cleTX in the West Cercan Embassy in Hoscow 1n T96-T Without
krowing the status of these tw> otreraticns at the time NOSENKO

told CIA abcit them, it is not possible to measure the value to

:us or the damage to the Soviet Union thrcugh the compromise of
,these cases.

Of the remaining 68 known or possible agents who have been
identified, '35 were unique leads when NOSENKO provided them. No
ccenclusive investigation results have yet been cbtained on 30 of
these, but the majority were said by NOSE!KO to be travel agency
employees (guides, bus drivers, etc.). Five of the (30 held
positions of trust in their respective governments; these five
leads are discussed below in terms of potential value to U.S.
security and potential damage to the KGB. Of the five who have been
interviewed on the basis of the NOSENKO information, four denied
woiny xecruited py the KGB, includingfigg Faad (Lhe only-one
or those interviewed holding a government rositicnj, discussed
below. Reporting on the one rezaining lead, a Dutch wcman, is
unclear and incorclusive--she acdmitted only to having been ques-
tioned while in the USSR,

Among the 35 new leads from NOSENKO, a total of five had
positions of trust, with known or presumed access to sensitive
information, in their .respective governments: .. .. . . . I

¥GB Wu5>h“tklﬁg‘b.

MM Mosco., but re u.d rat
: - 2T i'.:

SOVLets whom he suspccted of being 1ntelllgence officetl,
and in 1964 he reported a social visit in Vienna by
General GORBUNOV (an operational alias of GRIBANOV), whom
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he hid Xnown in lnscow, Ke T2s roe pecn 3ntirvieved diractly
o the casis of Lhe NCIANKED lexd, nar hes he reporced a re-

cruitxent approach.

Mm NOSENKO has 1derctified him as
ac:2nt, with Lo further nfornmution. *a“icned s tha

n =nkassv 1n Vo:co» from 9.! to 1941 Eﬁ
FY 3T il

- Indonesian ity
in Moscou;
tr » K b red

auqh \C--ch had
could recall no
. 4 *xSLuVe for the

spelleo out the name 1n ‘5-¢, 1
such case kit tnocaght this ﬁxet
case of EXD® who had ke=n th

Thus of the third-national leads originucing with NOSENKO,
five micht be considered to be important se:a :se o‘ their posi-
tion in governnent. I two cases (SSCIREVS AR
not able to say whether there was a recruitmernt, .ounver, while
a third (assumirg that ther2 was no further corntusion on NOSEN-
KO's part) canrot Le considered 1in ;mportaﬂn lead because of cthe
Comaunist kias of the Indonesisn Government mposition as
an agent or contact loses siaﬁ-fxca"fe tr. v.c. of nis previously
reported support cf o po-e.le leftisy political figure. The
possiktle importance o: the lead carrot be assessed
without 1rvest1qat10ﬁ resilts. ’

The lel;an VASSALL case (Pages 3502-307) was the one third-
natioral lead which HISENKO himself considered most important.
He invariakly included this lead vhen talking about the impor-
tance of his reporting. The Eritish security servictes neverthe-

M a2 ong
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less wﬁgg_ﬁgll_gn,ghgig_!‘x to identifyirg the source of the
Admiralty documents identiffed by GOLITSYH, hating narrowed
their list of suspects to 20 {including VASSALL) by 11 June 1962,
When they received the fragment of NOSENKO information which
focused on the British Embassy in Moscow, the numter was reduced
to VASSALL and orie other. Although the NOSEZIKO information
apparently confirined the already solid suspicions of VASSALL,
theggxlg_zggggg_;g*believe that the identification would have
beer Eccomplished withcut this information. The lead was there-
fore not nevw or exclusive information, and NOSENKO himself ad-
mitted in 1964 that he krew that GOLITSYN had known of the case
from the latter's work in the Information {Reports) Department.

Of the identified third-nationals whom NOSENKO said were
being targetted or investigated by the KGB, nor.2 held positions
of significance, with the sole excention of the then member of
the British Farliament, (88K o whose personal life
and career the Soviets subsequenc Y attenpted--with considersble
success--to cestroy through a campaign of scardal,

(i{i) Remarks

On the tasis of the avove examination, WOSINKO's information
on KGB operations against third-nationals cannot te considered a
positive factor in the assecsm=nt of his pora fides, 48 8 posgs-
ible negative factor in corsidoratx01 of his bona fides, the in-
significance of NOSINKO's reporting on third- national leads must
be measured 2gainst the criterja of his claimed access and con-
trary evidence., In the case of fcreign tourists his leads show--
ard he himself has commented--that such _regruitments were of no
particular value:; assuming that NOSINKO was Deputy Chler cf ths
Tourist Department, he should be able to make such a statement
without challenge. To date no indepenlent evidence of foreign
“tourist recruitmerts has emerged which contradicts him. Opera-
tions against other Western embassies in Moscow are a slightly
different matter. NOSENKO's information, or lack thercof, can-
not be evaluated on the basis of completeness because he has made
no claim to full access to such information or to positions which
would have given him better access. . Except for tihose he said he
was informed of in connection with possiblie use against U.S.
Embassy targets, he has usually sourced such third-national
leads as he did have to particularly close relations with the
responsible case officer. - It wculd not be valid to argue that
a source cf one lead should have told him of others, or that -he
should have had mcre close friends in the KGB. Thus on all
applicaktle criteria, the NOSEXKO leads to operations against
third-raticnals must be excluded as a factor weighing for or
acainst his bona fides. ,
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! 4. Technical Operations Against the U.S, Emlqgay

a, Discussion
_"—“%

In reporting on ke microphones in the V.8, Fubassy ‘p°2°’
248-269), NOSENKO Said in 1962 that there were at that time “four
or five points, later adding a sixth, from which conversations
were heard. "They included the offices of the Miniater Counselor,
the Military Attache, the Naval Attache, thu Atr Attache, one
(unxdentified) “State Department employee, " and thr Agcicultural
Attache. Ye also referred to a non-productive micivwphune in the :
$ode room but did not count this oo one of tha puints, NOSENKO
did rot Supply details of the information whi~h the Kt obtained
from any of these microphones except to make genvial allusfons

to the importance of the Mmaterials from those in the offices of
the Minister Counselor and the Military Attache, He #Lrossed

P that the existence of these microphones was tha Kin's "Fiﬂ?gg:
n

. 3ecret” ard that opl xno hirht,

tie o« SEC! Y a very few people know of th

hey . NOS;NKO dave more details ang provided a written List of tha

hor:. ?fflces where microprones were actively monitored n 1960 and

ins ° ’

' NOSENKO's information On the microphones would appear, on

the basis of the findings of the swecp team tn 1964, to ba gener-
ally accurate. Where nOSENKG reported there waa ho production

but nicrophones were found audible, the discrepancy cuuld be ex-
plained by ks technical failure to receive the intervepts after
they left the point ar Which the sweepers tontrd) whers HOSENKO
. * Attache's
office) and the SweePers found the microphone inaudible, it could
be conjectures that the microphore died betwern natly 1962 and
the date of the Sweep in 1964, However, NOSENK('a 1eporting did_
Bot harm_the Soviets, because GOLITSYN knew and had 1eported on |
one specific microphone, ang another earlier (and probsbly com-
Promised) source had also Feported that the microphines were .
there. The microphone known to GOLITSYN, whan lo-ated and traced .
back to the point where its wires left the buit ding, would lsad
to the urcovering of all the Other microphon~s, aa in fact happen-
-ed with the find in Foom 1008 (Page 256),

- ouff

NOSENKO was unéble to expand on his microphone {nformation
; after his defection. Questioned repeatedly (or detalls Of the
i Ooperation or examples of the product of theose mictvphones, he gave
almost no cperational details* and could supply only rhe ssme
three generalizeq c¥amples of their product whjch he had already
given in 1962: the Unproductivity of the code i0wh Misrophoner

g * One of the few concrete incidents which NOSENKO pecounted

i conrected to the microphone operation (with the exteption

! : gg the‘:orth Wing Planning, see below) was Lthe igas “f : .

: cumen reporting the product from one of the microphonas:
GOLITSYN had already tofd the same story (Page 2%%), GOLIT-
SYN said he was bresent during the search for Lhid document
and it was under these circumstances that he !easfed speci -
fically that there ¥as a microptone {n the offjce of the
Minister Counselor. NOSENKO in 1962 atresand that this
microphone was the most important in the Embaany.
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the Minister Counselor ‘s dictation, including fitness reports
which NOSENKO said werse of operational interest to the KGB hut
could not say how many of them thece were or whom they concerned;
and the Military Attacte's planning of trips which permjitted the ‘ [
KGB to seize eguipmenrt. in Stalingrad in 1955. Of these three ; :
examples given by an cfficer who said he cuiled all the micro- j -
phone naterials for twoO years, one concerned a non-operating and :
therefore usecless micrcphone, the second corcerrned a microphone
(in the Minister Courzelor's office’ already reported by a pre-
vious defector, and the third concerned a well known incident
which took place years earlier (and which NOSENKO should have
larned and h2lped corduct, according td ris claimed position in
1955; LOSENKOU said he played no such role).*

In 1964 NOSENKO Erought to CIA a sheet of paper which he
said was in KOVSHUK's nandwriting and which had been obtained in
1960 or 1961 during a conference {Pages 250-251). This, he said
then, was how he knew of the exact locaticas of all the actively

* A comparison betweer NOSENKO's =-hird example and a 1956 messace i

from a sensitive 3ource ;
reveals sim- !

ilarities which may not be coincidental,

- NOSENKO (11 June 1962; see Page 260): 'We are listening
to your Military Attaches there. We krow where they intend
to travel, what they want to fird out. We know what machin-
ery and what targcts interest “tem... Some of the things
they say are surprising. They discuss, among other things,
where to go, what %0 see, what to take with them - electric
equipment or not., Anrd we are hunting for this electronic
equipment and now hrave permission, 1f we are absolutely cer-
tain that one of your people is taking electronic apparatus
with him on an intelligence trip outside Moscow, to take, to

: . steal it. We .now have authoriz:ztion to take any necessary
i _ steps to steal it. PBecause you now have improved your equip-
ment. . We stole scme equipmert in Stalingrad in 1955..."

- Sensitive source, 1556 (see Page 254): *“..., All rooms

are being monitore3 by the KGB... The 'flap’ involving the

American directior. - findirg specialists in Stalingrad in

the summer of 195 was organized by the KGB because conver-
; sations were overreard in the rooms of the American Embassy.
] As you know, as a result of this flap, the KG3 seized valu-
i able direction-finding equipment from the American Intelli-
gence officers...” :

It is possible that both NOSENKO and the sensitive source were
reporting a well-kncwn event, because GOLITSYN reported in
1962 that the 1955 Stalingrad incident was written up in KGB
training materials a3 an example of Second Chief Directorate
work. The training version may have included the role of the
microphone information {although GOLITSYN did not report that
it did), which may thus have come naturally to the attention
of NOSENKO and the sensitive source. However, this would call s
into question NUSENKD's allegation of direct access to all of ;
the microphone product. ) i
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monitored and productive “points” in 1960-1961. NCSENKO was not
able to explain why he would necd this list to kndw the locations
of the microphories when he had been daily receiving, selecting,
and distributing the product of all of them for two years, Sim-
ilarly, it was never clear why NOSENKO did not remember in 1962
that there were eleven points--as the list showed--rather than
the four-to-3ix NOSENKO reported on in 1962.

NOSENXO's account of how the product from the microphones was
distriktuted and exploited would inevitably mean that all KGB case
officers who had served in the U,S. Embassy Section since the
microphones were installed would krow of their existencs--despite
any effort to paraphrase and disguise the product a3 "agent re-
ports.“ NOSENKO norethaless maintained in 1962 that "it is a
tremendous secret that we are listening to you," ard that the
microphones were known to so few that any countermeasures the
Americans might take on the basis of NOSENKO's statements could
reflect dangernusly ca him as’ the source.* .

Accepting at face value NOSENKO's claimed lack of aptitude
and interest {n technical matters, and therefore nis inability
o provide specific technical details concerning electronic oper-

ations against the American Embassy, it is still noteworthy that:

- NOSENKO did not know the purpose of the so-called
"Moscow beam," sometimes saying it was to jam Embassy
communicatiors and at other times that it was used to
monitor them.,

- Although he claimed to have personally parcticipated
in the planning for the installation of audio devices in
the North Wing of the Embassy, he did not know of the ex-
istence or the purpose of the coaxial cables and grill
found there ry American technicians in 1964. (NOSENKO
insisted that there were no audio devices installed in the

North Wing at the time of its, renovation for occupancy
by Americans.)

. - NOSENKO knew nothing of the general lines of research
and development to substitute for or improve the fading
microphone coverage of the U,S. Embassy.

These three points relate to aspects of the KGE's audio-technical
attack on the U.S. Embassy in which the reporting of a source in
NOSENKO's claimed position, no matter what his technical aptitude,
could have been detrimental to Soviet interests.

7 % Both GOLITSYN and the 1956 source cited on Page 254 were First

Chief Directorate officers. That they both knew of the micro-
phones suggests that NOSEVKO exaggerated the sensitivity of
the microphone cperation, which had moreover always been
assumed by the Embassy to be active.

TOP SECRET
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b, Remarks

NOSENKO's sourcing of his informactaon on electronic opera-
tions against the U.S. Embassy in Moscow was unclear and unlikely.
His knowledge of the location and production of these microphones,
as well as the existence, nature, and purpose of other electronic
operations directed against the Embassy, was not commensurate with
his alleged position in the U.S. Embassy Section ard his particu-
lar responsibility for audio nperations. Significantly, the
essential element of the information which NOSENKO did report,
the existerce of the microphone in the Minister Courselor's
office, would presumably have been corsidered by the KGB to have
been compromiBE¥ EIX rmonths earlier, with the def&ctIom DL GOLIT-
SYS—Discovery of this microphone, as an outgrowth of action on
GOLITSYN's informction, would have led t> all the others. Thus
the Embassy microphones must have b2en ccrsidered by the KGB to
have been compromised before NOSZNKO first spoke of them in 1962,
231ed to this 1s the fact (suppcrted by NCSENKO himself) thac
the- efficiency of the Embassy microphone installation as a whole
a4l seriously diminished by late 1961 or early 1962 due to, first,
rnormal deterioration of equipment and wiring and, second, the
installaticn of secure rocms and the implerentation of more
stringent security precautions at the Embassy. For these reasons
and in the abserce of any information concerring other forms of
electronic attack against the U.,S5. Embassy in Moscow, it cannot
be considered that the information provided by HLOSEIKO in 1962
and 1964 was harmful to the interests of the KGB nor helpful to
@Eggicgn authorities, NOSENKO's denial of any installations 1n
the north wirg, in the lignt of the later discovery there of
coaxial cables, the purpose of which appears serious and is as
yet unclarified, and in the light of NGC3ENKO's specific claim to
have been responsible for the operational plarning for the north
wing at the time it was being prepared for American occupancy,
would appear to be purposeful deception.
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5. The BELITSK!Y Caze

a. Introduction

NOSENKO reported to CIA in June 1962 (as one of the two items
he wanted to sell) that dhe of 1ts agents. the Soviet interpreter
BELITSKIY, was in fact a KGB double agent who had been planted on
CIA (Pages 517-329). NOSENKO said that this wa3 a caze run by the
Second ("Active Line") Section, but that he personally had a role
in the management of the case in May 1962 in Ceneva. NOSENKO was
able to give certain inside information on this case; for example,
he knew the nicknames used by the CIA case officers Wwith the a2gent.

b, Discussion

NOSENKO's information, at least in its general outlines, was
correct. CIA had been running BELITSKIY as an agent, and the CIA
case officers (alias "Boh" ard "Henry," the latter from Washington
as NOSENKO said) nad just completed a series of meetings with
BELITSKIY in (ieneva. Important aspects of his information were
inaccurate: BELITSKIY haé been recruited & year before NOSENKO's
date of 19%9, and in Brussels, not Lordon. Also, NOSENKO's claim
that this was 2 Second Chief Directorate operation aimed at en-
ticing CIA into meetings in the USSR was not borne out by the
history of the case or by BELITSK1Y's conduct, although it cannrot
be excluded that this was a long-term objective which the KGB
still sought without appearing to. NOSENKO's account of the case
thus is not as accurate as could be expected if his own role in
it had been as claimed.

NOSENKO's description of his own involvement is not consis-
tent with observed Soviet practice or with operational logic.
NOSENKO said in both 1962 and 1964 that he had had orders to
supervise the handling of this case in Geneva in the spring of
1962. The reason was that the case officer for BELITSKIY in
i Ger.eva .(ARTEMEV) was young and inexperienced and had not even

worked on the BELITSKIY case before. NOSENKO was saying in
effect--with the authority of direct knowledge and official re-
] . . sponsibility--that BELITSKIY, a prominent Soviet citizen having
' : personal contacts with well placed memters of the Soviet Govern-
ment, a man who had beer under the ostensible control of a hos-
tile intelligence service (CIA} for four years, was sent by the
; KGB to Geneva for the purpose of recontacting CIA, with pre-
i pared information, but that the KGB did not send with him the
! responsible case officer or any member of the section responsible
{ for the operation. Instead, the KGB turned over the responsi-
i bility to a young and inexperienced KGB officer who happened to
- be in Geneva to protect the security of a delegation and who

: had had no prior connection with the BELITSKIY case nor even

! local knowledge of Geneva ccnditions: then, after BELITSKIY was
already in Geneva, the KGB had cabled instructions that NOSZINKO,
who had no reed to know of the case and had learned of it only
unofficially from conversations in 1960-1961 with the Section
Chief responsible, who had no experierce or training in handl-
ing double agent operations, anrd who was similarly in Geneva
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by chance with delegation security functions, shoulé guide the
other "less experienced” case officer.* As NOSENKO showed
under questioning, he did nct know the contents of any of the
positive intelligence BELITSK1Y was to pass to CIA as disinfor-
mation; he did not know BELITSKIY's Moscow or Gencva pattern

of movement or contacts; he did not know in detail how or when
the operaticn started; he did not krow the nature of degree of
British involvement, nor the operational details and contact
arrangements. NOSENKO said that BZLITSKIY had been placed on a
Geneva delegation in the hope that CIA might be able to *find"
and recontact him.*t

c. Remarks

The circumstances above not only cast doubt on NOSENKO's
version of the case and his own access but also suggest that
NOSENKO did not have a theoretical appreciation of how doukle
agents are handled. The examples he gave of his “"guidance® to
ARTEMEV are few in number. NOSENKO also stated in 1961 that he
had arranged the actual introduction to u:LITSKIY of XISLOV, the
TASS man, to provicde for BELITSKIY's need of & notioral subsource
for some of his disinformation; NOSENKO by October 1366 had appar-
ently forgotten this event, for he stated unequivocally that KIS~
LOV had had no ccnnection whatever with the BELITSKIY case. NOS-
ENKO claimed to have met BELITSKIY, but did not recognize his
phcto when shown it in 1966,

Did NOSENKO's report to CIA on the BELITSKIY case harm the
KGB? It was useful to CIA, since despite freguently erxpressed
doubts OT BELITSKIY's bona fides, CIA was hancling the operation
as if it were genuine (but not intending to go to the extent of
exposing to BELITSKIY CIA assets inside the USSR). (The KGB is

¥ NOSENRO has reported that he handled only one American agent
(FRIPPEL); he had practically no krnowledge of CIA ror even
vicarious exposure to the substance of any other double agent
operations. ARTEMEV had had extended contact with a CIA
tourist agent as early as August 1958, a role in other opera-
tions against American tourists in 1959--including clandestine
search (see Page 148), and coatinuous American Department
service since then. NOSENKO did not know of the 1333-1959
operational activities of ARTEMEV, although they feil in the
operational area NOSENKO claimed to have supervised at the
time as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section.

** NOSENKO was seemingly unaware that BELITSKIY had contact
arrangenents which would presumably guarantee recontact.

e 7T
i ."7;'\ Q- L h L




14-00000

A

v rme e g (g e e

662, . T

aware, as 3Soviet Bloc counterintelligence guidance demonstrates,
of the dangers inherent in having disinformation recognized as
such.) The meetings in Geneva in May 1962 would have made it
clear to the KGB that CIA had no intentions of meeting BELITSXIY
inside the USSR, and, in KGB eyes, the case meay have reached the
point of diminishing returns. It is perhaps significant that
NOSENKO did not contact CIA and report on the BELITSKIY case until
10 days after BELITSKIY's series of meetings with CIA in Geneva
had been completed, which would have given the KGB time for final
appraisal of the operation's potential.

NOSENKO's account of his own role in this operation appears
to have been false, and nothing in the available evidence would
preclude Soviet sacrifice of this already tired cperation. Since
NOSENKO provided some inside details of a sensitive KCB operation
which could have been known to only a few, it is difficult to
find any other explanation of NO3SENKO's access to.this information
except that the KGB briefed him about it. '

10° SECRET | Lk
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6. 5B Investigations?®

a, Compronise of POPCV

(1) Introduction

Fixing the cdate and cause of tle compromise of POPOV, the
CIA penetration source in the CH. ‘{Fages 530-534) could affect
the evaluation of NOSENKO's produccion, If what NOSENKO has said
is basically true, his story of FiPCV's compromise (which tasalso :
been reported by other sources) is not parcicalarly important and '
has not harmesd the KGB ror measurakly assisted CIA: The KGB
assumes an &wareness by CIA thet it conducts surveillance of U.S,
Enbassy personnel, espwcxally those hevirg known ¢r suspectcd Am- |
erican lntelliyence cecrnections (as with LANGELLE and. WINTERS),
If NOSENKO on the other hand has been incomplete or inaccurate
ir his statements about tie ccapromise of FCPOV, then his claims
to knowledgeakility on this subject must be qucstioned.

(ii) Discussion

The information from NOSENKD and other sources on the POFOV
compronise may be collated and summarized in tapular form:

Cause Date Implied Source
KGB surveillance of WINTERS 21 Japuary 1959 NOSENKO**
KGB surveillarce of WINTERS . 21 January 1959 CHEPEP A0V
' ’ document
KGB intercept of WINTERS 21 January 1959 POPOV message
letter - of 18 September
1959*+*
v—— seasitive
KGB surveillance of U,S. none s0.rce
Emtassy officer
KGB survejllance of LANGELLE 4 January 1959 GOLITSYN, from . :
. . the KGB orienta- . :
R ’ tion paper on
o : ’ the PCPOV case
- i I ENE X
KGB agent . ’ pricr to 23 Nov- =~ GOLITSYN*##t##*
) - ember 1957

* Under this heading, only the compromises of POPOV, PENKOVSKIY,
and GIiEREPAIOV are considered; there is5 insufficient collateral
mnaterial available for an evaluation of NOSENKO's information
on Vliadimir KAZAN-KOMAREK (pages 569-570) and Alfred SLESINGER
(Pages 571-575).

** NOSENKO rcported that the KGB observed WINTERS|mailing a . o

letter which, upon bexng checked, was found vo be addressed ‘ L
to POPOV; he has contradicted himself about wnether the KGB . S
applied metka to this letter. . - ﬁ%
***POPOV 18 believed to have been under KGB control in composing B
_this letter. A

{Footnotes cortinued on next page.)
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The only other evidence available is analytical. POPOV was
transferred to the Illeqgals handling unit in Cerlin on 28 June
1957, an assignment of high sensitivity., Until mid-August he
handled five Illegals, thereafter only one, TAIROVA, in October
1957. - Following home leave from 12 December 1957 to 19 January
1958, he was again transferred, this time to & position where
Illegals and productive GRU sources of intelligence were not ex-
posed to him. Between March and November 1958 there were signs
of a KGB investigation of the Illegals handling unit where POPOV

formerly served, and he was recalled to Moscow ‘in:lNovember of that:

year. These facts can be interpreted as follows:: .

- POPOV's status as a CIA source was not compromised before
his transfer to the lllegals handling unit.

- POPOV's status was comprcmised before his recall to Moscow
in November 1958, probably before his reassigrment from the
Illegals hendling unit in January 1958, and possibly some time
earlier, The latter possibility is apparent from the Soviets'®
knowledge that the TAIROVA couple was under surveillance in
December 1957 (and until March 1958); it is also noteworthy
that, after having met five lllegals in less than one and one-
half months prior to 13 August 1957, POPOV subsequently was
involved personally w:th only one other, TAIROVA, in October
1957.

- The KGB, realizing that POPOV was a CIA source, chose to
kXeep him in Berlin until November 1958 in order to investigate
the possibility of his operating in conjunction with other
CIA sources. ’

This line of reasoning, if accepted, would confirm GOLITSYN's in-
formation that a KGB agent compromised POPOV prior to the arrival
of ZHUKOV in Berlin, an arrival date falling some time before

23 November 1957,

(Footnotes from preceeding page.)

tst+ttSince such orientation papers are written for general circula-

tion within the KGB, it is doubtful that KGB security prac-
tices would permit their contents to reveal sensitive infor-
mation; other sources have indicated that orientation papers
‘sometimes are sanitized; this particular paper, however,
reportedly did state that the KGB learned from an agent in
about 1957 (GOLITSYN's estimate) that American Intelligence
had a source which had provided GRU information.

*st&44Thig date, which is consistent with that cited in the final

sentence of the preceeding footnote, was derived from the
time when POPOV reported the presence of the KGB officer
ZHUKOV in Berlin; according to GOLITSYN, ZHUKOV was sent to

" Berlin after POPOV had been identified by a KGB agent as
being a source of CIA,
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(111) PReparks

The completeness and accuracy of hOSSSVO's irformation on
% the compromnise of PCPOV, supported as it is >y &

CHEREPANOV document and POPOV's massage bLut contradzcted by
GOLITSYN and analytical evidence, cannot bte firally evaluatad.
Only with resoiution of the bona fides of NCSENKO can a judgment

be made on this part of his producnon.
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b. Co-promise of PENKOVSE.:!Y*

(1) Introducticn

Hecauce his direcst resporgilbility for cocveragn of ABIDIAN
15 an essential eloment in NCIRNKC'L story of his 1550-1951 career,
beccuse he insicts tha: ths #GH had no r1aea of U,3. inveivescnt in
the FNKCVSK1Y caze until Richard JATOB wert te tie Fushikin Street
dead drop o 2 hovemrer 1962, anrd recause he jc a2lamant or thc
Foint thet the KG& until aimostc the end of the ZELNCVEKIY case knew
o0f ro conrection between PENKOVEKIY and the Fustain Street site
which ABIDIZN visited, NOSEIKO's story of the ccrpronise of PENKOV-
SKIY appears to bear directly on the quection of O3EIKO's bona
fides. Each of the various versions of the compromise ¢f PZUKOV-
SKAIY rnust L2 exam:ned and compared with ROSENKD's story and with
the esteblished facts.,**

)
S

(ii) Discussion

cources agree on the caus2, and two cn.the timing.
NOSENKC, GEBREH R, arnd the "official KGE report" attridute the
compromice 1o the fact that surveillance deteczed a meeting be-
tween Mrs, CHISHOLM ard the Soviet whem the KCE later identified
a5 PENKOVEKIY. NCSINKO dated this as around Noverber or December
1961, the offizial report stated this cccurred on 30 December 1961,

ard @z&ﬁ did not give a date.

: Xﬁ} cave the cause as surveillance, tut of CGreville WYNNE
end PE&ACV::IY rather tran Mrs. CHISYCIM, &rn4 stated trat the com-
promise Gated from May 1%$62. o gave two different
accounts, ore thiat PILKOVEX1Y was investiyzted for reasons unre-
lated to &ny suspicions of espionage and was trnereky fourd out as
a spy. the other that his excessive spending erd sale of foreign
mercrandise led to an 1nvestigation which resulted i1n detection of
his espiorage activities. Sh2 placed the timing of the first ver-
sion in 1951, without citirng the time of yecar; ia the secord, she
associated the timing with a warning against association with
PERKOVEKIY which cre =nd rer husbard”rc.el'od in a?*L* laudﬁuer

* See Pages 535-547 for discussion of this case.

*41t does nct seem urusual for several sources to have reported
on the compromise cf PENKOVSK1Y: Fresumably this was the sub-
ject of widespread discussicn within the two Soviet services,
for it was covered in the Soviet press and ir at least one
“official report” disseminated by the KGB. Although their
differing situations within the Soviet services could partially
explain the differing versions that tr=se sources have given,
some of them revertnzless have claimed either direct knowledge
of the compromise or specially informed subt-sources. There-
fore the discrerancies among the reporting of NOSENKO on the
PENFOVEKIY compromise, the accounts by other sources, and the
facts on the hardling of the case by TIA and MI[-6 are pertinent
to the guestion of NOSEIKO's bona fides.
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LOST/MISSING MATERIAL

THE DOCUMENT OR PAGE(S) LISTED BELOW WAS/WERE MISSING
DURING THE DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW BY THE HISTORICAL
REVIEW GROUP, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF INTELLIGENCE.

DOCUMENT NO. DATED :
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PEIKOVSKIY that ke had visited the cite aftor he chosn {t in 1960,
although it is poss:ble, especially as he had not b2en informed
of ABIDIAN having been sent to check on a possikle signal frem
him about the dcad dron, sencivive co:ree

AN & by 5 X I however, makes it cleer
that the ABlban visit was not the first observed activity
at Pushkin Street to stir KGB investigative intvrest in the
site. As the report states, when massive survcililance of '
U.S. Embassy targets detccted an Amerxcan visiting this
address the first time, he was not followed inside by sur-
veillants, kut on the second occasicn he was followed

closely and the surveillant observed *hat he was kneeling

dowr. apparently tying his shoe.* & (3% went on to say P
that, although this was not very urucsual, it was sufficient S
to arouse suspicion in view of the fact that this American - S
had been okserved visiting the s=ane address on two occasions P F
for no apparent reason. T7here is no quastion about the .
fact that A3IDIAN visited the Pushtkin Street drop site on {

one cccasion only, and that ~as on 30 Decemder 1961, The
referernce to this as a gecond visit to this address by an
Arerican from the Dnbhassy is a clear indication that the

KGB hed surveilled the first such visit, which was macde

Ly tre CIA officer MAHINEY** Jaﬁ-ary 1641, ard not by ;
ABIDIXN. Thus where ez‘zgﬁf : % erred by indicating
one American went to Pushxin Si-cet twice, the KG3 nust

have known tlhat MAIONEY «cnt there first, in Januarv 1951

end ABIDIAN w~ent there next, on 30 December- 1951, @m
said that tre 24-hour fixed surveillance resulted frcm

the second visjit, and beccuse of it PTIKOV3KIY was sub-
sequeatly observed to enter the vestibule 0f this address :
but did not visit anyone there, It was deterimined that

no one living at thet address kne~ rIUKOVSKIY and he be-

came a target of KGB suspicion and investigation.

The rest of the &t story is completely in disagreement
with the facts of the case and does not warrant discussion here,
It must ke noted, nonetheless, that this is the only instance i
among 2ll the versions #hich places the compromise cn the Amer- -
ican side of the case, and the only one «#hiclk makes a direct
connection between the Pushkin Street dead dGrop and the KGB
detection of PENKCVSKIY. (All others attribute the compromise
to surveillance of British Embassy personnel, and NOSENKO claim-
ed that the KGB was uvnasare of American Intelligence participa-
tion until the operation was terminated.) It is also in direct
conflict with NOSEXNKO, who had no knowledge of ary U.S5, Enbassy
official visiting the Pushkin Street site prior to ABIDIAN., In
this regard, NOSEIKO insisted that the date of ABIDIAN's visit

k4

el
"-‘,Q:L:v’,';gn,-;! 084

* ABIDIAN reported that a woman entered the vestxbule pehind
him while he was in there, and he knelt down pretending to
tie his shoelaces until she proceeded past bxm and on up the L
stairs. : 5

**NOSENKO was not aware that MAHEONEY had beer identified to the
KGB as a CIA officer well before MAHONEY's October 1960 arri-
val in loscow.
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was the erd of !5€0 or the very begirr:ng of 1541, w“rereas in
fact MAHONEY's visir wag in Januery 1961. Decspirte the errors
relating o lozdings and unloadings of deacdrup: et <he Pushkin

Street locatizsa =(ter the second (ARIDINT) vizit riere, this
story fronEE establishes KG3 knowlelge ot MMHQUIT's casing
of Pushtkin 3Street. :

eville AYNNE's testinmony coicerrning his :nterrozatiors by

the TGB else i*troou;cﬂ ulrmnn;s *or'raﬁxﬁ*‘rj the xhnzgon' of

LOSENKC, CENRRFE NN I T IR ONO 15X 2nd GRS
As irdicated 1n Ql\Chbul N Of NUSEANG' @ stoury of the @;Xhsd
versation with DULACKI (feges 536-538), the VB was con ‘TCﬂd
that PINKCVSKIY's que.tion shout his girlfriend "ZZP" was an im-
portart allusion and they demanded that oAYNHE explairn i, “NE
cither had forgotten the name or rad rever known it, arnd he was
ur.able to tell the KG3 who "ZiP* was. The fact that tre I'GB had
& recorlirg of this 27 May 19%£1 conversaticn zhows also that the
KGB was at lcast sucpicious of the relationship befcre that con-
versation took place and must have then tecone aware of the con-

spiratorial aspect of the PINKOVEK1Y-aWNE rclationship by virtue

cf the cryptic nature of that conversation., The additional fact’

that the KGO surveilled WYNNE to the apartment of an uvradentified
cfficer of British Intellicence on the samc day the “ZEP“ conver-

sation between WNYNNE and PRLKOVSKIY was monitored is evidence
that roth MNNE ond PENFOVEK1Y were under strong suscicion of
espiornage as of that day, if not earlier. MNor could those sus-
picicons have been explained away by the f{act that PIIKCOVSKIY ard
WYNNE hed legitimate cover reasons for contact, 1in view of the
content of their conversation--there was nothing in their ov~erst
relazionship which required secrecy or nven caution in coaversa-
tion.

%

- The indicaticn fron &k g 2 that the K22 was oware
of MAHONLEY's visit to the snside »eac"-.n cf the Fusrkin 3treet
site in January 1961 is not ornly missing from 31l other vercions,
but conspicuously so frem NOSENKO's story: he claimed to know
everjthxng the KGB Xnew sbout this Anerican dead drop site, be-
cause of ADIDIAN's visit there. NOSENKO on one occasion said

= LWy

that he thougit an American tourist (rot a U.3. Embassy officer) -

might have visited the site a year or twd earlier than ARBIDIAN,

(1ii) Remarks
K

NOSINKO did not know or did not report to CIA that the
only other American vho had visited the Pushkin 3trezt dead drop
area was MAHOLEY. This fact suggests that either NC3ZIKO was
deliberately withholding from CIA information of vital import-
ance in the PENKCVSKIY compromise., or he was unaware of the
KG3's possecsion of this information, despite his claimed posi-
tion in the U.S, Emkasyy Section and responsibility for cover-
age of 'ABIDIAN. The fact that his story on the PERNKOVIKIY
compromise, like the "offlicial report"” of the KGB, does rot
show the seriousness of the evidence in the KG2's possession
as of 27 May 1961 additionally points to his withholding of in-
formation on the subject of the timing of PZIKOVSKIY's compro-
mise, which was definitely nc later <han this date. If NOSENKO
was deliberately withholding information on this subject and
iying zbout the PENKOVSK1Y compronise, then he is rot a bona
fide defector. 1If Le is unaware of the information which the
KGB has in its possession, then he was not in the U.S. Erbassy
Sectrion in 1960 or 156} as claimed, ard hence his kcni fides
would be disproven.
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€. Ccnpromise of CHEREPANOV

(1) Introduction

NOSENKC's stories on the compromises of POPOV and PENKOV-
SK1Y were examined for their accuracy as to timing and cause. 1In
the case of CHEREPANOV (Pages 548-568), there is no gquestion about
when the so-called CHEREPANOV papers were passed, nor how the FKG3B
openly learned of the U.S. Embassy's possession of the papers.
The chief question is the authenticity of the documents themselves,
with the subsidiary implications, if they are not authentic, that
the passage of the papers was instigated by the KGB, and that
there could have been neither a compromise of nor a search for
CHEREPANOY, as described by NOSENKO and attested to by hxs travel
authorization (see also Part VIII.D.B.).

(ii) Tt2 Operational Plan in Draft

Examiration of one draft document--the- operaéional plan
against the CIA officer’ HIPTERS--reveals ‘the following points
related to form:

- Although only a draft, the title of the case officer,
the designation of his office, the title of his supervisor
as approving authority, and the designaticn of his office
component as well as the title of the confirming authority
(the head of the decpartment) are spelled out in full, even
including the subordination of the XGB to the Council of
Ministers of the USSR. KGB practice, as reported by
cther sources and as logic would dictate, does not require
that this be done, cumbersome as these desigrations are,
and the typist routinely fills them in as the official
copy is typed from the draft,

- Although only a draft, this document has been signed
by KOVSHUK as being approved, which is against common
sense and KGB practice. NOSENKO himself noted this dis-
crepancy, asking himself aloud why KOVSHUK had done' this.

- Although only a draft, the name of the target of
the plan appears several times, but earlier KGB defectors
have stated and NOSENKO himself has confirmed that the
name is left out of drafts so the typist ir the typing
pool will not krow the identity of the subject of the
report; a blank line is used wherever the name is to-
appear to be filled in by hand by the case officer after
the document comes back from the typist.

- On the basis of references to LANGELLE and POPOV,
this plan (which is not dated) would have to have been
drafted sometime after October 1959. WINTERS by this
time had been in Moscow since August 1958, had been de-
tected in operational letter-mailing, and had been
associating with KGB officers, etc. Neither this
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operational plan nor any other of the drafts included in
the CHEREPAIOV package cited a KG3 cryptonym for him, and
he is always referred to ain true nar=, but this is contrary
to the usage in the other operational plans in the package.
It is also contrary to KGB practice, as described by NOS&i-
KO and other sources.

- The draft cited several technical aids to be used in
tre clandestine study of WINTERS. It not only gives the KGB
cryptonym of metka and “Néptun-80" feor two of these techni-
ques, but immediately thereafter explains for wnat purpose
each one of them is used. In the other operational plans
from CHEREPANOV, and in conformance with the established
KGB practice of inserting cryotonvms for such devices,
these preparations are not only rnot descriked, but the
blan% line typed by the typist has been filled in by hand
after typing.

In addition to the above points of form, this same document
contains statements which run cocunter to rigid KGB practice and
which are internally contradictory. especially noteworthy in an
approved draft. One of the objectives arnourced in the plan is
to investigate two Soviet citizens who were detected in contact
with WINTERS in Moscow; one of the two is identified parenthetic-
ally as having gone abroad. This document, if g2nuine, would be
an admission on the part of the case officer, and an zpproval
thereof by his supervisor, that a Soviet citizen who had been
observed in contact with an ijdentified officer of Amnerican Intel-
ligence had Lbeen cleared by the KGB for travel abroad before the
rature of that contact had been satisfactorily determined by the
KGB. This is in contradiction to all available informatiorn con-
cerning KGB travel clearances, which are denied on the basis of
unauthorized contacts between Soviet citizens and foreigners in
the Soviet Union, not to mention Jesterr Intelligsnce officers.
The draft, which cornsists of only thres paragraphs, can be sum-
marized briefly by paragraph to demonstrate the internal contra-
dictions:

- To establish the nature of WINTERS' intelligence
activities in the USSR, six special tasks will be carried
out, including round-the-clock surveillance, metka,
“Neptun-80, " hidden microphones. other. audio-devices.
and investigation of already identified Soviet citizens.

- Because he already been identified as an intelli-
gence operator, and he has a hostile attitude tcward the
USSR, there i3 no basis for recruitment; therefore the
actions outlined in the first paragraph will not be
carried out because they might alarm him and cause him
to leave the USSR prematurely.

- Despite the statements of the second paragraph,
vhich indicate that recruitment is out of the question
and which precludes putting into effect the measures
outlired in the first paragraph. this third paragraph
sets forth the expectation that just before' ﬂINTLRS'
scheduled departure and depending on further aCCLnula—
tion of materials on WINTERS, and the prevailing pclit-
ical climate & the time, an opportunity 1s likely to
arise which will permit testing the possibility of
recruiting him,
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If the)ﬁIHTBRﬁloperat:on plan were a draft like thre others in
this collection, the atove conflicting and confuzing paraqraphs
might be explaired as variaticns jotted down as possivle ap-
proaches to prescnting a plan for the future, as ye: undecided
in direction. This document, however, is the one which--to
ROSENKO's puzzlement--had been approved and sigred in draft by
KOVSHUK, as Chief of the U.S. Extassy Section, Zlmericen Depart-
ment, KGB Second Chief Directorate. The preparing case officer,
KUSKOV, had turthermore indicated to the typing posl that it was
to be typed in one copy, which gives the document the eppeararnce
of a draft which had bteen or was about to be made 3 matter of
official KGB record. :

The foregoing review of errors, contradictions, and dis-
regard for security conciderations in preparation constitutes
eviderce that this is not a genuine KGB draft cocument.

(1i1) T.e Summary or LANSELLE

A second document, a handwritten note in what NOSENKO
identified as CHEREPAIOV's own handwritirg, alsc is pertinent
to the authenticity of the papers and of NOSZNKO's account on
CHEZREPANOV, This ig a short suvaary of the operational activity
of the CIA officer LANGELLE, covering the compromise of POFOV,
The document says in part: “In January 1959 a letter with secret
writirg mailed by a co-worker of the Embassy of the USA in Moscow,
WINTERS, was intercepted and was addressed to a Soviet citizen,
PCPOV, a worker of the General Staftf of the Soviet Army. Accord-
ing to the cortents of the letter, it was clearly established
that FOPFOV was an Averican agent..."

This coincides precisely with NOSENKO's accourt of POPOV's
compromise (see Pages 532 and 653). Unlike GOLITSYN's recollec-
tion of the official report which he read, there is ro reference
in this document to the reposrt of about 1957 from an agent source
that there was a leak of GRU information: ror is there reference
to the indication that the KG3 knew that LANGELLE had been posted
to Moscow in order to nandle & special agent, for this reason
placing LANGELLE under heavy surveillance., 1If bothk of these
items were in the official report which GOLITSYN read, their
omission from the sumiary report in what purports to be CHERE-
PANOV's handwriting is roteworthy, particularly since CHERZIPANOV
was supposed to have been in the same office (room) as the case
officer working against LANGELLE during the time the LANGELLE/
POPOV cperation was investigated by the KGE. The latter posi-
tion should lend authority to CHEREPANOV's version of the com-
promise and termination of the case; yet GOLITSYN--informed
only from the official, and presumably sanitized, account--had
more detail, as well as conflictirg information, on the same
case. While it is reascnable that a sanitized case summary
would conceal an agent source of a lead by imputing the dis-
covery to surveillance, it seems less likely, and indeec un-
necessary, to conceal a detection via surveillance by imputing
it to an agent source. 1In thus supporting NOSENKO and others
as to the cause of PUOPOV's compromise, and contradicting
GOLITSYN (who is supported by other evidence accurulated in-
dependently), this document too appears to be a XGB fabrica-
tion. : -

The authenticity of another passage in the same document is

likewise open to question. This is the descéription of LANGELLE's
two visits to Lenin Hills, which the documents stated were for

TOP SFPRET

. - ot
IR I

PP Nl -

.



14-00000

v iwr & -
673. o

the purposes of casing a drop site 2rd putting down the dead
drop, respectively. The document further stated that the cead
drop had been put down for REPNIKOV, an agent of American Intel-
ligance who had recently been arrested Ly the Moscow KGB. Two i
errors of fact in this passage belie KGB practice as known from : i
mzny SOUrcCest . ‘&

- There is no reasgon to doubt that the KGB observed {
LANGELLE on the two occasions of his visits to Lenin Hills, . B
both times to case a proposed dead dron site. 3Both sites
involved staircases, but they were two different stair-
cases in the same general area of the Lenin Hills park.
Since it is a fact that LANGELLE did not put dowWn a dead
drop on either occasion, KGB surveillance could not have
seen him do so. If the KGB nad reason to suspect that he
had done so, but could not locate it (since it was not
there). the KGB would feel the necessity--éven more than
in the case of ABIDIAN and the Pushkin Street drop--to put
24-hour surveillance on the area for a reasonable length
of time, in order to apprehend the agent for whom {t was
intended. The dead drop was not actually put down until
7 June 1958 (during twilight), ten days after the eecond
casing. Assuming the KGB had not stcpped its coverage
of the area after only ten days, the CIA agent who did
put down the dead drop must have been observed dsing this,
CHEREPANOV's note thus erred by &attributing to LANGELLE
an action which the KGB knew he had not taken and vwhich
the KGB almost certainly knew someore else had taken.

~

. \‘\ \\ ! ‘

- At the time the dead drop was put down, it had not .
been éesignated for any agent, REPNIKOV {ncluded. It {
was a contingency dead drop, to be activated at some
time in the future as necessary:; the agcnt for whom it
might have Lkeen designated could conceivably not even
be recruited until long after the dead drop was loaded.
REPNIKOV, identified in the document as the person in-
tended to unload it, was not a recruited agent of Ameri-
can Intelligence either at the time of the drop-loading
or at any time thereafter: neither was any cead drop
conteaplated for him in the event that he might be re- -
cruited. lothing that wes in the drop could have sug-
gested REPNIKOV as the intended recipiert. Again,
CHEREPANOV's note erroneously and groundlessly assigned

d the dead Grop to REPNIKOV whereas in fact this dead drop
was unassigned by CIA. :

pU—

4

If this document were or purported to be the official oy
version of the activities of LANGELLE, in typed or printed !
form, these errors in fact could be interoreted as intentional
and part of the ‘sanitization, or part of an effort to make the
KGB investigative work look better than it was. As it is a
handwritten copy, supposedly in the writing of. the person who
intended to give the document to the U.S, Government and harm

: the KGB, and since CHEREPANOV supposedly would have had access

! to the true facts, the absence of some coment further indi-

i cates that the document was intentionally inaccurate and in-

! . complete.

PO - ———

~TOP SECRET

et o Ao s A i, i o

L me—— Sl
.
1
P
T w
.‘...4..,Lﬂ-a-



14-00000

o meppa oy

674.

(iv) Remarks

That at least two of the documents were not authentic is
evidence that the CHEREPANOV papers were designed by the KGB
for American Intelligence consumption.

There is no sensitive information contained 1n any of the
documents; that is, they are not worth the risk of stealing
either in helping the West or damaging the KGB. It is further
questionable how CHEREPANOV was able to steal drafts destined
for destruction which are dated August 1958, March 1939, and so
on, if he had not acquired his motivation of bitterness against
the KGB until 1961, as inrdicated by NOSENKO and other sources,
It is also possible to guestion numerous other aspects of the
CHEREFANOV case, some dating from the earliest known history of
the man and others more recent. This seeas unnecessary in view
of the analysis of the WINTERS document and the LANGELLE summary.

It follows that the CHEREPZNOV incident was a provocative
plan of the KGB. MNOSENKO's story about CHEREPANOV, a mutually
confirming source on KGB affairs, must be interpreted as an
indication that he has deliberately lied in reporting on the
CHEREPANOV case and his part in the investigation, now shown
to have been spurious. He has also lied in attesting to the
validity of the CHIZREPANOV documents and thereby to the validity
of his own information on the same topics which those documents
also covered.
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C. Ewvwaluatiun of Snurcing

1. 1Iatroductich

NOSENKO was ahle to provide logical ang plausible sourcing
for most of his Aucrican leads, through his clair2d professional
assignments. Auong his foreiqn leads, thcse to which he had no
plausible direct access have Leen variously sourced to hearsay
from case officer friends (as with VASSALL, from nis friend
CHURANGV) arnd involwverent in peripheral =c'1v'txes s
TDY Lo the city of Vizdinir after the BLig%
had been spotted as i homousexual during a visic’
able sourcirg by KROSENXO has occurred in his statem ents cn his
one couble zgent case, four American cases and tinree involving
fcreigners. Thney are reviewcd pelow because they include th°
nost impoctant ieads NOSENKO has provided.

2. Discussion

There are two KGB Second Chief Divectorate operations in-
volving /meric.as which NOSERKO has sourced inconsistently or
falsely.

He denunstrated uncertainty in his knowledoe of the facts
of the “"AKLKLY® casec (Pages 412-420) by making vigue allusicns
to having heard of it in "bits and pieces™ from & rutber of case
officers involved in the case at different timas; hig first know-
ledge of it, Le said, was due to hic own evployment in the U.S5.
Exbassy Secticn in 1953-1955, "although I worxed there guite a
Lit later., 3But it was kncwn." (In 1962 Le repecatedly dated the
recruitment as "1949~50.%) . Cayle 3MITH, identified as "ANDFEY",
fixed his recruitment date around December 1953, ¢nd he déid not
leave Moscow until April 1954. Sinze 'SMITH was direcctly sub-
orédirate to the office of the Army Attache, which was responsible
for the Embassy's code room, NOSENKO as case officer for the Army
Atteches hed a lcgical reason for knowing rore than he claimed
about the case, including the agent's name, MULE, who succecdead

‘'VAN LAETHEM as cryptographic security officer and 5MITH's super-

visor, was supposed to be one of NCSENKO's more active cases at
this time. 1t is clear from NOSLNKO's inability to claim direct
knowledge of the case that he was rnot aware of these, facts.

In the case of Edward Ellis SMITH (Pages 468-469), the U.S.
Embassy Security Officer from 1954 to 1255, NOSENKO's ignorance
of the objective facts of the case led him into statements con-
cerning his own knowledge of the case which cannot be true. 1In
1962 he claimed to have played a significant role in the attempt
to recruit SMITH, but he admitted after the defection that these
clains were exaggerations designed to make him lock Letter than
he was at the time. He said the case officer was KOVSHUK, and
GRIBAMNOV was personally running the operation, but that in a
sense he did play 2z xole: he was assigred to a phone watch in
support of surveillance during the final phase cf the case. Once
again it is clear that he did s6t know tre dates of SMITH's
assignrent to Moscow (1954 to 1956) ncr did he know that the
operation he has descriked tock place betwWeen 1 and 5 Jure 1956,
and that SMITH was recailed from Moscow on 8 June 1956. Tnis is
a full year after NOSENKO said he transferred frca the U.S. Lmbassy
Section. : .
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NOSENKO claiacd to have tad a direct role a3 the supervisirg

© ‘case officcr in the BELITSKIY case in its 1952 Gencva phase. As
~*a first-haad source, however, he was wrorg aboat the origins of
“the operation znd ignorant of the conteut end the opcrational plac-

nirg of the 1962 rcetings he was supposedly supervizing. In this

‘instance, as in the Edward SMITH case, HOSENKO's iiforaation s
fnadequate for his sourcing.

"NOSENKO provided leads to nine XGB operations which had orig-
inated with the First Chief Directorate. €£ix of these he claimed
to have learned atout through his friernd in that Directorate, GUZX.
vho was personally involved in most of these opcrations.® Of the
other three, two--tLie Paris agent (JGIINEON) and the Brussels/NATO
case~-te said he picked up in bits and plieces from techniclians of
the Second Chie? Dircctorate's Spccial Section who had assisted in
them. For both of the latter operatiuns, huzerous coincidences
were alleged by NOSENKO to have enabled him to obtain the fragaen.
tary information frca his sub-fources, and he was never able to
clarify what parts he learred from which ¢f the four techricians
be named as sub-sources.

In describing his acquisition of informatbn on the niath
case, "SASHA," NOSENXO has cuntradicted himself: He first satd he
had learpned sbout "'SASHA'" from SHAYYAPIN, providing lergthy and
ipvolved explanations of how he became acquainted with SHALYAPIN

at the time cf the latter's retirement fron the KGB in 1962. Later,

uvnder interrogation, NOSENKO did not recall his statemernts that

SHALYAPIN was the original source of the "SASHA" story, first
attrituting it to others and-later saying that he could not rézem-
ber wher and from whoa he firgt heard it, but SIIALYAPIN and others
had talked mbout it. This was despite the fact that by the time
he heard of "SASHA" he had already met and agreed to cooperate

with CIA; furthereore, when asxked if U"SASHA" was ap important lead,

Jde agrced that it was a serious matter. Except for this one
occasion he liad consistently failed to appreciate the significance
of such'a lead, indicating that it was not considered importact ia
the. KGB.

".Also castirng doubt on his sourcing of *"SASHA” is the fact
that, in his first rcference to "SASHA" and the Cubapn =zissile crisis
of Octcber 1962, NOSENKO said he had learred of this item from
SHALYAPIN, whereas later he said it was rot from SHALYAPIN (but Le
coulg cot identify arother source from whom he had heard this de-
tail

[ 3

Pogardlng NOSENKO's leads to it - tiesterners, the case of
3 ”xllczal zn C31308—~ Sthe RCVP's SaiSnars
A 2 PO T PRV - iS5 La.é.u as t{o sourcing.
LOSL\hO iirct saxd 1< ‘rxend GUK hac told hint of the case un-
officially, GUX having been involved ic the coperation in Moscow.
¥hen asked why GUK should be involved in a Caradian case in 1953
wvhen he was supposedly working in the First Chicf Diiectorate’'s
American Department against Anmerican targets, NOSENXO retracted
his initial stateacnt and said that GUX sumehew got in contact
with hi=m, pnot as a KGB officer but sinply as an acquaintance.
Despite the non-official nature of GUK's relationship as thus im-
plied by NOSENKO, Cl¥ <as ablc to tell him all the operational de-
tails coccerning &F. except his name. This case has an odd

sAlthough he had met GUK many yvears before, NOSENKO indicated that

they .did not becorce .-friends until his visit to Geneva in 1962, aad
only then did GUK begin to reveal operational details to hinm.
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aspecz whizh NOSENEC failed 2o see: e saild that <his pan had
ccre to Moscew on a Soviet visa issus d cn a 5243738 plec2 of
paper, rather than eatered in the ~sn's pa<spor:, <o that there
would not te a mer-anent record of his travel tc the USSR. This
inplies, and & iEIESLcowf!rnnd, that he travelicd under his qruc
nane to Moscow. W 2% furzhermore confiraed that he hid gone

as a tcurist, enter:ing the UCSR on a Scviet tourist ship. Irn view

of the First Chxef Directorate’s operaticnal )-rxsdxstxon in zhis :

othervise normal tourist, there was an obvious necessity for coor- !

dination between the First Chief Directoraze's Arcrican Pepartzent :

and the Second Chief Dxrectorate s Tourist Lepartveat, to prevernt

arny slippage (such as NOSENXO descrited in the SHU3IN case, when

the CRU failed to ccordinate with the KoF}. Yes despite logical
rofessional need-to-know on NOSENXKO's part, he first made his own

xnowledge unoificial, and then his subscurce’s krnewledge unofficial

as well.

NOSENKO was unatle to how he had learweld of the case

- 7= 33 Soram shen pressed for a
subsource, he claimed that he had J.tcnded a reception at the Indian
Exbassy in 1553 or 1953 Hltﬁ GRIEANOV, and when GEIBANOV *nld %im to
take a glass of wine to he undcrsnco* scachow that @3 esvil was

an agent cf GRIBANOV's.

His sourcln; for the case of the French businescsrcan, FEEIW,
(Page 484), is not unlike that of fie said he had knowa
that there was a rFreach bhusinessman wnc was an agcent. On one occa-
sici when NOSENKO was duty officer for the \ccand Chicf Directorate
8 call for GRIFANCV ca—« in and he ashked who was calling. FWKhen he
w2s told it was then he knew scmehow tnae this was
GRIBANCV's agent.

3. Remarks

NOSENKO's errors concerning "ANDREY" {particularlv his early
insistence that "ANDREY* had lcft Mosccw years before NOSENXQO en-
tered the KGB) make it impossible that NCSENKC could have learned
of the case in the way hc later said he did.

NOSENXO's acccunts of how he learned cf the “Paris agent"-are
vague and vary with each telling; they also depend heavily on coin-
cidence. It is notewurthy too that he claized to have been told of
this one operation by no less than four individuals, whereas the
rest of what he learned of First Chicf Directcrate operations in
eleven years of KGB service cane from only two cther individuals.
Furthermore, his knowledze of '"SASHA" stermzed from elaborate and
apparently contrived sourcing which he himself was unable to recon-
struct when pressed for exact details. NOSENKO's inzbility to
. give any clear and cuonsistent account of how he heard of either the
'Paris agent” or "SASHA"™ must be judged ia the light of the fact that
he first heard of bcth cases only just after proaising to collect
such inforzation for CIA. because these were arcag the rost iapor-
tant and the nost fortuitous items he ever picked up, it could
reasonabl, be expec'ed that he would remember how he d4id <o, espe-
cially since only a little over a ycar elapsed until his next
ceeting with CIA.

NOSEXNKO's sourcing for theM\nd Y P leads seens
1lloglcal and fabricated. 1t also appears that NOENKO has given an
inaccurate version of the way in which he would have learnad of -

‘not an Illegal as NOSENKO indicated, but an agent).
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D. Examination of NOSENKO's Intelligcnce Carcer

1. Introduction

Yhat follows is an examination of NOSENKO's accounts of his
Soviet Intelligence career, beginning with the years 1951 and
1952, inp the naval GRU and contipuing with higs 11 vears in the
U.S. Embassy Section and the Tourist Department of the KGB Sec-
ond Chief Directorate. NOSENKO's naval service opens the dis-
cussion primarily because, according to his story, it provided
a springboard for his entrance into the KGB in 1953 with the
rank of lieutenant.

The discussion of each period in his career has two cen-
tral topics: First, NOSENKO's own descripticn of his positions,
responsibilities, and access: and second, ar assessment of this
description from the point of view of internal consistency,
accuracy, and the commensurability of his knowledge, operational
activities, and performance with his claimed senior and respon-
B8ible posts with the KGB and his rise to these posts. This
assessment is based on a coxparison of the information supplied
by NOSENKO with collateral information from a variety of overt,
official, defector, and clandestine sources.

NOSENKO's accounts of the various periods in his career are,
of course, cumulative in that his claimed positions and activi-
ties during one stage nccessarily affcect those of succeeding
periods. Insofar as possible, each period is evaluated witiin
itself and independently of conclusions earlier reackhed.
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2. NaQAI GRU Service

a. Introduction

Z,TEQSEERCYs accounts* of his navadl GRU service (Pages 64-77)
have teen. reviewed for their internal consistency and credibility,
and examined for accuracy against information from other sources.

Il s
b. Discussion

Briefly, the outlines of NOSENKC's account of his military : E
service are about as fcllows: :

- He studied for the equivalent of 7th, 8th, 9th and
part of 10th school years in naval schools in Kuibyshev, Baku
and Leningrad. This would normally have nothing to co with
military service, except that NOSENKO says he took the mili-
tary ocath at the Baku School in the fall of 1943, at the
age of 16, (According to available collateral information,
the oatii--fcrm:l =ntcy into the military forces--was at no
time given before the age of 17, and never for purposes of
"show® or "morale" as NOSEKNFKO claimed it was here.) He .
clains to have deserted this school after taking the oath.
Also, he shot himself in the hand only about two months
after startinrg anew later the same year in the naval school
in Leningrad and never finished school properly.

- He was comuissioned in the “reserves® in 1947 after
completirg his second year at the Institute of International
Relations in Moscow. However, he cannot remember what
branch of the service he was in, except that it was not the
navy. He avoicded active military duty thereafter by volun-
tarily doing military translations at the Institute. While
at the Institute he contracted wverereal disease at least 3
twice and this went on his record.

- In the spring of 1950, he was assigned to the Navy
by a mandate commission at the Institute, However, he
failed cne of his examinations ("Marxism-Leninism®) upon
completicn of the Institute of Internarional Relations later
in 1950 which delayed Lis cdiploma--and hence entry into
the service--until successful re-examination later that
year. (At about the same time, he was consicdered and turned
down by the KGB {then 4G3] Lecause of his school record,
drunkenness, and other bad marks in his record.)

- He was processed for entry into the naval GRU in
1950. He said he visited the GRU personnel cfiice several
times for interviews and to fill out questionnaires and
: write his personal history in connection with the required
! security check. He was accepted into naval GRU despite a
record which showed desertion, self-inflicted wound in

¥ There is no single account of this period of NOSENKO's life
wvhich can ke examined because NOSENKD has altered the cir-
_cumstances and dates importantly from one telling to the next.

At >
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wartime, drurkenness, vencreal cdisease, still-valid marriage
to a State criminal‘'s daughter, rejecticrn for MGB employ-
ment, anrd a bad academic recoxd including failure of a
course in Marxzism-leninism just at thie:tine.
L8 ¢

- He was called to active duty as a senior lieutenant
on 12 Marcr 1951, and without any indoctrinaticn or train-
ing, he departed four or five days later in civilian clcthres
for his fisst duty station, chnetskaya Gavan in the Soviet
Far East. NOSENKO claims to have chosen this post, con-
sidered generally to be the least desirable of all naval
assignments, on his own initiative, to prove to his father
that ne wss a man, (The above was hiz account in 1966, in
all earlier accounts he s2id he went to the Soviet Far East
in the fall of 1950, and in fact saié that he had two months' '
leave in 1952, one for each of two years there. However,
accordéing to the 1956 account, his service there lasted only
one year.)

- In Zovetskaya Gavan NOSELKO's job was to extract in-
formation fren Amcrican publications reporting naval de-
velopments, Asked in April 1964 for any personal account i
of his own work, LOSENLKO was able to think of oniy "four or
five trips® on small ships to the coast of Sakhalin,* and
three to Hokkaido, to drop or pick up agents. His own role,
ke said, was as a trainee; he was taken along oniy "to iearn
how it wias cdone;"™ he himself never traired or dispatched any
agents, nor did he know the identities cr missions ¢£ any
others. MHg also could not descrite the ships he had travelled
: cn. Questinned on the location of Sovetskaya Gavan' in 1965,
- : NOSENKO insisted that this city is lccated in Primorskiy
Kray, although it is actually located in Khabarovskiy Kray.**

= NOSENKO said he returned on routine leave (or, accord-
ing to other accounts, because of having contracted tubercu- . ]
losis) in April 1952. He then spent two months either in ‘ 3
his parernts' Moscow home or, according to other accounts, in
3 sanitorium near Mcscow under treatment for tuberculosis.

He said he was coughing up "half a glass of biood at a time.®

(X-rays and medical examinations from February 1964 have

o detected no indicaticns that NOSENKO ever suffered from

i tuberculosis.)

; - At this tirme, the summer of 1952, NOSENKO said he was
i offered in ¥oscow arn opportunity to attend the GRU strategic
i intelligence school, the Military-Diplomatic Academy, but

: turned it down because he had already studied most of the
course matter in the Institute of International Affairs; bLa-
sides, NOSENKO said in October 1966, he failed the physical
examinaticn when sugar was discovered in his faeces.

.= NOSENKO was then transferred--without returning to
the Far East--to the Intelligence Staff of the Baltic Fleet
.at Baltiyex. He invented a story in 1964 about going there

* In October %88 NOSTEANKO was asked whether he had ever been
to Sakhalin; his answer was no.

** This is the equivalent of being stationed for a year in Port-
land, Oregon and thinking oneself in California.
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via Naval Intelligence Points in Berlin, Rostock, and Sass-
nitz, but then said this was a lie he told hecause he felt

his interrogators wculd not believe hix if rne had said he
successfully turned down an assignaent to these points,

then closing down, and had travelled directly to Baltiysk.

(As pointed out to NO3SENKO, the astignment to the cold,

damp Baltic climate of a recent TB-sufferer appears unthink-
able, particularly when that person is a Government Minister's
son; he acknowiedged this but said, “There were no other
positions available.®)

- He could not remerber the nane of the place he gerved
near Baltiysk. He had named it as Primorsk in 1962 (which
fitted his description of its size and location) but from
1964 on ingyisted it was Sovetsk. There is no such village
in the area, but there is in the region a well-known city
by that name (the former Tilsit) far inland and far away.

He did not know (as contemporary Soviet maps show) that
a rail line went to Baltiysk frcm Primorsk.

- In the Baltiyek area, he claimed in 1962, he had
trained agent teams to be sent behind enemy lines in time of
war. Under interrogation in 1364 he changed his description
of his functions, saying he merely prepared training mater-
ials and delivered supplies, never having direct contact with
or knowledge of the agent work. His service there was
limited to about six months, since he said he left there at
the beginning of 1853, He either had had cne or two leaves
from there, depending on which telling is accepted: 1In 1964
NOSENKO said that in August or September 1952 he was given
a special leave from his duties in Sovetsk to travel to Mos-
cow in order to formalize his divorce from hig first wife:
in April 1966 he wrote that he was divorced during his leave
before going to Sovetsk.

- NOSENKO said he returned to Moscow on his own initia-
tive and against the wishes of his commanding officer at the
end of 1952 and began steps to get out of the GRU. He has
told conflicting stories of where he stayed and in what
leave status. It was during this period, he said, that
his conversation with KOBULOV led him to shift to the KGB.

- In April 1966 NOSENKO wrote that he was promoted to
the rank of lieutenant of the Administrative Services while
stationed in Sovetsk. In earlier accounts he said that he
was promoted to the rank of lieutenant while stationed in
the Soviet Far East. '

C. Remarlrs

The notes above on NOSENKO's career do not treat most of the
changes of story, contradictions, corrections, or inaccuracies in
NOSENVO's accounts: Variations of dates may be attributable to
faulty memory, changes in the story might have resulted from his
own elaborations and exaggerations, and inaccuracies might be
explained by his inattention or indifference to detail. If all
the details were to be considered, the story would become even
more confused. : o

Certain general aspects stand oﬁt. however:
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aELo axng to bxl avallanle ;ntorﬂatxon, not have Lcen accepted
into the naval GRU, orne of the particularly sensitive parts

of thz navy. Elther the life history is false. or the GRY
officer susvice is, or both,

(z) 1be story is vague, unsubstantial, and contra-
dicteory; nc substance Las been added to the base outlines
of the story despite frequent guestioning. One might expec-
of an educated or reasonably intelligent person some recol-
lection of military service completed 10 years earlier--the
locations wihere he terved, whether he did or did not havae
TB, how and when he entered or transferred from one place to
another, and what he did or what he experienced,

(3) NCSENKO's knowledge of military procedures, of
the navy, and of the units with which he served is practic-
ally non-exiztent. He has provided no reason whatever to
make one believe that he actually was a naval officer.

(4) The functions he claims to have fuifilled involved
no direct involvement or personal responeibilities: They
gsound like the bare outlines of a legend, not iike real life
or persoral experience.

That this period is fictitious is supported by the findings
of the psychologist (Pages 665-61l),

NOSE!KO's description of his naval GPU service cannot be
accepted as true. On the basis of his statecments, it appears
moreover that he was never a naval officer, nor an cfficer of any
other regular military service.

Since NOSENKO claims that his GRU status and service provided
him the platform for .a transfer into the ¥GB  (without such for-
malities as medical examinat'on. personnel interviews or question-
naires), this conclusion is relevant to his claim of KGB staff
status from 1952 or 1953,
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683.
3. Entry into the KGB

a. Eligibility

The previous section discussed NOSEWKO's eligibility for
admission to the raval GRU and concluded with the remark that,
on the bagis of what NOSENKO has tcld CIA zbout his earlier

-life, he could not have been accepted for service in Naval

Intelligence., According to information available to CIA from
several knowledgeable sources, the #GB has more stringent entry
requirements than any othar Soviet oraanization, The candidate's
family background, personal conduct. ard Party or Komsomol rec-
ord must be impeccable. NKOSENKO wculd have American Intelli-
gence believe that in his case the KGE2--specifically the offi-
cers responsible for signing their names to the approval--accepted
a person whose record showed (a3 noted on pages 679-680 above)
desertion from the armed forces, self-inflicteéd wound in wartime,
drurkenness, venereal dlsease, previcus warriageé tc the daugnter
O & state crifi.nal, a baad acadenic recvord including faillre GF
a~courrE imMarxism—ieninism;- and a prior réjection by the KGB
itseliT Trz Tnty Thange sinCe the ecarlier ycjection had beer,
according to NOSENKD, two years of undistinguished military ser-
vice in the Naval GRU, T

ey pasee

Moreover, during this naval duty NOSENKO said he had con-
tracted tuberculosis, for which he was still under treatment
at the €ime he entered the State Security Service. NOSENKO has
indicated nn separate occasions thzt his illness was a matter

. of record with the GRU, and that the reason he did not have to

take a physical examination for entry into the KGB was the avail-
ability of GRU records. According to CERYABIN, however, KG3
regulaticns at that time would have preciuded admission to KGB
ranks if there was a recent history of tuberculosis even though
already arrested.

b. Date of Entry

NOSEKKO has given a variety of dates for his entry on duty
with the KGB and has provided severa! reasons for his changes of
story (Pages 3¢-89). During his first xeeting with CIA, when
NOSENKO gave a brief personal and prolfessional autobiography, he
said that he had joined the KGB ir February or March 1953. 1In
1964, however, first while still ettached to the Soviet Disarma-
ment Delegation and later when reviewing and signing a bio-
graphic history prepared by CIA on the bdasis of his own account,
NOSENKO set this date back a year, to early 1952. During the
interrogations of April 1964, after naming several other dates,
NOSENKO returped to the original one, March 1953, and has remained
with this version since that time. NOSENKO has given two dif-~
ferent reasons for this change of dates (which, he said in Octo-
ber 1966, was conscious deception). In the April 1964 interrogations,
he explained that he had failed his examination in Marxism-Leninism
at the Institute of International Affairs, which forced hin to
take all his exams over again and delayed his cereer: This was
“unpleasant,® NOSENKO said, and he was attempting to conceal it
from CIA. In the October 1966 interrogations, NCSENKO gave a new
and different reason., He descrited ho# he had been rejected for
employment by State Security while at the Institute and was trying
to cover up for this because he thought CIA would not believe
that he had first been rejected and then, later, accepted by the KGB.

NOSENKO's change of story tock place in 1964 while still in the
relatively relaxed circumstances of an operational meeting in
Geneva; he came back to his original account only during the
April 1964 interrogations. NOSENKO's explanations of why he re-
vised the story have been inconsistent and have forced him into
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further inconsistencies. Because of this and, in the absence of
any pressure of auny kind (including any apparent psychological
pressure)} to lie about his date of entry, the most logical explana-
tion fcr this change is that NOSENKO forgot in early 1364 either
when ke joined the KGB and/or what he had told CIA in 1952.
DERYABIN has comrmernted on the significarce which the date of entry
holds for a KGB officer. le expressed the opinion that it would
be unusual for a KGB officer to forget this date,

NCSENKO was cuestioned at length by DERYABIN (Pages 616-619)
concerring the t:zing of his entry on duty with the KG2. As a
result of this irterrogation it was determinecd that NGSENKO was
unaware that at thke time he said he jcined the KGB, the present
First Chief Directorate was designated the Secord Chief Direc-
torate and vice wersa. Therefore, NOSENKO would have joined a
component entitled the First Chief Directorate in March 1953,
not the Second Chicf Dircctorate as he says. NOSENKO did not
know or had forgotren various other facts, including the date
that the MVD was redesignated the KGB, and misstated the loca-
tions and existence of various buiidings and offices in the
vicini:y of the KGB Headquarters buildirg in early 1933,

Ir. June 1962 NOSENKO said several times, in different meet-
ings, that the KGB agent “ANDREY" (Pages 413-414) had been re-
cruited arnd had left Moscouw btefore he, NOSENKO, entered the KGB.
He estirated the date &as 1949-1950. NOSENKO knew that "ANDPEY®
was asscciated in Moscow with RHODES and when told that RHODES
was trere from 1951 to 1953, admitted that the date he gave might
be wron3y. NOSENKO continued to say, however, that “ANDREY" was
recruited before he (NOSELKO) becamne a K38 officer, and later
reverted again to his estimate that "ANDRE:1" was recruited in
1949-1950. Wher he returned to Geneva in 1964, NOSENKO changed
this story and said that during his 1953-1955 tour in the U.S,
Embassy Section he saw cipher specialist SELEZNOV, who had come
there to consult on the then-active "ANDREY" case. NOSENKO was
unable to explain how he could have been sure in 1962 that the
"ANDREY®" case was before nis time), when ne said in 1964 that
this was not so. Dayle SMITH confessed that he was recruited by
the KGB in late 1953, and records show that he left Moscow in

early 1954,

c. Circurstances of Entry

NOSENKO has consistently related his entrance into the KGB
to discussions he had with General KOBULOV in early 1953 in Mcs-
cow, after returnirg from the Baltic. However, he has changed the
date of these discussions with KOBULOV virtually every time he
has told this story. In June 1962, NOSENKO said he talked with
KOBULOV at the NOSENKO dacha while on leave in March 1953; during
the April 1964 interrogations he changed the date to February
1953; in April 1965 NOSENKO said he spoke to KOBULOV at the
KOBULOV dacha in January 1953 while on leave and that he lived
at home and was at the "disposal of GRU personnel” during Febru-
ary and March. Finally, in April 1966, NOSENKO said he first
spoke to KOBULOV at KOBULOV's dacha on New Years Day 1953, that
he was subsequently "resting” at a sanitorium connected with his
tuberculosis of the year before, and that he spoke again to

. KOBULGOV cr. the day of STALIN's funeral, while home for a few days

from the sanitorium. 1t was at this second encounter with KOBULOV
that the latter promised to concern himself with NOSENKO's entry
into the KGB. '
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In 1962 NGSENXO described the simple procedure by which he
entored the KG3, volunteering that there was rno need to fill out
a questionnaire (arketa) as the KGB already had his files from
the GRU. In April 1984 when asked if he had rot been required
to fill out any questionnaires or othar docurents, NOSENKO cdes-
cribed the anketa and other forms he completed (saying he took
them hone to do so) and his various interviews with KGB per-
sonnel officers. He was interrogated in detail on these claims
by DERYZBIN in 1965, to whom he gave descript:ons, albeit in-
accurate, of the varicus forms and of his visits to KGB Personnel.
In 1966 NCSENKC wrote in his autobiography thet there were no
talks with KGB Personnel before or after his accepcance and in-
plied that there were no forms to fill out.

d. Remarks

Accordinrg to all of NOSENKO's stories, his GRU service was
the springboard for his acceptance into the KGB. He met KOBULOV
while home in Moscow from Primorsk/Sovetsk, he entered the KG3
as a lieutenant since this was his naval rank, his admission
according to the early version was facilitated by the availability
of his GRU personnel file; yet CIA has concluded that NOSENKO
was never a GRU officer and it appears highly improbable that he
waa ever in Primorsk under any circumstances.

On the basis of gererally available information concerning
Soviect realities at the time of NOSENKO's claimed entry into the
¥GB, supported by the expert testimony of DERYABIN (who was in
the KGB, then MVD, in Moscow at tha2 time and h:d been himself a
KGB personnrel officer until less than a year earlier), a person
with the background NOSENKO has given could rot be accepted into
the KGB in the marner he claims. His health alone would seem

' to have precluded this, but in addition, NOSENKO descrikted a
series of incidents in his life equally likely to cause rejection.
NOSENKO's mistakes, changes of story, and apparent fabrications
add to the unlikelihood of his account.

It is concluded that, as in the case of NOSENKO's GRU ser-
vice, either NOSENKO and those who have supported aspects of
his story have seriously distorted his past life, or he did not

enter the KGB.
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4. Initial Service {n the U.S5, Embassy Section

a. JIntroduction

NOSENKO claims to have served in the U.S. Frnbassy Section of
the American Department, Second Chief Directorate, during the
period from hig entry on duty with the ¥GB until June 1955. Ris
targets during these two years were at first American correspond-
ents in Moscow and later American Arny Attaches at.the Embassy.

NOSENKO sought to avoid discussion cf his ownlor.other KGB
activity during this period and on occasion he has tried to dis-
miss the whole period as "not rclevant” and "cf nc cohsequence.”
NOSENKO has repeatedly said that he “found himself® only after his
initial service in the U.S. Embassy Section. (He varicusly dated
his self-~discovery as occurring in 1955, when ne transfe:>od to
the Tourist Department: in June 1956, in connecticn with bL.s par-
ticipation in and award for the BURGI case; ana after ~ugust 1956,
when the death of his father forced him to pull himseii together.)
Before this, KOSENKO said, he was a wastrel and "did not pay
attention to the work."

b. Work Against Anerican Correspondents

MOSENKO exempted himself from reporting details of KGB work
against any specific American correspondent in Moscow in 1953-
1954 (Pages 93-96) by saying that, as a new, very junior employee
he had no access to operaticnal files and did not participate
personally in the handling of any of the courrespondents. Although
able to icentify four correspondents in Moscow who were then re-
cruited KGB agents, NOSENKO learned this infcrmation either in
conversations with his superior KOZLOV or at some point and in
some uncefined way after he no longer was working against these
targets. NOSENXO's early months in the job were spent reading
personality (not operational) files on a number of the corres-
pondents in Moscow (none of which indicated the individual's de-
velopmental or agent status) and familiarizing himself with KGB
methods. Later NOSENKO was assigned the "agent network” of
drivers, clerical personnel, and domestics surrounding four of
the correspondents (two of whom were recruited ¥G3 agents at
the time); he met with them periodicaily to determine whether
they had devzloped any important information. Even here, however,
NOSENKO appears to have been given very little responsibility:

His superior KOZI10V often went alcng to the xeetings with NCSENKO,
first to show him how to handle the agents and afterward when-
ever something interesting would begin to develop. In fact,
according to NOSENKO, KOZLOV would accompany him to meetings

with these Soviet citizens-agents even when there was a "hint"
that something of interest might develcp. NOSENKO has been able
to identify some of these agents, but for all but a few he re-
called neither their names nor personalia concerning them.

c. Work Against Army Attaches

Regarding NOSENKO's work against American Army Attaches, he
claimed a specific area of KGB responsibility, one for which he
alone was accountable and one about which something was previously
known from U.S. records. Only 20 months at the longest, it is

10
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the lest period in which NOSENKO had no supervisory rcsponsibility
. to divert his attention from personal operational duties.

NOSENKO could not remember when he tooux over responsibility
for the Army Attuches, and he namecd two other XGB officers before
gettling upon BUDYLDIN as the person from whom he received the
Attaches' files. Y¥hen belittling his earlier responsibtilities
for correspondents, he has said several times that he had been in
that job "only about six months.'” Assuming that NOSENKO entered
the KGB in the middle of March 1953, this would date his transfer
to work against the Attaches in the fall of that year. In dis-
cusging this transfer itself, however, NOSENXO has consistently
said that it took place in 1954. Asked when in 1954, NOSINKO
bas variously replied "at the beginning of 1954," January 1954,
and Meay 1954. Under interrogation in early 1965, NOSENKC re-
fused to estimate when he took over this responsibility. He has
always said that he turned over thecse duties and transferred from
the U.S. Embassy Section in June 1955, when the Tourist Department
was established within the Sccond Chief Directorate. -

NOSENKO has said in different contexts that as the American
Department case officer responsible for cperations against the
U.S. Army Attaches he received and ‘was responsible for assimilat-
ing the product of a wide veriety of cources on the individuals
who were his targets. He has mentioned information reccived from
the KGB First Chief (Foreign Intelligence) Directorate; the
Archives of the MGB/MVD/KGB; micropiiones which were emplaced
about a year before NOSENKO entered the American Department*; a
network of Soviet chauffeurs, cooks, language instructors, and
other agents in the Eabassy who together provided little uscful
information; permanent and roving surveillance patrois outside
the Embassy; fixed observation posts next to, across fron and
pear the Embassy; edvance notification of intent to travel by
the Attaches and their itjireraries; and reports from ocutside Mos-
cow, including surveillance, esgent networks, the Militia, and the
military. The point of collecting and assimilating this infor-
mation, NOSENKO said, was to be able to know what the Attaches
wvere doing in Moscow ard thereby to control their intelligence
collection activities. Far less important was the goal of re-
cruiting Military Attaches; NOSENKO knew of only several in-
stances when this was attempted, and all of these efforts failed.

The KGB's principal interest in control rather than recruit-
ment has been NOSENKO's explanation for knowing little about the
backgrounds ard personal lives of his targets--such information,
he stated, simply was not pertinent to the primary mission of

*0On some occasions NOSEXKO has said that the microphones in the
Army Attache offices were his most valuable source of informa-
tion on his targets of 1954-1955; at other times he has said
that he knew nothing of these microphones until he reentered the
U.S. Embassy Section in 1960; and at still other times he claimed
. to have known only of their existence during 1953-1955 but not
; wvhere any were located.
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control.* He has also ucsed thia?exp:anaticn to suppert his claim
that there werc no recruitments of military attaches during this
period, - :

"An exception, wherein the KGB did carefully compiie a great
deal of vulnerability data on an Army Attacke, was described by
NOSENKO in connection with the approach to Walter MULE (Page 104).
On the basis of these expianations, NOSENKO's knowledge of the
official and unofficial activities of his alleged targets in this
period deserves attention.

NOSENKO knew almost nothing about the personal backgrounds
ard families of the eight ‘members of the Army Attache Office
whon he identified as his targets (Pages 99-106). Although he was
able to identify each by ran% and position in the "mbassy--some-
times inaccurately--and in a fow cases to describe certain cf
their operaticnal activities, he was unaware of or hed forgotten

such facts as:

- Colonel Earl L. MICKELSCN, the Army Attachec in 1934
and 1955, was arrested twice Ly the Militia outsice of Mos-

cow in 1954,

- Assistant Army Attache Ira RICHARDS was a language
student of GROMOKOVA (identified by NOSENKO as a KGB egent);
by RICHARDS' account she scught to elicit biograghic data
from him curing the lessons.,

- William STROUD, the &Assistant Army Attachke, travelled
to Kharkov in May 1955 to interivew an American defectcr.
(NOSENKO has icentified Frank SISCOE, who accompanied STROUD,
as a suspected CIA officer; he was coopted by CIA.)

NOSENKO, furthermore, was ignorant of important events, known
independently to ClA, which were within the sphere of what he
claimed was his direct, personal responsibility:

- NOSENKO claimed direct personal responsibility for
the file of and operational activity against Lieutenant
Colonel Howard FELCHLIN (Pages 131-103). He ciaimed to be
receiving agent information on him but could not recall the
names or cryptonyms of any such agents. {4e said, for
exarple: "I think FELCHLIN must have had a maid, and she
would have been a KGB agent.") NOSENKO describeé FELCHLIN
as by far the most aggressive of his targets and hence the
object of special interest; yet he did not krnow or remember

*  NOSENKO himself, when giving the reason why he did not know
more details about the U.S. Embassy Section's targets while
he was its Deputy Chief in 19€0-1961, said that as a supervisor
he was too Lbusy overseeing subordinates; hence,. NOSENKD con-
tinued, he could not be expected to remember as many such de-
tails as would be possible had he been a case officer working
daily with only four or five files. 1In another context, NOSENKO
explained why he was unable tc supply the details of planning
and organizing operations against tourists in the period 1955~
1959; he contrasted operations acainst tourists, who often
cane and went in a matter of a few days, to the work against
the Military Attaches and diplomats stationed in Moscow on :
permarent assigaments, who could be studied systematically and

slowly.
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anything about FELCHLIN'8B backsround, presurably well docu-
mented by the KGB beczuse FELCHLIN had been to the USSR in
two different capacities, merchant seaman and diplomatic
courier, priocr to arriving in Moscow as the 2sgistant Army
Attache; also FELCHLIN had had prior official association
with GRU officers in Austria, Germany, and the United States,
and he continued to be irn liaison with one of them in Moscow.
NOSENKO could recall nothing about FELCHLIN's intelligence
activities in the USSR or his trips about the country, or
what had been done akout them by the KGB. In speaking of
FELCHLIN'S expulsion from the Scviet Union, NOSENKO regorted
the ¥GB file noted that FELCHLIN had been caught taking
photographs on some occasion, but he did not know trat FEL-
CHLIN in June 1954 was arrested in Kiev with another Assist-
ant Army Attacne, F.J. YEAGER. (Errongeously identificd by
NOSENKO as an Air Force Attache, YEAGER likewise should have
been NCSENKO's targe:.) NOSENKO also did not know that

FELCHLIN, with another Army Attacne and twc Air.Force Attaches,
in September 1953 had made an urnprecedented train trip through-

out Sileria and that six months later, at the end of March
1954, had been the subject 0f a newspaper article which
charged that they had lost "spy documents® on the train.
NOSENKO was unable to grovide a date for FELCHLIN's expul-
sion from the Soviet Union, and ne xnew nothing of the un-
usual circumstances cf FELCHLIN'S departure from Moscow;

he insisted that nobocdy else was declared persona non grata
alorg with FELCHLIN., In fact, FELCHLIN was exp‘é’l‘le‘d‘a?ong
with Air Force Major walter McXINNEY, and the Soviets re-~
fused to permit the two to leave Moscow aboard the Ambassa-

dor's personal plane until Ambassador BOHLEN himself protested.

Confronted by his lackx of krowledge of the persona non
rata action, NOSENKO said that he cculd not bc expected to
now the details because this incident occurred after he
transferred from the U.S. Embassy Section to the Tourist
Department in June 1955. NOSENKO was then told the recorded
date of the expulsion, 3 July 1954, and he replied that this
was not true.

- Discrepancies appeared in NOSENKO's account of one
of the best kncwn incidents in the history of KGB operations
against the American officials in the Soviet Union, the
subject of reports by GOLITSYN and other CIA sources and the
subject of training caterials. This was the seizure of
sensitive technical collectica equipment on 5 May 1955 in

“stalingrad from three Assistant Military Attaches from the
_-U.S. Embassy--Major John S. BENSON, Captain STROUD, and

Captain MULE-~and their expulsion from the Soviet Union two
days later. NOSENKO claimed direct responsibility for KGB
work against these officers (Pages 103-105); he described
an earlier attempt to defect MULE, his own plans for seizing
this equipment at a railroad station outside Moscow, and his
role in developing plans for the successful operation in

" Stalingrad.’ Wnen NOSENKO was pressed under interrogation to
give the entire story of the equipment seizure—and the gersona
out

non grata action, he said that the operation was carrie
after he was in the Tourist Department and therefore he knew
no more about it. Wwhen told that the operation took place
at least a month before his alleged transfer, NOSENKO could
offer no explanation for his lack of knowledge.
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- NOSENKO identified George VAN LAETHEM as an Assistant
Air Attache in 1953 or 1954: he was a target of another U.S,
Embassy Scction officer, and an unsuccessful KGB development
operation was carried out against him. NOSENKO did not krow
that VXN LASTHEM was 2ctually an Assistant Army Attache, who
left Moscow i1n March 1953 and was succecded by NOSENKO's own
target Walter MULE (see above), What NC3ENKO additionally
did not know is that in Moscow VAN LAETHZIM was the Attache
‘cryptographic security officer, thre superior of Dayle SMITH
(the subject of NOSE:KO's "ANDREY” lead--see below) and a
friend of the motor pool sergeart Roy RHCODEE, a KGB agent.
NROSENKO furthermore did not know that on 19 March 1955,
again as an Army Attache, and only two years after being
transferred from Moscow, VAN LAETHEM'was again sent to Mos-
cow, ostensibly on a PCS assignment but actually on tempor-
ary duty. During this latter assignment, when NOSEMKO by
his own account should have lbeen responsible for him, VAN
LAETHEM was in Moscow to review the« entire electronics
progran at the Emtassy. (VAN LAETHEZIM's second tour in
Moscow invclved the planned use of the electronic equipment.
which was seized in Stalingrad while VAN LAETHEM was still
in Moscow.) -

d. Additional Reporting

His irnformation orn two other operatiorns involving Americans

was said by NOSENKO to stem from his 1953-1955 service in the U,S.

Embassy Section. One wac the recruitment of the military cipher
machire mechanic having the KGB cryptonym "ANDREY" (Dayle SMITH,

‘see Pages 413-426 and further comments in Part VIII.B,3, and

VIII.C.). NOSENKO in 1962 was sure not only that this recruit-
ment tock place before he joined the KGB but that "ANDREY" had
left the USSR by then as well: he repeatedly estimated "ANDREY's"
recruittent date as "1949-1950,.,° At all times he has claimed
certainty that "ANDHREY" was the last KGB recruitwment in the
Embassy until the time of NOSENKO's defection in Jaruary 1964,

In 1964, however, NOSE..KO changed his story and said "ANDREY"

was active while NO3ENKO was in the U,S. Embassy Section ii. 1954-

~

1955. The other operation was an unsuccessful recruitmenz approach

to the U,S. Embassy Security Officer Edward Ellis SMITH (see
Pages 46B8-469 and further comments in Part VIII_,B.3. and VIII.C,
above) at a meeting with the KGB arranged through letters wnich
had been sent to SMITH. This occurred in 1954 or 1955, NOSENKO
said, and in support of the recruitment approach, he handled

the surveillance phone-watch, SMITH admitted to U.S. authorities
having received four letters from the KGB between 2 and 5 June
1956 (a year after NOSENKO dated his departure from the U.S.
Embassy Section), but he denied having had any personal meetings
with KGB officers.,

e. Remarks

NOSENKO's accounts of the 1953-1955 period are confused,
contradictory, end, when compared with collateral information,
incomplete and inaccurate. He has been inconsistent in dating
his shift of responsibilities withir the U,S, Embassy Section,
in dating his departure from the Section (viz., the timing of
the Stalingrad incident and the approacn to SMITH), and in dating
‘his first knowledge of the microphones in the Embassy. Having
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few new details of iaportance on the American correspondents,
NOSENKO has proven unreliable regarding his work against 2rmy
Attaches: He misidentified two (YEAGER and VAN LAETHEM), he
claimed to have almost no information on the backgrounds and acti-
vities of the others; and he lacked even.the most important de-
tails on security affairs involving the majority of his eight
alleged targets. In addition, NOSENKO has told CIA almost noth-
ing about the work of his colleagues in the U.S. Embassy Section.

The statements by NOSENKO about this pericd therefore hold
g0 little substance and the manner of his reporting was so uncon-
vincing, that his claim to have been an officer of the U.S.
Embassy Section in the years 1953-1955 cannot be true.
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S. Tourist Cepartment (Jure 1955 to January 19G40)

a. Introduction :

NOSENKO's activities from June 1955 to January 19€0, his
first period of alleged service with the Azerican-British-Canale
ian Secticn of Tourist Dcpartment of the KGB Second Chief Direc-
torate, are descrited in Pages 107-151. For the purjoses of thc
following diecussion, it is ccuvenient t5 divide this period irnto
two parts. The firsc uf these covers the y-ars from Jure 1955
to June 1958, when NOSENKO said re was a staff case officer,

‘ hardling and recruiting agents and planriny ard m:naging opera-

] ticnal activity. The sccond part covers NOSENKO's service from
June 1953 to the beginning of 1Y€0 as Lepu:y Chicf of this sactica.
kpart frem his gersonal involwvement in a nurber of recruitiment

! operations in the latter pericd, it is thig service which provides
a basis for NOSENKO to ciaim awareness of cll impdrtint arrests

of spies and recruitments from émong Amer.cin tourists visiting
the Soviet Unicn; it is elso this scrvice as Czputy Chief ¢f Soc-
tion which NOCENAO cites as a baris for his irnvolvement in the
case of Lee MHarvey OSWALL irnside the Sovict Union.
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b. The Early Poriod (1955 to 195%9)

(i) Gereral

recording to NOSIDNKO's story, he +es aiong the £i-s8t case
cfficers in the Tourist Dcpartment. He arrived there just as
the Department was beiry formed and took part with other officers
assigned in the acquisition of an agent retwork from within
Inturist, in the establishment of facilities ar.d methods, and in
generally “gettirg thinys going." Several months later he parti-
cipated in what he says was his first operation against an Ameri-
can tourist. 1his was NOSENKO's behind-the-scenes (and hence
uncor.firmed) orgarization of an unseccussful attempt to compromise
Martin MALIA (Pages 112-113). NOSENKO'S next case (the first
operation in which his participation is confirmed) took place a
year later, in June 1956, when he assisted in the hcrosexual en-
trapnent and rec-uitrent of Richard BURG1 (Pages 113-120). This
vecruitment, which cccurred close in time to the Minister NOSEMKO's
- : death, was by NOSENKO's account a turning point in his personal i
B and professional life. With it, NOSENKO began to acquire a sense
of self-confidence and responsibility and began to “grow® from a
: wastrel into an effective and successful KGB officer. As a re-
i sult of this cperation, the first successful recruitrent in the
then short history of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO first came
intc personal centact with Gencral GRIBANOY. According to alil
" accounts prior to October 1966, when he retracted 'the claim,
NOSENKO received the first of a series of KuB awards for opera-
tional performance because of the EBULGI case--a letter cof com-
mendation. Within a month of this operation, NOSENYD said, he
was promected fr:>n the rank of lieutenant to captain, his last
prowmotion prior te defecting eight years later.
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NOSENKO's direct operational activity ia the next two years,
before his appointnent as Deputy Chief of the Section, was des- '
i cribed by NOSENKO as follcws: Sometime in 1957 he was involved
- - -——4n—the—atterpted recruitinent of the German businessran BSE) K
’ {Pages 120-121); after surrounding him with agents, NOSENKO . :
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personally Spo\e to him. NOSCNKO explained his (unconfirred)
participation in this case, which was not aronj the resporsibili-
ties of his secticn, by _caying there was no ¥GB cftxcer availakle
who npoke German but f*ﬁﬂ;ﬁf_jfwas Krown to speak "a little Eng-
1i5h," a2 language in whica KNOSENKQO hed fair fluency. 1In 1957
NOSENKO was _also irvolved in the sexval and blacknarket entrap-
rent of Gibasdlo¥y Norwegian journalist (again, not & target of
NOSENKO's section, being neither Amersican, Britiszh or Canadian):
NOSENKO has rot cxpxaxned how he care t> be involved in this
operation, but he said his role was that of invclving GEgith
women and blacxnarfn cers so that arcther officer, ARKHIPOYV, could
recruit hin. iﬂEEﬁgéhas r.ot identifiec NOSLNKO, but reported on
an indivicdral whose role corresponrds to the one NOSENXO claimed
as his own (Pages 121-122). hOSFV?O s third operaticn in 1857
was really not Aﬂ coeratxon at all. t4e was assigned to accompany
the British § w.nd the latter's interpreter @EIZWRon
a tcur of qovxet gugl han houses {Pagz 121). NOSENWKO said his
purpose was only to watch EGREJIX a suspected irntelligence agent
or officer. Ilis vresence was confxrneh by s, who recognized
NOSENKO's p?onogruph

k I

This is the sum cf KOSLNKO' s &Eported gcretimes verified,
operaglc"al role ¢.ring the three vears preceding his pronotion
in June 1958 to the position of Dgput/ Chief of the Anericen-~
Canadian-british Tourist Section, h;teafter referred to as the
Arerican Tcurist Section.

The only case of the June 1955-Jurne 1958 period resulting
in agent ccntacts abroad, and the one to which NCSEKRKO ascribed
the greatest importance, was the recruitment ~f BURGI. For this
reason, the BURGI ogeration is diccussed in detail below, with
particular attention being given to those aspects of the case
which reflect upcn KOSENKO's own personal role.

(ii) The BURGI Case

NOSENKO's statements of this operation generally agreed with
that BURGI proviced to the FBI in 1957, The part NOSENKO played
in the case, both in his brief initial presence with the two
homosexuals in the Moscow restaurart oa the evening of 3URGI's
compromise (20 June 1356) and in the ¥iev events (23-28 June 1956)
would appear to be one ncrmally taken by a KGB staff officer.

The 1dent1t1es of the other two KGb participants in the Kiev
recruitment, KGZLOV and PETRENKO, seem clearly establishzd. There
werce discrepancies between NOSLENKQO's and BURGI's versions, but
most of these could stem from NOSLYXO's faulty narory nine years
after the events. (Such discrepancies include NOSINKO's Zailure
to remember his first Moscow meetings with BURGI: the identity,
role, or even existence of the perscn "Anatoliy® whom BURGI says
introduced him to »OSENKO and participated in the homosexual
compromise; whether NOGSENKO was at the Kiev airport to meet BURGI;
the locatica of NOSENKO's bedroom in the Kiev Hotel as compared
to BURGI's; NOSENKO'Ss reference to BLRGI's "interpreter® when in
fact BURGI neither had nor needed one; and NOSEXNKO's failure to
remember the unusual circumstances of BURGI's departure from
Kiev.) Other contradicticns and omissions in NJSENKO's reporting
relate to matters of greater operationai consequence:
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~ NOSENKO was unable to say when or how the KGB first
learned that BURGI was a homosexual, nor could he remember
who first proposed an cperation agairnst him.

- NOSENKO gave a confused and evasive accoﬁht of his
dealings with the Pirst Chief Directorate on this case.

- NOSENKO insisted that there was no official file on
BURGI, and that none was opened as a result of this opera-
tion. The {nitiative for the operation came, he said, froam
the Second Chief Directorate, and when NCSENKO traced BURGI,
in the First Chief Directorate, there was no information on
him there.* The KGB's only information oan BURGI at the
time of the compromise came from BURGI's visa.application
{(which showed him to be a professor of Russian) and a few
agent reports from the preceding days in Moscow: BURGI,
on the other hand, reported that during the recruitment®
KOZLOV, the senior Soviet present, showed knowledge of the
names of BURGI's sister, mother and father and knew the
sister's occupation; details of BURGI's background, work, and
military service, BURGl's relations with the Russicum in
Pome, which BURGI said he had never mentioned in the USSR;
and BURGI's acquaintance in the U.S. with Alexander KERENSKY,

NOSENKO cited "his® recruitment of BURGI in Kiev in 1956 as
one of the main reasons for his rapid rise in the KGB, BURGI's "
story of the recruitment, as reported to the FBI, definitely
establishes NOSENKO's role as having been subordinate to that of
KOZLCV--it was KOZLOV, not NOSENKO, who made the recruitment.

* DERYABIN interrogated NOSENKO on this case. NOSENKO's answers
to such detailed questions as how the traces were done, how
the travel to Kiev was arranged, details concerning the person-
nel involved, the contents of the file, and other mechanics
of the case, betrayed an almost total lack of memory.
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c. Promotion to Deputy Chief of Section

NOSENKO said that in June 1958, when the unit that had
formerly handled tourists from all countries was reorganized into
two sections, he was promoted from the rank of senior case offi-
cer to that of Deputy Chief of the newly created American Tourist
Section. NOSENKO said that this section was the mo>st inmportant
in the Tourist Department, and that he did not know why he,
in particular, had been chosen its Deputy Chief but was certain
that GRIBANOV had no voice in the decision.

d. EKnowledge of Section’s Staff and rgent Persornel

NOSENKO has named with clarity and consistency the other
officers of the American Tourist Section during this period. The
Soviet agents of his section whcm NCSENKO has identified were
mostly his own; he said that the agents were constantly shifted
from case officer to case officer end hence it was "difficult to
say just who handled which agents." NOSEMKO said he had approxi-
mately eight Soviet agents in 1958 ard about 12 or 14 in 1953,
most of them employed by Inturist (Pages 109-112), With the ex~-
ception of the two homosexuals, YEFRZ!IOV and VOLKOV discussed
separately below, NOSENKO cannot supply personal cdata on nis own
agents or remember specific jobs they did for the KGB.

e. Kncwsledge of Section's Activities

As of Jure 1958, acccrding to NCSENKO, the work of the
section of which he was deputy chief was “"just getting going."
Its mission was, first of alil, to detect Western Intelligence
officers and agents among the increasing flow of tourigts visit-
ing the Soviet Union; only secondarily was the section directed
toward the recruitment of KGB agents from among these tourists.
In his new positicn NOSENKO was responsible for supervising
other officers in the section in efforts along these lines. Be-
cause of this and because at GRIBANOV's request nhe personally
reviewed KGB information on the use of tourist cover by Western
intelligence services and KGB counteraction thrcugh 1953 (Pages

-145-146), NOSENKO made a number of statements concerning these

subjects during the 1955-1959 period.

CIA started its so-called "legal travelle.” program in
1955 and by 1958 was deeply committed to such operations. Now
there is .. firm collateral informaticn on what the KGB knew of
this operational program. 1In view of NOSENKO's duties in the
American Tourist Section and the sectioan's prime mission, he should
have knowledge of agent compromises during 1958 and 1959. More-~ -
over, thanks to collateral holdings, what NOSENKO did and did not
know can be compared with information from other sources. These
facts are reviewed below.

(i) BLAKE

A valuable source of information for the KGB in its planning

" for the operational activity of its Tourist Department in the

late 1950's and early 1960's was the Englishman, George BLAKE
(Pages 146-147). BLAKE has confessed that in the surmer of 1959

'

meeting during the first week of June 1959, between representa-
tives of CIA and MI-6; these sessions were on the subject of
“legal travel" intelligence operations against the USSR. This

e —————————
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summary spelled out in cdetail the Fomplece CIA operational doc- '
trine pertaining to tourist-type operations and stressed ClA‘'s
reliance on tourist agents for the spotting, recontacting, assess-
ment, and communicatiors support of interral assets. ) i

While NOSENKO has displayed some familiarity with CIA modus ¢

operandi in the field of tourist operations, he h2s never mer.-
tiored that the KGB was in possession of documentary reportirng i
which descrited these methods in full detail. NOSENKO does :
not appear to be aware of who BLAKE was, rmuch less of his im-
portance to the KGE. NOSENKO never volunteered the name of
BLAKE in his éebriefings, and when specificially asked in 1962
about BLAXE, the KGB agent 1in British Intelligence, he said
that he had read the dossier and that BLAKE had been "an agent
of the Second (Britishi Depertment (of the Seccrngd Tricf Dires.
o was not nearly &3 valuable 3s the§ 5
br the other Englisrtman® (VASSALL). Ev
coula r.ot fecall any such zgent of the Bratish Department.
hhen the name dLAKL was mentior.ed, he asked: 'Who's BLAKE?“

BLAKE had, in addition, passed to the KGB8 a photocopy of
a 2l-page summary report of a secord, {7liow-:p conference be-

tween CIA and MI-6 on “"legal travel"” op«r..tions which was held
in Washington from 20 to 25 Aprii 1960. !OSENKO, although rot
in the Tourist Department at the time the latter report was . --~—""

received by the KG3, said that he reviewed all important ma-
terials of the American Tourist Section when he became its Chief
in January 1962, Asked whether the Tourist Departrment had re-
ceived documentary information from any agent source while _
NOSENKO was away from the qepartment in the years 1960-1961, e
he replied that none had and that he knew of no agent who could

have provided such documencary irformation,

(ii) GOLITSYN Document

NOSENKO in 1964 reported knowing that GOLITSYN at the time :
of his defection in December 1961 took with him an official :
top secret KGB documert concerning Western Intellicence opera- ;
tional activity in the field of ctourism (Pages 147-149)., He }
did not mention this fact in the Jure 1962 neetings. Althouch ;
KOSENKO also stated that this document had been prepared by

the Tourist Department, he has nct been able to cdescribe the .
document in detail and specifically did rnot mention that tkis ;ﬁ,%
particular document was in large parc based., as subsequent TR

" analysis has shown, upon the above-mentioned reports submitted ”?;,ih;,

to the KGB by George BLAKE.

(111) Tourist Agents

NOSENKO assertec that the KGB detected no agents among
American tourists during the years 1958 or 1959, and that no
tourists had been caught i1n the act of mailing letters, servic-
ing dead drops, ‘or contacting agents, except ore in 1959 whose i
name, NOSENKO said, was MacGUIRE (actually McGOWAN in 1958). i
NOSENKO signed a statement attesting to these facts. !
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The ¥GB docurent supplied oy GOLITSYN, however, refers t5
a number of cascs cf Azerican tourists who were found by the
KGB to be engaged in intelligence coliection or intelligence
support activicties. 1In acddition to McGUW:N, the GOLITSYN Zocu=
ment cited the casus of SIMARD, GRAY and PRANCIS, all of them
CIA agents detected by the KG3 in 1958 and 1959. These years
coincide with the time when NOSENKO claims to lLave Leen Deputy
Chief of the secticn which was responsikle for monitoring and
uncovering activities of this sort, but NOSENKO has never =en-
tioned them. Furthermure, the annual reports c¢f the section
which NOSENKO would have helped to write, by virtue of nis
claimed position as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section,
presumably included all of these cases.

f. NOSENKO's Tourist Paper BN

NOSENKO was guesticned at length on the review of Western
tourist operations wnich he claimed to have written for GRIZBANOV.
He said he gathered the :raterial for this study from earlier
annual reports of the Tourist Department and by talking with
varinus case officers, then took the study to GRIDANOVY's '
office. MNO3SENKO could rnot remember whether he discussed his
firdings with GRI3ANOV, ccould not give any exanples of the
information which he incluided in trhe report (other than statis-
tical information on the increase :in foreign tourism), could
not recall what the report said about CIA tourist operations
(other than there zppeared to be increcased use of tourists
travellirg by automobile), and éid nct know what other 2merican
Intelligence services wcre sending égents into the Soviét Union
under tourist cover during these years. On the basis of his
rasearch for this report ard his cwn experience, KNCSENKO said
he knew that KG8 operations against tourists had been develop-
ing slowly and that, at the time the report was written during
the tourist season of 1959, the KGB knew little about the use
of tourism by the American services.

BLAKE's confession that he passed documentary information
on this subject to the I'GB, but more particularly the intensity
of KGB operations against tourists at this time as reflected
in the GOLITSYN documernt and otner reports indicate, that this
statement by NOSENKO must be errcneous.

g. The OSWALD Case

According to NOSEXKO's account of his direct involvement
in the case of Lee Harvey CSWALD (Pages 136-144), his partici-
pation seemed to stem solely from his supervisory role as
Deputy Chief of the Arerican Secticn. In this capacity, NOSENKO
said, he was the cne wno made the decision that OSWALD was
*not normal” and of no interest to the KGB. On other occasions
NOSENKO has reported that he made this cecision together with
his subordinate KRUPNOV, or that "they decided,”™ or "it was
decided.” NOSENKO's information on the handling of OSWALD in
1959 is unique, and there is no collateral information against
which it can be reliably measured. The results of the poly-
graph examination in October 1966, hcwever, indicated that
NOSENKO lied in nawving said that he was persorzlly connected

OSWALD before the assassination of President Kennedy. The
polygraph results aiso indicated that the KGB gave NOSENKO
special instructions on the OSWALD case and what he should tell
U.S. authorities about it. )
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h. NCSENKO's Cgorational fctivitics (193i-19%9%)

(i) General

NOSENKGC appeared in onc opcraticn snorely afts: being pro-~
roted to the position of Cepuly Chief, the recruizniznt of the
hmerican wozan EAFRIS in September 13%3 on the ©.sis ¢f har
rozantic involvement with a Soviet male. HARRIS tentatively
identified NUSENKO'S vhotograph as thul of one of *wo Soviets
who approacied her in Moscow and caid that, of th2 two, e was
"Qefinitely the mza irn charge.” She dzried having had further
contacts with the KG3 after leeving the Soviet Union. 1In 1978,
NOSENKO said, Le also supervised the sexuial entraprent of
but did not becoxe personally involvei in the opproach, which
was :1ade by his superior DUBAS. Scm2 time during this year,
NOSENXO said, e recruited tne sccond of his pair of homcsexual
agents, YEFREMOV. Beginning in the srping of 1929 he used the
tv> in a series cf SuCCQSSfuL re*ruxt~°nt approaches
AT BT ol ‘In the case of& 2, wno
as a cowrercxal represcntatlve Brisayin Moscow, was not trhe
regponsibility cof NOSENKO's sect: on, NOSENRO wes asred to make
the apprcach because he was a2 "specialist” in this type of
operation,) In 1959 NOSENKO also usel these agants in opera-
tiors against two American gcuides at <he Sokolriki Exhibit,
BARKETT and WILLERFORD. Firally, NOSELWED said, in 1359 he
accomplished the recruitmernt of the A~crican Express Compary
representative in Moscow, FRIPPEL,on the basis of sexual coa-
promice.

Y
(i) The Homcsexuals rEFREMOV ancd VOLXOV

There is a prepsnderance cof horosexual recruitment opera~
tions in NOSENKO's account cf his KG3 carcer. Yo has referred
to several homossxual agents with when he has worked on spe-
cific recruitrent-entrapzent cperaticns, fut scid that he nin-
self was never their cfficial case officer. They inclule
"LUCH,® “STROYEV," "NIYMOLAYEV,® °SIBIxYAK" and KOSHKIYN. He has
rencrbered only a few of their names zand has supplied ro
pgrsonality inforraticn abcut thea., ile identified cnly VOLKOV
and YEFTREMOV as his oun agernts.

NOSENKO claimed to have re-recruited VOLKOV, a fcrmer
agent (cryptcnym “SHMELEV™) and recruited YEFREMOV (cryptonya
*"GKIGORIY") and to have Leen their scle cese officer from the
beginning of their KGB carecrs in 1957-1958 until they were
deactivated in 1963 because they becane too well known. He met
them frequenily, directing them in at least a dozen entrapment
operaticns or cther nomosexual encounters. NOSENKO took then
with him whan he transferred to the American Department in 1960
{but used them in no cgerations durinj 1960 and 1361) and back
again in early 1962 to the Tourist Depar:izent (where they were
used only cnce, imnediately after his return). He gave a rela-
tively clear account of the recruitment (Pages 107-108), but:

- He has never been able to remember YEFREEOV’S
patronya,

- = He does not know the home address, general area
of Moscow residence, family circumstances, job details,
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s - He said that during the five or six ycars he

3 handled them, he never was a: their homes, ncver met thea :
4 in a safehouse (only on the strect), and rewver met either i
P of then alone without the ciher's presence,

y - = He did not know about VOLKOV's and YEFREMOV’s en- f
¢ ccunters with and developrent of one Dutch and five other o~
kaericani, irdependently known to ClA. Of the Armericans, :
three were CIA agents and 2 fcurth was the well-known f
Jrerican diploumat and author Charles Y, THAYER. !

-~ He told about VOLKOVY'’s anc YFirFiYO/'s ccmpromise
of Robert 3JIARFETT in 1959 {Page 126) but 4id nct know that i
they Lad met BAFRETT again in 1961, shortly befoie BAPZETT f
was recruited on the basis of the 195% compronise.

~ He did nct knew details of why or hcow VCLKOV and
= YZPREMOV first came into contact with trheir most recent
= target, W.E. JOHNSCN, ncr how they set up the compromise
= which led to NOSENKO's entry as a "police official® under
the name Yuriy Ivanovich NIXOLAYEV {(Pages 289-293), i

(iii) Eomosexual Entrapae:t Cperatiorns

Luring 1959 NCSENKO said he made recruitment approaches
to five U.S. end British citizens cn the pasis of homosexual
entrapment operaticns involving the agents YEFREMOV and VOLKOV.
All five approaches were successful, and the four Westerners
who have row Leen identified have, in turn, identified NDSENKO
3 in one way or arother as the recruiting orficer. With the ex-
an ' ception of the FRIPPEL case and the horosexual compromise of
BARRETT and WILLIRTCRD. (which did not result in approaches dur~
ing NCSENKO's tour in the American Tourist Section), these were
the only operations in which NOSENXO tocx part in 1959 and
they represented, in fact, the caly recruitments by the section
during this year, NOSENKO said. He claimed repearedly in 1962,
1964, a2nd 1965 that at the erd of 1359 he received a commenda-
tion from the KGB Chairnan for his recruitmernt of the five homo-
gexuals and FRIPPCL (Ciscusscld separately below). In October
1966, he adamitted that this claim was untrue,

g T

Braisthahdea

. ' In discussing the §XED case (Pages 123-124) XNOSENXO had .
3 : forgotten details which, ircm his confirmed participation, he

i certainly once knew. He said that (as with the ]  case--
2 ' see below) another case officer (IVANLOV) had the file raterials
' ’ on the target before he did. NOSENKO stated that his agents
VOL¥OV and YEFREMOY reported to NOSEHKO in Mosccw on
homosexutality and then ®"IVANOV and I and pcssibly GUSKCV, the
! - Secticn Chief, reported this to DUBAS," Chief of the Tourist
{ Department. NOSENKO couid not remember the arrangements for
: taking the pictures, ncr in what Moscow hotel ‘the photography
took place. Vvhen nt to Leningrad, NOSENKO wa3_sent
there to approach ain, flying alcne (as :in the case). !
All leringrad arrangements were made by the local KGB. Asked ‘ .
why he was assigned to the casa, NOSENKO replie:d: *I was told :
to go." Asked why IVANOV could not handle it, he answered:
*He was not considered capable,” his English was "not bad but !
he didn't have enough operational experience." NOSENKO did .
not remenber who wrote the regcest for permission to make the
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approach fo=: .
whether @tdwas staying in the hotel where the leningrad com- S
promice and approach took place. He nimed the lLeningrad case o
officer, FEPFLETCV !ut said that he, NOSENY.O, made the re- o

cruitment said another man was presant, f o r

LY
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e

NOSENKO'a account in general matches %3;3 3

statements

M

= ~on this apprcach (Pages 125-126). The dJiscrcpdncies, as well

i as the omissions in the former's statcments and his uncertainty )
3 of the facts, may be attributable to faulty memory on the part:

A of NOSFNKO. Although HNOSENKO was at this time Deputy Section

iy Chief, when asked to exrlain his own seclection as recruiting

% officer, he said that he 4id ncet know why "they" chose him }
4 and, when pressed as to who selected him, said "CUBAS, I think,*® !
& rhen asked why the case officer VETLITSKIY, who originally had :
Y the materials on could not do *he jcb, he arswered: :
:3 *I don't kncw.™ RNOSE!NKU claira that he himself arranged the !
§i transfer of a KG3 “agent or operational contact”™ (ke did not

F remerber which) to Uzhgeorod from Odessa fYor this case, and

i said he did this only by pthone calls, with nothinag written, i
& He gave a physical description kut had ro cther krowledge of !

this agent, neithor name nor code name nor job nor background f
ror XG3 status ("1 wacsn't interested”). The agent, he said, ;
travelled alone}y NOSENKC did not arranqge to receive hin in

Uzhgorod because the local KGB tock care of everything, NOSZNKO

met him only once, and then in the company of a case officer

of the Uzhgorod KGB, whose name or other date he has also for-

gotten. KOSENKRO said he did not report to Moscow about progress :
and plans on the case from Uzhjorod or other stops in this ;
operation, nor obtain permission to travel alcne with the agent - :
to Lvov and Minsk after the recruitment; the local KGB's in !
Uzhgorod, Lvov, and Minsk did that, he said. NOSENKO could
not describe KGB arrangements and support in Lvov and Minsk,
where he said "the only thing I needed was a car from the air-
port to the city.” € #- said they travelled by train.)
Likewise, NOSEKKO was unable to describe the KGB proceductes
for clearance, tracing, reporting and other management of this
operation.

vt .
L AS

Roghiss

(iv) The Agent PRIPPEL

o
¥

FRIPPEL (Pages 129-135) is the only American citizen with
whom NOSENEO ever had more than fleeting operational contact
in his whole KGB career and is the only foreigyn agent he claimsg
to have run for more than two neetings at any time in his car-.
eer (with the exception of ¥

ey

T

PECiEliE, rages 201-212, and "PROKHOR,"
Pages 173-181). The American Express Ccmpany representative

in Moscow, FRIPPEL was not recruited so that he could report

on American tourists visiting the Scviet Union, or on official
and unofficial Americans living there, but in hopes of learn- .
ing about approaches being made to members of Scviet delegations ;
visiting the United States. With a weaith of reporting assets
in Moscow, NOSENKO said, the KGB did nct need him there. When
FRIPPEL was reassigned to New York City, however, there were

no plans to contact hin through the local KGB Legal Residency.
FRIPPEL is identified by KGB cryptonym in the CHEREPANOV parars
as a suspected American Intelligence agent. That FRIPPEL was
considered such by the KG3 is confirmed by statements of a self-

LS

4 i . . admitted KGB agent in contact with the American tourist ROBERTS_

g L in 1962,
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NOSENXO said PRIPPEL was his agent and said, repeatedly:
*I recruited himvmyself.” 1In 1962 no other XGB officer was
mentioned by NOSENKO, who qucted from a mumber of his conver-
sations with PRIPPEL, In 1964 NOSENKO said he and CHELNOKOV
°hzd carried out the recruitment together,” but NOSENKO wasg the
case officer. According to FRIPPEL's account, CHELNCXOV was
the senior officer in the recruitment and in the later meetings.

NOSENKC never met PRIPPEL alone while FRIPPEL was stationed -

in Moscow. The only times he ever did so were later, he saig,
when PRIPPEL returncd to the USSR, and these consisted of a brief

‘visit to FRIPPEL's hotel room during FRIP2?EL's visit to Moscow

in the summer of 1962 and a short meeting in Odessa where FRIP-
PEL was on a cruisa in February 1962. (Both of these meetings
took place after NOSENKO, in his 1962 contacts with CIA, had
exposed FRIPPEL az a KGB agent.) According to FRIPPEL, in the
February 1963 meeting. NOSENXO phoned someone to ask whetler: |
he cculd accept PRIPPEL'S invitation to board the ship; the
answer was evidently no. NOSENKO denied this, insisting that
there was no one in Odessa suvperior to nim, and as a Deputy De-
partnent Chief, he would not have to ask anyone anyway.

MOSENXO, CHELNOKOV, and their wives dined at FRIPPEL's
hcuse in Moscow some time after FRIPPEL'Ss recruitment. NOSENKO
ackncwledged this to have been a mcset unusual procedure ard
coulé nane no parallel in KGB agent handling. Asked why it
hapgened, he said: "Because he invited me," and when asked
why CHELNCKOV arnd his wife went aloung, NOSENKO said: “Because
he was also involved in the recruitment.”

NOSENKO said he retained operdtional ccntrol of FRIPPEL,
then still Moscow representative of a tourist firm, when NOSENKO
shifted in June 1960 from the Tourist Department to the Areri-
can Department; Later NOSENKO mlso raintained regponsibility
for contact duking FRIPPEL's visits to the USSR agter FRIPPEL'S
PCS departure from Moscow in January 1961 and after his own re-
turn to the Tourist Department. According to FRIPPEL, who saw
no sign of change in NOSENKO's reponsibilities during his rela-
tionship with him, he recalled meeting CHELNOKOV (Who had
stayed in the Tourist Department) alone, without NOSENKO, prob-
ably in "1960.

FRIPPEL said he was queried by NOSENKO and CHELNOKOV only
once concerning U.S. Embassy personalities, specifically cn
BOADEN and WINTERS. NOSENKO, who claimed case officer re-
sponsibility for Embassy Security Officer ABIDIAN in 19€0-1961
as well as for PRIPPEL said the two did not know each other;
in fact, they met sociaily several times. NOSENKO could re-
call nothing which FRIPPEL ever reported to or did for the KGB,
dismissing the aubject on several occasions with: "He never
gave anything of value." The oaly question NOSENKO posed
when he cate to FRIPPEL in August 1952, FRIPPEL said, was
vhether the agent krew "what th2 newspaper editors he was es-
corting were going to ask KHRUSHCHEV in an interview. Accord-
ing to FRIPPEL, in the February 1963 meeting NOSENKO posed
no questions ard merely made polite conversation until PRIPPEL
excused himself.

< s
e
Sl 7asd

e e ey

0P SECRET

o tomrte oAe e A s -



0000 , ——

IUH uLUhL{

704.

C 3

\
7,

During the early 1965 interrogationa, NOUSENZO volunteered:
“1f you had been clever yoo c:suld have made rme work insiZe the
USSR; you could have ccatacted ne throush FRIPPEL..." NKCSCNKO
was asked in October 1966 whether he had cxpactel or hoped ClA

F

5
fﬁ‘ would atterzt to establish sontact with nin inside the USSR
E% through FRIPPEL. He stroryly Jenied this.

o
ILa,

E; {. Remarks
i oeaares
) HOSZEKO claimg to have particirated directly or indirectly

in every recruitrent operation with lmerican tcurists in the
" years 1955-1959. ilis presence in KJI oparaticns during this

- period has scametimes Leen ccafirmed, hut not aliways did these

cases involve tourists of the threce nationalitiss--American,

British, znd Canadian--fo: winich NOSENKO said his section was

responsible: .

Years Name nationaligx' Status in USSP Confirmed
1955 MALIA Frmerican " Tourist No
1956 American Tourist Yes
1957 GCerman Comnercial/Tourist No
British Tourists (under in- Yes

"westigyation)
Norwegian Quasi-cfficial visitor No
19583 HARKIS Anerican Teourist Yes
KFAFT Americar. Tourist No
1959 ruaerican Tourist Yes
British Tourist No
British Tourist No
British Resident Yes
American Tourist Yes
BARRETT American Temporary Resident No
WILLERFORD American Temporary Resident No
FRIPFEL (to 1963) American Resident, later tour-

ist Yes

This tabulation of 15 cases shows a higher number of operations
irvolving American (six) and British {three) tourists than any
other category, but it nevertheless interminjles citizens of
other nationaliti2s and having differen: status in the USSR.
FRIPPEL and mere neither tour zsts nor (accorc‘an to them
and NOSENKO) used against tourists; SRR TIRIaoye
from continental Europe; BARPETT ard WILLERFGFL uorned in Moscow
i . for several months. The tabulaticn also shows that, according
; to NOSENKO, his operational work was ccasiceracly more intensive
i in the time after he became Deputy Chief of the section than.
before, when as a senior case officer his administrative respon-
sibilities presumably would have been far less demanding.

Although NOSENKO's participation in five cases of the Ameri-
can Tourist Secticn is confirmed, his ackrowledged role in five
othere of differont varieties--with corroboration by other
sources in two of them--raises doubts akout whether he belonged
to that section as a senior officer. The coubts ar2 strengthened
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by the nature of his information about the four individual cases
reviewed at length above:

- In the BURGI case NOSENKO did not have knowledge
of the extensive background irformation on the recruit=ent
target which the KGE possessed at the time of the approach;
or of other significant details in what NOSENKO described
as an operation of greatest importance to the American Tour-
ist Section and to himself persorally. In addition, NOSENKO
has admitted lying about his having received an award for
his role in the recruitment of BURSI.

-~ Regarding the DREW case, NOSENKO said he was chosen
for the approach (made on the basis of hcmosexuality) be-
cause the regular case officer lacked operational experi-
ence. By April 1959, however, the KGB had arranged "hurdreds*
of homosexual compromises in the USSR, LOSENKO reported in
another context, His earlier personal experience with
Western targets had been limited to a secondary .role in
the BURGI case and a principil role in the HARRIS case,
the latter not an approach on honosexual grounds. It is
difficult to comprchend how NOSENKO would have qualified
for the task whereas the cage officer IVANOV would not.

~-.-There are gaps in NOSENKO's inforration about a
number of significant aspecte in the EESErg®case, includ-
ing stzff planning and manejement of the Opcrahlon, opera-
tional support arrangements, and on perscnnel of the outlying
KGB units involved. XNOSENKO was unable to explain why he
was selected to make the approach to&H

- CHELNOKOV was the senicr case officer for FRIPPEL.
NOSENKO never met this agent alone while he resided in
Moscow as the American Express Conpany representative,

. and NOSENKO reportedly acted on a supervisor's instruc-
tions at their later meeting in Odessa. Despite his occus
pation and his entree into the American community ir. Moscow,
FRIPPEL reportedly was not exploited by the KGB against
tourists or U.S. Government employees but was targetted
to report on matters to which he had no access; hence
there seems to have been no logical reason for the FRIPPEL
case to have been transferred from the Arerican Tourist
Section to the U.S. Embassy Section and back again. Al- :
though available information verifies the ccntinuity of
NOSENKO as FRIPPEL's handler, it cannot be considered firm
evidence of NOSENKO having been an officer in either of
these sections and in fact maight be interpreted as evidence.
that he was not.

. Similarly, while familiar with some but not all of the opera- .
tional activities of the homosexual agents VOLKOV and YEFREMOV,
NOSENKO failed to support his claim to being their American
Tourist Section case officer; he has been unable to provide
rudimentary background informatiorn of these two individuals,
who allegedly were prominent in operations of the section.
NOSENKO's statement that he retired the files of VOLKOV and

e e B L
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‘YEFREMOV because they were too well known is incompatible .with
hies other reporting to the effect that neither took part in an
operation botween 1959 and early 1962.

In further reference to NOSENKO's claims to having been
the case officer in these variocus operations, he has been ugable
to recount in any detail KGB staff procedures involved in these
operations, such as name-tracing, coordinating with other com-
ponents, obtaining approvals for action, etc. Pinally, of his
alleged 54 months of service in the American Tourist Section,
NOSENKO's described activity against foreigners accounts for
only about three months; if the bulk of his tine was spent with
recruiting or handling Soviet-citizen agents, he might be ex-
pected to remember something about gome of them. He can barely
remember names (and only a few), haa given confused accounts of
their recruitment, remembers nothing about any of their spe-
cific operations or activities for the KGB, and knew no per-
sonality background data on any of then. '

Even if it were assumed that NOSENYO was a case officer of
the American Tourist Section, his claim to the position of Deputy:
Chief cannot be substantiated. He himself could rot explain
his appointment to the job, He did not Xypw about the CIA-
"legul travel® oporations comprcmised to the KGB in 1958 and
1953 when he was allegedly in g supervisory capacity. NOSENKO
knew nothing about the documents on such operations which BLAKE
gave the KGB and which can be presuted to have been of the ut-
most interest to the American Tourist Section, amcng all KGB
Headquarters evlements. These documents offered material that
could have proven valuable to the preparation of KOSENKO's own
paper on Weatern tourist operations; they were used in the genu-
ine KGB paper written by the Tourist Department and passed to
CIA by GOLITSYN. As with his status as a caze officer in the
American Tourist Section, NOSENKO the Deputy Chief could not
describe Low data on tourists was received, general and spe-

cific plans laid, events discussed, decisions made, and lpads
channeled.

The foreqoing paragraghs suggest the conclusion that NOSENKO
288 not a senior case officer or the Deputy Chief of the Ameri-
an Tourist Section., Wwhile the methods of the Tourist Depart-
ment are not independently known in detail, it is conceivable
that what NOSENKO did on behalf of the KGB (not necessarily the
American Tourist Section) could have been accomplished by a

"principal agent. These conclusions do not cast doubt atout

the facts presented by NOSENKO on the KGB investigations in the
OSWALD case but merely rule out the possibility of NOSENKO's
having been involved with this case in any way prior to the

assassination of President Kennedy.
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6. U.S, Embassy Scction (1969-1961) if

a. Intrcduction ;

From January 1960 until January 19£2 NOSERYD claims
to have been Deputy Chief of the U.S. brbassy 3ection of
the Americen Cepartment, KGB Second Chief Directorate,
under KOVSHUK., This period (describted in Pages 152-285)
is the most significent in NOSENKO's account of his ¥KGB
carecr for a numper of reasons: )

(R ) E——— . v~

- The section is the specific unit workirg against
the U.S. Embassy, by NOSENXO's cwn staterzats the KGB's
most important counterintelligence tzrget im the U3SR. :
Its operations (characterized cn Page 152) directly :
zffect American security. Th2 section has thc twc-
fold purpose uf knowing of and contrelling all access
of Embassy personnel to Scviet citizens and of collecting,
assimilating, evaluating, and usirj informac.en from
all possible gources to recruit Armerican: stationed
in Moscow.

~ MOSENKG's position as Deputy Chief of this sec-
tion provided him his access to rost of the rajor counter-
intelligence information e has regorted, inciuding
recruitnents of foreicn embassy officials anid nicro-
phone operations against the U.s. isbassy. Most impor-
tant, it provided LOSENKO with his authority for
stating that thcre were ro successful recrulitments
of or agents among official Americans in “oscow for
this two-year period, cr for a time both cefore and
after, (This is the same point made by incirection in
the CHEREPANOV papers; yet this view is cuntradicted
by information from GOLITSYN. Although the latter did
not serve in the U.S. Embassy Section, he xncw mexbers
of it and gave leads to KGB operational interest in
and possible recruitments of official Americars in the
Moscow Embassy during this period. Some of these appear
to be related to information items NOSENKO has provided.)

A e e ey -

- The apparent importance of NOSEXNKO's information

on this period contrasts sharply with that f£rom other

< periods. His accounts of recruitments in the tourist
field covering the five years prior to this assignment
and the two years following have been checked thoroughly
and not one of them represents a penetraticn of any
governmert; none haz access to classified information;
most were inactive, suspect, or already known to
HWestern counterintelligence organs.

[,

cese - NOSTu%0's work against the U.S. Embassy is con-
sen:;ﬁigg firmed by Ciine P and less directly by other Scviet : r
. sourced reporting to CIA and the FBI. It is cdenied by -
GOLITSYN. (GOLITSYN hLas said that KOSEKKO was not in i
the section during these years.) ;

TOP SECRET
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b. Entry i1nto tho Section

NOSENKO has given a detailed account of hovw he came to
be transferred into the U.S. Embassy Section, but he hasg
never given a precise date, usually saying ''January 1960"
or "at the beginning of 1960,

As described on Pages 153-154, the shift was made at
GRIBANOY's insistence and against NOSLNKO's own personal
wishes. GHIBANOV told NOSENKO during a personal interview,
at which KOSENKO voiced his objections, that the transfer
was part of his (GRIBANOV's) plans and was primarily to put
pew lite into operations against American code clerks, the
primary target of the Second Chicf Directorate. GRIBANOV
did not tell him why he, instead of another, had been
sclected for this job, although NOSENKO had the impression
it was because of his achievements in the Tourist Depari-
ment. (sec Part VIII.D.5.). NOSENKO's transfer could not
kave been a result of his close personal relationship with
GRIBANOV or because his father was a friend of GRIBANOV's:
NOSENXO has admittcd that he exaggerated the clorscness of
his rclationship with the Chief of the Second Chief Directo-
rate and most recently (February 1965) said that he had few
personal contacts with him outside of work; NOSENKO has also
said that his father never met GRIEAXKOV,

NOSENKO initially said that he relieved nobody on
conming into the scction. He eventually recalled, however,
that BAKIVALOV was hies predecessor but left the scction
before he (NOSENKO) arrived. NOSENKO's confusion on this
point, his description of how he assumed custody of certain
files from BAXHVAIOV although the latter had transferred to
another department, and the opportunities NOSENKO had to
name BAXKHVALOV as his predecessor before he eventually did
so are described on Pages 154-156.

c. Functions as Deputy Chief

In NOSENKO's view the transfer to become Deputy Chief
of the section from the same position in another section
was definitely an important promotion: He now becanme
second~in-charge of the most important operational section
of the entire Seccond Chief Directorate. As KOVSHUK's
deputy, NOSCNKO had the right and obligation to be aware of
all activities in order to exercise his general supervisory
funztions and so as to be prepared to become the Acting
Chief of the section when necessary.

-NOSENKO said that consequently nothing was hidden from
him for the two years 1960 and 1961. He claimed to have
had complete knowledge of the U.S. Embassy Section's activi-
ties during the relatively recent years of 1960 ard 1961

ity ey —ea— -
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and to know of all significant operational successes achieved
in the years before and after this period, He has alsa_said he
has told CIA all he knows of these activities. It was on this
basis that he was able to say in 1965: “"Tell r. MMcCone

that there were no recruitments. I was there."

! When NOSENKO reported for duty, he and KOVSHUK agreed
: on a division of supervisory duties within the section.
H KOVSHUK was, in addition to his over-all responsibility for

s e APl e e e e e e
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the section's operations, to supervise in particular opera-
tional activity against American diplomatic personnel assigned
to the U.S. Fmbassy. NOSENKO had been specitfically instructed
by GRIBANOY and American Department Chief KLYPIN to concentrate
his efforts on the supervision of operations against the

most important American recruitment target, the code clerks

at the Embassy, with the aim of revitalizing these acti-
vities and making recruitments. (NOSENKO said there had

been none since the early 1950's.) According to the agreed-
upon division of labor, NOSENKO also assumed cese officer
responsibility for John ABIDIAN. the Embassy Security offi-
cer (ideptified by NOSENKO 25 a ClA officer. buc actually a
CIA cooptee). A:ditionally, he was responsible for maintaining
the section's file on factors pertaining to the physical
security of the Embassy and for receiving and disseminating
materials from the microphones concealed in various U.S.
Eazbassy offices. These were functions held, NOSENKO said,

by his predecessor BAKHVALOV and were turned over by NOSENKO
at the end of 1961 to his successor GRYAZNOV: Apart fronm
these duties, which apparently were routinely assumed by

the Deputy Chief, NOSEXKO supervised, during the early part

of 1960 (as NOSENKO first said in 1965), .the work of the
ofticera reaponsible for operations againat.the Amarican

Avined Yorces Attachos tn Muscow; in October 1966, NOSENKO
reported that he was personally regponsible during this

period for the operatioml activity agai nst Naval and Marine
officers in the Naval Attache's office.

d. Kbowledgcabllity as Deputy and Acting Chief

As deputy to KOVSHUK, NOSENKO said, he was aware of
all the operations being conducted by the section during
this two-year period; by his own statement, nothing was
kept from him. There were in these two years a total of
over three months when KOVSHUK was ill or on leave, and at
these times NOSENKO was acting chief of the section. 1In
the latter capacity, NOSENKO was responsible for supervising
the administrative work and operational activity of the en-
tire section and, in particular, assumed KOVSHUK's work in
directing operations against diplomatic personnel assigned to
the U.S. Embassy in Moscow. Therefore, pértinent to his
claims are the facts presented in the following paragraphs.

NOSENKO could not remember any operational decisions
that he made as acting chief, or any specific or unusual
occurrences during these times. In answer to a question,
NOSENKO said that the only specific responsibility of KOVSHUK's
which he handled in the Chief's absence was reporting to the
Chief of the First Department about all correspondence going
out of the U.S. Embassy Section.

NOSENKO did not meet any of KOVSHUK's agents during his
absences. He could not remember any of KOVSHUK's agents,
except GLAZIUNIOV (whom NOSENKO said in April 1964 was his own
agent and later said was "KOVSHUK's and FEDYANIN's'") and
the American correspondent STEVENS (about whom NOSENKO had
reported in connection with his responsibilities in 1953-55).
NOSENKO also said that in 1960 KCVSHUX recruited PREISFREUND,
although earlier he had reported that he (NOSENKO) had dooe
this. (Regardless of who *the recruiter might have been,
KOVSHUK attended NOSENKO's meetings with PREISFREUND.)

p SECRET
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NOSENKC knew that his immediate supervisor KOVSEUK had per- :
sonal contect, urder Ministry of Foreign aAffairs ccver, with sorce
U.S. Exdbassy offizers and was aware that one of these had been
WINTERS. He knew no details of XOVSHUK's contzcis with{WINTERS,
ror that his own friend KISLOV, as well as his Iriend and few- g
quent source of operatioral information LOPUXHCV, were also in v :
touch with E}V”ERQ3  He could not remember who e¢se KQVEHUK
knew, cr what KOVSHUK wase doing with them, or why. NOSENKO

- knew nelither that William MORRELL (declared to the Scviet Govern-
ment as a CIA officer) belonged to CIA nor that KOVSHUK, who
was aware of this fact, was In personal ccntact with MOXELL,

Unlike KOVSHUF, ARTEMEV, KOSOLArOV, BORODIN, BIRYUKOV,
KRIVOSKEY and many other Second Chicf Directorate officers,
HOSLNKO riever had any direct contact, even fcr cultiwvatien
or assessmeént, with any Mmerican officials, either stationed
in the Embassy or visiting the USSR. However, his English
had been proven gcod cnough to gualify him particularly for
tourist recruitiments and his operational flair ncd been tested,
(It was this which caused him to be picked for tnc DPEA,

b3 anc other approacrkes and the cnly i1eason why he,
an inglich speaker, woculd have been specially selected to
worx on the German¥ ) who spoke "some Engliss,")

DERYARIN and other defcctors {rom the XGB have stated
that the deputy chief of a section working against 2 Isreign
exbassy in Mosccw would be responsible for acproving ard
retaining rcnthly schedules for the planned use cf safehouses
by the section; that he wouid discuss agent meeting scliedules
with indivicural case officers and approve and retain 1 list
of planrned agent reetings for ceach case ofrficer on an indi-
vidual basice; and that he would approve the acquisition of new
agents and new safehouses and their traasfer fros one ogera-
tion to another. DBy contrast, NOSENKO first did not list
these furctions arong his responsibilities and later denied
that he had them. NOSEIXO did rot understand the questica
when asked whether he had any responsib:ility for supervising
the use of safehouses in Moscow (Page luv2) ancd soid that as
the agents and the safehouses belcnged to the case cfficers,
they could use them when and how they liked without :informing
anyone; only when they were meeting an active developzent
agent was it necessary to report to NCOSENKO and this only
after the meeting. XNGSENKO said that, while he was Zeputy
Chief of the section, three cor four subordinate officers had
safe apartments, but he did not remerber the locaticn of any
] of them. Neither NOSENKO rcr his subordirates GRYAINOV and
i . KOSOLAPOV had such apartments, instead using less secure

- "meeting apartrents® (which are used in the abscnce cf the
full-tize occupant). NOSENKO was able to locate his own
*neeting apartment® (which he said ne brought with him when
he transferred frcm the Tourist Department and later took -
back with him to the Tourist Department) by strest and could
do the same for GRYAZNOV's. He was not sure of the lccation
of the apartment used by KOSOLAPOV.

TOPSECRET
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e. XKXnowledgeapility of U.S. Embassy Phvsical Security :

According to NOSENKQO, he maintained tte file on physical
security at the U.S. Embassy, and it contained detailed
floor plans and photograpns of the installation. NOSENKO was
unable to give the location or the floor of the office of
asy single individual or component of the Lmbassy., including :
those of the Ambassador, or his own targots (ABIDIAN, the !
military code room, and the State Department communications
room).  NOSKNKO waild that atll twpovtant Rmbtaedy offliovs
were located in the "zone of securtily,” which he han vartoualy
reported as the "seventh, eighth, ninth, end tenth floors,"
or "seventh and up,” or the "top four floors.®" NOSENXO did
not remember how many floors there are in the Embassy, nor
was he even sure haw many floors were included in the restric-
ted area. (The restricted area in fact consists of the top
three floors, the eighth, pinth, and tenth.)

f. Knowledgeability about American Intelligence Personnel

XOSENKO said that not only the deputy chief but cvery
officer in the section cculd identify the known and sugpected
Azerican Intelligence personnel in the Embassy. Nevertaeless,
he himself did not know about three CIA officers (MAHONEY,
‘MORELL., and GARBLER) whom the KGB had definitely identified
as such before their assignments to Moscow in 1360-1961. PFor
example, MORELL', whose overt CIA affiliation was officially
announced by the Embassyto the Soviet Minister of Foreign
Affairs, was under direct and active cultivation by KOVSHUK
and the KGB First Chief D:rectorate officer K.N., SMIRNOV {n
1960-1961; NOSENKO knew pothing about this (although asked
leading questions and given hirts) and did not identify
"MORELL as a CIA officer. Four of the seven officers whom
he said the KGB suspected to be CIA had never had any such
affiliation. He could not give any information at all .on
the person he said the KGB considered to be the CIA chief
in Moscow, KLOSSON, either on his Moscow activity and contscts
or on the extent and results of KGB coverage, or on his per- /
sonal situation and background. He could not explain why
KLOSSON was considered to be the CIA chief, but 3aid that [
"every officer thought he was."

€. Knowledgeability of KGB Code Clerk Operations

As his main task, the prime reason he was moved into
the U.S. Embassy Section, NOSENKO alleged, was to supervise
the operational work against American code clerks. In this
capacity he closely guided the work of case officers CRYAZNOV
and KOSOLAPOV.* NOSENKO shared an office with his two sub-
ordinates, and the three were within sight and hearing of

sAccording to GOLITSYN, vho knew both men well. GRYAZNOV was
"a very experienced" case officer with some success; he had
spent about the last five years of his 16 years in the KGB

in the American Department and was a specialist in code

clerk operations. GOLITSYN said that KOSOLAPOV had about

ten years' KGB experience and, like GRYAZNOV, was specializing
against code clerks in 1960. '

_TOPSECRET -
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. one anothcr and used a single safe, which contained files t;*’“*
5. ; on tho American code clerks and the zgents involved with them.
b . NOSENKO said that he carefully directed the work of GRYAZNOV
i ' ' . and KOSOLAPOY during these two yecars, discussing their cascs
2 with them, taking part in operational planning, and approviryg
or disapproving all operational measures. NOSENKO originally
asserted that he had also read and studied all the files
kept on the American code clerks; under questioning on indivi-
dual cases, however, he retracted these statements ard said
that he zay Lave skimmed some of the files, that he did not
study any of them, but that in any event he rcad all the
currcnt fncoming materials on the code clerks from nmicrophones,
agants, and the lixe and then routed them to the case officer’
concerned. ’

O e
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CIA has two tyvpes of information against which the re-
ports from NOSENKO can be compaved. The first consists of
the detajiled cebriefings of code clerks returaing frem
Moscow, administered routinely by the Department of State
and the military services; it also includes the special de-
briefings and interrogations of the Department of State,
the FBI, and CIA as a follow-up to KGB opcrational activity
which has become known from various sources, On this basis,
CIA has accumulated a considerable amount of collateral
information on the activities of the U,S., Exbassy 3Section
involving United States code clerks during the period NOSEN- :
KO said bhe was its Deputy Chief, The second type of infor- '
mation is the reporting on KGB operations by GOLITSYN who,
from contacts with U.S. Embassy Section officers in Moscow
and Helsinki, was able to provide several lcads to what he
said were recruitcd American code clerks. CGOLITSYN's infor-
mation thercby directly contradicts NCSENKO's statement that
the KGB had no successes in its code clerk recruitment opera-
tions from the early 1950°'s to the end of 1963, and none of
the subjects of GOLIISYN's leads have been positively identi-
fi=d. Some of GOLITSYN's information has been generally
substantiated by other sources. 1ln one case, this confirma-
tion has come from NOSENKO himself, whose informatioa on the

.STORSBFRG Gperation; o6n—the agent PREISFREUND's role in it, l
and on GOLITSYN's knowledge of KGB us¢ of PREISFREUND pre-
sents an explanation of one and possibly two of GOLITSYN's

. leads.* Another of GOLITSYN's leads, that concerning an

: operational trip by KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki in order to estab-

{ lish contact with a code clerk, is confirmed by documentary
! evidence that KOSOLAPOV did in fact travel on the Helsinki-
‘ Moscow train with an American code clerk at the time and

under the cover GOLITSYN reported. NOSENKO denied that such
& trip was made by KOSOLAPOV.

NOSENKO has been questioned in detail about each of the
code clerks serving in Moscow during 1960 and 1961. His in-
formation concerning KGB activities involving five of these
Americans (STORSBERG, JENNER, MORONE, ZUJUS, and KEYSERS) and

5 b e phes
R R

*As discussed below, there are important differences in the ]
accounts of GOLITSYN and NOSENKO, particularly regarding the :
outcome of this operation.
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his lack of information concerning a sixth (GARLAND) is

' discussed in detail in Pages 166 through 219. NOSINKO's

' information on a number of other cases, less important in
his opinion, is described in the tabulation of American
case leads givern on Pzges 364-410. Certain of these cases
are further examined below to determine whether NOSENKO's
knowledge equates with details which the deputy and acting
chief of the U.S. Embassy Section could reasonably be

expected to know and retain.

———

- ——yana -

(1) The STORSBERG Case

The operation against STQRSBEIG (Pages 166-185) was,
NOSENYED said, the must important case he had as supervisor
of code clerk operations. The KGB, while able to break
certain State Department ciphers, had had no success with
military cryptographic systems, and therefore NOSERKO
‘dropped everything for a year' to involve himself with the o
development of James STORSBERG, th-military code clerk at i
the U.S, Embassy. The following facts are pertinent to an
evaluation of NOSENKO's story of trhis case.

ERRCT T
. st

o Vintie T s

NOSENKO originally raised the STORSBERG case indirectly o
at his first meeting with CIA on 9 June 1962. He told how '
GOLITSYN, during a visit to the American Department in 1960,
at a time NOSENKO was on leave, had requested permission
to use a U.S. Embassy Section agent, a Finn, in his ow#n opera-
tions in Helsinki. During his discussions in the American
Department, GOLITSYN learned that this Finnish agent was
being used in operations against Embassy employees living ip
America House. NOSENKO said that the KGB realized that
GOLITSYN had passed this information on to the Americans
following his defection, for the regulations governing
visits to America House by third nationals had been tightened.
At this mecting NOSENKO did not name the Finnish agent or
specify his involvement in any particular operational acti-
vity por did he date the visit by GOLIT>3YN.

RAWT TG Ry
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Later in the 1962 meetings NOSENKO gave a detailed
summary of the Finnish agent's involvement in the unsuccess-
ful recruitment attempt against an American military code
clerk. NOSENKO, without naming the Finn or the American,
said that he personally conducted the recruitment confron-

tation with GRIBANOV present. These early accounts were full
. of quotes of what NOSENKO said to the American and vice

: versa., descriptions of the American's reaction to the confron-
HE tation, and stateuments of NOSENKO's admiration for the Ameri-
can despite his refusal to work. Following his defection,

. NOSENKO recounted the case in even greater detail, in fact,

, in more detail than he gave for any other case. He identi-

: fied the Finn as PREISFREUND ard the American as STORSBERG
and described ard referred to the case whenever possible

(over 50 times). When asked for dectails of other code clerk
cases, for example, he repeatedly diverted to discussion of
the STORSBERG case to illustrate how the KGB operated against

code clerks in general.
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. After defectxng NOSENKO denied that he personally con-
fronted STORSBERG. He said that his personal role was limited
to directing STORSEERG into the hotel rooa where the approach
vas made; after first saying that he had never claimed any
other role, he admitted that he may have been "painting"”
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hizself (exaggerating) ip his descrignions of 1962, This
aduission came only after the tape of NOSENKO's 1362
statezents had becen played to him and he had successively
said that (a) it was not his voice, (b) he was druxk in
1962, (¢) the CIA case officer in Geneva had made him
nervous, and (d) CIA probably spliced various pieces of
tape together to make this false one. Still, NOSENKO
said, he directed the entire operation from beginning to end,
and it was his most important case, ILterrogated further
corcerniag his role in the STORSBERG operation in October
1956, NOSENKO said that he had rmever read the KGB file on
STORSBERG, which was held by GRYAZNOV, .

GOLITSYN, as NOSENKO reported, didvisit the American -
Department, did request permission to use PREISFREUND opera-
tionally in Helsinki, and did report this to CIA in late
196) following his detection., GOLITSYN also reported that,
in denying his request, KOVSHUK told him that PREISFREUND
had reccently been used in the successful recruitment of an--
American Embassy employce, possibly a military man and pos-
sibly a code clerk or diplomat; therefore, KOVSHLR said,
PREYSFREUND: could rot be used for six months or so in other
operations, for otherwise the Americans might become suspi-
civus. NOSENKO has not reported these details, but has said
only *hat GOLITSYN was instructed to drop interest in PRZIS-
FREIND because PREISFREUND belonged to the American Department
of the Second Chief Directorate.

NOSENKO volunteercd at his first meeting with CIA that
he was on leave outside of Moscow on the uccasion of LITSYN's
visit to the American Department, Since defecting he has
irsisted with absolute certainty that this visit took place
iz the late spring or carvly summer of 18961 and has described
his lcave, wherc he went and with whom. GOLITSYN's passport
and CIA travel data show that GOLITSYN was on TDY in Moscow
in January 1961.* Told this, NOSENKO said that it is untrue,
that he recalled being told of GOLITSYN's visit aftecr his
return from leave in July '1951, and that he was certain that
ke (NOSENKO) was in Moscow in January 1961.

NOSENKO has indirectly confirmed that the operation of
which GOLITSYN learned during this visit to the American
Department was the operation against STORSBERG. He did so by
his assertion that PREISFREUND, his own agent, was used in
only one ouperation, that against STORSBERG. Thus, as to the
outcome of this operation, there is a conflict betwcen NOSEN-
KO's information and that earlier provided by GOLITSYN.

There is also a conflict between NOSENKO's statements that
tke recruitment approach took place some timz after May 1961
(NOSINKO's dates have varied from June to October 1961,
STORSBERG . saild it was in October 1961) and GOLITSYN's state-
ment that this approach had already been made in January 1961
when he learned of it.

GOLITSYN provided a second lead which NOSENKO appears
to confirm and which may be related to the STORSBERG case.
GOLITSYN said that during a visit to the American Department

*GOLITSYN has based his assertion that NOSENKO was not in
the U.S. Embassy Section in 1960 and 1961 partly on this visit,
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in the spring of 1960,% he lcarned from GRYAZNOV that he
(GRYAZKOV) had devoloped an operation ageinst an American
military code clerk to the point that the KGB was '"99 '
per cent” certain that & recruitrent approach to this code
clnark would be successful. GOLITSYN said that CRYAZNOV

told him that this would be the first recruitment of a mili-
tary code clerk (as contrasted to a State Department code
clerk) in the history of the American Department. There

were only two persons meeting this criterion who were in
Moscow at the tine GOLITSYN placed this visit, STORSBERG

ard HURLEY; the superior of STORSHERG, HURLEY performed
back-up cryptographic duties in STORSBERG's absence. If
NOSENKO's report that there was no developacnt of or approach
to MUXRLEY can be accepted, this lcad from GOLITSYN would
apply to STORSBERG rather than HURLEY. There is a3 conflict
batween NOSENKO's information on the STORSBERG case and this
second GOLITSYN lead in that GOLITSYN described an operation
which was in its final stages in the spring of 1960, vhoreas
NOSENKO (as well as STORSBEPG) asserted that the STORSBFRG
op::ration was Just under way at this time and was long and

drawn-out.

(11) 7The JENNER Case

Apart from the STORSBERG operation, NOSENKO has been
able to supply the greatest amount of detail concerning the
operation (also unsuccessful) against the State Departrent
pouch clerk Paul JENNER (Pages 186-196). This case developed
as a result of an idea originated by NOSENKO himself shortly
after ne arrived in the U.S, Embassy Section. Because of
the iraccessibility of American code clerks to the KGB in
Moscow, it was NOSENKD's plan to send a KGB officer to lel-
8irki in order to strike up an acquaintance with & 'code

‘clerk entering tho Soviet Union aboard the lMelsinki-Moscow

truin, The first (arnd last) time this was attempted, NO-
SENXO related, was in March 1960, whea the KCB learned that
JENNER, listed as a "secretary-archivist” and thus assumed
by the KGB to be a code clerk, was scheduled to transit
Holsinkl en route to his assignacat at the U.S. Embassy 1in
Moscow. Under NOSENKO's supervision KOSOLAPOV therefore
travelled to Helsinki and boarded the same train as JENNER.
Additionally, GRYAZNOV took a KGB female agert to the town,
nf Vyborg, on the Finno~Soviet border, and placed her on the
same: train. Both KOSOLAPOV and the fcmale agent met and
spoke with JENNER en route to Moscow, and the girl gave hinm
her telephone number, asking hia to call her, After JENNER's
arrival in Moscow, both KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNCV subnitted
written reports to NOSENKO describing the contacts on the
train. Although the KGB later found out that JENNER was only
a pouch clerk, not a cryptographer, he was considered of
interest and when JENNER failed to telephone the female
agent, the two were brought together in a "chance meeting"
at the Moscow airport. JENNER would have no part of the
agent's invitations, however, and the operation therefore
went no further,

*¥Yhen NOSENKO was told of the GOLITSYN visit in May or June
1960, he denied that it took place, saying that he reces-
sarily would know if it had.
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JENNER reported to the Security Officer at the U,S, U ot
Embassy upon his arrival that he had been contacted by two :
Soviet students from Vyborg, a young ma; and a wcman, on
the Helsinki-Moscow train, He also reported having beoen
given a teluphonc nuzher by the girl and lator reported
having been recontacted by her at the Moscow airport.

L

ClA has documentary eviderce, in the form of official
Ficrish train manifests, that JENNER travelled from llelsinki
to Moscow by train on 31 March 1960. This docuzent shows
that JENNER travelled alone and no Soviets werc aboard when
tho train lett Helsinki. CIA also has an official travel
manifest showing that KOSOLAPOV, using the name KOLOSOV,
travelled from Helsinki to Moscow by rail on 2 April 1960,
two days later, and that no Americans travelled on this traip

with him. NOSENKQ identificed KOLOSOV's photograph &s that
q of his subordinate KOSODLAPOV. (NOSENKO earlier said that
he did not know whether KOSOLAPOV used an alias forthis
trip, what that alias might have been, or whether KOSOLAPOV
had an alias passport; he agreed that he would have had to
authorize such a passport.) Wwhen he was told of CIA evidence
that KOSOLAPOV did not travel op the samc train as JENNER
ard thercfore could not have met and talked with him as
YOSENKO had reorted, NOSENKO refused to belicve it; hLe in-
sistnd that he had read the reports of both KOSOLAPOV and )
GRYAZNOV, and that the events were exactly as he described i
then. - !

(1i1) The GARLAND Case e

GOLITSYN told CIA after his defection that while he was !
stationuvd in Helsinki, probably in November--not ¥arch.-1960, !
XKOSOLAPOV travelled to Finland under alias and commercial :
cover in order to make the acquaintance of an American code
clerk on the lelsinki-Moscow train, KOSOLAPOV's arrival had
beca announced by a cable from KGB lleadquarters to the
Helsinki Legal Residency. According to GOLITSYN, the Legal
Residency learned which train this American was to board and
succeeded in placing KOSOLAPOV in the same compartment with
him. GOLITSYN saw KOSOLAPOV board the train with this Ameri-
can. later, when another American Department officer visited
Helsirki, GOLITSYN asked him how KOSOLAFOV's operation with
the code clerk had gone; from the officer's refusal to answer,
GOLITSYN assumed that it had been a success.

o CIA travel records show that KOSOLAPOV made a second

; trip to Helsinki in Novemper 1960, again under the KOLOSOV
alias. Pinnish railroad manifests show that KOSOLAPOV left
Helsinki by trairc on 16 November 196C and that one -{ his
travelling companions on this train was G RLAND, who was
en route to Moscow to assume his duties as chief of the
State Department code room at the American Embassy (Page
198), There were no other Americans on this train.

Told that KOSOLAPOY had made a trip to Helsinki in
November 1960 and had travellcd to Moscow on the same train
as an American code clerk, one of his own targets, NOSENKO
said that this could not be, He agrced that, as in the case
of KOSOLAPOV's trip to meet JENNER, he would necessarily
have been involved in the planning of such a second trip
and would have had to approve arrangcments and correspondence
in connection with it. Even if such a trip took placc when
NOSENKO was out of Moscow, he said, the details of it would
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have been known to him upon his return, and he would not

A

e

have forgotten about the trip. (1o fact, CIA travel records show

that KOSOLAPOV arrived in Helsinki on 12 Noveaber 1960 and
that NOSENKO le ft Moscow for Ansterdam, en route to Cuba,
on 15 November.) NOSENKO has not changed his position that
there was no such trip.

(iv) The MORONE Caso

Like the STORSBERG operation, the MORONE case was men-
tioned at NOSENKO's first meeting with CIA; he cited it as
an exanmple of a technique which NOSENKO introduced for using
third nationals to obtain access to American code clerls who
were reluctant to establish contacts with Soviet citizens,
Accordirng to NOSENKO's most recent version, given in early
1965, the KGB learned that MORONE and a Marine Guard (BDGGS)
planned to travel to Warsaw on leave. KOSOLAPOV thereupon
drew up an operational plan, edited by NOSENKO and KOVSHUK
and approved by GRIBANOY, proposing that a female agent of
the Polish UB be introduced to MCRONE on the Yoscow to War-

saw train for the purpose of obtaining comprorising materials.

KOSOLAPOV arranged with Polish liaison officials in Noscow
to have such an agent sent to Moscow, met her when she
arrived, and briefed her on the vperation, She was then
placed on MORONE's train together with a KGB technician
whose task it was to obtain tape recordings of the compro-
mise. Events went according to plan: MORONE ~ct the girl
and was intimate with her on the train, but when the tech-
niciar reported to NOSENKO thce day after the train arrived
in ¥Warsaw, he said that the tape recordings werc of low
quality and unsuitable for their intended purpose. 1In a
further atteapt to acquire coaproaking material on MORONE,
KOSOLAPOV later brought the UB agent to Moscow, and oo this
occasion photographs were obtained of their intimacies in

a doscow hotel room. Still, the KGB felt, there was not
enough blackmail matcrial to ensure recruitment, and it was
further planned to have the America House maid IVANOVA
attempt to lure MORONE to a room in Moscow where truly
compreaising photographs of intimacies with a Soviet citi-

zen could be obtained. Possibly because they noticed MORONE's

interest in IVANOVA, NOSEMKO said, the Americans ordered
MORONE out of Moscow before further steps could be taken.

Although NOSENKO provided a considerable amount of
detail on MORONE's trip to Warsaw, there were numerous
variations in his different accounts., 1In 1962 he said
that he had handled the entire operation himself, including
telephoning Warsaw with the request for the girl; he also
said that the UB obtained compromising photographs in Warsaw
and that several months latei the female agent was brought
to Koscow expressly for the purpose of introducing MOROMNE to
a Suviet girlfriend., This, NOSENKO said, was successful and
MORONE was soon having intercoursc with a KGB agent. While
still in place in Geneva on 1 February 1964 NOSINKO gave a
differcnt version: "We,” he said, arranged for the girl by
a dispatch pouched to the KGB advisor in Warsaw, moreover,
the Poles, who had obtained compromising photographs in War-
Saw, sent the KGB only pictures of the two kissing, keeping
the best oncs for themselves, and this is why she had to be
brought to Moscow, NOSENKO told the FBI later in February
1964 that compromising photographs had been obtained in War-
sav but no recruitment was attempted because KHRUSHCHEV had
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given instructions that no actions were to be taken which
might empbarrass then existirng good relations with the United
States. When in February 1265 it was pointed out that MORONE
arrived in Warsaw on 14 December 1960 and that NOSENKO left
for Cuba on 15 Ncvember 1960, NOSENKO revised his story of
receiving the pkisonal report of the technician to say that
he had perhaps read the technician's report after returning
from Cuba in cecember 1960.

CIA learned of the MORCNE train trip and subsequent
involvement with the UB agent in 1961 from a l'aolish scurce
who had provided much sensitive and reliable information
previously. The Polish source submitted a considerable °
amcunt of detail including the date of the operation (which
NOSENKO did not recall) and the fact that the Polish agent:.
was handled in Moscow by a KGB officer ramed “Volodya.* %
It was on the basis of 'this report that MOROKE was .withdrawn
from Moscow in May 1961.

In accounta given since his defection, NOSENKO has con-
gistently named KOSOLAPOV as MORONE's case oificer, KCSOLA~
POV drafted tae plan for the oreration on the train, discussed
it with KOSEN“%O and KOVSHUK, met with a U3 official in Mcscow
to arranue for the agent, met the agent on her arrival, and
briefed her on her assignment. NCSENKO has not been asked
and has not volunteered who specifically placed the agent
on the train. Records show, however, that MOIONE left Moscow
on 13 November 1960, arriving in Warsaw on the l4th; from

12 to 16 November 1960, KOSOLAFOV is confirmed to have been

in Helsinki, apparently in conrection with an operation in-
volving the Arerican code clerx GARLAND (see above). It is
also noted that travel records show that NOSENKO, the officer
supervising tnis (as well, presumably, as KOSOLAPOV's trip

. to Helsinki), left Moscocw on 15 November 1960 with a dele-
. gation goirg to Cuba.

NOSENKO has been questioned concerning the KGB agents
in contact with MORONE and what was learned frcm them. He
reported that an Egyptian agent visited Amnerica House, met
MOROKE there, but did not report anything of interest con-
cerning him, NCSENKO also mentioned IVANCVA, a maid at
Arerica Bcuse, who knew MDORONE and whom the XGB wanted to use
to lure MOPONE into a comprcaising situation (see above}.
NOSENKO said that he, himself, had met with IVANOVA several
times to discuss MCURONE, but that he could not recall any-
thing specific of irterest or use that she reported concerning
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him. Another agent sho may have reported on MORONE, NOSENKO
gaid, was an East Gcraan girl sent to Amcrica YHcirse to pose
as an Austrian; NCSENKO was not sure wihat she might have
reported or when this was, other than it occurrcd when he
was working sgainst YORONE and that It was durirg ABIDIAN's
tour in Moscow, for he had coze tu America ilcuse to question
the girl.

Yarious repurts indicato that XORONE was involved in
1l1legel currency speculation with the Egyptiar agent and
that on at leas* une occasion the Fgyptian introduced MGRONE
to a Sovict female, with wshom MORONE was intimate¢., NOSENKO
did not know that MNORCNE was also involved in illegal cur-
rency dealings with Enlalyershom NOSENXO has identified as
KOSCLAPCY's 2gcont a:;d who, he sald, was involved with and
reporting on NOSENXO's target ABIDIAN., NOSERKO did not know
that IVANDOVA once incroduced WORONE to a Soviet female, with
vhom NMOROSNE was intipate; additionally MORONE was rcported
by a nuaber of his co-residents at Armerica louse to nave been
intinmate with IVANOVA herself (which MORONE dcenied). Some
of thcse sumc Axericans reported also that MORONE was inti-
mate with UMANETS, another KGB agent identiticd by NOSENKO;
MORGHE hiuself said he knew UMANETS "vweoll." Finally, the
incident fnvolving the East German girl posing as an Austrian
involved tLe code clerk ZUJUS, not MORONE, and touok place
after NOSENKO clainms to have been transferrcd frem the U,S,
Embassy Jection; she was interviewed by ABILLIAN's suco- ssor,
YONTGOUERY., ‘

{v) Thue KEYSERS Case

The approach to XEYSERS is the only tine during his
scrvice in the U.S, Embassy Section that NOSENKO claims to
bave had dircct contact with an American stationed in Mos-
cow, (NOSENKO said on onc vccasion that this was the only
face-tu=-tace c¢acounter he could rccall; and, 2n another,

that it was possiblc that SIURSEFRG--thec only other possibility--

may not havec seen hia on the night he was approacked in the
Yoscow hotel.) KEYSERS therefore is the only independent
American sovice who could confirm that XOSENKO was involved
in opcrations against Aacrican Eabassy porsonnel in 1960 or
1961. NOSENKO himself polnted cut, howrever, that this coc-
tact was of very short duration, and that it was possible
that KEYSERS would not recognize him. This was the case:
KEYSERS failed to identiiy NOSENKO's photograpn and described
the officer wno approachcd him as & nan considerably older,
shorter, and probably of a much heavier build than NUSENKO
wags, Although NOSENKO was able to provide a descriptioa of
thiis incident, he did not know much about the overall KGB
case against KEYSERS and & number of discrepancies have becen
noted. ' . '

In 1962 NOSENKO first reported the approach to KEYSERS,
without naming him, but saying he was the successor to STORS-
BERG. Since dcfecting in 1964, NOSENKO has continued to
identify him as STCRSBERG's replacement. In fact, KEYSERS
was sent to Moscow as an assistant to the Embassy medical
officer; he also worked in the office of the Air Attache as
& collateral duty and for a short while in 1961 was under
training ip the military code room gs a "back-up" crypto-
grapher for STORSBLERG, STORSBERG's replacement in Moscow
wvag ZUJUS, )
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On 24 and 28 January 1964, before the defection, NO-~
SENKO incorrectly ramed ZUJUS, who he seid was STORSBERG's
replaccrment, as the target of this operation. On 2 February
1964 NOSENKO called a special meeting with his CIA handlers
to correct this mistske. He said that, in fact, KEYSERS )
was STORSBERG's revnlacement, and the approack had been made
to him. (Thus NOSENKO had forgotten the name of the one
American Embassy official he ever approached.)

In FPebruary 1965 NOSENKO said that the KGB belleved
that KEYSERS did rot report the receipt of the defecction
letter ecd that there was no indication that he had from
microphones or telephone coverage of the U.S. Embassy. In
fact, KEYSERS reported the letter at once in the office of
the Military Attache, where a microphone was discovered ino
1964. NOSEXNKO had earlicr said that this particular micro-
phone was being monitored around the clock by the KGB.
(XEYSERS' homosexuality and drinking problems Kad also
been discussed widely ir Embassy offices. NOSENKO was
unawsre of these discussions.) \

NOSEMKO did pot know correctly where or how the KGB.
ddlivered to KEYSERS the letter which preceded the airport
approach which NOSENKO claimed to have made.

(vi) Otrer Code Clerk Caces

Frark DAY: NOSENKO identified DAY as a State Nepartment
code clerk and the target of either KOSCLAPOV or GRYAZNOV,
As with all other code clerks, NOSENKO was asked whether he
knew of eny interesting irformatiop about DAY, whether he
knew of any of DAY's friends in Moscow, or of nhis travels
inside and outside the Soviet Union, etc. NCSENKO answered
"no" to all these questions. He said that the KGB had no
derogatory information on DAY, was unavare of any vulner-
abilities he might have had, and that no operational mes-
sures were taken against him. Records show that DAY was in
Moscow froa Ray 1960 to October 1961. In July 1961 he tra-
velled to the Caucasus with his friend, the U.S. Agricule
tural Attache BROWN, formerly an overt CIA employee. DAY
later reported that the two were under surveillance by five
persons at all times on this trip, that on ore occasion they
found four "repairmen” in their hotel room upon returning
unexpectedly ahead of schedule, and that another time during
this trip an "attractive and svailable Soviet female' was
placed in their train coampartment.

John TAYLOR: NOSENKO said TAYLOR was a State Department
code cYerk ard the target of KOSOLAPOV. NOSENKO did not
know of TAYLOR's previous service abroad or of eny back-
ground information the KGB might have had about him., He
described an operation against TAYLOR which centered around’
his intimacy with a Russian maid (a KGB agent) and his sym-
pathy towards the Soviet Union and its people. No compro-
mising photographs were obtained of TAYLOR .and the maid,
however, and no approach was made to him, possibly because .
the KGB did not want to jeopardize the more important STORS-

BERG case by creating a "flap." According to TAYLOR, he was

intimate with his maid from about September 1960 until the
beginning of 1961, On one occasion they were intimate in a
"friend's apartment’” in Moscow. NOSENKO did not know that
the maid told TAYLOR she was pregnant or that TAYLOR offered
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ber. money for sn abortion. TAYLOR left Yoscow in February
1961, sheress the spproach to STORSBERG wes reported by
NOSENEO and STORSBERG to have occurred four to cight months
arterward.

Haurlce ZWANG: NOSENKO identifled Z¥WANG a3 a State
Departrent code clerk who was "actively wsorked on” during
the 1960-1961 period. An Fgyptisn egent, wvhose nme NOSEN-
KO did pnot recall, introduced ZWANG to e ferale KCB agent
in 8n atte=apt to obtain compromising phctegraphs, but the
agent did not like ZWANG &and refused to huve intercourse
with him, At the time NOSENKO left the U.S, Embessy Sec-
tion in Japuary 19€2, there was no further activity sur-
rounding Z¥ANG, The KGB had no ageats in coctact with hinm,
and tLere wes po vulner:bility data concerning hin. When
ZNANG was interviewed by the State Department aficr returuiog
froa his Moscow assignment, & polygraph exsninstion indicated
that Z¥ANG had had intcrcourse with his Russian riid, else-
vhere identified by NOSENXO as a KGB ageat; Z¥aAND sdmitted
visiticg the maid's apartment several tizes hut denied
intimacies. In Xarch or April 19€1, er igyptian introducecd
ZWANG to arother Soviet female; ZAANG also acmitred visiting
her spartrient con several occasions, but 2gain denied having
had intercourse with her.  ZWANG was reported by various
other Americans stationed in Moscow to have been aciive in
currencv _speculation and blrckmarketeering with the Egyptian
and m“d agent of KNOSOLAPOV according to XNOSENKO.
NOSENKD was upsware of this.
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L, FRespons.bility for ard KnOwIPJSE of L8IDL N

NOSENLO szid tnrt, 8s Deputy Chicf of the U5, Labassy
Sect.cn, he was direcily responsible, ks case offaicer, for

all coversge of the Embassy Security Officer Jobhin V, ABIDIAN,

This was NCGSENFEO's only individual target resporsibility,
gend no KGB officer shared it with him. NOSENKO s#id that

he opencd the KGR file or ABIDIAN before ABIDIAN's srriva)
in Moscow in early 19460, and that he turned tris file over
officially to his successor, GRYAZNOV, when transferred from
the U.S. Entass: Section at the end of 1¢9C1. [t wrs NUSEKKO
who wrote the h538 plar for operationc agzinst ABIDIAN {n
about October 1982. ARNIDIAN, according to NOSENKY, was con-
sidered by the KGB to be a Cla officer a:nd, 8s LANGELLE's
suceessor, vas also considered to be the nost important
counterintelligence target in the Embessy. ABIDIAN was thus
rade 8 special target of surveillance fron the day of hiy
arrivel in the USSR; ¢his =oant he was alwzys under surveil-
lance by suvers! teams of the KGB Seventh (Surveillance)
Directorete. The intensive coverage of ALIDIAN includdd
rail censorship, telephone taps, aad agent rerorting; it wes
instituted, NOSENKO said, "in the hroue that he rmiyht lead
the KGB to another PCPOV." ABIDIAN was dectectied, NOSENKO
continuned, in turece letter-mailings--ali to agents already
unider KGB control. ilo w«as scen to enter & susrtected daoad
drop site on Pushtin Strcet, the significance >f which dld
not become known 1o the KGB until later, wnen it was learncd
that this site «is to ke used by PENFOVSKIY. In ne hogstile
interrogations of earty 1965, NOSENHO agreed {uai e was the
single porson 1o the KGB responsible for knosing everything
possible about ‘LIDIAN,

NOSENKO s8id he krew nohiirg abcut ARIDIAN's perconal
background, his educatio:, his studies 1» Frauce, his nili-
tary secrvice, his date of erntry into the State Department,
his State Departmcont rank, bis previous foreign assignments
with the State Department, or his status as » Foreign Ser-
vice fleserve, Staff, or Officer status (FSR, tSS, FS0).

NOSENKO said he t1:ied to lcarn these things, but the informa-

tion was unevailable in the Second Chief Directurate c¢r in
KGB Central files. and although he reguested information
from the First Chier Dircctorate, nothing was received. The
only information the KGB had op "ABIDIAY, insofar as NOSENKO
knew, was that contsined in ABIDIAN's visa request and in

e recport from onc of the Legal Residencies in the United
States; the report provided & basis for believing him to be
a CJIA officer.

NOSENKO was unaware of the meaning of the initials
FSR, FS3, and FS0. When asked whether he had checked the
Department of State Biographic Pegister for informzation on
ABIDIAN's background, lie replied the: this document was not
avajilable to the U.S. ImbLassy Section; he subsequently.

recalled that there was an old copy of the Biographic Register
“from about 1956 in KOVSHUK's office, but Thai it contalned

no information on ABIDIAN.

NOSENKO reported that one of the reasorns ABIDIAN was
considersd a Cla officer vwas his behavior xhile serving as
8 Departmcnt of State Security Officer witht KEKUSHCHEV's
deiegation when tre latter visited the lrnited States in
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1959. NUSENKO never rentioned thrat KOSOLAPCY. whe ne
said was his icmediste subardinate and share? NOSENIO'Ss
off.ce in KGB liendquarters, was a member of this same i
delegation.

NOSENKO did not know wshere ARIDIAN'S office was located
in the U.S. Ewvbassy. He eaid e did not knox and was
unable to find out who ARIDIAN'S sccretary wis. lic reported
that some agent told the KGIl that ABIDIAN had a sign on
the door of lhis office shich said "Security Officer."
Therc was no such sign. '

o ey e

HNOSENEO did rot know wherc ARIDIAN's apartuent was
located. He did not knos {'s corteats and said that the
KGB was pot interested in this. e did not znew whether
ABIDIAN changed apartments in Muscow, which ke did.

NOSENKO ide:ntified GROWAKOVA, an Enbassv language
teacher, as a KGIB agent who was valuable lecaizse she was

) 1intelligent and was able to provide persoaality sketches on
her students kased on clagsroon discuv=iong. He never
associated ABIDIAN with GROVAMLYA. "ien told that ABIDIAN
had taken lsrguage lessuns from i'er. NGSLNKO resalled that
ABIDIAN took "'several” lessonsg from GiRONAKUVA at the beginnirg
of his tour but discontinued; she reported rothing of signi-
ficance and vhere wu.s no regular reporting froa her on
ABIPIAN, ABIDIAN, hovwever, reportcd that he took regular,
private Pussian lessons frem GRUM.KOVA throeghout his tour
in Moscow and that they discussed i: c¢lass h:s past personal
life, travel, education, fiancee, and his trips abroad io
sce his fiancee.

NOSENKO knew that ABIDIAN :ravelled out of the USSR
two or three times, bur had no 1dca when these trips took
place or what countrivs ABIDIAN visited. NOSENKO said that,
as ABIDNTAN's prodecessor LANGELLE was known to have travelled
outside the USSR for operational reasons in connection with
the FPOPOV case, it would have teen of interest to learn
where ALIDIAN had goune, hut the KGR hal no way of finding
this out. (Note in the previous parugraph that CRUMAKOVA
kncw.) Wwhen NOSENKO's interrowator pointed out the possibi-
lity of photographing ABIDIAN's passport upun Lis return to
tae USSR, NOSENKG replied tlat the RSB does not photograph
th: passpoerts of foreign diplozats entering the Soviet Unio...

et ——san 11w g

NOSINKO said that ABIDIAN rmade no trips outside Moscow i
within the U3SK 2nd explairned that. as case officer. he :
would necersarily have Leen aware of any suci trip as he
would have had to hHandle all arrangements for surveillance
during it. When NOSENKO was told that ABIDIAN travelled to
Soviet Armenia ir Octlober 1960. NOSENKO said fcr the first
time that he wazs on leave in that wonth. NOSENKO admitted :
in October 1966 that he krew nothiug of ABIDIAN's trip. ;

NOSENKO said that he did not know who were ABIDIAN's
close American frieads in Moscow or his friends and profes-
sional contacts among forcigners therc.

NOSENKO said at the ernd of the January-Felruary 1965
interrogations concerning ABIDIAN that thc reason he knew
so little about ABIDIAN was because he was “working badly"
as ABIDIAN'S case officer. The reason for his poor work, he
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68id, m»as that he had to concentrate on supervisivng tie work
against code clerks ard ither«fore had very little Llirce
left for ALIDIAN (sce abov> concerning ¢ode clerks).

In 1962 NCEEWKU correctly described all of t o three
clandestine letter mailings carried out Ly ARIDIAN v Mos-
cowx at CIA request {(Pages 226-2306)., He also proviced ac-
curate information cp Cl\ lettor-rallings in gencral.
pointing out that none tt all were mailcd for a vear and a
half after the arrest »f LANGELLL in October 1959. (No
letters were mailed froa U2 Febhrusry 1960 until 1 April
1961, when ABIDIAN mailed his first one,) NOSEXNRO explaincd
that the KGB coapletely contrclled this activity through the
use of metka, a thicf powder spplied to the clothirg of
foreignérs in the USSR; a trace is lefr on anything coning
into contact with treated areas, and this can be detected
by spectal machines through which all mail passes.  Despite
the fact that all of ABIDIAN's letters wore mailed to KGB
doukle agesnts and would thereforc have bectn detected enyway,
it was mctka, NGSENKO said, vhich in each case lcd to their
initial " identification. After hls dofection NUSENKO described
how the mctka had been applied to ABIDIAN'S clothing (and
hence to the letters) by the agent ruwOROVICH., whn began
working as ABIDIAN's meid several months efter ABIUIAN ar.-
rived in Moscow in March 136U, NOSENKO irsisicd under inter-
rogation that FEDOROVICH was the only agent who had 2ccess
to ABIDIAN's arartment, that he, NOSENKLC, h:d perscrally
bricfed her on the application of metka, and that “e was
sure that ABRIDIAN's letters were Jdefected by means of moetka.
From a ClA dcbriefing of ABLIDIAN, however. it eppears That
FEDOROVICH did rot begin working as ABIDIAN's maid until
some time in July 1961, whercas ARIDIAN matitled is firet
letter in Yoscow on 1 April 1961 2nd is sccond letter on
2 July 1961. ABIDIAN's third letter was railed on 1 Septem-
ber 1961, after FELOROVICIt began to work lor him.

i. Reporting on ABIDIAN's Visit to the Pushkin Street Dead
Drop : . : -

NOSENKO's account of the visit by ABIDIAN to the
PENKOVSKIY déad drop site on Pusiikin Street in Mosocw is
described in detail on Pages 231-225. 1on summary, NCTENKO
reported that at the end of 1560 or early 1961 KGB surveil-
lance followed ABIDIAN from the U.S. Embassy to Pushkin :
Street, where ABIDIAN was noted to enter 8 residentiel bullding.
Upor exanination it was decided that this was a likely
dead drop site, and a stationary surveillance post was as-
sigoed to watch it. After thrce months, since nothing sus-
picious had beep noted, this post was removed. The true
significance of the location did not become known to the
KGB until after the arrcst of PENKOVSKIY in 1962. NOSEN/O
said he was still in the U.S, Exnbassy Section and was ABIDIAN's
case officer when this event took place. He heard of it
while sitting in KOVSHUK's office on the day it haprened.
visited the site the fullowing day with V. KOZLGY (Chief of
the Americen Department of the XuUB Surveillance Directorate),
pleced the original surveillaace repert in ABIDIAN's file,
and discussed the results of the stationary post with KOZLOV
on an alnost daily basis auring the first montih ard periodi-
ctlly thercafter until the post was removed. 1t was ¥CZLOV
whe t?ld NOSENKO trat aiter three mounths the stationary
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surverllance had teen dinecorntinacd.  NOSTNYO did not tell
ClA atout this f-cident in 1362, Le seid, beczuse e krew
that the watch lLad be.n cdincontinued and thot noiting sus-
picious had been nouted; therefore. he thouzht the anciceat
world rot Lave oeen of tut.rest to ‘mevican Intelligence.

NOSLNED has stressed that ALIDIAN s3s vnder sperial
surveillance hy at least to survedlla-ce teams ot &1l tizes
ard t..at, 03 the a&ay Le vistied Pustkap Street, ALILTAN zas
under continucus watch froa the zoment he left ihe endasvy.
NOSENLC has teen able to (ive B deterdlec descrintion of \
ABILIAN'S movezent to the dead doop site,

|
]
'

Ouvsptte tbte special surveillance coverage of ACIDIAN,
XNOAENKU seia, he was unawnee of any UausSuBl oveseatls oy ’ !

ABIDIAN duriug the days immediately preceding his visit

10 Pusakin Strceet. MNISENKO said ths: ke knew definitely
that surveillance had reported nothing unusuasl during this
periocd and that he was sure ABJLDIAN had not cludzd the sur-
veilia:ce 2% any time durainyg it. A-cording to ClA records,
three fays tefore ABIUIAN went to Fushkin Street in response
to indications tunat tre dead drov had Yeer loaded. 33IDIAN
left the U.S. Tabasvy in his private ca3r for Spasso ilouse

at 2bout nire o'clock in_the evening: at atout two o'clock
the next rorning he and EauhLER;kCIA Chief of Station) went
in ABILIAN's car to check the telephone pole fer the signal
PENVKOVSKLY was to leoave us part of hiis sigral that the drop
had becn loaded. Two Jays before ABIDIAN went 1o Fushtiin
Strect he drove ais car to the arartoent of Air Force Captain
DAVISSN; he agein checked the telephone pole from s wirdow
in the apartzcent and ihen walked by it on foot. NOSENKO
identified GARBLERas a U.8, rpaval officer but not as e CIA
enplosee (sce atove),

Asked why, ie his opinion, IBI1LTAN went to Fustkin :
Strcet at the tixte he did, NCSENKO replied that ia about i
P60 an Ancrican tourist or delegation mezber had gone to l
this address. It was the "opinion of tre Secourd Culef
Directorate” taat this Ancrican had selccied the site as & ¢
dead drop lucetion, esnd that ASIDIAN went tnere merely '
to check the suitability of the site for this purpoise. ln
fact, ABIDIAN z¢ut to bushkin Street ir respanse to what
appeared to te & prearrenged telephone signal frox PENKOVSALY
signalling that ae had loaded the dead Crop there. It bas
been confireed that FoNKOVSEIY did pot give this signal
and, tecsuse of the circumstances and type of signal given, ;
the possitility of coinclidence has been ruled cut. CIA has :
therefore concluded that the signal came from the KGB.

e o ————— 1

The Pusakin Street dead drop site was proposed by
PENXOVSK1Y himself in the August 1960 letter through which
he initially contacted Cl1A, There 18 10 record that a ) {
“tourist or delegzation mcuber" visited this eddress. The !
only knowa visit3 by Axericans to the buildiug on Fusbhkin i
Street--the only ones having any connection with 1!s use ;
as & dezd drop. locaticn--occurrrd on 12 November and 4
December 1960 when the CIA officer MAHONEY checked the
&ddress from cutside, and on 21 lapuary 1961 when MAHONEY
cntered the building aid dheocked the specific l-ocation of
the dead drop. MAHONEY is xnown to have been 1dentified
to the KGB as a CIA officer tefore ariiving in Moscow a1 d
was tke target of heavy surveillance throughout rhis tour.
(NOSENXO did mot know about MARONEY or ais ClA status.)
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NDSENKO*s date of “"late B60 or c¢arly 141" 14 inrorrect,
almost exactly by a ycar. XCSENKC s8id he tucrncd ABIDIAN'S
file over to GHYAZNOV about 24 Ueceaber 1261, ABIDIAN
cheecxked the rusikin Strect dead drop on 20 Trecepber 1961.
NOSEXKO hes described his gerticipation in ain approach to
tho Ame:rican tourist W,E, JOUNSON &8 tarrﬂnix~ “right after
returnirg to the Tourliut Departrent in 1562. Beceuvce
NOSENKD's partacipavion ip this cese was confiraed by UOHhSO\
and because the approach to JOHNSCN took place on 5 January
1962 (e reported it to the U.S., Fsbassy at once), it car
be said with certainty that NOSENKO's ertire story of his
own participation in the surveillence of the Pushikin Street
dead drop sitc is false. NCSENKO: (a) could not have
visited the desd drop site with KCZLOY (who in anv event
was not in Moscuw at the time); (b) could rnt have placed
the originerl surveillance report in ABIDIAN'E file, .
which GRYAZNOV held as of 28 December 1961; (c} could not \
have received alaust dally reports frox XOZLOY for about a
morth s1.d periodic reports thereafter; and (d) could not
have ncglected to tell CIA of ABIDIAN's visit to the drép
in 1952 on grournds that the surveillarnce ot Pushkin Street
had been discuntinued after three months without anything
susplcious boirg noted. (NOSENKO was in Geneva on 15 March //)

.
{-
b

L rme ey

1962, only two and a half months after ABIDIAN checked the
deed drop.)

NOSENXQ has refuscd to admit that he lied about his
part in this ircident. The page containing tre contradic-
tions listed in tlLe preceding paragraph wes the orly psge of
a “protocol” waich NOSENKO refused to sigu during the hostile
interrogations of eerly 1965. In Cctober 1956, wnen he was
again asked whether he went to the Punhkin Strect dead
drop site with KOZLOV, NOSENKO said that he could not remca-
ber whether he had gone thcere at zll.
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J. Responsibility 6} Supervising Military Attache dperations

On 29 January 1965 NOSENKO told his interrogator that

for the first five or six months of 1960, immediatoly after __ _

transferring to tte U.S. Embassy Section and as part of his ..
responsibilities as its Deputy Chicf, he supervised Second
Chief Directorate activities ageinst American service at-
taches in ¥oscow. Ey this he meant, NOSENKO said, that when
GAVRILENKO (the cese officer for Air Force Attaches),
KURILENKO (Army Attaches), or BELOCLAZOV (Naval Attaches and
Marines) hed any questions or reports to submit, they would .
come to him rather than to KOVSHUK, the Chief of the section,
After about six months hc was relicved of this duty because
his other duties did not allow sufficient time for this
function and because it was considered more suitable that
ALESHIN, rccently assigned to the American Department as
Deputy Chief, be given this responsibility.

NOSENXO -had previously been questioned in detail on
his respesibilities in the U,S. Embassy Section, and had never
before mentioned this one. MNOSENKO told CIM in June 1964
that when Le reporxrted for duty in the U.S, Ezabassy Section
in January 1960, DRANOV was the responsible case officer for
the Naval Attaches and Marines., Soon after his own arrival,
NOSENKO said, DRANOV was transferred from the section and
his recponsibilities were taken over by BELOGLAZOV, who had
earlier been assixting DRANOV ggainst these targets.

NOSENKO said on 20 October 1966 that immediately upon,
or at the latest a few weeks after, arriving in the U.S.
Embassy Section, he went on leave for a month. Either
immediately before or right after this leave KOVSHUK told
him that he would be responsible for activities against
the Naval Attaches. DHRANOV was retiring and gave NOSENKO
the files on Naval and Marine personnel. This was NOSENKO's
first mention either of the leave period ir early 1960 or
of having had case officer responsibilities for personnel
of the Naval Attache's office in oscow. (At the same time
he said that he had lied about going on leave in November
1960.)

NOSENKO was reminded on 25 October 1966 that he had
said in 1965 that io 1960 he was supervisor of operations
against all U.S. service attache personnel. NOSELKO re-
plied: "I took the files only on the Navy, but I was working
on [supervising| all of theam.”

NOSENKO has never volunteered details of specific
operational activity he handled as the case officer for U.S.
Naval Attaches or supervisor of operations against all
attaches in early 1960. He said that Marine Colonel DULACKI 's

contact with (or attempt to recruit) the Indonesian KGB agent

g hich he has described in detail (see Page 488)
after he was relieved of these functions.
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k. 1DY to Bulgaria and the LUNT Case

In the spring of 1261, NOSENKO said; four months after
returning from Cuba, he was told unexpectedly that in. about.——.-
a week's time he would leave for Bulgaria to consult with :
the Arerican Department of the Bulgarian MVR corncerning
operations against the American Legation in Sofia (Pages
279-283). NOSENKO flew to Sofia in early April 1961, where
he was met by A.S. KDJLOY, an advisor there and a former
employee of the Second Chief Directorate whom NOSENKO had
known at KGB Headquarters. NOSENKO remained in Bulgaria
until about the middle cf May. While there he discussed
both general matters and particular cases with the Bul-
garians, gave several lectures on operations against Ameri-
can installations and personnel as well as against tourists, -
and finally directed the successful homosexual operaticn
against the American Professor LUNT. .

Aside from being told that he would be advising the
Bulgarian service cn operations against Americans at the
Legation in Sofia, NOSENKO apparently received no preparae
tion for this trip. He said in answer to specific questions
that nobody told him what he was sunposed to discuss with-
the Bulgarians, that he did not meet with the Bulgarian
liaison representatives in Mosccw before leaving, and that
he knew nothing of the organization, personnel, area of
responsibility, o1 problems of the American Departmert of
the Bulgarian service before arriving in Sofia.

NOSENKO was sclected for this mission déspite the fact
that he was extremely busy with his duties in the U.S. Exbassy
Secticn (see above discussion of his responsibilities for

. code clerks, ABIDIAN, and the military attaches) and despite

the fact that KOZLOV was permanently assigned as an advisor
in Sofia. NOSENKO described KOZLOV in another context as a
“very experienced officer"” and has said that KGZLOV was.Chief
of the American Departeent until 1953 and then fronm June 1955
until sometime in 1958 was Deputy Chief of the Tourist De-
partment, Second Chief Directorate. ({(KOZLOV, assisted by .
NOSENKO, had recruited BURGI in June 1956.) Asked why KOZLOV
could not have advised the Bulgarians, NOSENKO said that he
was too busy advising on higher levels and had been away

from active operations in Moscow too long. .

NOSENKO gave only a general description of his duties
as an advisor on operations against the American Legation.
On the other hand, he accidentally became involved in a homo-.
sexual entrapment operation against an American tourist who
was visiting Bulgaria, and he has described this operation
in considerable detail. (NOSENKO's prcvious speciality was
tourist operations, particularly those involving homosexual
compromise.)

NOSENKO's story about his role in the LUNT case changed
greatly between 1962 and 1964. During the first meeting-
series he described in detail how he set the operation up .
and what he said to LUNT when he personallv confronted the
American with the evidence. Since defecting in 1964, how-
ever, NOSENKO has said that he took no personal part in the
spproach itself, that he remained in his office, and that he
merely advised how to set it up. (A comparison of his account
and that of LUNT indicates that he was not on the scene at
the time.)
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" NOSENKO said that the Bulgarian scrvice hecsme avare
of LUNT"s homosexual tendencies only after he caw LUNT's'
name or hcardit mentioned; he recognized the name as that. of
a professor who had been assessed as a homosexual when
carlier visiting Moscow, and traces with the XCB Second Cbicf
Directorate confirmed that this was the same man. In state-
ments rade ‘to U.S. authorities after the approach, LUNT said
ke had had hozosexual relaticns st least five difrerent times
with a Bulgarian during an earlier trip to Sofia. LUNT
gave this Bulgarian travellers’ checks, which the latter
planned to sell cn the biackmarket, was on one occasion
stcpped on the street with ain by a Bulyarian civil pelice-
man, and corresponded with him in the interim between his
first visit znd the one during which the arproach tock place.
LUNT had written the Rulgarian hemosexual that he was retyrning
to Sofia tefore arriving on the second occasion.

The U.S. Visa and the Cuba TvY

NOSENKO said that' irn October 1Y6C he was zssiszned to
sccompany a delegation of automctive specialists cnoa visit
to the United States but thzt when this trip was ccucelled,
he went on [DY to Cuba (fagus 274-278). After he had conm-
pleted arrangements for his passport and had submitted his
true name to the U.S. Ermbassy for a visa, the Soviets were
jnformed by U.S. authorities that the d:l2gation could not
then be accepted in the United States. At about the same
time, a delcgation of nickel industry experts was being
readicd for departure to Cuba. At first, NOSENYO erplained,
it was not considered rccessary for a security officer to
acconpany this delegation to a friendly country, but a:t the
last roment, two days beforc the delecation was scheduled to
leave Moscow, the Central Committee of the Comaunist Party
dernanded that such an officer go along. Because there was
no time to do otherwise, NCGSENKO was chosen for this job
since he already had a valid passport and authorization. to
travel abroad. Visa arrangemcnts were made for the transit
countrics and NOSENKO left with the delegation, returning to
Moscow in mid- or late Deccmber 1060,

NOSENKO's U.S. visa request submitted to the U.S. Em-

bassy in Moscow on 29 October 1960 was his first use of this

name in connection with ¢ravel abproad. (Ho travellad to
England in 1957 and 1958 as NIKOLAYEV, NOSENKO saiz befause
he had used this name with Eritish citizens P :
in the Soviet Union; as .a> suspected of veing an xntel-
ligence officer, NOSENKO was exposed under this identity.

He applied for U.S5. entry:under true name, however, despite
the fact that he had also used the NIXOLAYEV name with
Americans; one of them was FRIPPEL who, according to the
CHEREPANOV papers and ore other source, wzs suspected by the
KGB to be an American intelligence agent. NCSENKO further
explained that he could not use the name NIKOLAYEV because
the automotive delegation cover he plarned to use in the
United States conflicted with the sports/cultural cover he

had used in Great Britain, and tho KGB feared that this

would be ncticed when the American and British services ex-
changed notes. The propesed sutomotive cover, however, con-
flicts in the same way with the Ministry of Foreizn Affairs
cover KOSENKO used, again under true nane, in Geneva in 1962.

T0F SECR ET




14-00000

I~ L i

TOP SECRET .

728.

NOSEXKO said that the decision to send him to Cuba
vag made two days before the delegation left Moscow because
& security officer was required ard he happened to have a
passport and authorization to travel. -The delegation left —
Moscuw on 15 November 1960, acd therefare this decision
was reached on 13 November or thereabouts, NOSENKO, who
had been transferred to the U.S. Emtassy Section in order
to supervise and revitalize operations against code clerks,
the Section's most important recruitment target, conscquently
left Moscow on the day that MORONE also departed by train
for ¥Warsew and at a time that his subordirate KOSOLAPOY was
in Helsinki (12-.16 Novenmber 1960), apparently in connection

- with an operatior against John GARLAND,

NOSENKO has given widely divergent accounts of the
purpose of his assignment to Cuba. 1In 1962 he related in
detail hov he had been sent to investigate how the Cuban-—
intelligence service was operating agalnst Americans sta-
tioned in Havana, particularly intelligence officers. and
described what he did to fulfill this mission. Since 1964,
however, NOSENKO has clatmed merely to have been the security
officer with the delegation.

TOP SECRET

G

"t



14-00000

e a ey

\
729.

1. Personal Handlirg of Agents

When MOSENKO transferred from the Tourist Department
to the American Departmcent, he took aleng a number of the
sgents he had used in tourist opersticns with Lim: YEFREMOV
and VOLYOV, FRIPPEL, DMITRIYEV, and RYTOVA. During this
period he also handled LEVINA, a librerian and lapguage—

“teacher at the U.S, Enobassy who was turned over to him by

U.S. Exbassy Section case officer MASSYA i{n 1960; and
PREISFREUND and g3 hbwho were used in code clerk opera-
tions. These agents and NOSENKO's handling of them are dis-
cussed below.

(1) VYEFREMOV and VOLXOV

NOSESKO continued to mect with these tvo homosexual
sgents during Lis two years as Deputy Chief of the sectlon,
He did not use ther in any way, however, accordirg to his
gccount. The ocly contact of the tso known to CIA was 8
meeting fn 1961 with BARRFTT. In 1959, while in Moscow end
a Cl1® agept, BARRETT was comprcmised by YEFREUOV and VOLKOV:
in 1961, shortly after e&n upparently chence neoting with
then, BARRETT ves recruited by the KGE on the basis of the
materials obtnined in 1259, NOSENIO descritcd the compro-
sisc cf BARRETT in 1959 and knew that he had bees recruited
in 1961, He did not know of BARRETI's contacts with YEFRE-
MOV and YOLKOV in 1961,

(11) FRIPPEL

NOSENKO said he continued to handle I'RIPFEL during the
196v-1961 period, despite the fact that he never provided
anything of value, because he and CHELNOKOV (the Chief of
tke Tourist Dopartment who was always present at these
neetings) "'kept hoping he would give something.'™ FRIPPEL
left the Soviet Union in January 1961, but NOSENKO continued
to be registered as his case officer.

.

(111) DUITRIYEV

DUITRIYEY, 8 specialist on Jspan and Thailsnd who
spoke Japanese and English, had teen NOSENKD's agent during
the 1955-1960 period. DAHITRIYEY was then e€aplored by tte
Japanese Exhibition in Moscow, and NCSENKO did not indicate
bow he was used in tourist operatiouns. NOSENXO did not
describe aoy opcrational use of him in 1960 or 1961.

{iv) RYTOYA

RYTOVA was NOSENKO's agent in the Tourist Department
after 1956 or 1957, at which time she was employed at the
Russian Permanent Exhibit in Moscow. An English speaker,
she reported any interesting information concerning visitors
to the exhibition. NOSENKO has not referred to sny KGB operea-
tions in Yoscow in which she participated during his service
there.

(v) LEVINA
LEVINXA vworked as a language teacher and librarian at

the Anmerican Embassy and NOSENKO handled her because she
had a number of code clerks in her language classes. He
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met with 1EVINA @ punber of times, L2t she never reportcd
_anything ipteresting and ves nevelr used dircctly in opcre- i
tiors involving tiue Arcricans, She =28 fircd froa the '
Enbassy ut the end of 1900 or early 1951.

(v1) Jchen PREISFREUND

As described in Pages 173-131 and discusscd above,
PREISFREUND vas, VOSENKO sald, recrufted by KOVSHUK in 1960
ard was hacdled b) NOSENKO in the operation against Jarmes
STCRSBERG, LCoth NOSLNKO and PREISFREUND said thrt this wasg
the only operation in which he tonk part. NOSINKO suggested ,
to CIA that PREISIREUND would be able to attest to his . T
description of this cese, and CIA interviewcd PREISFREUND :
in Helsinki and Stockhola during the suzmer of 1965. PREIS. . .
YREUND'sS account gonerally agreed with NOSENKO's snd he was 5::;;;;;;;-
able to supply a considerable amount of personslity und
bsckground irnformation concerning his former case officer.
From PREIS}RELND's menner during these interviews, the nature
of his responses and statements, and his actions after the
interviews were completed, there was no reasonshle doubt
that ho remaincd under KGB control while meeting the CIA
represcntatives.

(vii) m

DR KGB cryptonyn "SARDAR™) wzs recruited by K0°E\—

KO in 196l. A dyrian SYFEPCSEEERTHaldhin Yoscow, ;
was first targetted against aacrice louse in Geaeral,
was then used only in the development operation ngalnst
ZUJUS, tlhe successor to James STOKSLEERG as militzry code

. clerk in Moscow., EFEMpet and developed ZUJUS, but nothing

: had come of the operstion at the tine NOSENKO transferred

fron the american Department. No other use was made of this

agent and there was 1o approach to ZUJUS. NOSENKO first

suzzosted that ClA actempt a2 "folse flag™ recruitcment of

: ERUsing his (AOQE\AO'>) name lor this purpose- he pro -

'
e = v ot e e -

contact could be esta 3 &
like PREISFREIND, could verify \OSENhO 8 position as his
handler in the ZUJUS operation (Pages 209-212)_ ~CIA ipter-
: vieved ZUJUS, who vaguely recalled havirg met KELA [
i recall his name and denied that his relattonsbip'wx h &
vas as close as NOSENKO reported.
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m. Transfer to the Tourist Departnéﬁt

Some time in the fall of 1961, NOSENKO said, Le heard
of GRIBANOV's decision to promote himto the position of
however, knew that his chief and friernd KOVSEUX wanted the T
job and that FEDOSLYEV (Chief of the Department) also favored
KOVSHUK for this position. Realizing that his own appoint-
ment would therefore place him in a difficult position ard
wighipng to avoid this, NOSENKO spoke to the Chief of the
Tourist Department, CHELNOKOV, about returnirg there. At
CHELNOKOV's suggestion, NOSENKO went to GRIBANOV with the
request to be returned to the Tourist Department &s Chief
of the American Tourist Section, with the understaonding that
he would be made Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department
upon the retirement of the incumbent. BALUIN, in July 1962.
To this GRIBANOY agreed. NOSENKO said that GRIBANCV dig

- not discuss with himhis reasons for wanting to appoint him

Deputy Chief of the American Department or for appointing:
him Chief of the American Tourist Section, nor did ne discuss
with NOSEKKO his personal requirements for these positions.
On one occasion, in early 1965, NOSENKO said that it was
because GRIBANOV "thought I was a tough guy, a good case
officer. 1ln 1959 1 saw him often and was involved ir a lot.
of questiors which were reported to him." According to

his most recent version, NOSENKO was officially transferred
from the Americano Départment at the end of December 1961
and reported for duty in the Tourist Department on about

3 Japuary 1962.

KOVSHUK, who was also a candidate for the job as Deputy
Chief of the American Department, had earlier held this po-
sition, according to NOSENKO and COLITSYN. He had been per-
sonally involved in many of the nmore significant American
Department operations during the previous .decade. These in-
cluded the recruitments of RIODES' and SMITH (the latter one
of NOSENKO's most iuportant leads. according to NOSENKO);
the handling of ‘SHAPIRO; the attempts to recruit STOISBERG,

STONE, -and MANNHEIM; the development of the CIA officer

h'lNTERSD acd the xnterrogation of LANGELLE in connection with

he POPOY arrest.

By contrast, GRIBANOV's original candidate forethe job,
NOSENKO, was preseat when KOZLOV recruited BLRGI,and himself
recruited HARRIS and five homosexual tourists who visited
the Soviet Union in 1959: Furthermore, NOSENKO's perfor-
mance as veputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy Section. as he
admitted under interrogation, was '"not good."

NOSENKO has given many contradictory dates for his

"transfer to the Tourist Department. In 1962 NOSENKO said
_at various times that this took place in January 1962 and

in February 1962: in 1964 he timed the transfer as falling
some time between 15 and 20 Japuary 1962; and in February
1965 he arrived at the date of 2 or 3 January 1962, after
it was pointed out that he appeared in the approach to W.E.
JOHNSON on 5 January. (On this basis, he said that the
official order was issued about 25 December 1961 and that
he turned over his files to his successor GRYAZNOV several
days later.) NOSENKO contradicted this latter estimate,
however, by saying that he was in the U.S. Embassy Section
for the entire period of the three-month surveillance of

10? SECRET
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the Puslikin Stroet dead drop, i.e., until late March 1962,
and by his insistence that he had returned to thc Tourist ‘

i

Department by the time GOLITSYN defectoud; he pluced this on
15 January 1962 and refused to belleve the correct date of
15 December 1961.

p., Remarks e
FPor no single responsibility has NOSENKO gubstantiated
his alleged service as Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy
Section in the years 1960-1961. His statements about the
appointnent to and transfer from this position have been ,
inconsistent; his compsratively narrow experience and his . i
acknowledged falsehoods about a personal rclationship with
the Chief of the KGEB Second Chief Directorate, GRIBANOV, .
dispel the likelihcod that these pcrsonnel sssigoments were o
made in the way he claims. Repeatedly he has becnh contra-
dictory about his activities during this two-year period,
shifting his story to suit the occasion and ignoring bow
each succeeding version made all of his claims increasingly
incredible. The limited extent of NOSENKO's information
betrays a lack of familiarity with details on the duties,
targets, and most of the cperations which he has ascribed '
to hirself; in a certain few instances, however, such as :
his description of ABIDIAN'Ss route to the Pushkin Street dead
drop, he has recounted events just as they are known fronm
other sources to have occurred. Nevertheless, where col-
lateral information has covered the few subjects on which
he provided details, it has almost invariably contradicted
him and showed hin to be ignoran: of significant facts.
The reporting by NOSENKO thus was so superficial, so in-
conplate, and §o_demonstrably erroneous as to suggest_without

Rttt o o

reservation that he never eerved as an.officer in the U.S._ 1
Embagsy Séction, =uch less as_its Deputy.Chief. All availa
‘able evidence, excluding that from certain Soviets who were

’ CIA and FBI sources (see Parts VIII.H. and VII.I. below),
combines to formulate this conclusion.
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7. Tourist Deportment (1962-1964)

a. Introductian

————

NOSLNKO ajreed during tne interrogations at the beginning
of 1965 that he must have reported for duty as Chief of the
- American Tourist Section on about 3 January 1962.* 1In this
job he was responsible for plianning and supervising KGB acti-
vities against all tourists of American, British, and Caradian
nationalities arrivirg in the USSR, and his duties also encom-
passed preparations for the coming tourist season (Pages 225-
287) .

Vi Ty SR ACRS S TR T S e e
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In July 1962, in conformity with GRIbANUV'S intentionsg,
NOSENKO was promoted to the position of Deputy Chief of the
entire Tourist Department; it had a table of organizatien of
close to 100 staff officers, was responsible for handlirg opera-
tions against all tourists to the Soviet Union, and maintzined
the facilities used in these operations. A year later NOSEHKO
received the title of First Deputy Cnief of the Departnent, a
e "paper"” promoticn as there was no other deputy. During this
= pericd in the Tourist Department, in addition to his supervi-

5 sory duties {councerning which he has rot been questioned in
detail), NOSENKO took personal part in approaches to several
tourists, organized and directed the arrest of an American
tourist on homosexuval charges, and met with a number of agents.
It was his serior supervisory position that involved him in two '
of the most widely publicized cases of this pericd, the arrest

of BARGHOORN. and the case of OSWALD.

Kkt

e

ﬁg b. ibse:nces from Yoscow-

£ ,

§§ During his two years in the Tourist Department, NOSENKO
T was available to perform his assigned duties only part of the

'y

time. ‘After arriving in the American Tourist Section and after
‘the approach to JOENSON on 5 January 1962, NOSENKO spent sev-

eral weeks "gettiny the feel"” of things by talking to case offi-
cers, reviewirg repcrts of the section's activities during the
previous two years, anld discussing plans for the up-coming tour-
ist season. In mid-February he began preparations for his assign-

R

——— p——— e

i ment to Gereva with the Disarmament Delegation. NOSENKO has .- =~
said that this involved discussions with the Eleventh Depart- »
ment of the Second Chief Directorate, responsible for arranging "7 S
for security coverage of Soviet delegations going abroad, as i P

well as with the case officers responsible for the investigation ;;,_1~*'“'
of suspected American agent SHAKHOV. NOSENKO said that he did- d

this on a part-time basis in addition to his regular duties,

but has noted in another context that these preparations required
sufficient time to make it impossible for him to take a personal
part in the recruitment of BIENSTOCK ir February 1962. On

15 March 1962, NOSENKO arrived in Geneva, remaining there with
the delegation until 15 June, when he left Geneva by train to
return to Moscow to reassume his duties as Chief of Section.

(He said that he had no deputy chief in this position, and it

is unclear who performed these functions in his absenca.) Thus,
according to NOSENKO's account, of the six months he was Chief

s —————

¥ This date was settled upon after he acknowledged that his
approach to the American tourist W.E. JOHNSON must have
occurred on 5 January, as CIA records show.
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S 'r
of the Americcn Tourist Section, he wii in Mostow 011y three !
mont:s ard for much of this time was involved ih breakinj in
or ris rew job or in pxeparan for his tomporary assignment F

i
f
}
i

abrozd. MNOSZNKO said ne hed “"no acconplishments” in this f
period. .

In the fall of 1962, NOSENKO went nn leave for a wmonth in
Sochi with his wife &rnd mother. KOSENKO has estimated that six
moriths of 1963 were spent cn various temporary assignments in
tte Soviet Uninn outcide cf Moscow, pplus a orc-manth'’s vacation
in 1€53, From 15 June 19€2 to his arrival in Sencva on 19 Janu-
ary 1964, a period of 18 months, UOZENKO was akbsent from KGS
Headquerters for eight months. Thus 1n the period 1962-63,
holding supervisory pvsitions, NOSEIKO was absent or "reading
in" for about 13 months, cor about S0 percent of the time,

c. Personal Participation_in_Cperat

tions

l-

NOSENKO had Qirect operational cortact with three Americans
during 1962 ard i963. Two of these (the approach to JOHNSCN
ard the interrogation oi hAGHOOKY) were unusual an that they
were provocations without any attempt to recruit the target;
NOSENKO could namne no cther examples of such operations. In
both cases, the victim of the provccation has verified NOSENKO's
presence. The third case, the relruitaent approiach to BRAUNS,
was unsuccessful. Additiorally, NOZ#NKO supervised the homo-
sexual ccmnromx<e ot kCAEH who was closely rvied in withgiyfRiry

censitive scurce and relateds

(1) The W.E. JCHNSCH Provocaticn

JOHNSON (Pages 2B9-293), NO3SENKO said, was in Moscow as

a tourist in early January 1962 ard was considered for recruit-

ment, but a decision was made thet he was nct worth the eflort

as he had rno access to classified nateriuls and lived too tar
) from the KGB Legal Rcesidencies in washington and Hew York City. i
' (JCHNSON's home was in Texas.) Severai days after this deci-
5 sion Was made, postal 1ntczceprs showed that JCINSON' was writing
abusive letters concerning tnhe Soviet Un:ion., They were "so
bitter" and critical that the KGB decideda that something had
to be doae to stop him. At about the same time the KGB received
an indication that JOHIZOJ was a romosexual, and it was decided 4T
to entrap him on this basis and force him to promise not to ' !
write any more letters or criticize the USSR in articles when Pt
he returned to the United States. The compromise was effected !
by use of NOSENKO's homosexual agents, and NOSENKO was able to !
describe the confrorntation scene, his second meeting with JOHN-®
SON, and JOHNSON's frigntened telephore call to the U,S. Emnkbassy
reporting that NOSENKO had recortacted hinm.

NOSENKO told CIA in June 1962 that he had taken part in
this operation "in January." When he contacted CIA in Geneva
! in 1964 he had a scrap of paper on which was noted JOHNSON's
{ naze and the date "5 January 1962." Tnis was the actual date
of the approach, but NOSENKO insisted that the date bore no
: relationship to the name, and that the approach to JOHNSON took

o = oo gl +
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place in the summer of 1962, a fact he recalled distinctly be-
cause he wore no overcoat. It was only when confronted with
official U.S. records that NOSENKO agreed in early 1965 that
the apprcach was in January and recalled that it was made
immediately after NOSENKO returned to the Tourist Department.*

NOSENKO said that when JOHNSON first arrived in Moscow
there was consideration of recruiting him, but that there was
a decision against this as he was of little intelligence value.
Then JOHNSON mailed insulting letters which were picked up
through postal intecept. About the sam¢ time thcre were indi-
cations of homosexuality. Then the operation was mounted

‘. against him. This implies a very tight time schedule. JOHNSON

arrived in Moscow on 3]l December 1961; NOSENKO said he reported
for duty as Section Chief on 3 January 1Y62; JOHNSON reported
his first contact with NOSENKO's homosexual agent VOLKOV the
evening of 4 January; and the approach by NOSENKO was on 5 Janu-

ary.

Although NOSERKO implied in 1962 that his homosexual agents
VOLKOV and YEFREMOV:- were the ones who criginally determined

(JOHNSON "s\ homosexuality, he said in 1964 only that there were

signs.” ¥ NOSENKD did not know what these indications were or
where they came from. JOHNSON reported that he first met the
agent VOLKOV oun the evening of 4 January when the latter sat
down at his restaurant table; on this same occasion VOLKOV in-
vited JOHNSON to his hotel room the n2xt day. The fact that
VOLKOV joined JOHNSON uninvited and set him up for the approach
without leaving the table suggests that there had, in fact,
been signs of his homosexuality beforenand and that operational
plans had been laid by this time.

NOSENKO has described the caution taken in other homosexual
entrapment cases and has named several which were called off
because of a risk of scarncdal. It is, therefore, uvnusual that
the KGB would take this risk merely to force JOHNSON, an

American and a Baptist minister, to stop writing insulting let-

ters and articles,

NOSENKQ @id not know why he became involved in this opera-
tion the’day after he reported for duty in the senior positicn
of Section Chief. He said only that BOBKOV, a Deputy Chief of
the Skcond Chief Directorate, told him to do i%t. During his
talks with JOHNSON, NOSENKO introduced himgelf to JOHNSON as
*Georgiy Ivanovich NIKOLAYEV," (rendered by JOENSOH as NIKOLOV)
the "Chief of Police."

(ii) The BARGHOORN Provocation~Arrest

. The arrest of Professor BARGHOORN (Pages 304-~309) took -
place at the end of October 13963, at the time NOSENKO said he
was Pirst Deputy Chief of the Tourist Cepartment. NOSENKO has

¥ fHow NOSENKO's self-stated and confirmed participation in a’
Tourist Department operation on 5 January 1962 carries
implications for his account of ABIDIAN's visit to the
PENKOVSKIY dead drop is discussed above. '
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736. infr fro= cerncitive zoarce
described in Cetail the selccnion of BARZHOLEN as a8 hastlage for
IVANOV (the KGB officer ar;n‘taﬂ chortiv bcfo-- n New York

3 e’ ko ¥ 3 the plasring
of the provocation, oLzl T *ePLNTNing BAIGHOORN
which were not related to the ptovocation, DBARCHEOORN'8 arrest .
in Moscow, and the early ctag2s of his interrogation. Excedt
for some varliaticn in dates, MOSENXO's accounts of BARGEOSR!'s
movenents and of-the sequence of events in the provocation-
arrest matched ;yg;.pf BAPGIIOORN., This case is in two ways
similar to the approach to W.E. JOHNSON: It was an opcraticn
in which there was_no thought of recruitment, and RARGHCOM! was
able to identify NOSENXO as a particigant.

BARGEOOR! reported that the day after his arrest he was
questioned by the same officer who had interrogated him the
evening before abcut the "compromising materials®™ which had
been planted on him. With this officer on this one occasion
was his "chief,” whom BPARGHOORN subseguently identificd by photo-~
graph as NOJSENKO. NOSILNKO has sald that he was told.hy the
Chief of the Tourist Department that GRIPANOV wanted him (H0OSENLKO)
present in the in:errogatxon room 4t the time when BARGHCOPH
admitted that he had the. compromising information in his possesu-
sicn at the time cf arrcst. NOSENKO did not kncw why hig pair-
ticular presence was anceded or desirecd, tut he complied des;ite
the fact that he did rot want to reveal hies face to BARGHOOPN
as he kncw BARGHOORN would be released. NOSINKO said that he
stayed in the intcrrogation room only until the interrogating
officer sccured this aamission and then he left. BARGHOCRI
has rcportcd that UOSEUXO attended one of the interrogaticn
sessions, that th:s session covered only biogrepnic and background
matters, ar.d that the ccmpromising dsrcuments ard his possessicn
of them had been discussced the previous evening, right after his
arrest.

In describing the plannirng of this provecaticn, NOSTXKO
told ClA that the suggestioa to pruvide BARGHOORR came fren
GRIEANOV, who took the idea of arresting BARG!HOORN ¢o KGB Chair-
nan SEMICHASTNYY, but did not divulge t> him that it would te .
based on provocaticn. 7his was on the Jay before the arrasec.
SEMICHASTIYY agreed with the idea of the arrest ard secured
permission to carry it out from BREZHNEV, as KiRUSHCHEV was
out of Moscow at the time. Relieble scurces show, however,
that KHRUSHCHEV was in Mcscow on 30 October, the day when SZMI-
CHASTNYY allegedly called BREZENEV, and was also there on 31
October, the day cf the arrest. BREZHNEV was not seen Lty
westerners in Moscow frcm Z9 October until 2 November 1363.

'(iii) The Avproach to BPAUNS

NOSENKXO said he personally approached the American tour-
ist BRAUNS (Pages 293-295) shortly after returning to Moscow
from Geneva in 1962. BRAUNS had lived in Leningrad until world
war II, had left with the fleeing Germans, and had eventually
settled in the United States, where he was a technician wozking
at an “"interesting company mazking computers, adding machines,
or other instruments.” NOSENKO had originally instructed his
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subordinate KRUPNOV to handle the case, but XRUPNOV was not able
to get anyuhere with BRAUNS and in the middle of the approach
called NOSENKO fcr Lelp. NOSENKD went to the Mcsco# Hotel where
KKUPNOV and BRAUNS were talking, and he eventually secured-
ERAUNS' agreement to ccoperate, againsc threa: of imprisonrent
for treascn on the basis of his wartims flight from the Soviet
Unfon. BRAUNS left Moscow the next day for Leningrad, and be-
caugse NOSENKO felt the recruitment wasg "shaky,” KIRUPNOV was -

sent after him to consoclidate the agreement. BPFAUN3 refused

- to sce KRUPNOV however, so again NOSENKO went to help him., It

wag clear to NJOSENKDO, hcwaver, that BR~UNS was 8C frigh¢encd
that he would never work for the KGB; NOSINXO thereupcn decidad
to terminate the casa, and BRAUNS wag sent on his way.

NOSENKO could not recall his position at the time he approached

BRAUNS, he did not know why BRAWMIS had visited tlL. Soviet Unicn,
and he was unable to name any Soviet citizens with whom BZAUNS
came into contact while in the USSP, ERAUNS, in fact, had spent
almost a week in Moscow tefore the approaci was made.. During
thig time’ he spent his days with an Inturist tour and his even-
ings with an cld girlfriend he Lad known tefore the war. She
Lad been writing to BRAUNS in the United States for about a yoear,
telling him of her unhappy marriage and i-pendiry divorce.
CREUNS had written her of his intention to visit the USSR, and
che travelled specially from her hcme in tenincrad tc Moscow to
spend this time with hin.

AccorGaing to the account given by BRAUNS, the men (NOSENRO,
acceréing to NOSENZKO) who jcined him and nis original interrc-
gator in !Moscow was the person who first epproached him in Lenin-
grad. This suggests, if correct, that it was NOSENKO who was
sent there to consolidate the recruitnent, not KRUPNDOV. BRAUNS
was unable to-identify NOSL!NKO's photograph but exglaired that
he was so frichtered that he prcbably cculd not recognize any-
one involved. Other aspects of his story therefore may ke ccn-
fused.

(iv) The Arrest of KOTEN

NOSENXO said he supervised the horosexual provocation and
arrest of American tour guide KOTEN in 1963 and thc develop-
ments in the case were reported to him (gages 298~392); he was
not in face-tc-face contact with KOTEN. UNOSENKO explained that
KOTEN, a member of the CPUSA, had freg Leﬂtly visited the USSR
since the war, he3 numerous suspicicus ccntacts there, and was
considercd possibly to be a “plant” (presurably of the F3I) ir
Ye Cormunist Party. Prior to his arrxval in-1963, CRTIRD AR
i egal Residency reported th KOTEN was in contac.

with an i-portant ZF-cont in 3 that he was carrying

the addrecs of relatives of this agent with .im en bis trip,
and tiiat he intended to visit them. ©n this basis, it was
rons;dered that ke mxght have tbe m'sexhn cf xnvns qutzna 7

' 5 A5 1t wac su;pﬁctwa LTOD e=-;-er trlpa that KOTEN
was a homosexual the KGB planned to compronise hir, arrest
. him, break hin, and provide time for “he GEX agent to make his
escape from the United States. KOTEN was arrested, but the GEE
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agent refused to lcave the United States, and when the CPUSA
protested the aurrest of one of its members, KOTEN was rcleased.

YOTEN was a long-time Cormunist, and there are no apparent
rcasons why the XGB should doubt his loyalty. His howoeoxu:lity
was well-known to his acquajintances within the CPUSA, and at -
the time of his trip to the Soviet Union he was acting as a tour
guide for the lew York fiym “Afton Tours,” which is owned by
SVEKCHANSK1Y. (NOSENKO said that SVENCHANSKIY, aldo a Commuiiist,
was his own agent at the time of KOTEN's arrest.)

NOSENKO was able to give a consz,erabfg ameunt Pf-idnpf s

ing data on the "important ¥ agent” g
This aarrt had been 1de1':fn-:i QW@‘A‘ 7

that KOTEN had Leen arce¢stnd on chargss of homo-

§ sexuality haS leaked by Inturist to pruss scrvices two days
: ‘ after the roported date Of the arrest, resulting in wide pube

The fac

(tha U.S. mbassy was nNct noti-

i licity in Western rewspapers.
There was no apparent

fied officially until zwo days later.)
reascn for this extreneiy unusu2l step by the KG3, which can

:
i

f bz assumed to manipulate Inturist for operaticnal support pur-

b poses.

H . ) :

3 After the CPUSA had protested the action, XOTTN was re-

k leased frcm priscn, Hz was told that the incident was a mistake
) which had been corrected, that h=2 was free r> go anywhcre he

g wantod in the Soviet Uaion, and that fe c¢2:.1d recturn anytime.

g P T the@aaert, has since 1epa1.r:.ated to the Soviet

x Union. ,

: |

d. Agents Handled by NOSENKO _

4 i When NOSENKO transferred from the U.S. Embassy Section to

; the Tourist Department, he took with him the two homcsexual
[ agents VOLKOV and YEFR:MOV, PREISFREUND, BEFCZA and RYTOVA
' {Pages 287-289).. The homosexuals he used the day after his
~ return, in the operaticn against W.E. JCHENSON. This was their
oo first operational use since the fall of 1953; they were never
used again before beinyg terminated at the end of 1952 or early
1963, NOSENKO said, because they were "too well known."™ PREIS-
FREUND was considered compromised to kmerican Intelligence
follcwing the cefection of GGLITSYN, so he also was never used
again, although NOSEKKO met him sccially when PREISFREUND re-
turrned to Moscow on business trirs as recently as 1%63. During
" the first part of 196z, on instructions from KOVSHUK and the
- Chief of the americon Department, NOSENKO continued tc meet
with who was still involved in the development of ZUJLUS,
the Zmerican cecde clerk. NOSELXO last saw tefore going
to Geneva in March 15%62; WEISS left “he Soviet Union to return
to Syria while NOSENKO was away. RYTOVA, NOSENKO said, had
been his agent since 1956 or 1957. " Some time in 1962 she moved
from her position as an instructor of Greek at the Institute
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of International Relations to a position in the school of the
CPSU Central Conmittee and ceased agent work. Altlrcizh she
wag inactive, NOSENKO continued to be registered as ..er case
officer until 1964, when he defected.

(1) PRIPPEL

) Having left his assigrment in Moscow in early 1961, FRIPPEL
({Pages 129-133 and’ Parg§ VI!I.D.5.) returned several times to
‘. the Soviet Union in 1962 and 1963. NOSENKO, who remained his
case officer although PRIPIEL now lived and worked in New York
City, met him each time. FRIPFEL said there were three such
occasions, in February 1962 when he met once with NOSEii¥XO0 and
« CHELNOKOV in Odessa, and two later times in Moscow and Odessa,
when NOSENKO came alone. NOSENKO denied that he mét PRIPPEL
in Odessa in February 1962 with CHELNOKOV, but said that he met
twice with him alone after returning to Moscow from Geneva.
The first of these meetings was in the summer of 1962 when FRIP-~
PEL was accompanying a group of American newspaper editors tour-
ing the Soviet Uricn. FRIPPEL said NOSENKO called briefly at
his hotel room to enquire what questions ‘the editors planned
to ask KHRUSHCHEV during a planned interview. When FRIPPZL.

" said he did not know, NOSENKO departed and FRIPPEL later re-
paorted that he did not see NOSENKO again on this trip., (NOSENKO
sa2id he called again after the interview to learn the "reactions”®
of the editors.) The second meeting was in Odessa, when FRIPPEL,

. visited the Soviet Union as a guide on a tour ship. According
to FRIPPEL, it was on this occasion that NOSENKO apparently made
a phone call to ask permission to go aboard FRIPPEL's ship, and
it might have been at this ‘meeting or the earlier cne that
NOSENKO told him something of his personal background. (FRIPPEL
knew a considerable amount of information about NOSENKO's father
and family.) NOSENKO denied the possibility that he would have
to request permission to board the vessel and said that if he
had told FRIPPEL anything about himself, it was when' he was

- drunk. Both FRIPPEL and NOSENKO agreed that FRIPPEL provided

o no information of value during any of these meetirgs. .
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< - (41) SVENCHANSKIY

NOSENKO has cited SVENCHANSKIY, KGB cryptonym “ANOD," as
an example of the Second Chief Directorate's use of foreign
travel agents to signal the KGB when an interesting tourist is
about to visit the Soviet Union (Pages 295-298). SVENCHANSKIY
, was recruited for this purpose, NOSENKO said, in 1961 and used
! to send open-code signals to the Tourist Department by marking
{3 visa applications whenever he spotted anything significant.

L Some of SVENCHANSKIY's signals had been, considered, NOSENKO
: said, "of definite operaticnal interest.” 1In September 1963,
’ NOSENKO took the case over from the previous handling officer,

e 3 b ke S ST R M S i
/4

NOSKOV, and his name was listed in SVENCHANSKIY's file as the

& !f:  responsible officer.

& Pl NOSENKO first said that he had read SVENCHANSKIY's file
:ﬂ. and then changed this to say that he had only skimmed it. He
R b met twice with his new agent, once in September 1363 and once
f% o later in the year. On both occasions, NOSKOV was present.
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NOSENLYO said that at the time SVENCHANSKIY was recruited
in 1961 that, because SVENCHANSKIY was krown “o have had con- _
tacts with AMTORG in New York, there was some suspicion that T
he mignt be an FBI agent, NOSENKO was unable to be more pre- -
cise as to the basis for these suspicions and, when asked how . L__
N
t
[}

NOSKOV had resolveld them, was able to say only that NOSKOV
®felt” that SVENCHANSKIY was not an Arerican agent,

NOSENKO xnew little about SVENCHANSKIY's background from
the one-volume file kept on him in the Tourist Department: He
did know that SVENCHANSKIY was recruited in 1961 on the promise
of commercial favors, that he had a2t one time been detected
in blackmarket transactions in the USSR, and that in addition 1
to his travel agency, SVENCHANSKIY ran a Russian~language book- I
stcre in Chicago. PBI and CIA records show that SVENCHANSKIY -
has becn erployed by a series of registered Soviet Government |
organizations in the United States since the early 1930's, :

that he was released from his position as a United MNations radio
officer broadcasting to the Soviet Union in 1952 when he failed
to answer questions of the Senate Interral Security Committee
concerning alleged subversive activity, and that both his travel .
agency and his book store are affiliated with registered Sov- ;
iet agencies, Inturist and Mezhkniga. Allegation3 on file of )
SVENCHANSK1Y's Communist sympathies and probable Soviet espion-

age activities cate back to the Second World War. In August

1950, Harry GOLD linked SVENCHANSK1Y to the Soviet espionage

network i Hqite*ﬂStat during the war The FBI has re-

: ) :
cChitidential cacretary of GOLCS, the 'dlrector of Soviet espion- ,
age in the United States.®" (NOSENKO knew that someone called :
Sonya workxed for SVENCHANSKIY in New York, but said that she
is not a KGB agent and was not the one who marked the visa
"applications.)

e. The OSWALD Investigaticn

As First Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO -
said, he was directly involved in the investigation of OSWALD'Ss
actfvities in Minsk which was ordered after the assassipation
of President KENNEDY (2ages 136-144 and Part VIII.D.S5.). It
is from his role at this time and his reading of the Minsk KGB
file on OSWAID that NCSENKO derived his authority to state that
the KGB "washed its hands of OSWALD®" after his attempted sui-
cide in the USSR, that there was no attempt to recruit either .

. " OSWALD or his wife, and that KGB interest in OSWALD while he i
' lived in Minsk was restricted to passive otservation.

f. The CHEREPANOV Invest;gatxon

Part VII1I.B.6.c. contains a discussion of the CHEREPANOV
case, in which NOSENKO claims to have been involved in Novem- i
ber 1962 while Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department. ;

© e—— ———— - =
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g. Renarks

—— e

Leaving aside NTSENKO's unsubstautiated cluaims to super-
visory jobs in the Tourist Department in 1962-1963, when he
indicated he was absent from KGB Headquarters nearly half of
the time, hkis pcrsoral role ia operations and investigations
of the period appears artificildl in scne instances and im-
plausible in others. NKOSENKO’g knowledge of the origins of
the JOHNSON case is incomplete, the timing conflicts with other
activities attributed to himself, the expressed purpose of
the compromise in unigue, and the outcoxz2 seems to have little
consequence beyond enabling JOHNSON to confirm that NOSENKO
appeared in it. Althouagh BRAWIS may have been in a position
to corioborate NOSE:NKO's appearance in that operation, he has
r.ot done so and his statenents contradict NOSENKO on the part :
the latter playcd. So too do the statements cf BARGHOORN, who ' ;
recognized NOSENKO as a person who was seen briefly during the '
interrogation sessions; ccrtain facts from other sources con-
tradict NOSENKO on ore important cetail (KHRUSHCHEV's presence
ir. Moscow) of the EBAKGHOORN arrese, ex:laxrodraq a retalx’tzon~
hoetace actx'ﬁ for events in RN B TN pPURRg " Ko D e

D S A% MOSENKO's informary: RSy 2
The Anerican Communist KOTEN seews sxrply to have confirmed :
- earlier information B o S o e B

information on the bacsy:olld cperation 13

fragmentary, lacking even the most inmpcretant facts krown frox

‘several, mainly overt, scurces; his atrendance at meetings

with SVENCHANSX1Y: was confined to the two times when the .

original handler w2s also present. 7he position of NOSENKO i{n

.the FRIPPEL and OSWALD cases is discussed in Part VIII.D.S,

In summary, NOSENKO'S operational work was not comrensurate

with that of a Section Chief and Deputy Department Chief, nor

with that of a case officer, regardless of rank. Where the

participation of NOSENFQ in Tourist Department activities has

been or might be coafirmed by other souvrces, it is therefore S
- unproven that he was in a supervisory position in the KGB or <t:::::==h

that he was even a case officer. . —
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E. Examination of Other Aspects of NOSENKO's Biography

1. KGB Awards and Ranks

a, Awvards

At various times gince contacting CIA in 1962, NOSEMNKO
described a series of awards and decorations which hz received
over the years for his performance of duties in the Second Chief
Directorate (Pages 313-321). e claimed to have received the
Order of Lenin, the Order of the Red Star, and the Crder of the’
Red Banner; he said he received a special commendation from
KGB Chairman SEROV for nis role in the BURGI recruitment and
the same award in 1959 for his recruitment of all of the Ameri-
can or British tourists recruited that year by the KGB (three
British and three american homosexuals). NOSENKO told of a
number of other commerndations which he received--almost one a
year--for his "general good work.” 1In October 1966 NOSENKO
said that he never received any awards for his KGB ocperational
performance, only a medal for satisfactcry completion of 10
years of KGB service and a Red Army anniversary medal.

g

I LRI

b. Ranks

NOSENKO's descriptions of his various rank promotions fol-
low a similar but more complicated pattern (Pages 322-326).
He has given two separate sets of circumstances for his .first
promotion, frem junior lieutenant to lieutenant. According to
the first of these, the one NOSENKO adnhered to during 1964 and
1965, he was pronoted to cthe rank of lieutenant while serving
in the Far East with the naval GRU at the teginning cf 1951.
NOSENKO explained :that the required time in grade is scmetimes
cut in half for cfficers serving at this undesirable post, and
that this is why he was promoted after only six months of
active duty. In 1966 NCSENKO said for the first time that he
did rot enter on active cuty until March 1951 and that his
promotion to lieutenant was in mid-1952, while stationed in i
Sovetsk, on the Baltic. Ia all his accounts, }NOSENKO has said i
that he entered the KGB with the rank of lieutenant as this
had been his rank in the naval GRU,.*

TR W G ISR R B A I ]I AS 448 TAR PO R e e

T e e g

During his first meetings with CIA in Geneva during 1962
NOSENKO claimed then to be a KGB major and said that he had
already completed the necessary time in grade for a lieutenant
colonelcy. NOSENKD gave an apparently accurate description
of the structure of his salary as & major (so much for rank,
so much for longevity, etc.) and pointed out that he was fill-
ing a position {(Chief of Sectisn) normally held by a lieutenant
colonel. On contacting CIA again in 1964, NOSENKO claimed the
rank of lieutenant colonel. He supported this claim with the
TDY authorization issved for the CHEREPAROV search,** which

Lt § A rans

R 2L PR

z - ¥ "Sce Part VIII.D.2. for a discussion of the likelihood that
: : NOSENKO served in the naval GRU.

t* See Part VIII.B.7.c. for an analysis of the CHEREPANOV
case.
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gave NOTENKO'a rank as lieutenant colonel and was signed by
GRIBANOV hinmself and testified to it by his signature on the
*official biographical stetement® prepared in Frankfurt,

The first major change in NOSENKO's story of his promo-
ticns came during the interrogations of canuarvy 1965 waen he
volunteered out of context and for no clear reason that he hed
never held the rank of major but rather, because of a scries
of adnministrative slip-ups and GRIBANOV's advi=2> and help, haa
jumped directly from the rark of captain, which he raeceived
in 1556, to the rank of lieutcnant colorel in late 1963.
NOSENKO was later to claim that he had never said in 1962 tha:

he was a major.*

In an unsolicited stateuent given to TIA in April 1966,
NOSENKO wrote that he was conly a captain and that the TDY authori-
zation for the CHEZREPANOV search had becn filled out in error.

C. Remarxs

NOSENKO's admissions'*egarding his awards and prcmotions

directly affect his self-portraiture as a succes sfu- and rapidly
rising KG3 officer. They also n\ve a bc:rzrc nf the
alleged reasons for this rise § L ; sl 2; it was
GRIBANOV's favoritism. NOSENKO alrosti lnvariabiy linked GRI-

BANOV's name to each cf the awards he earlior claxmed to have
received. In most cases it was GRIBANOV who ceCided that
NOSENKO should get a particular award; in the rest, it was
GRIEANNY who physically presented thce award to NCSENKO, The
same is true of NCSENKO's account of his rank prcmntions:
GRIBANOV, NOSENKO said, had promised him that he would be pro-
moted circctly from senior lieutenant to major in 1959; when

the Persornnel Department nade a mistasze and only promoted
NOSENKO to captain, GRIBANOV adviscd him to accept this rank

and promised that wnen he had conpleted sufficiers tinme in grade
for promotion to major, GRIBANOV wculd sce to 1t that he was
proroted directly to lieutcnant coloncl. fhis is what happened,
NOSLHKO said in 1965, and after he received his rank of lieu-
tenant colonel, GRIB\”OV called hia in anrnd congrat ulated him.
On the basis 0of NOSENKO's admissioas, there is aiditional rea-
son to queg:tion his relaticnship with GRIBANOV.**

NOSENKO carried with him to Geneva, against ¥GR regulation
and for no reason he could explain, ar official X3S document
listing Lim as a lieutenant colonel and signed by GRIBANCV him-
self as well as by ¢two provincial authorities. This suggests
strongly that the lie concernirng NOSENKO's rank was not NOSENKO's
alone. (If, in fact, as pointed out above, the CHEREPANOV
papers were fabricated by the KGB, then there was no genuine search

" for CHEREPANOY and NOSENKO's document is also fabricated and

not a mistaxe ags NOSENKO claims.)

* This change of story coincided clc ELV in time with a change
in the infeormation reported by @42 Shortly after NOSENRO's
defecticn YEESD had said that remarxs by his KGB associates

colonel

that

_%* NOSENKO's retractions and changes of story concerning his

personal and cperational relationship with GRIBANOV are’
discussed elsewhere (Pages 327-336).
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2. Affiliation with Communist Party Organs

a. Introduction

NOSENKO drifted into the Komsomol, ke said, in 1943 or
1944 without giving the step any thought whatsoever. All of
his friends at the Baku school were joining, so NOSENKO did
too. He remained an indifferent member of this Communist
youth organization throughout his school and university years,
in the GRU, and during his first year as a KGB officer. On
arriving in the U.S. Embassy Section of the American Depart-
ment in 1953, NOSEKKO told CIA, he was appointed Secretary of
the amall Komsomol Crganization of the Second Chief Director-
ate, a group of ahbout 17 members.

b. Discucssion

NOSENIO was questioned by DERYABIN on his duties as Kom-
somol Secretary (Pajes 623) and, although able to give a super-
ficial account of these functions, was fcund to be uvnaware of
certain basic information which DERYABIN felt a person in this
positior should have. Thus, for example, NOSLiKO provided a
description of the system of levying dues on Kcmsomol members
which was substantially inccrrect and was unaware that a Xom-~
somol Congress (the first in niany vears and therefcre a major
event) had been held cduring his claimed tenure z2s Secretary.

NOSENKO said that he held the position of Komosnol Organi-
zation Secretary until the late spring or early summer of 1954,
when he got into trouble for navirg used official KGB alias
documentation to conceal the fact that he received treatment
for venereal disease contracted from a prostitute. Immediately
atter this incident, said LOSENKO, he was removed from nis
position and a "strict reprimand* was placed in his Kom-
sorol file. Several months thereafter, on the eve of his 27th
birthday, NOSENKO was forced ocut of the Komsomol because he was
too old. For over a year, until January 1956 when NOSENKD was

_'admitted as a candicdate member of the Commurnist Party cf the
~Soviet Union, he wvas the orly cfficer in tihe KGB who was neither
“a Komsomol nor a Party member. NOSINXO's accournt of his expul-

sion from the Komsczol on reaching his 27th birthday is con-
tradicted by the official Statutes of the Komsomol in effect

at that time. These regulations stipulate a raximum age of

25 years and NCSENKO should therefcre have been forced cut at
the end of October 1953, upon reaching his 26th birthday. This
was explained to NOSENKO, who insisted that he remained a member
until he bLecame 27 years old and that no special exceptions

were made in his case.

Cc. Remarks

The fact that NOSENKO is incorrect regarding the age limi-
tation makes it doubtful that his account oi the venereal
disease incident and his removal from the Komsomol Secretary-
ship is true. The cdate which he gives tc this incident is
after that on which he should have been expelled from the Kom-
somol. (Additionally, NOSENKO's descripticons of the veneral
disease incident, his use of false documents, and his subsequent
punishxent by the KGB and the Komsomol have been incongistent;
see Pages 80-81).
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The evidence that NOSENKO lied about this particular
aspect of his firgt tour in the U.S. Embassy Section further
suggests that his entire account for this period of his
career is fadricated (See Part VII1.D.3.).
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3. Schooling
a. Ir.troduction ’ t

There is relatively little reliable collateral irformation !
concerning NOSENKO's schooling up until 1950, Other than what

. he himself has reported, available information consists of over*|
‘press releases pertaining to the Minister NCSENKO's career (and.

giving his location at various times) and comments by one KGB .
officer and one defector. NOSENKO's own account, together with

references to these other sources, is summarized below, 5

With the exception of minor variations in dates, attribut- %
able to memory, NOSENKO's. story of his early years until the |

grade in Moscow, has been generally consistent in its various
tellings. Moreover, his accounts of having studied in Lenin-
grad and Moscow agree with informetion concerning the positions -
and movemeunts of the elder NOSEXNKO during these years. In con- !
trast, the pericd immediately following, during which NOSEKKO ¢
allegedly received his early training in naval matters is char-
acterized with freguent changes of story, contradictions, and
admitted falsehood.

b. Discussion

In 1964 and 1665 NOSENKO recalled that he enrolled in the
Moscow special naval school in the summer of 1941, immediately
after the Germans attacked the Soviet Union, and was evacucted
with the entire school from Moscow to Kuybyshev in September
to begin studies in tre seventh grade. (An article in the Sov-
iet Army newspaper Krasnaya Zvezda (Red Star) on 14 Jenuary 1967
confirmed that seven special naval schools were established in
the Soviet Union in April 1940. Ore of these was in Moscow.
However, to be eligible for admission, one had to have completed!
the seventh grade. The article did not indicate that the Moscow;
school was evacuated.) In April 1966, NOSENVO remembered that 1
he did no% go to Kuybyshevy at this time but rather had been
evacuated o €helyabinsk with his mother and entered the seventh
grade of a regular school. :

1964 ard 1965 that he returned from Kuybyshev in the sumer of
1942 and secured admission to the Leningrad Naval Preparatory
School, alcng with which he was evacuated by train to Baku in
the fall of that year. 1In April 1966, after inserting the year
spent at Chelyabinsk with his mother, NOSENKO moved all events
up a year and wrote in his autobiography that he entered the :
Kuybyshev school in the fall of 1942 rather than the fall of i
{
!

t
In keeping with his respective accounts, NOSENKO said in '
]
!

1941. NCSENKO also wrote at this time that he transferred to
the Leningrad preparatory school and travelled to Baku in the
fall of 1943, not 1942.~¢

* Describing the reasons for his transfer to the Leningrad Naval
-Preparatory School, NO3ENKO explained that the Moscow special .
naval school was evacuated further to Achinsk in Siberia and |
‘that this was farther from hcme than he wished to go. The
Red Star article menticned abeve said that the special naval
schools were all closed in 1943, however. The special school
-apparently therefore was not transferred further to Achinsk, !
-but was shut down.

[
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to NOSENKO's statements, NOSENKO would have been about two
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2qain to accommudate the added year in Chalyabinex, NOSENXD
gaid in 1956 that he spent half a year factually, according to
the rest of the story, about thrz2e months) in Baku before run-
ning away from sctocl back to Mescuw in January 1944. In

from Cctober 1942 until January 193i4. Earlier he had also
giver. exzansive and chargirg accounts of his escape fronm school
to join the Soviet front against the Germans at Tuapse; now he
admitted thet this was a lie. By cutting the tiie he was in :
Baku fron. 15 mornths to about three, NOSENKO algo admitted im-
plicitly that his accounts of the basic trainirg he received
in the preparatcory school, of the summer he spent working at
the school rather than returning to Moscow on vacatica, and of
his "certainty” that he celebrated his 15th birthday in Baku
were also false.

NOSENKO has bLeen relatively consistent in recounting the
events of 1944. 1n 1364, 1965 and again in 1966 he told of
studying as an “"external” student in Moscow to complete his
ninth year of schooling and of rejoining his classmates from
Baku when the naval prcparatory school returnad to Leningrad
in the auturnn of 1544. On several occasions during 1964 and
1965, NOSEKXO described how he and his classmates spent Octcber
and November 1944 working in the woods near‘Leringrad before
beginning their tenth grade studies late in the year; Le omitted
this account from nis April 1966 autobiography.

NOSENKO's acccunt of the next years is similarly marked
with a nunber of incoasistencies and falsehoods. (In the
latter category he has claimed and later adnitted as untrue that
he atterded the Frunze laval Academy from 1543 to 1944, that
he was on active military duty until being demobilized in 1945,
and that he was ghct ir the hand by a jealous ycung naval offi-
cer in 1945.,) According to the account given under interroga-
tion in April 1964, NOSENKO was shot in the hand at a party in
the end of April 1945, was hospitalized, resigned from the
preparatory school, and received a certificate of satxsfactoty
completicon of the tenth grade, although he had been in school
only since Kovember 1944. In 1965 and 1966 NOSENKO said, re-
spectively, that he was shot by a neval officer in February
or March 1945 and cthat he shot himself in "early"” 1945; since
the 1964 interrogaticns he has claimed only that he received
a statement of the courses Le had attended at the preparatory
school and that he completed the tenth grade at the Shipbuild- {
ing Tekhnikum in Leningrad. ) ‘

- s v

The earliest collateral information Specifically cuncern-
ing NOSENKO's educational backg :
acreral vericd desoribed abay :nn"a.

the Sovxc' havy de‘ector ndTAMONOV saxd he attended a naval
preparatory school with NOSFHKO during the period 1344 to 1946.
ARTAMONOV, after NOSENKO's defection was publicized, said he
had known a scn of the Minister NOSENKO in the navel school in
Leningrad from 1944 to 1946. e was then shown a picture of
NOSENKO and confirmed this was the man. However, acccrding

e s~
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classces tehind ARTIMGLNOV, and wouid have bheoen at the school

for only about two months. It 1s ccnceivaedle <lhat the presence
of tlie scn of the Minister of Shiptuilding would be widely krnown
in the school and later remambered, but 60 would that son's
self-inflicted wound ard disappearance, which ARTAMONDV has not
mer.tioned. It is unlikely, moreover, that ARTAMCNOV could (20
years later) reliably recognize a photo of a person who had been
there such a short time and nat in ARTAIONOV's class. (NOSENKO
claims rot to have kncwn ARTAMONOV nor to recognize the name.)

In all zccounts, including his 1962 statementy, NHOSENKO
has said that he centered tle Instituta of Interrational Rela-
tions in Moscow in 1945. His descriptions of cuvurses, events
and friends are as vague and unsubstantial as his accounts of
his earlier schooling. He has given various cates for his
graduation and has explained that he did so to cover up the
fact that he failed his finzl examinetion in the subject of
“Marxism-Leninism, " of which he was ashamed. NOSENKO ost re-
certly ciaimed that he IﬁheL\ed his dio‘oma in tre e

of 19%0. & , pRER AT A
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c. Remarkse

NOSIZNKO's own admissions, ats well as the small amount of
collateral informatior available, make it clear that auch of his
&ccount of his education has reen false., The reasons for tnis
are rot at all clear and periaps, in fact, there is no logical
explanaticn. The CIA psychologist «who tested ond questioned
NCGEERKO about his youth sucgested that, under ~orditiors of
interrogation, he may lie for rno other recson other thar his
neec to save face. This view is an accurate description of
HOSEXKO's behavior when questioned in detail on this and other
acspects of his pre-XGB life; it is nct so with regard to ques-
tioning on his intelligence carecer., Nor does the psychologist's
view appear to explain why NISENKO forgot or was unwilling to
tell CIA about an entire y<ar of his life, particularly such a
significant one, after consistently and apparently accurately
(judging from the Soviet press accounts cf the Minister's
activities) describing the years preceding it. It is rot
apparent vlhiy NOSENKO originally voluntecred the story of his
travel to Baku in the fall of 1942, when this was untrue, or
why he said that the Mosccw Special Naval School was evacuated
to Achinsk in 1943, when he must be aware that the school was
closed, if he was there.*

* The possibility that NOSENKO {s not the person he claims
to be {and with a completely false life history, or one
lived ky someone else] hLas been examined careiully, but
no clear conclusion can be drawn or: the basis of available
evidence. :

TOP SECRET



14-00000

e+ e g e 2
ER X

: - 749,

F. Appraisals of NOSENKO, his Motivation, and Other Opera- ¢'
Tional Circuxstances *

1. Introduction

Appraisals of NOSENKO the man and of his motivations - - 5
must be founded, as with any source, on factors which are
often immensureable, but fewer reservations reed be attached
to an appraisal of the other circumstances affccting the %
course of events in Geneva in 1962 and 1964. These opera- : - B
tional circumstances can be analyzed and evaluated in much "
the same manner as were NOSENKO's production, sourcing, and
biography for they are tangible pleces of evidence. In the .
next portions of this paper are presented these appraisals,

. which draw chiefly upon Pages 603-641 (for NOSENKO the man),
Pages 20-29 (for his motivations), and Pages 11-19 and 30-
43 (for the operational circuzstances).

2. NOSENKO

The CIA specialists who assessed NOSENKO foubd him to
be of above-average intelligence, cne of them saying that
*"his effective intelligence is more cleverness than intel-
lectuality, more shrewduess than efficlency.' He is capeble
of good memory and, as jllustrated hy bis repeating certain
facts_in e xame _gtquence, capable of_what appears to ke
good memorization ol details. On the other hand, there were
numerous internal contradictions in NOSENKO's recountings
of various events, he himself claimed ap odd or poor memory,
and he was the oxceptional defector by having been totally
debriefed within a relatively short period.

Parts VITL.D, and VIII.E. discuss NOSENKO's truthfulness
with reference to his Soviet Intelligence ard personal
backgrounds. Here may be added other observations by the
CIA specialists: MNOSENKO can exercise deception cleverly,
he improvised and was evasive uander interrogation, and he
has a "remarkable" disregard for the truth where ‘it serves
his purposes. The results of the polygraph examination were
that NOSENKO “attempted deliberate deception."

The gaps and errors ia,NOSENKO's testimony therefore
do not seem attributable to low intelligence or to consis-
tently poor memory, but to a conscious attempt to mislead

1 : American Intelligence. Independently, then, this conclusion
K ) raises the questions of whether NOSENKO was dispatched by

= . the KGB and !f so, why he was chosen. Regardingz the latter
K point, it is noted that a CIA psychiatrist observed: "This
§i: 3_ man is capable of playing a role and playing it effectively,”
L . ,and that a CIA psyctologist stated: "From a distance NO-
S -  SENKO looks very good [to his KGB superiors] as a possible
e penetration agent, but close up he leaves much to be desired.”
A It was "close up,"” in the CIA debriefings and interrogations,
"f’ that NOSENKO displayed an inability to explain the gaps and
Wi errors in his reportinog. .
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3. Motivation

Part of one’'s motivation for such a drastic act as
treason or defection may not be wholly coascious, ind there
may be underlying causes which any source amight not want
or be able to admit cven to hinsclf. Thus, what NOSENKO
said about motivation need not be taken at face value, and
for this recason the whole question of Lis mativation must
remain a miror weight irn the overall asscss=ent of bona fides.

NOSENKO has tried to present a meaningful explaczatlioa
and has changed or adjusted his story to this end. He
initially insisted that he had no ideological motives but
simply wanted to "make a deagl" in order to get out of
trouble; yet thisclaim is open to question: The amouat of
operational money which NOSENKO needed to replace was hardly
enough to have driven him to treason, especially sicce ’
there were friends in Geneva like GUK and KISLOV wko might
have helped him make up his loss. Furtheraore, only two
days after CIA had rescued him with the funds. NOJENXO
“spent the CYA moncy in snother drunkeo debauchery (with the
Same companion) and came back needing more.” The discre-
pancy between the degree of the necd and the scriouspess of
of the act was so evident that the CIA case officer commented .
to NOSENKO at the outset that there must be some deeper
explanation for his act. Thereupon NOSENKO added new
reasons: His distaste for certain aspects or the regize,
his resentment of KHRUSHCHEV, and nis liking for Jsmericans.

By his defection ic 1564 NOSENRO chinged the ccurse of
his life, although he had said in 1962, forcefully and
unequivocally, that he would never do so unless in acute
danger. In 1964 he could give no conerent explanaticn for
the change of heart and in October 1966 he denied, for the
first time, that hehad said in 1462 that he would not de-
fect. His only motivation was that, having risen to the
level of Deputy Department Chief, he would not get to travel
abroad any more. (This contradicts NCSENKO's 1962 state-
ments:. anticipating immirent promotion to Deputy Pepartment
Chief, he said that he would Ieave the USSR at least oance
8 year in the future.) For no visible reason NOSENKO seems
to have abandored a purportedly successful and proamising
career, an undisturbed vamily life and children of shom
he was fond, cast shame on his father's menmory 2ud his re~
maining relatives, and departed forever from his ose country.

His own unease concerning his motivation evidently con-
tinued until, in 1965, he wrote one cohesive explacation.
No part of this statement was ever borane out by his conduct,
attitudes, remarks or reactions. He appeared, wherever his
reactions seemed spontanedus, to dislike the United States,
to have po interest in it politically, culturally, or
scenically, and to preserve s preference for the USSR. A
CIA graphologist commented on NOSENKO's "strong emotional
ties to his traditionsl background,” while a CIA psycholo=-
gist reported: "Emotionally he has not defected in spite
of his attempt to intellectually rationalize that he has."
The psychologist also said that it is "almost impossible to
determine his true loyaltics and true beliefs.”
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"rxp in the face of derugatory informatiop as ore cause of
.GRIBAVOV s dismissal. .

751. ‘ . & . wheage -

4. Operational Circuastances

a. Presence in Geneva (1962)

1967

¥hen he caxe to Genevs in mid-March 1962,;:NOSENKO
was & newly appointed Section Chief in thke ¥KGB Sccond Chief
Directorate, havirg held this position for two months. . i
He himself acknowledged to CIA that it sppeared strerge
for the KGB to send a new Section Chief 0o an extended trip
asbroad unconcected with his own wurk. His recasons for being
in Geneve have varizd and to some degrce contradict one .
snother: The Disarmanent Coonference was not expected to . -
last core then "a few weeks,"” but NOSINKO did rot tegin his ‘
work egainst SHAKIOV {onc¢ of the main reazsons for his being
there) until six weeks after arrival; GRIBANOV played 2
role in his TDY, but NOSZi X0 Jater dented this; there were
in 1962 "aew rules” rcquiring a8 staff officer to accoapany
a Sovict delegetion, but in 1965 NOSENKO said he 'did not
remember such requlations. He was pernitted to go to Geneva
in 1962 and 1964, as well &5 to Cuba in 1950 and Frgland
in 1957 and 1958, uader no supevvision or restraiunt cdesplte
Lis claim to a rccord so bnd that he was not clearcd by the

KGB for pursancant posting to Ethiopia in 1360,

b. TFresence in Geneva (1964)

MOSENKD sald on cone occasion that GRIBANOY wes cne of
those who sllowed him to come to Geneva in January 1¢64,
as a oversonal favor:;* he later not only denied this but sasd
in 1965 that GRIBANOV kpew ncthing about the TLY. He re-
ported the 1264 TDY might, tecause of his new positioxn,
be his last trip to the West, hence the “favor” of his
superiors to permit him thts last trip; in 1462 NOSEXKO
said he had the assurance that as Peputy Ucpariment Chief
(which he knew he was about to tecome) he would in the future
cone to the ¥est at lcast once a year. Also, NOSENKO could

-not explain why a First Deputy Departmcnt Chief, if allowed ;

out of the USSR as & ""treat.” would go atroad for a conference

which could be expected to last many wee«s, probably months. :
This question is compounded by tihe fact tkat NOSINEO would )
be needed in Moscow: He said that a KG8B conference to plan :
the handling of the tourist season was to be held at about

this tixe, &nd he stuck to this story even aiter admitting

that the telegraz recalliog him for this Hoscow coafereace

vas an invention (sec below),

c. Access to XGB Residency and Availability to CIA

NOSEXXO in 1962 routinely visited the KGB Legal Resi-
dency in Geneva every weekday morninrg, although he claimed
that he had ne reason and that it is rormally forbidden (as
other sources hive confirmed).#+ When atked how snd why he

sen3sitive source

}(. ll[

PRIt {ted GRIBANOY's personal authorization of NOSENKO's

# ¢NOSENKO said he did not visi{t the KGB Legal Residency in
London more thaa once during his visits there in a stiailar

cagncity in 1957 and 1958, nor during his trip tc Cuba in
1960.

70P SECRET .
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did so in Geneva, NOSENKO has given differect answvers at
different times. His stories of simply 'drooping in and
hangirg arourd" for lack of anything better to uo are
unacceptable in terms of known or likely Soviet practice.
His explanation that it was due to TSYMBAL's auspices or

or intervention were contradicted by: First, his ovsr con-
fused accounts of his relationspip with TSYMBAL; and second,
his own statements at other times that it was GUK who was
primarily responsible for NOSENKO's visits to the Residency.

NOSENKO had a full day free for meetings on 11 June

»

-

A
1262, although thereafter he limited nmeeting times to shortes 8

and shorter feriods until his departure. This seemed

natural at the time since he would presumably have his own
responsibilities and would need to be seen by his Soviet
colleagues in his proper surroundings. However, in 1964

he seemed not to zave any official respoasibilitlies or any
calls on his time: MHe was willing to spend all his time in
mectings with CIA. Although this could be explained by the
fact that he plauned to defect anyway, it nevertheless would
have iavolved unrnecessary risks to & genuine source about

to beconme a defector. He showed no concern at the time,

but later (in 1966), he said that he had been in fact efraid;
it was for this reason that he invented the Moscow recall
telegram, in order to hasten ails defection and put an end

to his fears of getting caught. It is, of course, impossible
to make conclusive judgments on Soviet practice, but one
would expect, 1f NOSENKO were not engaged in security duties,
that he would be required to participate for cover reasons

in more of .the Soviet delegation's official activity. He
said that any absence could be explained as “security duties,"
since everyone on the Soviet Delegation kpew or suspected
that he was a KGB officer. This unconcern for the suspictions
of other Soviets conforms neither with obsérved Soviet
practice nor with reports from other sources that Soviet
intelligence and security officers under cover go to some
pains to hide their true affiliation.

NOSENKO explained the contrast between his freedom
and avajlability in 1964 and his limited free tine in 1962
by the fact that in 1964 he had no personal friends in
Geneva; in 1962 both GUK and KISLOY expected to see him in
his free time. (This story does not explain his ability in -
1964 to get away during conference workirg hours; npeitkter

' GUE nor KISLOV affected this in 1962.)

d. Timing of 1962 Contact

NOSENXO had been in Geneva for three months in 1962
when the incident which brought him to CIA occurred; it
was only two weeks before his departure. He came to David
MARK only 10 days before leaving. This had tte effect of
liniting CIA's time with him. NOSENKO's contact cexae only
about 10 days after CIA had completed, in the same city, a
series of meetings with BELITSKIY, a Soviet interpreter who
had been recruited and handled as an agent by CIA during
earlier visits to the West. NOSEXNKO, as one of the two
primary items he wanted to '"sell" revealed that BZLITSKIY
bad been uoder KGB control from the outset (Page 517).
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e. Willingness to Meet CIA

T Although {n 1962 KOSERKO claimed that Le wanted to
o sell only two specific items for the rmonecy he had lost, and
then disappear, there were indications from the outset that ,
he expected and planned to come back for further meetings ; ke o
with CIA. At this first meetiny he called attention to | S
certain information in his possession about POPOV, hinting
that he would tell it later; even as he protested his urwilling-
ness to continue meeting with CIlA, he was giving ample
detaiis about himself which would inevitably have compro-
mised him to CIA and forced his future ccllakoration. Befora
he finally agreed to return for more mecetings, he said:
*Mayte 1'1) reet you again Monday® (two days after the first
: meeting). NOSENKO refused, despite repeated inducerents,
-8 to mcet on the intervening Sunday. In fact, when he did
: return on Monday, he said that ke had spent Surnday with
friends, drinking and °®discussing recent USSR foreign policy :
roves and speeches by KLRUSIICHEV." . f

e

g g

f. Tre Recall Telegram

NOSEXNKO's confession that ho f{abricated the story of
Y

his *av rna 'ec“ urugnt7 p*a.;ng‘rfi”o oow by a telegran :

: b atTh 9 SR RUR leaves only two l

poésxule'1'te1pretatlons.

- There was a telegram, but NCSENKO's mind has
slipped and he is no longer able to distinguish between
fact and fency. This, however, is not bornre out by i
kis general conduct nor his performance under interro- '
gation in 1%€6.

- - There was, in fact, no telegram. (This is borne
uDeClal : :e'l*u. _7Thus, the invention was
_ R ¥ not NOSER#O's but the

tre FGB brietec NoSENKO to report to CIA that a i
telegram was sent; ana LCSENKO made an errcr in later
admitting that it was rot.

g. Remarks : : ,
The operatxonal cxrcumstances so far reviewed poxnt
out the facts that: .

- NOSENKO was inconsistent if not contradictory in
stating his reasons for being in Geneva in 1962 and
1964;

- He had unusual access to the KGP Legal Residency
‘ and an availabiliiy fcr meeting CIA that seemed to
¢ irpinge upon his security; ;

- He was willing to return to meetings with CIA al-
though having at first said that therc were but two
iters of information for sale;

- He was "in place” as a CIA source for the last- _
six of his 100 or so days in Geneva in 1962, thus . -

H ! restricting the amount of time he could provide continu- }

i ; ing reporting on the local Legal Residency; and ‘

¢ ¢

: - After 12 days in the same status in 1964, he i ¥
P

- . forced the defection by the KGB recall telegram, which
! T appears to have been a fabrication. : ' o
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Taken together, these facts suggest the possibilities
that the KGB sent NOSENKO to Geneva on toth occegions for
the purpose of contacting CIA, that the KGB wented the
opportunity to gauge CIA's reactions to the walk-in in 1962
and to the defection plans in 1954, and that the KGB guid. d
NOSENKO after contact wes established in both years.

A further examination of the operational circumstances
in Geneva lends credence to these possibilities. During the
1962 meetings. NOSENKO would frequently snswer CIA questions
by saying: I will have to think about that tonight," or
"] wiil have some time tonight to jot down ard prepare a
good answer for you," or "I don‘'t want to give you an answer
to that right off--1 am afreid to mislead you." He would
return to a later meeting with the information, after having
visited the Legal Residency., In 1964 there were other
exaxzples of what may have been backstage guidance by the
KGB: . .

-He called for an urgent special meeting to cor-
rect sozething he had said in an earlier meeting.
Initially NOSENKO had named ZUJUS instead of XEYSERS
a8 the U,S, Embassy code clerk whom he had personally
approached. in 1961. This seeaed remerkably urgent snd
important to him at the time, and in retrospect this
case gains special importance: It was the only time
he claimed to have had direct contact with 8 U,S,
Embessy staff employee during his alleged tour in the
American Department in 1960-1961. 1If he could not
remember this one name, it might call his entire story
into question. It is hard to find another explanation;
had he simply made a careless mistake, with his cus-

t omery indifference to names and dates, NOSENKO would

be unlikely to mull over what he hed said st the meeting
nor to bother about correcting a minor misstatement,
Much less would he feel compelled to call an emergency
meeting to do so.

~He came to meetings with "chance" items picked
up at the Legal Residency. esch of which would require
quick action and the commitment of assets on the part
of CIA ip Geneva. Also, NOSENKO originally said in
January 1964 that he wanted to defect right away, but
various steps taken or plenned by his CIA handlers
kept him in place for a time. Each step, however. was
quickly negsted--~usually at the pext meeting--by some
information NOSFENKO had picked up by chance.

~He asked, out of context and without sny explana-
tion, whether GOLITSYN had told CIA that the President
of Finland was a Soviet agent, and later could not
coherently explain where he had heard this, why he had
not told CIA about it in 1962, and why he had asked.

In addition, the Soviet reactions to the defection were
unprecedented and contrasted sharply with, for example, the
Soviets’' avoidance of publicity concerning GOLITSYN's defece
t ion in 1961, The post-defection actions bty the Soviet
Government created publicity which had the superficial effact
of underlining NOSENKO's suthenticity, establishing him as
a8 public figure, confirming that he had a family, and veri-
fying that his defection was of alarming consequence. These
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reactions seen purposcful in light of the approach in Paris

in 1966 of a Soviet photographer to Paris Match; the photo-
grapher passed photographs of NOSENKO's wife and children

as part of a proposed story to dramatize the abandoned
fanily of a “top Soviet intelligence officer” whose defecc-
tion had caused the "biggest blow ever suffered by Soviet
Intelligence.” Therf is8 no independent press in the USSR,
no Soviet journalist®Bllowed to publish as he pleases, and
the Soviet Government in the past has shown no predisposi-
tion to dramatize defections from its most secret agency.
The photographer can only be presumed to have been acting on

KGB instructions.

TOP SFCRET

B
-
i
A

— e tve o ———

B VO



14-00000

. ————— e

_porting tc CIA and the fBl. because Lheir ividence generally
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G. Sources Supporting HOSENRKO

1. Introduction

The preceding portions of fart VIIf, prescnt an
analysis of the NJISZHRO case without g:ivirg -letailed con-
cideration to information about him f{rem Soviets re-

runs courter to the results of the foregcing analysis, i%

is revicwed here geparately so that the concentrated exarmina-

tion of NOSENKG wculld not ba diverted by asidec as to the

authenticity and rcliability of these Soviets. A3 indicated

belcw, tie CIA and FBI sources who have dirently sucocrted

\0%,:...\.0'- intelligence bas n_xound aro S¥ETXIMIELL censitive sources
gDl g 2 and the defeevors RIMIAST I gE¥ ard GOLITSYN,

W0i.¢ €al ‘)L r/LllSVl- claimed Lo, FNOWN e ’T RV v._l...a"n.ull)' or

to have worked with kim, and hLornNKoO cnnt:.\dxctcu GOLITZYY

by saying they had rever fet. Son: of tihcm, as woll as

CHEREP/ MOV, suzsported NOSENKO fndirectly Lhrough overlapping

inforration on specific XGB cperations, but t.h's asgect

of their reporting is reviewed in Purt 1IX.

[ SO P

2. Courroboraticn of NIOSENKO's Irn r.ol'xqoncc Carecr

A

The statements of«’ﬁ&-ﬁﬁthc sources confirm that'
NOSENRKO was & KG3 office: ~3ilh access to sensitive information:

SIS LLVE ©~aure”
Ty

’ T ke e

msn_n ..CS:. .<0 was a M;B luuunant culonel (lacer
changed to captain), & friend and protege cf the haad
of the KG3 Sccund Chief Du-e torate, GRIBANSV, who
approved NCSENKO's (1964 ) JoY to GOI‘L ‘2. .’f 3,

-

oy Sp— -

- ; ; NCS Elu(.)
c‘uef. with u-coss to d*t.u s on- KG2 »pera-
tions against tha U.S. Ercassy, and wag most recently
Daputy Chief of the Tourist Ua2partment. lc also stated
that NCSENKO, with lhis information oa U.S. Embassy nicro-
piiories and KG3 opev’auonq involving corrcspo"dents and
tourists, was "more valuuule fto American intelligenca]

wos a Koi

i g ————

than PENKO: 'SKIY .‘;OSEN/'J "o 14 da tremendous ham

to the KG:Z," QRidincos TR LI and morecver, tha

KGB "will not ke a.;le tou o;,cratc. normally tar cwo years®

(i.e., until 1956). Ile described L’xc reper-ussions ia ‘

the KG3 caused by NCSENKO's defection: new XGB regu- !

lations to increase secucrity, the lismigsai of many T

KGB off xcers 1. cluu. \a CP_.. "ov and tite vecall of ~>any ’ ‘
. 3 H

at P v.--"-’- v sanis : !
2 wnether NU3 IKO could ke a tn\_u,‘ i.2., 2 .
rovocateur, Wex 1essed the convicticn thig ;

I\OSLNI-‘? wag not.

b : AT 2oy e parayerw: — sensitive source
wﬂ sta.ed that NUSENKO had atr.e'ucd t.hc \:PU s mu- . B

‘ ary-Diplomatic Academy (NOSENKO has indicated he de- ,

clined the opportunity to enroll in this strategic
intelligence schcol in the early 1950°s.) Afterwards,
EATI Al NOSENKO served in the GRU and then entered

USRS
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- Accordan to CEALREYED NOSENXO was in "Intelli-
gence.” His defection onughc about the recall of a
KGB secretary from Geneva, the rumored transfer of scme
60 Soviet officials from assignments abroad, and the
dismissai of KGB personnel including JOSFWFO‘S friend
A GUK, whc had rerommenggd the TDY to Geneva. In addi-
tion, TR TLaGR reported, imnediately after the de-
fecticn 4 svntative of the Exits Cormrission of
the CPSU Central Ccmmittee went to Gereva to speak to
the Soviet Government employees there. @8 ! ;
said thot NOSENXO had heen tried in absentaa 1N 1GCSCow
for treason and sentenced to death (see¢ Pages 46 and
342).,

!

- GULIT5YM fziled to comment wien shnown WOSENKO's
name 1a 1967, i€ thoere 1s IS ITTOTs—oE W15 ¢y+r_having _
m€ﬁTTEEEH“:53£2KU'U?TU?‘YE‘Y'—_Le5 £Tn press anagunce- {
Ment O Tiie cofecticn in 1964, wven tasugh .2 had named :
pcoole knOaﬁ_tb Dim in the Arcrican Ccapari:ohf ¢f _the
KGB Seconu Chief DIirectorcle.  (SACr-Iy atfle? LuILCtlﬂg
GOITiSYN s31G tihaz ne had visited :nis Deparcrent in
1960 and at tne turr of the year 13€0-1961,) &After
NOSENKC defected, GCLITSYN was given a swwnuary of
NOSENKO's Liography. Thereupen GOLITSYN reported that
NOSENYO was a KGB cfficer »hon he frvst met in 1953 and
last saw in 1952. Frco 1953 to 1957 or 1958, GOLITSYN
stated, NCSENKO was in the U.S. Embassy Sceticn of the
American Department, responsible for coveraje of U.S.
militarv porsonnel and later either for others in the Mcs-
cow Fmbassy or for correspondents. As of 1959, GOLITSYN
said, NOSFUKO was a senior officer in the Tourist Depart:-ent;
as of 1960, he was definitely not ir the American Deparcte-
nment. GOLITSYN acdded that GUK, CHUEANOV, and KASHCHEYEV

: were friends in the KG3 whom he shared with VOSEWKO (see :
: F=~°s 343-344). ' '

:.--m. s fedh . indicated she had ¥
; . been told by her XGB friend SUIKIN tha: NOSENKO was a }
: ®*civilian®; he hal nevertheless provided informarion on .

: mxcrophcnes in the U S..f— 2255y and had cz2used “consicerable x N
damage."” QRN Sy Y a2 150 have cor- - %
i roborated certain non- Inte;llgcn-e wSpects of &3

P background.

3. Rerarks .
— Scurce,

Il aside, the Soviet sources hasve certified

that NOJE X0 was a senior KGB officer, ani all asserted or

implied that he had access to 1nzo'matxow valuable to Ameri-

can Intelligence--the microghas i v U.S rro:sw being

one item in comnon, B% 3k 3
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ERedal, . Most of thcm have described the serfious repercus-
sions cf NOSENKO's defection, Tae possikilities with regard to
the accuracy of these sources' reporting ace:

First, they arc correct. If so, the foregoing
aralysis {3 in error, they &re valid sources, and
HCSENKO is what he claims to be: a genuine defector
wrose previous positions in che KGbL enabie? hir tvo
divulge all inportant dctaile on opcretion; against
Westoerners, malnly Americans,

Second, they are misinformed. If so, the fore-
¢oirng anslysis is correct, they may te valid =ources,
and NOSEHKO has always been under KCB control. For
this to ke true, it would have Yeen nccessary for the
KGB to dispatch NOSZNKO with only & highly restricted
rumker of FGB peisonnel (including CRILANOV) aware of
trhe actual circumstances of the oneration., The K3B,
at the same tire, would hove propagated within and out-
side of the Soviet Intelligence Services the fiction
that NOSENKO was an actual) but aisloyal KGB officer
ard would have suuvported this fabricartion in various

'iaﬁﬁ ;

epout thé suviclity of

tre .08s Of \c-_. etc.).

Third, they have leen purposefully misleading.
knerican Intellicence for their own or KG3 purposes.
If g0, the foregcing analysis is correct, and come or
all of them have participated in a K38 conspiracy to
support the bora fidzs of NOSENKO, a KGS-controlled
source.

These possibilities are discussed further in Part IX,

© e cemm -
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H. “~Alternative Explanations

1.  Introduct1on

“Parts VIII.B. through VIII.P. have discussed the
inaccuracies, self-admnitted contradictions, inconsistencies,
and incompleteness of NOSENKO's reporting about himself and
the KGB. Collectively, these irportant flaws in the story
of and by NOSENKO make it necessary to choose an explanation
for his actions and the nature of his information. There
are three alternatives:

Pirst, NOSENKO was a KGB officer but (a) has
a faulty or selective memory, has embellished or
boasted, or his reporting has been influenced by a
combination thereof; or (b) he is insane.

Second, NOSENKO lied about himself in order to
save face.

Third, NOSELKO has misrepresented himself, either
on his own or at the instigation of the KGB.

Each of these mutually exclusive alternatives is discussed
below.

2. First Alternative

According to one postulate, NOSENKO was an cofficer in
the KGB but has a faulty memory, has a selactive memory,
and/or has embellished or boasted:

a. Faulty Memory

NOSENKO himself has repeatedly appealed for understanding

that "different pecple have differcnt memories™ and that
his own is “funny,” and this is supported by his forgetful-
ness and errors concerning events he is kn» inderendently
to have lived through, such as the BURGI and P cascs.
But it cannot be said that he is, in general, "very bad with
names,” because he nac almost total recall of names and
positions of hundgreds o KGB officers in the “aerican and
Tourist Departments. He has a good memory for fcces and
rarely failed to recognize photcgraghs of pecple he claimed
to know. He rememiered consistently details about certain
operations (the compromise and investigalion of PENKOVSKIY,
the surveillance of ABIDIAN to Pushkin Street, the JENNER®
case, the arrest of 'BARGHOORN, and the search for CHEREPANOV
to cite a few examples). NUSENKD was precisely accurate in
his recollection of most of his dealings with CIA personnel
from June 1962 onward.

b. Selective Menory

Although having a selective memory is probably true of
nearly everyone, a CIA psychologist has described NOSENKO as
a psychopath who would register each passing event only in
relation to its effect on himjelf at that moment. This

would inevitably make him indifferent to the characteristics

of other people, for example, and to the sequence in which
events transpired; the aspects important to him might rat
appear so to a more objective observer. Such a person would

-+ ECRET,
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suppress unpleasant memories and would have no real appre~
ciation of or recspoct for an '"objective truth." Hisg re- :
porting, like his perccption and his memory, might therefore .

. gseem distorted. He right recount events according to kisg

mood of the moment. Thus, fo cxample, if real attachments Gl
to family or friends is irpossible for a psychopath, there >

be an explanstion as to why NOSENKO cannot easily remember f s R
his childrens' birthdays, why in 1962 (or 1963) he appears

to have lied--or been indifferent to the truth--about his

older daughter's schooling, and why he cannot recall when

he first married, In theory this hypothesis can explain

any aberration, sinco it involves the unknowable. In {its

most extreme form, by describing NOSENKO as one unable to

discriminate between fact and fancy, it would encompass and

explain away the facts that his story is obviously untrue

and contradictory in major ways; that his account of his

personal and professional life and his rendition of the.

information he knows are so vague and unsubstantial; that

he cannot (and/or does not care to) remeumber or recount

how he did the things he did. Most important, it woula

dismiss any conciusions based on NOSENKO's testimony siace

nothing NOSENKO said could be taken seriously. This hypo-

thesis, however, 18 unsupportable because of several

factors,

First, NOSENKO claims--and other sources confirm-~that
he quickly rose to high supervisory responsibility in a
counterintelligence organization which is known to require
attention to detail. MHe would have risen in the KGB while’
overcoming the black marks in his file: scandal, indiscip-
line, negative background factors, and bad Party record.
NOSENKO admits that his performance was not good; he was
inattentive and inactive and almost none of his operational
activity was carried out unaccompanied. That his rise re-
sulted from his father's influence or GRIBANOV's is unten-
able, for his father died in 1956 and GR1BANOV's patronage
(itself open to the strongest doubt) would not and could not
be dispensed upon such a mental case. Mental aberration to
the degree which would explain his poor performance under
CIA interrogation would necessarily have hindered his per-
formance of KGB duties, denied him special privileges, and
and hence cost him the carcer which NOSENKO has claimed for
himself,

A second factor megating this hypothesis of a psycho-
pathic personality is that such a person could be induced
to recall certain details with the help of discussion,
questioning, and reminders, whereas NOSENKO's vague and hazy
reports seem to represent the absolute limits of his memory
or knowledge. Years of questioning have not succeeded in
dredging up any new details or incidents. Even when reminded,
he could not recall, for example, one of KOSOLAPOV's TDYs to
Helsinki, the details of the seizure of electronic equipment
from the U.S8. Army Attaches at Stalingrad, the correct date
of GOLITSYN's defection, or the presence of KHRUSHCHEY in
Moscow at the time of the decision to arrest BARGHOORN.

Another factor is the impossibility of applying this
hypothesis to the totality of NOSENKO's reporting, If the
hypothesis holds that some things are important to him and
others are not, and that he therefore rememhers the former
and forgets the latter, it is refuted by the inability *o.

TOP SECRET
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find a_category of information ahgg;_gigggl£_3¥§gp he con-
EIstently remenbered nor any that he consisiently forgot.

If what is important i{s his cwn direct experiences, for
example, it is odd that he rec#¥led the operations of others
better than his ovwn; he remcmbered the pames of huandreds of
KGB officers, but could not recall names of his own agents
arnd people involived in his oun career; he could recount’
details of the PENKOVSKIY investigation, in which he did

not participate, but pot of the discovery of Americap spies
among tourists, such as McGOWAN, for which he was respbnsible;
he remembered details of the 1955 MALIA case in which he

did not meet the target personally but forgot details of the
1961 KEYSERS case in which he did. If it is the importance
to him of recruitment opcrations against U.S. Embussy em-
ployees which permitted him to recall some details of the
STORSBERG and MULE opcrations, it is not important enough

to help him recall some of the other details which were
equally pertinent to him personally; and it is not selective
memory which made him forget almost every detail sabout CIA
personnel in Moscow and KCB action against them, If it is
said that his parental family is importart to him ( hence
his memory of his father's funeral and the names of his
urcles and aunts), it is odd that he canrot recall detalls
about his childhood. 1If drinking with important people is
meaningful to him, it would explain why he remcmbers one
GRIBANOV ecevening with sharp clarity, but it does not erplain
why he cannot remember the other two times, not even in what
scason of the ycar or in what yrestaurant tacy took plece.

Finally, with reference to the "selective menmory"™ hypo-
thesis, it is precisely in matters NOSENKO said he remembers
best and which he told most confidently that the majority of
inexplicable contradictions arise. Nothing could shake him
from his claim to have been directly responsible for ABiDIAXN
or on his story of the Pushkin Strcet dead drop, among
numerous exanples.

¢. Embellishment

The third possibility is that he has simply embellished
and boasted, while underlying his story is a core of truth
somewhere near what he has reported. NOSENKO has, after all,
admitted many "white lies" and boasts ("painting” himself, as
he called it). Also, in the interrogations there were
repeated signs that he was fabricating and improvising, often
in ways which led him into more contradictions and further
admicsions of white lies. Perhaps then, according to this
hypothesis, he simply invented, on his own, various aspects
of his career. Perhaps he dated his entry into the KGB

earlier to make himself seem more experienced, and invented
"his service in the American Department to make himself more

interesting to American Intelligence. Perhaps he was only
a principal agent, not a staff officer, but learned enough
from his operations and from his handlers to think he could

"pose as one. This hypothesis would certainly explain many

of the dubious aspects: ‘the story of his career, his lack
of information on KGB staff procedures, his ignorance of
major KGB events and scurces, the decgree of his relationship
with GRIBANOV, etc. This theory, however, founders on 'a
pumber of points: -

\n
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=The validity of the information he Las praovided,
To get such iznformation he would have tu be a Xii
staff officer, naust have worked in b th the A=crican
and Tourist Departzents as he says he did, azd au<t
have tecn a fairly senior officer with broasc respun-
sibilities (in view of the number of Tourist Dcraztnment
operations revezled by naze in his 1964 rotes). To
pape a few other cexarples frum arong hundreds possidle:

e

{a) NOSENKO not only knew the identity of a KGB
double agent agaiast CIA, BELITSK1Y, but gave checkable
dotails from inside the case, including the nenes by
vhich the CIA casc¢ orficers identificed thuozscivey o
the double agent;

(b) MNOSENKO was ablc to report, witsh almost com-
plete accuracy, that ClA ceased clandestine letter-
mailirgs inside the Soviet Union for over a ycar after
the arrcst of Russell LANGELLE in late 13909;

(c) lUe idcntified several Americans recruited or
sppreoached by tne KGB in operations iu which he said
he did rot directly participate, including “ANDREY"
(Dayle SYITH), Scrgcant Robert JOHNSON, and Henry
SH%PIHO'

(d) NOSENKO krow inside informaticn on Americars
at the pabassy in Yoscow, including operational activi-
tics of Juhn ABIDIAN,CWINTERS) mailing of a letter to
POPOY, the horosexuality of two diplomatic officers,
etc; erd

(e) 'Ho kmew certain details of the story of Alek-
sandr CHEREFANOV which would not have been available
outside the KGB staff,

Thus there would not be any great need nor nuch roon
for eabellishreant.

-The wafirnations of others. He appeaced before
RAPGEACRN and otk KGB targets as a “chaief," and ce.
R - : Rsubsources confirmed NIUSENEO's unusual
impoitcice: that he was a Deputy Departmeat Chief in
the XCGB, that his defection was a severe blow to Soviet
Intelligence, that he was morc important than PENKOVSKLY,
and so on. A Soviet journalist told Paris Yatch that
NGB EXKO's defectzoa was_the ~reate:,t T:*E”Hver suffered

w3litive Sourcely

-0 sources reported the recall to yObCOh.OfﬁmaD) BG B‘staffers as'“'

a result of the defection, and these officers did
indeed returan to the Soviet Union.

Thus any embellishment nust concern only miaor details such
as his rank, which he has slready admitted.

d. Cocbination of Above

Another possibility might be that NOSENKO's poar per-
formance was duc to a combiration of bad memory, gsycho-
pathologically selective memory, and embellishnent. While
this theory is aintrinsically more logical ard might correct
and round off some obvious weaknesses in any one of the
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individual th~oories, it caurot explain the counterarguzents
digcussed under corponcent rarts above,

e. Insaatty

It night Le postulatesd that NOSENY.O went inseno arnd that
thig was the cause not oaly o! his scexingly unmotivated
contact with CIA i35 1962 btut of shortconings tn hig story.
However, NOSZNXO thereafter iandled seniur NGB functions
wvell enough to te proroted and to be .permitted abroad in
1964; he Las Yeca exciined pericilically by a CIA psyciiolo-
gist and a ClA psychiairist; Le has bren in contact over
considerable periadls of time and under vervivg degrees of
stress with oxperienced C1A and FBI persenncl; iic has naine
tatned his equtlibrium under difficult circurstances. Nore
of thc fcregoling results in anp irdacation of !r=anity and
there are countless other ~rgunents which would irvalidate
thas hypothesis.

3. Sccond Alternative

It has also been postulated that NOSEXKO {s a psycho- e

path, is what he says e is, but that ror psychological
reasons &nd whbile under interrogation, he dia not wart to
t¢ll what he anew. By this line of reas~ning, NOSENKO has
lied for no otlier reason than to save face; by dwelling on
the incoasisteacties in NOSENKO's statenents, the interro-
gator merely causced nore inconsistencies or elso recelived
the false answers tnat NOSENKO did not know or did not re-
meaber the facts. Uunder tnterrogation, hewever, NOSINKO
recallcd ard repcated what he had previousiy said in the
less inhibiting atmosphere of the relaxed debrieflngs prior
to 4 April 1964. Thnis alternative explanation

thus does aot account for the factual contradictions in
NOSENXO's rcporting teforc the interrogations, such as the
errors in dates, in sourcing on the "ANDREY" case, in de-
tails about the Pushkin Street dead drop, otc. It also
fails to account for NOSENKD's retractions about his rank as
lieutenant colorel, in the face of the ¥GB TDY travel authec-
rization whkich shkows hin to be a lieutenant colonel, aand
about the telugran rcca1111' hin to X513 Head1uar’trq in
January 1961, 2 N

save face ojnaequentI)‘Eau be disa1=s;d

4. Third Altercative

The only other postulate is that NOSENKO is not what
he claims to be, in which casc his misrepresentation was
done either on his own or as part of a KGB operation.

1f he is misrepresenting himsclf on his own, there are
(cven in theory) orly two possibilities: He is rerely exag- \
gerating (discussed above, under the "First Alternative") or
he is a fabricator. He cannot be 8 fadbricator, however, since
the Soviets have certified him in many ways; including his -
diplonatic status at the Geneva Confereace, Soviet orficial
protests and Sovicet Embassy confroptation in FWashingtoa,
Soviet officials’ remarks in various ereas of the world, and
reports fron G GREHAR other sources on his KGB status end
importance, seusitive s>=ce aad

E[CQET
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There remains the possibility that NOSENKO has misrep-
resented himself and is a witting part of a KGB operation, This
hypothegis could accormodate the argument that the KGB would
not dispatch a KGB staff officer as a couble agent against a
hostile service Lecause, whether or not the arguzent is valid,
NOSENKO (as indicated in Part VIII.D, above) has not proven his
claim to having served as an officer of the KGB. If he has
been and {s now under KGB control, it would eppear that he was
being built up for years to look like an officer and was shown
to Westerners in certain rccruitment operations.* This could
explain NOSENKO's revelations to FRIPPEL and others about his
family and background; the otherwisa pointless W.E. JOHNSON
case, and NOSENKO's arpezrance in the BARGHOORN interrogation.
It could explain NOSL!KO's uneven memory and performance under
detailed questionirg: Much of what he should have kncwn by
personal experience could have Lcen mercly memorized as part
of his KGB briefing. Hothing in NOSENNO's production (see
Part VIiII.B. above) would preclude his being a XCGB-dispatched.
agent. That he was a KGB-dispatched agent was the conclusion
independently arrived at by the CIA specialist who administered
a polygraph examination to NCSEXXO in April 1964.

4. Pemarks

The first alterrative above has been rejected while the
possibility that NOSENKO on his own micrepresented himself
is unacceptable. The remaining possibility is that NOSENKO
has been manipulated by the KGB in an operation directed
against Anerican Intelligence.

§
:
7

* His American Department service in 1960-1961 was not supported
by any such "shcw® appearances--he did not insist on the
truth of his claim to participation 1n the KEYSERS case,
which, morecver KEYSERS could not confirm; PREISFPEUND is an
unreliable witness; andf] 2 is not accessible to
interview. :

[t
e e e e
.
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I. Summary of Conclusions

ClA hes considered every major aspect of the NOSENKO
case for the purpose of rcaching & definlitive coreclusion
aboutl the bone fides of thts xzap ahe sgys Le is a KGH
officer~deToector coilaborating with Aacrican Intelligence.

As this point.by-pcint analysis has demonstratea,
there is no reason to accept apy of NOSENKO's claimz to
a carcer as an officer in Soviet lntelligence, to authority
concerming the rango and degrec of KGH vperatiuvnal successces
in the USSR (particularly with U,S. offictal3s and private
citizens), to accurate krnowledygr regarding rajor security
cases in that ccuatry, or to cooperation with Arerican Intel-

ligcoee,

1t would be sufficient proof of his mala fldes to
verify that XOSENKO lied about a single wignent of his
cerevr in the KGB, Ilic cannot! have hc:n truthful in saying
that he was the Deoputy Chief of the U.S, E: bassy Section,
Azcrican Department, KGR Secon:w Chicef Directurate. in 1960-
1961 and a Deputy Catef in the Tourist Departnont 9f the
sane dirnctorate froa 1962 until ails defection, Nuzerous
indications pake it dovubt{ul that NOSFNKO, as he contended,
belonged to the naval GRU in 1951-1952, to the t.S. Exbassy
Scction in 1933-1955, and to the American fourist Scction
in 1955-1959. He wos unable to support his alleged staff
officer stsatus in the YXGB, providing incoumplcte ard inaccu-
rate information un his sub-sources and on such topics as
Headquarters staff procedurcs while making illogical state-
©ents on modus operandi. Neither a supervisor nor, pro-
bably, a case olfficer, it remains dubious but poussidble that
¢ wzs a8 KGB priancipal agent whose speciality La the past
was cozpromising Western hoanscexuals, Whatever the capacity
in which NOSENXO served, it was not in the KGO ranks, holding
the KGB titles, or with the KGB honors he has ascrited to
hieseclf, ard this fact is enough to prove the falsity of
his claims to being 2 genuine defector.

There 1s no question, hosever, that NOSENXC has had
the benefit of inside information froa the KCGL., ie has
gaid so, othur sources have said so, the Soviet Goveranzent's
reactions to the dofcection acplécd ns much, an? his recports
contain details which could have coxe cnly from the KGB.
He was intrcduced into several opecrations, the first as
early as 1933, in a position appcaring "sconlor”™ to known XGb
staff officci's. He has provided data on organization, per-
sonrel, and methods cczplenenting and supplementing that from
others affiliated with tlhie NGB, Purposefully nisleeding
about himself, NOSENKO has also bean doceittul in discussiag
the conpromises of CHIREPANOY, PENKOVSKIY, and pcrkaps POPDY,
although here 118 revortine of!cu c;rre\atgs with that from

several G IITRTY BRI Analysig showus

a KGB provocateur, PLENEOVSK1Y was detected at the latest in
early 1961 pot 1932, and POPUYV was probably uncovered earlter
than January 1959 bccause of & KCB agent rather than survetl-
lance. MNOSENKO thus has not rmercly misrepresented himself bdut
has practiced deception under KGB zuidance. Appralisals o?
NOSENKO's performance under interrogatioa, his alleged motiva~
tion, and the operational circumstances support this view,

B S U
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Furthermore, it is tho only acceptable oxplanation, mrmong .
the alternatives, for what bas tramspired since contact with .

CIA began in 1962,

CIA's conclusion about the borna fides of NOSENKO {g
uneguivocal: ie {8 a dispatched agent cuntrolled by the KGB,

Part 1X contains a discussion of tho {mpiticatiors of
thc forezoir COrclusion for the Soviet scurces who, ZF¥
Yot K X ; have corrcrorated the bona

! aes o .Ob

E.ihO.
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- -ehs conc lusim that NOSENKO did4 not serve f{n the KGB
pooltlons he claimod contradicts infcrmation reported to CIA
© and the FBI byC

that NOSENXGO hels eratlor
pesitiorns &n the KG3 Second Chief Directorate,** ‘1! the con-
NCSENKO's becng fides is accurate, none o
,~.0ches can be correct, Lnd they mu3t therefcre be HE
nformed apout NOUSENKO or -.rposeiullv mifleedinq. ;

in assessing whether and how & Reel
sourcos could have Leen irnocently nisinformed about HT3INKU zfrer he
delected, 1t is necessary te consider the ways ih which the KGB
might have createld and suppirted a legend for a counterfelc KCB
officer-cefector likxe NGCOLKNKG., Trha ¥'3B mi;ht have accurplished
this oy the followirg mears:

- NO3INKO's legend wauld have rejurred the K3 to
brief him in depth on rune:ous cases and various tirgets
wvhick he would ke free to dxscuss with CIA. The KG3

wcili also have to fazmiliar:ze nim with KGE staff organi-
zaticnal structure and pruced::_s,"' &~41 K3B offaicers
promirent in his storv (e.g., GUK, KCVEHUK, TSYMBAL, .
CGRIEXNOV) so that he could not only recesnize cheir i
procographs but also lerd reality t©o his remarks abtout
them. NOSEZNKO would alsc have to visit KG3 installations
and other areds which appeared in his legerd.

-

Source ¢

et —g—— e

®**That these preparations were imperfect, cr at least that
NOSENKO imperfectly mastered his briefing, was shown {n
his performarce urder interrogation,

; o | 70P SECRET | s
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D - Anothrt .83@ of the praperaticns vo.:ld have boan
. MOSBIXD'g srtual and dovonitiabdble participstion in cpers-
- tioss, eceaingly as 8 X358 o‘ticer. Preaumably this would
Se done 50 that ¥Festerners (6.G., BARTIOOPM, TRIZPEL, ard
W, B, JOMNN) could -ort1t1 that they hzd zean HOSEIKO. in
some such role.®

- The KGB presumably would have restricted the number
of its officers aware of sxae or all of the operational
plan; it would ronetheless te faced with the problem of
how putlic krowledce of LNCU3SENKO's defection rmight affect
others in the service, KGB officers abroad uainformed cf
the operational plan micht be indiscreet with foreigners,
in meeting Westerr. double agents, or before microphcrnes in
their hories and office3s, a:kaing such rematks as "l . never
hear@ of this man NOSKIKO” or speculating clogse to the
mark, %T.us the KFB *irf‘ hava tr: e* ro er.psrr the ro-a
fiﬂcs of NOSENKC 67 ERYE e 1o ORI
(",)'ﬁ*ﬂ“-?’h o 7 = % A «w t‘-n (-'j[e,:c\v‘; OI [
rumors coout his ahc.-1c1cL:{ {(this on the part of tre
limited few awire of tle Zacts of «r~ case), by recallting

5b cfficers from the pozzz 1n the vest (o:te*sib‘y hZER
cause they were rr.own to NOSEUKC) . uy ernncuncing the whole-
sale disnissal <I those resporsitie wnciuding GRIBAIQY
{althoush in fact they may have routinely retivred cr may
lav? been removed from the matrn stream of KGB Headcuarters
activities). ard Ly making ﬂe"eral announcener.ts within
t-e KCB,a~our the “lcss” srouvred b the 2a fn'tloﬂdﬁiﬁﬂ
poced r e D ; : : ol S B 2 Further.
OrE, S1n72 1T 1S COmAdN S0vint gzu\-.;e to mare a bad ex-
armple of defectors, such ampuunierments might be cxpacted

to denigrate wOSENKO 3s a "bad character 'with venereal
‘disease: an odd Party record, self-inflicted wound, etc.,

in h1s rackgrourd. The K32 might a150 have taken pains

to support NOSENKO further by having Werctern Intelligence
sources, rotabiy double agents rezcgnized by the KGB to

te suach, told cf the seriousness oi the defection.
1VIVE £ .urCes

It i3 within this pncey=to fro-owork tnat Jne might judge whett.er
the repcrts ol gria h‘F}:iqn“"‘ s B o concerring NOSENKO
were unwztt‘rg repctx;x;*s of wizZely Z:rcreminated mis:nformation,
or whettrer thelr reports constizuted par eful passage of KC3
disinformat:on.

W ———

Their direct and irndirect support of NU3SENKI's bona fides,
as well as the statements by GOLITSYN, are presented ard evaluated
in the rnext sections kelow, together with presentations and
appreisals of their informatich on topics of porel in
with NOSENKD's., Certain reports by @

XTmon

It :s roteworthy that such participation was limited to Tourist
Departrnent operations. NGSEIXO did noz claim physical partici-
pation 1a any coatacts with American “mbacsy officials during
the periods 1953-55 or 1960-51, except for MULE and STORSBERG
{wvhere his claired role was uncheckacle since it involved only
Tolding a door) and KEYZ2ERS (which KEYZERS did rot confirm
ar.d on wnich NOSZKU did nct :7s1st, adrmitring that he doubted
KEYZERS. would remenber or recognize ham. _ '

Top SECPET
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. are also cornaidered bocause they
TR v e extent, slthough by seying he was a
P ) RASAL B RID contradicted his clajm to KG3 staff
e -;'ottlcet status, A numbs T o! er oralcorre.augng batveen the
407 - HOEERXO case ard the (SRR RERT PO ;
turces | operations are thun revlewed. ihe ﬂnal section o
. sumnary of cenclusions sbout the relationship betweer the NOSENKO A
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The NUSEMNKU case hus not been discussed with GOLITSYU sinca
the 29 June 1964 1aterviéd; thus he has ﬁ@t L:een uestioned ‘
further on the circwastances which led to the encounters with
HOSENKVU descrihed by him, nor have the results of subsequent
detailed reinterrogstions of KUSENKO - discussed at length in
the foregoing sections of this poper - been made available to
him for review, analysis, or comment;

2. Resume and Discussion of Information*

Anerican Departmont - 1953

NUSi2IKO has said that he entered the KGB in i“.rch 1953¢*
and was first assigned to the U.S. Embassy Section of the American
Department of whit J3 now the Second Chiaf Dircctorate, KGB. He
stetad that his dutlies from %i3 entry until sometime in 1954, per-
haps 3bout June, werne to work on files of American cérrespondents
on parmanent assignment ¢o MoscoWd and to meet with the Soviet
citizens vho were agents or informants reborting on the corres-
pondents to the KGB. o

GOLITSYN stated that he met NOSENKO irn the American Depart-
‘ment of the Internal Counterintelligence Directorate*** a couple
of times in 1953 when he, GULITSYN, was there on other matters.
GOLITSYN had earlier identified his own job between Becenmber
1952 and April 1953 as Chief of the american 3ector, Counter-
intelligence (Ninth) Department, Foreign Directorate, under the
Chief Intelligence Directorate (formed in December 1952 and re-

organized in April 1953). Prom April 1953 until his departure

* The relationship between the reporting by GOLITSYN and NOSENXO
on specific operations i3 shown on Pages 5934-595, with comments
ther<eon appeJaring on Pages 647-659, while in this section are

8 discussion and an evaluatjion of what GCLITSYN said about

HOSENKU's assignments in the Sacond Chief Directorate (see
] Pages 343-344),
** ,mong the varjous dates civen by NOSENKO for this entry, March 1953
has bean given morn often than others and i3 more consistent with
¢ .. the rest of NOSENKO's story.

Ly,
- e "'

#4487 tm e nnw Mnagicnated the KGB Second Chief Directornt%.-. 42;3f~.,l
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in the American Department was unrelated to NCSENKO's claimed

I N ).

aus

h.

for Vienn,y in Uctober 1953 GULITSYY ‘was Deputy Chief of the
Emigre secter, Counterintellicence vepartrent, Foreign Intzlligenc»

Department, Foreign Intelligence Dir=ctorate. GCOULIT3SYN has not

I
!.
indicated the nature of his responsibilities in either of theae ?

poaitions which would have necessitited his visiting the American é

Department of the Internal Counterintelligence Directorate, although

i

certain activities of cormon interest with the latter would appear

- logical., KOUSENKO's description of his alleged duties with corres-

pondents, however, did not cencompass his having official contacts
with represencatives of any component of the Couﬁtgrintelligence
Oepartrent of the Foreign Directorate., According to NHO3SEMNKO'=
description of the location of his claimed office in the Arerican
Depattmeﬁt, and his descraption of the duties of the co-worrers
he said shared it with hix. chance contacts there with such a
representative would have been’ precluded. Even by NOSENKO's account,
then, an encounter between GOLITSYN and himself could not have
been in the course of interdepartmental lizison betw2en their
respective units, nor could it have occurreé in NOSEIKO's office.
GOLITSYN's lack of reporting on KCB operatjions against American

corréspondents (other than his conversation with KOVSHUK {n 1956

or 1957 about Henry SHAPIRO) is further evidence that his business

activities at that time, and GOLITSYN's own statecent on the 1953
encounters implied that his meetings with NOSENKO were accidental,
Pleeting as their contacts would therefore have been, it could
have led GULITSYN to make the unfounded assumption that NOSENKO
was a member of the staff within the american Cepartment.

hmerican Deggrtment[}ouriat Departnent - 1955-1960
HOSENKO stated that he transferred from the American Depart-

ment to the Tourist Department in June 1955, and remained in the g
Tourist Department until 1960, becoming a deputy chief of section
there in 1958,

GOLITSYH, however, insisted that NOSIEXXO remained in the

-  hmerican Department until at least 1957, or possibly as late as
* - 1958, GOLITSYN added that the KGB would not ba aware thit hs knew
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HOSLEIKU's true position in the ~merican Depirtnent in 1357 or
1958. GULITS'M Jd13 not indicate how he aciuired his knowledge
on this nor why the KGB sub.;lequently would have Lean unable to
determiine that 2 had., If Zils access to this information was in-
decd that rcmote (as GULITSN's as:ignment in 1357 and 1958 would
indicate - se= below), it is readily appirent that it could likso- ,,
wise b2 sonewhat garbled. COLIT3YN was unable to explain the ."-!
fact that HOSEXNKO's physiédl presence in exclusively Tourist
'.)ep:arﬁnent cases hud bren ;»~sitively established through photo {
jdontifications nade Ly several of the individuals ‘{nvolved, who
met SOJEIKO a3 eurly as 1956. »
From 1955 to i959 (the same years when .NOSEZIKO claimed to
have becn in the Tcurist d:;xaru'vant) GOLITSYW was enrolled in
the KCB Higher School. Le was detached from the school, in the
period January-ilarcn 1959, in order to é.;th_er material for his
thesis. At that time GOLIT3?N spent just under two months in
the Tourist Department,® but GOLITSYN's work did—not involve him
in any day-to-day operational activities of this department. He
has reported having "occasionally” met NOSF:::KO in 1959; slthcugh
he 414 not specify that it was at precisely this time, it seems
probable that it would have been, GOLIT3YN said that he asked
NOSEXKO in 1959 where he w2s working and NOSENKO told him the
Tourist Department. Again it appears from this that his encounters
must have been brief, superficial, 3and not work-related, hence
insufficient for GOLITSYN to arrive independently at a well-founded
conclusion as to NOSENKO's actual staius and function with the

Tourist Department.

*In describing his own and others' responsibilities in the Tcurist
Department, NOSERIKO has made no reference to this ﬁmt Laving a
formal or reqgular relaticnship with the KGB school or to students

from the school having been detacheld to the department.

T0P SECRE"
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Infornaztion et vitlqahle to GOLIT 3

The detuiled interrogations ol HUGIIKG ru-'."u-nrni'm 138 ] clalns.-_" .

to kub po»itions bct.Ve'm 1953 and 1964, Jdid not ta)te pl‘!C" unul

nany months after GOLITSY:d made his Jtatemnnt 3, cnd they werr: ba:fd

_;.
upon all collatersl information known(relae!nq to each phase, None"- :

of the results of these interrogations was madn available to

COLITS'™N, 80 ho was not aware of the countlrss pninti on which
NGSEXKO contradicted known facts and revealed his ignorance of
activities which were carriéd out by the KGB during his alleged

L ' : tenure in t_ILej»/gepcrtments. .

3. Corments on GOLITSYN

Several factors influence the evaluation of GCLITSYN'Ss sfatea
ments on OSENKO:

.A - First, as statad in Part VIII.XI,, it is concluded
that NUSENKU did not serve in the KG3 positions hs elaimed.
GOLITSYX's testimony verified this conclusion insofar as
NOSENKO's élalmx abcut service in the U.5, Embassy Section
of the American Department in 1960-196; are coricernsd. kore-
over, in 1962 GOLIT3SYN concluded that .the KGB "letter-writer”

. (actually NOSENKO) was under KG3 control in suﬁu,tttng infor-

3 ' mation to American Intelligence. At issue, ther=fore, 1is the

evidence from GOLITSYN to the effect that NOSENKO m an

j_ HOSAIKC said he was reassigned from the department in 1955)

and in the Tourist Department subsejuaently.

of NOSENKO prior to the public announcement of the latter's

in discussions of GUK, CHURANOV, and KASHCHEYEV) anrd despite
GOLITSYN's proven excellence of memory for names and tagks of
KGB personhel. GULITSYN gave little dGetail on the circum-

stinces of his encounters with NUSEIKO, and he has not been

the foregoing remarks on the circumstances in which the two

F"

? Tem Y

o
- ’”"‘.L:."-' [ —ecmtinml Ve 3@ 12 Vo Y ..q'vm L-&f(fl&t‘i“‘ma&rﬁ.ll_?

> men could have met, it seemsa apparent that any contact vould ’

-
v

have been brief, infrequent, casual, extra-official, Vang FFLE

defection, despite many previous opportunities to do s0 (e.q..

questioned furthar sbout them., Neverthclass, as indicated in

o
officer in the swerican Department (until 1957 or 1958, whereas

; ~ Second, GOLITSYN made no corment about or identification




“he foll wing diicusaion conridon < uLITS;’\ '3, infornatio'l
about NUZLUKU in conjum Hon wit‘h NUJFNXO'S dc-\tal JLouL havtn'r .‘ i
b2en in contect with GLLIWSY.I.* vossible oxpl ineeions for . i
GOLIT3SYN'3 having referred to their cncounter;i bhat haQ!ng'nis-' o
iacntifled NUSINKO's posltions in the RCe are: First, GOLITsYU
could have er:nd-; second, GOLIT3YN cculd have lied for personal

reilsonsp and third, CGOL1TS 1l could heve lied st the direction

Ceeme s s s e

of the KGB because he (like NOSENKO) is under iG3 control. To
examine each of these points scparstely:
- GGLYITSYH could have erred, Apart frcem 'az donial

by HNU3ERKO, who is on unrcliable source, there i3 no cvirience
to r~fute COLIT3Yi's statarent that he and NCSQKO met in
the Jmerican Vepartment in 1953 and in tha Tourist D2purtment
in 1958 or 1959. (1he conclusion?’i- art ViII.I. about
NOSTUKO's bona fides do not rule out the possibility that

-~ he vuas physic:illy prasent on occasion on the pramises of tho
two departments in these yoars, aithouc._ah not in the capaicities
that he has claimed.) The nature of t.ﬁeir encounters, however, i
tould have heen such thit GOLITSY. erred in assuming - becauce ]
'aosmxo was secn on or near the prenises of the two depsrtments:
and because NOSENKO told GOLIT3Yd in 1958 cor 19597 that he was
in the Tourist Department - that NOSENKO was therefore an
officer of these specific elements of the .3 Second Chief
Directorate. Thus, if GOLITSYN met NOSENKO as he said, he
misﬁakenly 1dent1£1ed NOSENKO as being a menber of the staffs

. of the /werican and Tourist Departments at these times,

- GOLITSYN could have lied for personal reasons., He may

have belicved that to say he met NOSENKO or to say he knew

* There 48 insufficient information available to reach a conclusion :
' about, or ~ven apecﬁlnte on, why HOSINKO was so certain CGLITS!E!':
defection occurred in January 1962, as contrasted with the fact

:: that it took place on 15 December 1961.
1 .
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HUSLikUY ;iosl ticn.: in the KUy would i -uthenticity to

his sarlier cvalu.ﬂbn_b{ thiz NULENKO anformation of 19-:.62','
to h!s-contradicuo'n‘:ly ';f u@#u:xu‘a st-ntnnlénts co:xcernin§
service i{n thn L.}.S.. bnhnssy Sect‘ion and the operations 6[
thut section, and to his contention thit the XGB would try
to counterict his (GOLIT3YN's) information by spreading
purportadly suthoritative but purposefully misleading reports
on the same subject matter., In summary, COLITS/N's {intention
in lying about HO3NXO couléd simrly have hean tco udd greater
cradibility to his expressed opinion that NS0 was a KD
provocateur.

- CULITSYU could have lied ut the direction of the KGB,
an explanation that is examined here for the sike of ccmpleteness
and not bLecause Cla has any reason to lhmlieve GOLIT.SYN‘ is under
KG3 control. This explz2nation would mean that COLITSYNW,
although offering purtial confirmation for NOSZKO's claims,
directly attucked the bona fidns of :\n'ot.he_z' KGB-dispatched
agent of allegedly comparable rank anf.l. knowledgeabiuty. ncting
under KG9 instructions, GOLIT3YN would have sought to undermine
HOSENKO's acceptability, reguirdless of the fact that NOSINKO
said he was ptqvlding reliable and compr~hensive information
about KGB operations agiinst .merican officials and tourists'
in the US5R. At the sume time, NO5SNKC wis not giving an
dccount of thelir relationship that waa consistent with COLITSYN's,
by implication NOSINKO wae distorting or diluting the earlier
reports of GOLIT3SYN on KGB operations in the Soviet Union,
and HOSENKO was seeking .to Ggain acceptam’:e by ClA equal to that
experienced by GOLIT3YN. According lto this hyrothesis, two
sources under KGB control - each striving for acceptance -
deliberately guve conflicting stories of their -slationship,
and each tried to undermine the bona l_!_.‘_l_ci_c_g of the other,

GULITSYN explictly and HOSEMKO by implication. This explanation
fs 50 1llo~'cal, as well a3 s0 detrimental to the KCB. that

it must be rejected from serious consideration.
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?hslchoice thu;‘serﬁs to lin_hgtvneu the first tVolc;planotibns_
for GbLlTJfN's mls!duntff!catton of HU3LNIO, one un un&erstdqdthé
crrof of::ssumption_dfaup from their fe«s chanca cncountcré.'éhc,
other o misquided uttempt that had no sinister goals, 1In efither
cuse, GOLITSYN'S testimony does not contribute to &4 determinaticn
of the status of NOSENKO within tho KCB as of the yeors prior

to 1960, |

The;c are two explanutions for LOSRIKO's denial about havino

met GOLITLYi. Ono oxplunation is that they were never in personil
contaect, thc KGB wys aware of this fact, and - unurepired for
GULITSYH's statements to the contriry - the KGB briefed NOSZIKO
2ccordingly. 1f in this particular instance NOJENKO told the
truth and (as discussed above) GOLITSYN did not, no additional

or differcnt conclusion cin be drawn about the bona fides of

NOSENKO and his claims of servico in the KGD.
is that, a3 GOLIT3YN said, these encounters did take plece in 1353

The second explanition

and again in 19358 or 1959, but becuusa of their casual and flegtinq

nature, NOSENKO (unlike GOLITSYN) has not rememhbered them.
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2, Resume of _fntorirgtion®

Lecording to (Obl'tsYN, he persotally met lOZERNKG 1wo or
three Linen an 1700, Wit le vitotinag the U S, Eml aasy iectLion of
the Auctican th pattinedt, o componemt of the fntcrnal .ocugity
directorate, onid «gain in 1958 and 19%¢. On the other hand,
HOSEURO: wos urable to adeutsfy COLITSWM's photosiraph ard he denied
ever havirg seern nan GOLITST su30) chat GUK, C(HUKRANOV. ond
RASAGIEYEV were ti1i10nds of NOSIENKO as well as of cwliriyn., (NOS-
ENKO claimed to hrr o1 f110ndly terms with each of el o three
KGH offrrers; v hnowledeed, hudiver, that hirs acquaintance |
with GUK haa bre meresy caswal vertsl NOZENKD s threc-month TDY
1o CTuneva an 1240 wlicn eede them the best of friecuds,)  From
1993 to 1777 o1 10UR cULITOYN sawd, HOSENKO was o case officer
tn the U3, Falacy Seataen, then ranslorrcd 10 che; Four iat
Depat et o whegee e ans o Seniog caia- of facee an 1999 (OHLITSYN
Stutedd unexpaivorally 1hat BUSERKD vas kot o beputy Clael of, the
U.S. kapazsy S.0t10n or vthoerwise sciving 1n that secetion O an
the Ancricen Lepaciment. a5 of the tume he (COLITSYN) .onsulted
with various otficers these in Aptil-June 1960 and January 1561.°*°
GOLITSY spoke thern with officers wiven HOSENKO claims as close
colleacues are Jud g FOVEHUK and CICFARIGY . and would douzzless
rave krown 1f NO3#NKO woete supervising or otharvise involved in
codie clerk cprravions.  In sumnary COLITSYN coerobot 1ted some

of NOSE..KZ s 3lleurd @icienzent in tiwe KGB Second Chi-:f Directorate

tut not all ot tiam winale RCSENKO contradicted GOLLT YN by saywng
that the wwo men jiad reovier not

3. tomments on il ISYH

From Decenier 1952 vntil Apral 1953 GOLI'ITSYN was ‘‘hicf of
the Amesican Lesk  ounterintellicence: Depacwment. Foreign
Directorate. i (then “46B) and for rost of the perind from,
Jaruary %o !tarch 1959 5. was on TDY craining assigunents to the
Second Cri¢f lnre-tozate In the {firsar job avt least JOLTTSYN
presumaoly would have hisd regular <eatings with the U S. Embossy
Sectiorn, and peri:ap:. also 1n the se¢counrd he would have been in
corntanrt with the ourist Leparumenr, 1n which NOSENKO claimed
to have brzenn then serving Despite thayg  and desprie has
proven excrllence: of manty for the: r.anses and tasks ot Kull
personnel, COLIPSYN acver meationed NOSEHKO an debriae-tings
during the years 1962 ond 1963 nor comented on his name on
the two occasions vwhen it was shown to hum. although he had
NUMErous OppoOrtunltics Lo menvion hi™ 1n conneceion with the

. names of THURANTY, vVASHTHEYRV, anu LUK,

,'—‘-l'hr: réﬁtx;r.:.lnp between the reporting by CGOLITSYN and
ROSENFU on specific operations 18 shown on Pucqe:s 594 -595,
with cammants tavreun appearing on Puges 647-659 whaile an
the section which follows below are a discuss:ion and an
evaluation of whact GOLITEYN said anout NOSENKO's assignments
in the Secord Chief Ihrectorate,«s desctibed on Pagyes 343-344,

*e2s stated ir Pagt Vvill.1l., howevrr. 1t 1S not credible that

NOSENKO served 1n the U.S. Embassy Section in 1951 5% orx
1% 1960-19¢5 .
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Thuere wuuld appear to bz o rzasen why ROSENKO, 3f he had
ever act CULETIYH, should nor Lave zawd 0 to Aveericen Intelin-
gunceye poeprescentatives.®  To Lave done o would have gaven HOSEIKO
conczete support for his ol aims ot Kiiv sesff servicee, which he
knew 10 be in question, i the contrary, however, NOSLXNKO consis-
tently denred any contact and ronufactured a demonstrapbly false
story Lo cxplain his owsn ¢rsence during COLITSN s admitted visit
to the sccrien 1n which N0STUI0 clawms to have scrved in January
1361, Sen Page 183, secons footnote.)

On thke othetr hand, GOLITIYNU'S claim must Lo reasured against
the bsckeround and crircimstan~ens of his statemsnts. In the ab-
sence of any comu:nts atout or sdentiticatieon of KUSENKO by GCLIT-
SYWN prior to the public arrniuncement of Lis defrction from the
KGiV, and 1n view ot the arvourt of infammacion made avarlable to
him from HOSHDEO materiais prior to Lts mwakanig any statements
about his alleged acquairtance with him, COLITSW s “"identifica-
tion" of MOSENKO as a KGE staff officer known to h.m persorally
canrot b2 considered as spoitalinOUs Or unceniaminated' 1nformation,

The weight of aréeperdent evidence againco LCEZENKC's alleged
service in trkose positicn: wiich GOLITSYY corrotorated, combired
with the conflict Letwoen GOLITSYN s and LCSLUKO's testimony about
therr personal anjusantenteshlp, Markes 1t inpossitle to accept
GOLITSYN's verif{ication of LOSINKO's claired KGB status during
any stage of the latter s career.

*1t is not likely that he wculd forcget it. Direct relationship
with or knowledge of a defector would be interesting and 1im-

portant to roacining KGH officers! even if temporarily forgotten,

post-defection reminiscerces would alinost cerrairly bring back
memories of such recert ar?d direct contacts as GOLITSYN relates.
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.5,4‘? %:*gvl Information Poported b
HEA Y B IC I 5 NOSENKO was affiliated with the KGN for approxi=-
C R 3 mately 16 vears, since about 1917, ard wua3 an
employee of the Second Chief Directorate in
Moscow. [is rather, now dead, was a Daeputy to
the Prime Minister of the Soviet Union and also
Minister of the Shipbuilding Industry. There
is 4 shipyard named after NOSENKO's father in
the Lkraine.

Date ¢f InfHhrmatioa

/
"7"19 febrvary 1964 (Re-
ported ththc FBI on
12 February 1964)

s
/

10 Fcbruary_!964 (Fe=-
ported to the FRYI on
12 Fepbruavy 19463)

[

pagars 1s pot that of NIOSENKO.** &£
wvirrkced with NOSENKN for several ycears in FGB
Headguarters; he descuribed NOLLNKO as 3 perscn
who lixkes o be fashionably dressed at all

times ard s fond.of women, by natare o tricendly -
individual and generally well-liked by his fols L4
low workers. NOSENKO worked in the Second s
Calef Litrecturate. :’g
6 F - . W : : ) | - W
L ebLruary 1964 (Fe- . preevred gquite certain RS P )
ported to the FBRI on oL S hat NOSENKO had the raned ol

32 February 1964;

9 tebiruary 1964 (Re-
rorted te tpe PRI on
20 February 1964

s G TINS5
Wy L
L T K TR é + E
A e

,:W\aﬂ}q¢

RS Kot ay
P I T G K i A

LA SCEL T SRR ERE M b AR A fJ #8 a "clean" Soviet diplomat at
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on 20 Febru 1964)

(chort;}\€>zr6 FBI

to the FBY
;,.on 22 Febriaary 1964)

(Puporcted fo CIA by
the FBl orf ? lebruary
1945) j

-

T~



;%éi whether he felt

uubln:S,actually ﬂefcu&Ld whether  ha felt &
the actection might be a "trick? by the KGH, AR
-%;g:ﬁrephed t.r'.at from his own knowledge Of &
18 matter, he was convinced that NOSENKQ's
defection was not a 'trxck“ by the KGB.

NOSZENIIO worked against personnel stationed at
" the U,S. Embassy in Moscow, and with his help

agents were developed among theése Amoricans,

It is assuped by the KGR that he is familiar

with the number and location af micyophones in !ia
the U.5. Embassy, t;;

Pl
Prior to NOSENKO's defection he was Deputy to Eia

the Chief of a department in the Second Chief
Directorate. While working in the Seygenth

(kurv0111nnc0) Directorate in MOscowQrERunig
on threoe gsceparate oﬂca<ions pactici utvd in

conterences batwaeen "important poopla® of the

Sercord Chisf Directorate and the. qcventn Direc-
torata,. NOSENKO was present at all of theso,?
Althcuyh NOGLNKO was a Ceputy Chief he held
only the rauk of captain in the XGB, s
attr:buted this (the disparity between job and
rank) to the influence which GRIBANOV exerted
oin tha behalf of NOSENKO,

[T

AN B
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DATE ",/”‘,}7 ';I'

LOST/MISSING MATERIAL

THE DOCUMENT OR PAGE(S) LISTED BELOW WAS/WERE MISSING
DURING THE DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW BY THE HISTORICAL
REVIEW GROUP, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF INTELLIGENCE.

DOCUMENT NO. DATED:

OR

PAGE(S)> _777

FROM:
CIA JOB NO.
pox No. Ree |

=

FOLDER NO.
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Decause of his long ténufé-in the KGCB, NOSENKO.r'

would have a great deal of important informa-
tion which he could impart to intelligence
agencies of c¢ther countries, Certainly, he
would be acquainted with many KGB employees
and could identify them. He also would be
intimately acguainted with a large number of
Soviet agents working ingside the USSR against
American and British nationale.

The bLoilk of I'OSERKO's knowledae concerning KGB
activities would revolve around the intelli-
gence operstions of the KG3 in Moscow and aleo
¥GR perccnalivien working in Beadguarters.
NOSTLKS aan alse unduubitedly familiar wath all
KGHS pevionalities in Sencva® and certainly knew
somy KGR pursonaiities 1a cther countries.

N s ol b - . ¥ . :iﬁ.’;f’..‘-’KO hﬂd I)Qﬁn in
the sScolnua “heef v ~ocnrato for about 14 years
and was acqeoeinted with atmost 41l of the «m-
plovees of this direcrtorate, He was aware of
the gtructuze of the YC& andd rnows many person-
el of the First Chief Lircectorate.

, o o L
T I I e e
P RRATE K WS Xy

as Vveputy to thoe Chiel of the wourist Departument,
had in his posasession a telephone dircctory
which listed the names of some 10,C00 KGB em=
ployecs in Moscow. Only Chiefs and Decput e
rementsahad these phone books.**  RglKRL

ALy ;..“"

™ s¥xpressed the opinion that“"NUSLNKO
o

o

107 $2577T
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i8 much mure valuable to
was Olcg PENKOVSKIY becay
knows so much about the r

is familiar with so many

both in Moscow and abroad

that PCNKOVSKIY was able
and British Intelligcnce

in intelligence and counf
tions of the KGO."

NOSENKO krows many of the chiefs and deputies
nd denhartments at KGB

of the KGB darectora.es (

4dndividuals in.
: I s

AT

Headquasrtoers 1n Moscow,

Because of this fact, NOSENKO has a vast Know-

Tu K33 headquarters
traor: are four acparate ¢ining cooms for per-
sonnel who work there; ohc such dining room is

the FBI and CIA than
i1so0 of thae fuct that he
wethods of work of tho
First and Second Directorates of the KGB ond
the KGB
. o TR o
to furnish Anorican
iwith a lot of informa-
tion concerning defense gocrets of the Soviat
Union, but NOSENKO is much more knowledqeable
erintelligence opera-

rescrved for chiefs and fcputies of departments.

ledge of the hicrarchy o!

the KGB,*

YOSLNKO voluntecred for the first time during the January-March 1965 interrogations that he had eaten

occasionally in the “"chicfs' dining room."

He had not mentioned this dining room earlier.
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o 20 May 1 (R~
g ported to ‘BRI
on 21 May

Report
by the
11 June 1

* See above; NUOSENKO did not mention these

directories.

’There seems

‘the KGD a o a
in his position as a d¢

nount of harm.”

that NOSENKO... could do
NOSENKO

lputy chief in one of the

departments of the SeP?nd Chief Directourate

would have been entitle

d to have one personnel

directory of approximahely 30 pages setting

forth the identities c{

officials in KGB Headq

name
file vmployces workiung:
was expresscd by some €

V] . wwe two direc
Mnerican Intelligence,
damaged for the presant
to come,*

Tho KGB was lucky that
40 microphones in the {
Actunlly, about 200 mid

by the Soviets in the Embassy.

quite surc that NOSENK
furnishing 1nformation
resulted 1n the microply
was his opinion that N(
eral location of the 4¢C

also have had a 200-pade directory listing by
and telephone numlcr dll

that 1f MOS

‘t2 the hmericaing whaich

all of the supervisory
arters. NOSENKO would

the rank-and-
cow, The opinion
'GB "chiefs" i
.WKO were merely a
cories available to
the KGB would be severely
and for several years

(8}

—
el
)
-t
[ V]
o
[ et
.—

the Americans found only -
.S. Embassy in Moscow,.
rophones werso concealed

was resp:

onvs being found. It
SENKG knew only the gen-
microphones which were

found and does not have
romaxnlng ones., g

any knowledge of the
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The qoencral consensus among KGO employocs S

is that in the future the KGU will
ve toeling srharply the effects of NOSENXKO's es~
capr to American Intelligence. NOSENKO is con-
sidered tn ‘be vastly more important than either
GOLITSYN or DERYABIN. This opinion appeare to
be based on coveral factory: First, MNOSENKO
worked against personnel stationced at the U.S3,
tmbaaay in Moacow and with his help agunts were
Jevelope:d among theue Amerlcans. Sacond, it
1s assured by KGB personne] that because of
his closcness to the U.S. fmbassy in the post,
MOSENKG would also be familiar with the number
of microphcnes which hed bden anstalled in
the Inwassy by the KGB and|the locations of
ithese microphones., ‘inird,|as a Deputy Chief
of a department, NOSLNXG quld normally have

|

|
[E W]
[= =
[ o }
d
(7]
A,
[ s J
|

rad access to a telephone [lirectory listing

all pcrsonnael in all directorates of the KGZ in
Moscow. Another factor, which is a formiduble
one 14 tho m.nds of other icn cmployecs, ls
that MOSENKD travelled in a rathe: xr(lucn:ial
circle of friends i1a Moscow wh” SRS )

the Soviet Government, G RS XANIYE
these comments cited as reasons for hISL :KO
be:ng an "anor’ant catch"‘for Airerican Intele
ligyence, but G CPFeSTUERN DECHIN no onc in the
KGB rcally knows exactly hpw much information
NOSENY.O had concerning the| KGO.

Th~ amount of damage caused by NOSENIO's de-
fection is "unpredictable.|' HNOSENKO knew few
employecs of the FPirst Chiqf Directorate worke
ing abroad, but knew many Luch employees scrving
in KGE Headquarters by virtue of sceing them in
the dining room which is riserved for chiefs

and deputy chiefs of KGB dpgpartments.
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Twa ~eamnese ) ¥4 nave heea establaishod by the CPSU
for the purposes:  fajy to determinne why KCGU cm-
ployces such as LERYALIN, GOLITSYN, and NOSENKO
Aefected while sorving abroad; and (b)) to attempt
to clininate "weak" KGB employees and improve the
efficiency of tihe KGR.

Al lnvestigatinhy commission of the CPSU Central
Commitr<: cheeking intoe the circumstances sur=

“rounding NOSENKO's defection has thus far been

resoonsible for the expulsion from the KGB of 15
Second Chicf Lirectorate employeccs, These in-
clude GRIPANOV, who was also expelled from the
Ciesy and was stripped of his rank of lieutenant
general.  GRIBANOV has been given a very small
pension, lika an ordinary Soviet citizen. This
drastic action was taken sinde the primary re-
sponsibility ror the defectian was placed on
GRILANOV. [t was rcalized tiat, in addition to
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the time of the defection, GRIBANOV was a por-
sonal friend of NOSEMKO and had more or less
trecated NOSENKO as a protegu and had taken many
steps to further NOSENKO's éarecr within Lhe KGB.*
It was ‘vlt that GRIBANOV smould have bren aware

Tnxc" of GRIBANOV's duput;cn were nlao expelled
from the KGB, one of whom was a Major Gencral
BANNIK 0f the 11 other $econd Chief Direc-
torate Ciployees ecxpellecd, Eome were found to
have been personal friends bf NOSENKO and some
of them were found to have tonf;dcd to NOSENKO

details of nno h they were working.,
'u— _ S.M. GOLUBEV,

a KGls oxfxggr stataencd in pashaington, would be
leaving for Moscow because bhe investigating com=
mission had deterraned that|GUK, a mutual friend
of NOSENKO and GOLUBRV tolJd| NOSENKQO that GOLUBEV
had Leen assigned to the Waphinagton Legal Resi-
dency. GOLUREV had himgelf|worked with NOSENKO
‘in KGB Headquar:e:s sometimg in the pust, but

subsuquently NOSFNRO and GO
ferent assignmcnts within t

did not associate with one o

LUKEV were given dif-
xL ¥GB and thereafter
nother in the course

of their daily activities.

¢ Sec Paqes'327‘1;6’zn which NCSENKG's description of his relationship with GRIBANOV. is|discussed.

whe NOSE‘\D xdentxfxcd GOLUB "V by namec anl photograph as a First Chief Directorate courtcrxntclllgonrﬂ offxcer,
who had served in New York City under United Nations cover in 1960 and 1961, NOSENKO said that he first
met GOLUREV in 1959 and know nothing of his earlier carcer. Because GOLUBEV had at one point been assigned
to Geneva with the Soviet Disarmament Delegation, NOSENKO went to him in 1902 for a briefing on Forcign
Ministry personnel in the delegation befcre his own assignment to Geneva. NOSENKO said he last saw GOLUBEV
in KG3H ueadqha: ers in 1963. At that time GOLUBEV was assigned to the New York Direction of the Counter-
intelligence ivoaztment of the First Chief Dircctorate, and NOSENKO said that GOLUBEV had been in this
Department as .uny as he had known him.

hndatndiie - - o— beme e me s e
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It is common knowledge among KGB employees that
GRIBANOV was cxpelled from the KGB and CPSU and
is now on pension, partial rather than full, as
a result of the NOSENKO defection. When NOSENKO
was being considered for assignment to Geneva
(in 1961), a summary statement of his activities
was prepared in the fSecond Chicf Directorate and
sent to GRIBANOV. This summary contained con-
siderable "compromising information" concerning
NOSENKO; 1f azted upor properly, 1t would have
rermoved him from cornideration for this trip.
GRIB/NOV read the summary material, ran a line
through all of it, and udded the notation: "Send
h:m to Gereva," The gencral feeling ig that

GRIBANOV was willing to overlook a lot of NOSENKO's

dericicncins because of GRIDBANOV's lonq tiwo _

txxnnd hxp with NO”LN«O'S fatrnr.

‘2l Jt ot

GRIBANOV has been dismissed from the FGB, ex~-
pelled from the CPSU, and is presently living
on a <mall pension. His dismissal occurred

{0F &

(nnportcé~:a‘cgé\:?
thwe FRI on 8 Fellw~

ary 1965)

*

immadiately after MNOSENKO's defection.** In
addition, aot less than 50 other penple were dis
missed, many of whom were close friends of GRIBANOV.
Most of these were from the First and Second Chief
Directorates, with the majority from the Second

Chief Directorate. The present Acting Chiel of (X R]
the Second Chief Directorate is a Major Genceral gEg
BANIIK, whose appointment has not yet been approved Ll
by the Central Committee of the CPSU. One of o
his deputies is a Major General (F.A.) SHCHERBAK, Eés

[

* NOSENRD saild thut.his father and GRIBANOV were not acquainted.

** CRIBANOV was reportcdly in operational contact with a senior Western diplomat in Moscow as recently
as late autumn of 1964, At that time he turned his contact over to another KGB officer.

——d
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Major General BARNIKOV is currently temporary
Chief of the Sccond Chief Directorate, having
replaced GRIDANOV who waa expelled from tho KGB
hecause he supported NOSENKO in his carcer,®

" GRIBANOV i3 working in a small city outside
tloscow 25 the chief ¢f security at an import=-
ant miljtary plant ond is new a "nothing.”

Carly Jund™N\96%5 (Rc-
ported to CIP by the
AN ~ L] [

FiI on 29 JnnN.,u,,)

After the dotcection »f NOSENKO the KGB conducted
ar cKtens.ve investigation to detcermine which
smonloveas unew him and the nature of their rela-
v .onghip. Duvring this TAPABRIN was guesticonedg
Lo waid he kpew HOSENKD, bhut only casually and
ciy Yesanse 0 Lamited contacts within rhe KGB.

[

1
;'_ The 1rvesticatisn deterinined, however, thet
2 ToRABELN and GRIBANCGT were (ricnds socially and
5% that TARALIIN attendnd several parties at which
a. NOSENKS wan preseps.  firls invited by NOSENKO
o wore wipo thore 3 mmzscribvd one such
b~ party. Therealter, TARERIN was afforded a hear-§

104 ard was accoused on willfully concealinyg
vital infurmation. As a rasult he was expelled

from the KGB and the CPSU and was deprived of

all ponsson rights,* v oo

. [0

B NCSENuL sa1d that 1t was WNINOV ko authorized his 1964 trip to Gennva, during which he defected, and Ef:
that to the bost of kis kKpnodwledie, GRIFBANDY Jid not know that he (NUSENVO) was making this trip. lever- o
thalecs, NOZFNKO said uwiati h--tﬁnu:xn CJJL CATBA%OY might be fired rrewm the K63 as a result of his defection (=9
becuusahe was rosponsibis for vashing me ahead,”  NOSENKO said that RANNIKOV would not be punished because 552

he had dore nothing othar thaa u'-oLt him as a candidate for the 1964 Geneva assignment (sce Pages 333-334).

b NOSENKO reported that TARABLIN was Chicf of the British Depacrument from 1953 to 1963, at- which time he bo-
came Deputy Chief of "torvice Nu. 2," the reorganized Counterintelligoncs Depurtment of the First Chief
Divectorate,

*4% NOSENKO said ht saw GRIBANOV throa times souxally during hi1s KGB carwer: on each occasion TARABRIN was presont,
NOSENKO reported that he provided gicla for SRUBANOV and TARAGIIN at parties io 1962 and 1963, but not in 1961.
Hle could not recall any cotarle of the 1ug? udrty fe.g., who the girls were, where they went, what they did,
etc.). Hc was, however, ahle to d'usr‘hc thc 1903 party, which took pluco in October or Novomhvr, in con=

siderabkle Cctail ST YNNI B B s .;q;:"’.’:"?:ﬁé:?:"' Y s i o) -,-;zm;om"-ﬁ", 2 &y;ﬁ «....f;aw-v.. "
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b, The Conpromise of PENYOV3XLY

(i) 1lutroduction

QEERP and NUSENKO agree on only cne aspect of the
PENKOVSKIY conpronise (see Part VIII.B.G.b.): They both
attrlhutn the inftial ceompronise to MGB survcolllance. Al-
though SEREFRDsren. 7 renort osgrees with NOSENKG that
the KGB learnod ol \"exlcan participation in the operation
only after PENKOVSKiIY was Rrrested, {E¥rsubsequent reports
contradict this by tying the comprorise dircctly to surveil-
lance of U.S. Embausv personael visiting the Pushkin Street
decad drop site. s£a > story of the events stconaing from
the conpromise of the dcad drop s8ite is at odds both with
the facts of the case and with all other reporting by

]

- (ii) Discussion

aftcr tlc KGB tcrminmtcd tne opcr~t1on--1nd1cn»ed that the
KGB had becen awarc of PEN{OVSKIY's involvement with Aperi-
cans, and speccifically with the ClA offfcer JACOB, for atout
two and one half months prior to the arrests, This state-
ment is inaccurate concerning JACOB, witn was a last-minute
substitute for the scrvicing of thke Pushkin Street dead drop
on 2 November 1962 and who never bhefore had personally par-

ticipated in the opcration.
agree with NCSENKO's subsecquent report and the "official
report" regardaingz KGB igrorance of the role of American
Intelligence in the PENKOVSKIY cose.

: yvport or the case, however, is contra-
dictory'tu his first repcrt and to the othe:i sources: He
*said in 1963 that surveillance of U.S. Embassy tar-
gets detected a visit to the Pushkin Sircet sitz by an
American, and that the resulting 24-hour surveillance of the
site caught PENKOVSKIY visiting the samc location, whereupon
he was arrestcd and confessed. CIA, however, has no evi-
dence besides the statements b hthat PENKOVSKIY ever
went to the Pushkin Street sitc dfter it was visited by CIA
personnel.

N '-‘(‘({ ‘,1

In B @ reported at greater length about
the roie of Pusnk1n Slrcet in PENKQVSKIY's compromise. At
this time he explained that the American had visited Pushkisn
Street not once but twice: surveillance had obscrved Lim on
both ouccasions wiren he went inside the entrance, but followed

“him inside only on the seccond visii. The survelllant who

entered the buildinz reported that the Aserican appecared to
be tving his shoe; although this was not unusual in {tself,
Eidcontinucd, the ract that it was the second visit to
the same address for no visible purpose causcd suspicion,
and as a result the KGB installed a closed circuit 1V camera
to provide 21-hour coverage ol the site. PENKOVSKIY was ob-
served checking it (sce preceding paragraph): an JAmerican
was observed loading a dead drop behind 2 lobby heating unit
(radiator); the KGB tagged the dead drop material with a
radiocactive substance; PENKOVSKIY was observed unloading the
dead drop and procecding to his office where he secreted the

0P SECRET

statements otherwise @ -

@
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T35

;saterial 1n 2 concealzent area ir his dezk; the Z50 also
containued in verveslionee of the dez? d-ur cite, observaed
PENEOVEXIY lod the <34 Lrop, and o4 an Szerican

(JACOE) vho came to unload it, TUYICVLFIY wes then cocfroated
with ghrotosrapiic cvidence of the loac:ngs and vnloadiongs and
conld offer no deferss.  Tais repoert 5 tha cnly indicaticn
from a Sovietl source Taat the EGY hiad suTtveilled the two
vinits tv the Peolsizn Strecor site made Ly U.S. Exbass) of-

? ficers: hhxlvmr(-purl stated *het ore Azericn
visited e site twice, in tfact tvo diflorent Anericars
vaicitcd the site once cach, VAHONLY on 21 Jacuvary 19€Y arnd
ABIDI AN on 30 Leocenbor 19061,

X -
re i
%

(iv) Remarks

The Push+in Streat dead dreop was never uased fecr communi-
cation to PINKOVSKIY. a2nd in fact was loaded only conce, ¥hen
the KGP cidl suo and activated it on 2 Novenber 1962, thereby
! apprehendiag JACOB. Uorcover, the first visit to Pushkin
Streect, in Januvary 196}, rredated any rersoral coxtact betw
ween PENEOVSHLY ard e :tern Intelligence, either American or
British. Thus, G .2MDM3® report on Americans visiting there
is only partiaily s.curate. and the usc of tasse “surveilled"
visits 2s an explanation for how the XKGB detected PENKOVSKIY
is unsuppartable. In reporting incorrectly cor thisg mattior,

ccull have crred rmirely tecause his sub-seurcas (one @ -

¥
i

ur.nzmed, the othe: apgarenily J2zpite the conflict in
repcreing stcut his position) regestad erronecus infeorma-
ticn in a.s precscnce.

ce td revea: =hat the

¥GE «£2: awair 1 ey -as

21l Carnuary 1 . e there- ¢
fcre hLas c=* < E¥i . £y showing

KG2 awarcr.es £ tia Zead drop

s:te 11 repnt iz = TR > znd ev2 before
PERXCUSKRIY f£inzll B ed e lighi g rsonai centact
with Western intelliceice services. 1t was the ~BIDIAN visit,
NOSE'RO said, wnich first arnuge:) K$3 intcrest in the site at

Pushrin Szrczt.
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i. Introgudtior. _
\ _
While 1n ger\exal terms corrohoratins HOSDUKD's claims to

service in both the GRU and the FGB, &EELIRE. nas supolied scme
details which are incompaotible with the statenente by NOSEIKC on
his intelligenrce rarpor. Althou«- rov 3s prolific a reporter on
ROSDIKD 28 RO T e, .o s had several topics in
cowmon with ..uaE..‘-\O‘ :‘uz’b., ‘E.um,v’.,l\IY CHEREFAICY, SHUBIN,
SLESINGER, and thLe contacise retween the GRU officer BOLSHAKOV and
Attorrey Gineral Fobert FEWWFDY 1n 1962 Wien compared with
NOSE!XQ's information, the reports by @malsion the case of FOPOV,
PEXKOVSKIY, and QIZREPANOV ére interlock:rny:

: Pand \')JFWKO agree that EOPOV was corpromised
after ‘nxs rer.urn to Moscow freom East Berlin {in Noverber 1958
ard in conscquence of KGBE surveillance.

- CHEREPINCV and !NOSENKO likewise agree about POPOV's
corpromisa,

X TRty concurred with NOSINKO by indicating that
CIEREPANOV wWa3 a genumr source of Hmrzcan Intelligence, and
this statcment vy I I TERRVE RS £ 7 -

: : : P> lecarned some of his
details en C the compromise o (CVSKIY, and UESES®and
NOSENKO liave indicated thet this compromise resulted from
KGB surveillance of PENKCV3KLY's Britis» contacts in Moscow.

FEN

Presented below are @RS s remarks about NOSENKO, followed by
a review of the topics common to thesa twWwo sources.

2. Statements on NOSENKO

.

d’hen dxccussxr‘a OSENKO for the fzrst tine, 'msaid on

spoken to h1m abOJt \OSENkO The state:rer.ts by SR
on the latter's background are compared in the followmg tabulation:

As a young man, NOSENKO attended NOSENKO said his entire ser-
the GRU's Military-Diplomatic vice in the GRU, irn the years
Acadeny (MDA) and then was in 1950-1953, consisted of duty
; the GRU Information Department-- in the Naval GRU, first in
e in 211, pcrhaps & year of service the Far East and then irn. the .=~
: in the GRU.* Baltic.**

- * Intil the late 1950's, the course at tne MDA, the strategic
Sintelligence school of the GRU, lasted for four years; more
recently, the course has been of three years' duration.

**During the 1950-1953 period and before, the Naval GRU was
separate from the rest of the GRU,

;:, | - TOP SECT



. T“y St%t
« _
810.

NOSZHKO

A “very urdisciplined person®
while in the GRU and "not very
good, " NOSENKO was to have bLeen
diecharged from the GRU.

NCSENKD's statements sbcut him-
gelf durirg the 1950-1353 period
appesr to acree with the cvalu-
ation, but he Las c=aid rothing

about facirg discharge by the
. Naval GRU,

ROSEXKO's father, "a very in-

g His transfer from the Xaval G’U
fluential person in the Ministry

to the ¥G3 In 1353, RCS2KO

of Shirruilding," was able to said, w3 at the initjiative of
get NOSEHKO transierred to the KGR General KOBULLY, 2 friend
KGB. vf hie father; <+t elder NOSENKO

was lMMinister of Shipbuiiding.

NOSEIKO was “an impdrtant boss"
in the KC3 (directorite or
deperzmerit unknoun).

bocozding to NISEIRDO, his most
recent K:3 tiela rrior to de-
fectirg was eputy Chalef,
Tecurist Department, KG3 Second
chief Direcrorate,

:igigﬁﬁgi*stated that NTCERKO cave ‘verv, very godd information®
to the vnited States, having had "greact access" tou K38 information
which ircluded "all means of KGP covera~c of people in Moscow,
~i-rophore systems in the embassies, etc. ire YV.5. Enktassy, :
> P .ontinued, had found micrephones on the basis of informatior

- that NC3ENKO had provided.

3. Parallels with KOSENKO's Repor%ing

a, The CHEREPANOV Case

(i) Summary

One of the two ways in which EIFEBP has corroborated NOSENKO
on the authenticity of (HEREPANOV as a cesrnuine source of Ame-ican
Intelliqerce was to cite information he hac learnel ‘Pqn b%

g < ¢‘"'_-‘7’ .

the K"B- hR;?AEOV cgve SOﬁe papers to the U.-. -ﬁbassy in Aoscow,
vhich returned them to cthe Sosiet Miniszry of Foreign Affairs
(MFA).; the MFA turned the papers over to the KGB, which traced
them by analysis to CHEREPANOV: meanwhile, CHEREFANOV hag tried

to flee the USSR, but he was captured near the Turkisn border and

nmm———— ..

AT

oo ey —————t i

executed. In every major.respect,

therefore

agrees with

NOSEKO's version of the case. When asked whetner the CHEREPANOV

FEWoN

ircident might
U.S. Emkassy, &

The second way in which
was a gernuine source is irdirect.

‘e _been "a trick" bty the KGB to emrarrass the
X3 replied that it was definitely not.

has certified that CHEREPANQV

Like NOSENXO ard =me-of the
icated that KGB surv-.llance

CHEREPANOV documents, \gzpgmepr Fag in

of a U.S. Embassy officer crcught about the compromise of POFOV.

(ii) Remarks

As stated in Part VIII.B.6.,

the GHEREPANOV incident was a '

KGB provocation against the U.S. Embassy, but it is conceivable
that statements suggesting the contrary could have becen made

TORSETT
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t.owever, appears to La based on'g e direct involvement, and
does r.ot eppeer to be attributeb:e O sub-sources having provided
him with erronesous information; this is discussed further below,

b. The Cos:gromise of PERMKIVSKIY

3 dates on the compronise of PRIKOVEK1Y are at vari-
ence nxth NCSZIKO's &r.d they discgree on wrecher the ¥GD knew
Are-ican Irtelligence to be involved in this operation befcre
JACOB of CIA was apprenerded at the Pushkin Street dezd drop on

2 YNovember 1962, Soth so'rces stated, however, that curveillance
led to the detection of PENKCVSKIY, although ccain they diff.r on
the person with whom PEOVIXIY «as firsct seen by the KGB: viggl"
said this individual was tke British busirecsran WYINE, while NOS-
ERKO said it was the Englishwo=an Frs. CHISICLM,

According tuWPEG(GVSKIY had been working oprnly
with WYNNE, expliaining tnat he was trying to Z:z:velop WANE, and
the KGB learned cf their meeiirgs througjh surveillgn=e.* CiA
records show that WYNKE et PENKOVENIY in Mos:cow during April-
vav 1961, May-June 1561, Aagust 1961, and Jure-Tuly 19€2, TR

repcrt that PLLXOVSKIY cane under ruspicion {in May 19%
therefore is not consistent with his statetent about KGB surveil-
lance of the WYNNE-PINKCVSXIY reetings, nor does this report co-
incice witi. th2 evidence from WYNNE himself that the KC3 was
sufficiently suspicicus of their meetings to record a conversa-
vicr_they had had <& 3 1951 (one year ~arlier “kan in the

version). NOZZirD dated the rENHOV3IKIY compromise at a
month or two after he was first se<n, rut at the time not iden-
tified, in contact with Mrs. CHISHEOLM in Kovember or Cecember
1961.

Whereas NOSENKO said the KGB was unaware of the participa-
tion of American Intelli--nce in the FEINKOVEKIY operation until
JACOB was detained, P reported that while PENKOVSKIY was
at a reception in MoszZca, re vas ocserved making contact with an
American in a lavatory. £fiERnpgPdid not date this event, but
CIA reccrds show that it was on 27 August 1562, Padded

that the KGR "invented” the incidert at Fushxin ct: ~on 2 llov-
ember 1962, the month after PENHOVSKIY's arrest, in order to
catch the American unlcading the dead drop.**

A P % Y e hgreement with
both CHIRAErAlOV and hUSeNaQ on the cause of PQ:’O‘J 8 compromise,

* The sane statement was made by NOSENKO ard in the official
KGB document on PKGVSKIY's compromise,

**This is obviously true, although the date cf P-NKOVIKIY's
arres: may have Leen more than a month tefore.

70P SECRER
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Ce. The Corpromize of PCPOV

(1) Introductacn

Of all the sources avalilable to American Intelligence,ﬂﬁgfzgggg
is "}vs ocst placed to report on the com;:orxsn o‘ POPOV SR Ry Y

75" 33

o Eol s S TN : < AP
‘,.g-s'-xtr thq p:cvxded by h“S"\KO and

'Crinz?é;ov as well as that in the 18 Sertember 1939 message frem

POEOV to CIA {kolieved to rave keen dictated by “he KGB). These
four sources have indicated that the ccnpronise resulted from KGB
survelllance of a U.S. Tobessy off:icial following the recall of
PCPOV in November 1958.%)‘.%@\@:‘, ras not precisely dated
the incidernt (dated by inrerence oy tho cthers at 21 January 1959),

has asscciated it with an Ancrican Intelligence dead drop for POPOV
{wrereas the otlizrs rave s=23id it was CIA's mai1ling of a letter to
PCPOV), and has rnor_n:=-:od «re CIA officer irnvolved |{George WINTERS)Z?

Tte evidence f:om@ ike ti-as from KO3En¥O, GIEREPAICY, and
the FCFCV message, conflicis with <hat from CQLITSYN,whose state-
meats on the compromise of FOPCV 2tre unportcd by aralysis of events
in 1957 and 1358 on which FOPOV reported (s Fages 663-6(5).

(ii) LCetails

& - ad rade a "very sarious mistake" by using an
acconrnaatxon acdress supplied by nrerxcaﬁ Intelligence to receive
mail from a girlfriend in Atstria. “In scra f£ashion” this came
to the attention of tre Austrian police, §fR ™ 1”‘ BB and

it was determxnec trat she had been sending »3il to a Soviet offi-
cer in Berlin. The Fustrian police notified the Soviets, ard
eventually FGFDv was confronted ty the chief of his GRU component
in Berlin.*** CRU ileaZ2quarters was notified, POPOV was reczlled

hat P0POV made the m’staxe of provlding xn-
r.Q va;plf. No sub-source for‘this remark

M‘-’as given el 2 S and since then §
resolved the discreparcy between this version aﬂo the other

one treated at lpngth here.

** CIA cdid not supply PCPOV with an acconmodation address, but
he did secretly ccrrespond with KOCHANEK.

went to the Austrian police on 25 Auqust 1953 with

4 o e ————— 0 o - 1=

h‘d-‘

iriormation that included the identification of POPOV as a —
Soviet Intelligence officer, POPOV's superior confronted him
on 4 November 1958 about KOCHANIX ard received from him an
adaission to having had some corsresporndence with her corcern-
ing his search for cperational leads: the superior told pOPOV
that the Soviets believed "she was workir.g for someone” ard
that "possibly she is the cause” of the Berlin unit's opera-
tional difficulties. PCPOV was recalled to Moscow on 17 Nov-
enber 1958 costersibly. for a weex's TDY to discuss the case

of an Arerican whom he was developing under CIA aegis. He
did not return to Berlin.

TOP SECEET
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to Moscow to explain the fztuatxoﬁ, and when he was unable to do
sa, the facts were turned over to the KG3 for full-scale investiga-
AT R RS B R APy it not been for POPOV's
correspordence with an Austrian woren, “they would never have
caught hin, " and thatc POPﬁV was “atre'rpd because of a connection
with a Girl;" alsog, oo PIEENEFDs at_+te cnd 0f 1928 POPOV
wasg recalled to Hoscow “for svm-t_hi—;g LT \‘, W S 3

While the foregoing KGB investigation was in prodf®
routxnely placed under surveillance a U.sS, Embassy of‘xcxal in
Moscow. This person was observed renting a boat in Gorkiy Park,
going to the vicinity of a rew bridge near the Moscow Stadium,

and there taking photographs of the bridge and surrcunding arec.
Its suspicions aroused, the KG3 covered this arca and observed
POPOV unloading a dead drop. He was arrested, doubled, and
"opcrated” against Awerican Intelligence for a year ard one-half.*
Eventually, the KGB put in notion a plan to attempt to compromise
the American official who was meeting POPOV. The KGB photographed
a meeting in a Moscow resraurant, then arrested the official and
st:owed him pictures of his meeting with POPCV and of ¥OPOV un-
loading the cdead érop at the bridge. After the ARerican refused
to vork feor the KGB, he was released and declared persona non

grata.**
R St e kY CIA quest lonl‘LMO'\ POPOV's

C(anUuI‘G. Hc fala at t“-4 Lime that ho hid hesrd POFOV was
apprechancded through a desd drup.  PGLFOV "apparently was under
suspicion there in Berlin, and wvhen tacy (presumably the GRU)
recalled him to Mda>scow, they wondered who his future contacts
would be, and they were told +he following: 'KGB workers place
hmerican Tinbassy employees uajer surveillance.' They observed an
Americarn at the staircase... and they found a dead drcp under the
staircase. So thcy established coverage of the dead drop and ob-
served POPOV come and unload the drop. They made a report, and
after this POPOV was under surveillance... Then he was called in
and told thus-and-so. They showed him photographs. They told
him he was going to work for them to expose his contacts, He
agreed to it,.."***

*  Since POPOV returned to Moscow in YNovember 1958 and LANGELLE
was arrested the following October, he could not have been
doubled against CIA for more than eleven months.

*+% Starting on 4 January 1959, POPOV had a series of six brush
contacts in Moscow with the CIA officer Russell LANGELLE of
the U.S. Embassy, culmirating in the detention and interview
of LANGELLE by the KGD on 16 October 1959,

***As previously stated, no Moscow dead drops were used by CIA
in the POPOV operation, but LANGELLE did survey the possi-
bilities for dead drops to be used ir other operations, One
Of these was located-da-ierin-dills,-an_area nf Moscow_not

far from the new bridge near Moscow Sta dlum, and 1t was

m:ituaced benea_H a staircase; RS ¥ Bl l]
CRERFEETEE N ® LNGELLY visited cre
\arOp Site on <4 on 26 May 1958, but the dead drOp was loaded

by a CIA legal travel agent (on 7 June 1958) rather than Ly
LANGELLE. The CHERLPANOV document,discussed on Pages 563-
564, stated, in the course of reviewing LANGELLE's operation-
al activities in Moscaw, that this dead drop was for use with
an agent named REPNIKOV:; in fact, it was not intended for

the REPNIKOV case.

Y0P SEUET
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v that hi¢c hhad learn~4 these
details ainut
conducte? some cof <ha in-

¥ A 4 W}l-

Ny "‘. 4 Ta: 4
vert1gation ap vO¥uV secause ‘_t_
& A N S AL REME" T sane: sul

information 2 supplied CIA in @

(iv) fearks

éﬁig' 'g,’repo;:u.-d, inzcourately, that Arerican Inteliigence
gave lu':"--'-" an accomacdal ion address in beaerlain, that a dead drop
wzs uteel in tne Moscow puase cf the operation, 2nd that the KGB
doubled FOPOV for a yecar and ore-half tefore terminating the case,

from a corversation WEEDRTE.

Yach of _trose -'nr-v-r-'-: items cane LOW‘M

zirce QoY participaced in tne invextigation of

TCFEOUVY, pres: UMD 1y>..c wculd have recoonized them to be un trug_. One

cxplanution for the inacciracies mi nt be *hat g

informed him. There is, however, no evident reason why

precisely what he had been told, hHut SFTRIEETESS ‘Mbera::lé mis-

would have done this. Another explanation night be tha'sxlJnTE |

micsunderstood nis sub-source, or m rﬂldv'nn .hﬁ lnfOr atisn to

y 52 3y A O pih sarbled
the detalls Tails would aean : 4. NiaS 1e<a t‘1_.. f"lly
attentive t"o d. caxls on & pr.-..-O"Jl acguaint znce who had cainzd
rotoriety, details wrich he was told at a tim-:? when ne wa:z in a

Yone of ‘hese explenations seems
ertirely satisi: :ctoLy, and the answer wa 2y lie eluewhere.

™,

%& nas been inconsistent alvwut the degree of suspicion
gurrounding POFOV vhen re was recalled to pio~ -ov i~ Nowvernber 1958
in cornnection with his correspcndence with ® Cr one hand,
in 19624 WP ndicated that the KGE sury >_of the U.S,

7

POS"“101 corparahle +o P"'."\";'....fh_f‘wn*.act.'dith faaAgRas, sntelli-

Eabassy officer was co;ncxde:::al with the separate investigation
of POPOV's relationship with this Austrian woman. Ci: the other
hand, in ERIERINESP implied that as a result of the suspicion
of ¥OPOV in Derlin, trere was interest in POFOV's future contacts
in Moscow, an interest whi:cn would bhe covered by the KGB's sur--
veillance of U.J5. Extassy employees,

*However, .in another veri;;on@@said that as soon as the

Illegals reported tieir compromise in January 1958, POPOV

irmediately fell} under suspicion. The conflict between ¢
statemenr:ts has not been resolved.
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d.  SuURIN, WLESINGER, ard BOISHFKCY j
=R

t‘u“"‘ 1nstancg%6$ NCEDKO confirmaed repor+s made by
. i MRh P the i3ctAfication of SHUEIN as a GRU agent, the
Soviets' saspicxows that SLZSINGER was in cortact with the FEI, and
che status of EFCLSHAKOV as a GRU officer.* : '

SHUBIN was previously known to have teen associated with two
GRU Illegals in thie United States during the 1943's, but indepen-
dent of NOSFXKO and Wthere 1s ro ‘-erificatinﬂ %g?his having

POLSHAKOV, the only claimed rutual acqiaintance of (Zg\w
and NCSENKO, has rnot bren nawed as 2 GRU off:cor by a2nv other
cour~ea, rner has ne iecen ohcerved In rotinags with GRU acents, Both

and NCSANIQO spoxe of BOLSHMAL Vs hzving 2t Attorr.zy
uene:rc.l Ropert KENNEDY 1n 16€2. MNOZZHKQO acdded that, in iniziating
the contact, whe Attorney Gencral kiew HOLSHMOV to be 2 "military
intelligence officer,” hut tris vepaTi has rot been corrokborated.**

4. Couments on SEIPIEEY
STRANGP confirmation that NOSZUKO is = cenuine KG3 officer-
defector ts comprized of hear<ay evidence. and honce the cornclusion
th at roafaiKO was dispatchad by the X35 woula nct recessarily bnnq

bora fides into guestion: much would depernd upon ¢ ORI
Ysub-foarces, as yet unidentificd.

aé' ard NOS ENKO ar= m sl Suppertirg on the «.o'nproruse
of PORO\ a man lg.’&%%m sy Y and both
have authenticaccd & 3 o -"2 validity of a CHERE-
PANOV document whicu concern (.d the Forov compromise end which was
prepared by the KGB for rrensmittal to American Intelligonce. 1In
addition, and NCSINRKO suppor: or.e another about th e PENKOV-
SKIY cor.oror ise, about the contact Tetween BLLSHAKQY & .
i faglsy and Robert KEWMNEDY, and about ¢ Fi{UBIN and
nc_lr iniormetion or BOLSHAKOV and SHUDIN is unique; On SLESING:.R
it is cecrrororated by actions taken by the KCB, as reported by
SLESINGER:; on 20rQV, PENKCVSKIY, and CHEREPAIOV it is confirmed
: by KGB controlled sources.

j With the exception of his details on Fccov,@m report-
ing on HOSENRO and un cemon topics zan be explaired, individually,

; by misinformation @bl Jreceived arnid innocently passed 2leng.

' These items taken together, however, in the light ? state-

: ments on the compromise of POPOV (which conflict witn GCLITSYN's
reporting and analytical evidence) are irdications that &R i

is contrelled by the KGB.

_ b § 3 Robert KENNEDY indeed knew BOLSHALOV to te a GRU officer,
: the question remains as to how NISEIKO was aware of the fact,
1 aincemas the only source to have made this identifica-
", ticn before the time when KENNEDY and BOLSHAKOV met. :
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275 3 2 couriterintelligence production has Lﬂe. ex-
treaely lxmlced. For the most part slo ha3s provided only super-
ficial reports, generally only ir. response to questioning and
frequently citinrg her cwn lack of access to irformation of value.
Her professed persoral involvement in, and dramatic accounts of,
certain situations on which WOSENKO's reporting is demonstrably
false is therefors "Cteuorthy in the context of her total perfcrm-

AR e s reporting on NCSZNKO, despite vagueness
anc contraoicrxons, r.as the ret effect of supporting his bona
fices arnd affirming the importance of the information he has re-
perted. Her accounts of the (HEREPANOV cesc emphasized the depth
@ of nic treasor ard the retrilmsion of the Ac;):-_t,-g-es

dozirate the NOSENKO account ‘fews TR
Her repcrts on the compromise ot PLAAUVJK;Y while dxffcrtrq
markedly from NOSENKO's in basis, scope, and detail, confirmed
almost to the nonth NUSENKO's cdatirng of the comproemise., Her
ccnfessed participation as an zjent of the KGB Secnnd Chief
Directorate, despite her repeated claims to <now r.otiiing of im-
portance concernirg its operationsy, has placed her in NOSEKO's
milieu, arnd the KGb officers who figured in her reporting are
{with two exceptions) personzlities who have previously been
identificd as KG3 officer3 only by NOSEKO,

2. NOSENKO's Fackground and Career

; has claimed no first-hand or authoritative
know C'ge of NCSLNKO reporting at various times that she had
heard gossip, had heard about him from ter XKGB friend SVIRIN
(vr.o she belicved only "knew about™ NOSEKO, i.e. did not know
him personally), or had heard about him frOm "scmeone froa the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, nos SVIRIN, She has reported frag-
meats on NOSENKO's background: his fathe's positicn, his mother's
ethnic backgrO\nd and NOSFNKO's ron-KG2 stetus. She initially
said that NOSLIKO's father was a general, later said she was not

K sure of that, ard still later amended her description to “general

: or minister," &dding that he was Ukrainian - thus approachirg
an accurate statement only 2fter several conversations about
him. Her consistent statement that NOSENKO's mother was Jewish
and involved in Llack market activities has not Leen elsewhere
reported, and her s:atement that NOSINKO was a civilian, rather
than a KGB officer, contradicts his o#n account and tbat of
other sources who have confirmed his KG3 status.
sourcing of her limited information on NOSENKO to her KGE trien
SVIRIN nevertheless demonstrates at least potential access to
some information about HOSENKO. (SVIRIN was identified by
NOSENKO as an officer of the Third Section of the lmerican

—_— Department, Second Chief Directorate, since 1963, and befcre

that of the Third Department of the Directorate of the KG3

Second Chief Directorate, where he participated in and received

an award for his part in the investigation of PENKOVSKIY.)
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3. NOSENKO's Krowlccze - Damage t> the K33 e

4 3 as nwentiored HCSE:KO's e closures to tte
Americans ccacerring the microphrones in tne U.S, Embassy - her
only reference to inforzation he mignt have provided - on each
occasion when she has discussed NCSEXRKO, She ence attriruted to
SVIRIN the remark ir. October i19€6 that NHOSEVYD had done consider.
able harm to thre Scviet Unicn by revealing +his {nformation, th:s
(and specifically only in this cortext) underscoriny the impcrtence
of NC3INKO's infcrmat:on., (NOSEA¥O himself has characterized this
information as the mos: important he has provided.) The context
in which she ha2s discussed NG3TUKO has been the gereral one of
cefectors frcm thne Soviet Uricn: she has re;eatedly emprasized
that the Soviets attex pt to ccnvirce all Scvirt citizens that

oV tne *ard nf KGE

Z B i S nxrh reference to NCSENKXO, she
Gaoted b.-RII as nivilg Said thay NC3DNKD, . too, would ore
day be extermirated, thus mearl-,- implyiny =hat NOSENY.C was a
gcnuine defecter.

4. Parallels with 6CSENK('s feporting

a. The (HEREP/NDY Cise

ﬂa_@_‘ sXF: accourt cf CHEREPAYOV's cisaifection, treason,
arrest, ard executicn ~:-J7irrs ir ceneral c:tlire and in emphasis
trat of NO3ENKO. &EWI«MMS direct rncwiedge of the
case through her own ond o ro3zand’s per saral frla-d°hip witn
CHEREZFANCV and his wife. Soraiyg
fact, as the only friend of CHEZ . FANOV who —c~alrpd faXtr‘ul
PANTY S cu-'u—ll to call on CF‘"EPRIOV 8 widow,

whocse address.
of

She introduced her account cof the CHEIZFANCV case, as in her
discussions of NCSENKO, Ly referernces to the deternination anéd
effectiveness cf the KGB in apprehending and executing those wno
were ‘running away"; she cffered GIiZFEPANCY as an example'of a
Soviet traitor wno had teen caught and executed. Her account cf
the details, however, differs sharply from thet of NOSENKO (and
others). Her identification of CHEREPANO? 3as a classmate cf ter
husband at the GRU's Military Diplomatic Academy (MCA) from 1956

e reported on CHERE-
PANOV, For the period during which QiU PR sald CHERTPANOQV
attencded the MCA, NOZINKO has made no specific s:atements con-
cerning GiEREFANOV's carcer; he has said only that at some un-
specified date after CHEREPANOV'S return from Belgrade (elsewnere
reported as mid-1956) ancd before early 1960 CHEREPANOV had been
assigned to the U.S. Imcassy Secti ~erican Cepartment, KC3
Second Chief Directcrate, SEEFOMs Z"clsc stated, however,
that after his craduation rrom sne MUA in 1959, (HEREPANOV
"finally" obtained a job in the Minisctry of Foreign Trade, sug-
gesting that ke had ro intervening assigrment. Where NOSELKO
has failed to establich a clear motive for CHEREPANOV's having
collected KGB docunerts during his assignvent to the U.53 r-tzassy
Section for later trarncsaitral to the Awncricars, L7508 :
described his x..‘reasx..; titgeraess from the date o:
the MCA in 195&. - She was not sure that he had beex a K5B officer;
she nefther mentioned ror did her account allow for nhis assign-
ment to the U.S. Emtassy Sectjon in 1960-196! (as stated by

v e
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by NCSENKO) ¢ and[:::]described the dhcuoments which he turned over
to the Arericans as raving come from the Minietry of Fo*cign Trade.
She stated, therefcre, rather than dexcrstrated, the point that
"tliese were such imporcant decuments, irnvoctant encush that...he
was zhot.”

g[i%&?iﬁ::*d account of the GIERLFANOV G 3

¥ ~ed irforration difiaerertly 2rd added firzt.hand
ceLrils dwich she had previously ¢éisclaimed having. | Jsaid that
"In teo days this man was arcestes...In twd months he w3s shot."
Thnis is al:o at variance with NOSEN¥I'e actourt of a X3B investiga-
tion of vp to 20 cr 2: days, folluwed ty the K3k officer's visit
to CHIREZFANOVY on B Decenier 1963, GIiEZgPr0V's fiight, ard a seven-
cay search for nin before his arresc.

D. The Compromise cf PRNXKOVSKIY

Clesely conforming in to RGEFNKO's acecount cf
PEIIKCVELIY's cormpron:se, &5 X3 g’placed «re date of initial
suspicion of PENKOVE KIY arw aboac Cczozer or Nevermber 1961,
statemernts of the tasis {cr this cuspicicn, however, differ com-
pletely from the reazcns advanced oy FOSEMNKO (and cther sources).

c. Ropcrts or KGS Fersornel

‘na; r.2med - re;atxve‘; few KC8 officers who have

i : career &8 azer- cr about wrom ~culd re-
poOrt any sugstance. Of {GB handlers:

T0P SECRET o

- - KGB handler while was emnloyed

| in Mdscow was [
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kLa..Hxn was in tre U.S. undes I-sur:s
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<

relationship with him was not related tdE:::]earl-er Lwturxs;

work, however, tut|  |connection with a foreigr corres-
pordent, vhich was KOSTYRYA's respcnsibility after his re-
tuin to Moscow.
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0f the four other KGB cofiiccrs c¢n whom S X has
reported in any cepth, thrce were previously ident ed by ROSENKO
and only Ly NOSENXO:

- V.G. SVIRIN, her XGB frierd, is aubicuitous figure
in ruch of rer reporting on other subjects arnd in her account
of her personal life, as weli as her prinmary cardidate for a
Western recruiltment approach. SVIRIN had previously been
identified by NOSENKD &s a KGUD officer of the American De-
partrent, Secord Thief Lirectorate, previously involved in
th:e PENKOVSKIY 1nvestigation (both of which assignments
= M.as confirmed).

- In connecticn With SVIRIN, &2 RIS or.e? recounted an
incicert in wh:ch @ RGB officer whom she descriped in deroga-
tory tcrms, Valernzin MJZEYUIK, had rarrowly escaped disnissal
as a result of a cdrunken bravwl with a militizman, MUZEYNIXK
hed not only survived, however, but continued to bear a
higiier ¥GB rank than his former friend, colleague, and suk-
crdinate, SVIRIN. YOSQKO said MUZEYNIK wac an officer of
the Directoratc cf the KGB Secend Chief Dire::orate.

- Vadim nIRYURKOV was identified b"
KCGB officer urder lovasti cover =~,1’“°d
‘rrer' 1@- ir famunt 196(- o‘ 4‘:""?'""‘(.;:\"-.

.'-'-‘\;, , y:

i Lapsnnaan i S 88 0 b TA  L A Ash it | &
NOSENKO hac p cvxoaslv'ngen information coa cernxng anfcxov
a K3B officer of the Tenth Department, KGB Second Chief
Dircctcrate, targetted against foreign correspondents,

S. Remrarks

There is confusior in REETES B9 s sub-scurcing for her

information on NOSENFO and 1nco.=1scerC) in her statements that,

on one rard he was a civilian kut on the other, Fe was aware of

picrophcres in the U.S. Zhassy. These facts indicate that if she

was bri fad rs the KCB to report to American Intelligence on N05-
L Pas 1najcguately prepared. Otherwise, however,

R PR AR D3 51 Ferson ;2lly supported the bona fides of NOSEIKC"
by offerang cirect confirmation of the bona fxoe; s of CHEREPIhO\
by corroprorating NOSENKC's cetails on the PENXKOVSKIY compromise,
and by verifying his identification of KGB Second Chief Director-
ate personalities.

| $ 2 e g
, . i | RS

ot it S £ el £ o+

- The circumstances of her claimed. relatjonship with
the KGB contradict KGB practice as known frca other sources.

N il
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' [ . [may Y.ave t=—er. a Kofl-orgenized pre- . : i
lude to the dufection of m 15 alsn suggasted by i

the fact that the ore operatiund’ «zi.tact her hustarnd as ; Ty
kno.h to have had there wWas a western douhle agent, &nd
TR 4‘"“&» wus able to provide 1d:atifying data on th:

agent.

- Nearly all of ﬁiﬁg&gﬁ%&iﬁ%&; s 1dcneificeations of i
. Soviet Intelligence persvieélitles Were previously known., !
]

- She has given conflicsing accounts of her motivation v
for defectirg, of her relationship with her huskand, and of
her associations with KG3 personnel.

- Against the Lackground of the claimed difficulties
in which ste and_peo- Hacburd foun:d themzclves, it seams un-
likely that § ; 8 EWp would have rcen preruitted to leave
the USSR. ~

fas well 23 in her corduct in
the West ard 1n her husband's situzti2n and behavior since
the defection.

'y
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Otner Tezinl-JM25 €L WAlCH Vel lous ascurces have confirmed one
anotner include tne foalowing:

L T

el £ 3 HLIX NEACISLR ! iy ;

A i tat Lhe _Jz\vxtla"e (LT R § o 08 ASIVIES cu Zy T e
KGi Sureoi:iehces barcitoree ancludes cpecial p2int invisible
to tne npaked v LU visiple tArougn osC Ot & special desice
It 13 used In CCRCULITICL ¥ItTH ety oprecs closed civcurz

ce A synilar teltnigqie

‘- televisicn at Lridzes. unn
’ was cuscribved by ”

£t - rAve ens -
ti.~ t& QOGS Zat oo

FuarveslienTe t

AT ) U TCPpLInG3 and
Srtd@rbewd 1T SSare L el wtononyiss 10 oLl
renne-l of e B Survegriaie Diregtorsne
GULELIIEWEN L oz llel DIavided mahy Ze dils On TNLE telhnique

Gevelored @ Sqehe i til Lealed joopeelettiiN LATLG1ES 50 S.aped
nat trey <Cern tiv ar otne 121 pads et a maen s suit.  They
also can ce Joncesied In .overs uf renus. Thus
corzealed., Tiey a.¢ urted *ne KL to listen to
conversaticrs cewvween to pacticutacly a%t tre
Eotel Melropo. &nd 1ne nv 3u. n Tinisturized
éevices nave 31z0 g7 4 GOMLTITENSET . ZOLITSYN
BOHEFO CHZAFPANOV papers
inter a.lia paper s gave zrne KGB
Sryporym as

v
I':'.‘ :.."n,-;

"~

- MISENED &:d
of zwii.nirg ve:«p
1n Moscow o a2 kB
by & Soviet pcsing

&y ... ptrted tne KT8 recnnigue
“re . sris 1atercdoy for rie U S, Tmbassy
INSTD 1437100 where Lty 3re antercepred
as an American

Wrete tne bLilk of ROSEIKO g teportiry on KGB orcrations was
corcerned wisn thoss 9+ the Secord CAveé Drr2toranss. this nas
G SN LLaE W o s o e TAG D TS Ctrer e s o C LATECG nele. §

' p sttt r’ R T e e A ARty CWCLe T nNAave 8150
qx e Getails on Sped 1Iad 8Gh AT slLLRaL Jounierintslilgence activi-
ties 10 &édition o THhELr Sta’ements an e (omp'r 15e of CI
assets witnin the USSh la tupic of rtepor:iang ard C:ZRE-
ﬁ‘““v &5 wW=t1) . The Intormaron from g gy-n=~
- - 5 simEnar1ze? reiaow : -

- S Las (A vl ADLE LU ProviIZ.: weiails
Chxef Och::orate acrivity. He reporied the FGlh's discovery of
an American ewploysa at the 30okotniki Exhipirion :rm Moscow 1n

-

* The existerce and teasivllity Of su.h a fupstance has rot been
verified.
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clardestine CORLEct Wwitlh wii upridentify o Sovier frmale. (Tnis
contact 1s rot identifica witi: any C7A coeerntiosn at the Exhibarion
in 1959 ) He spoke Of the Kilbs A owlewg: ot ar Ancrican Intelil-
gence deadarop urcer & w-roh 1 the arez of b~ Ajriculwural
Exhibition. He sa:d thrat trhe KOS5 contrclisd a.! 7 S, agert con-
tacts 1n Moscow, including ons Wwith an old za~ 1+ his 60°'s {(NCS-
ENKG reported cn an ind:vidusl who may To §&-Torezl with thas

agent).

. L AN R AR cliarzd ro rav. .1filled funct:ions
which NCELIAC and L0423 have desctioed as stedyird procedure in
oparations azalrst ISreignesri and Sosicts Cniase the Soviet Urion.

Wt oehe was a Sceord Chicf bircricrate ajgernt
Lel{geil4a GLdairst the Mo nie FirLassy in

the Zanadian cor:r
;! e

As prevaously tnli:icersd 1t <Ln only aiter the defeceions of
the genuire gources GCLIV3YN and ¢ et oVl an 12£1 thay merican
Intelligence kesen 10 te. 2ine voloinoas ard tur.ally currczorative
informeticn froa others on the acriLtte:n of whne KGR Second Thief
and Surve:llance Mr=crorates. The tiriny 92 thes 1nformasion
therefore arpears to ko significent 1n a“ditior ro the overlap of
specific drzz1ls The fa v that Lo sy of thesae sources, even
includiny SEEEESY : M it o de B soecond Chaed Direc-
torate irformaticn : mrrasized Ko decision to em-
phasize Cr sacriiice at. .
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H. Evaluation

1he cornclusion the: KROSERYY 15 on & K&k n:ssion could carry
damagang implications tco: the American intclligence sources wno
have supported nis hona tides, Unless <rzir ctatements orn NOIENKC
can be convincin,ly explairned es 1nnoz«ernt repevtitvion of misinfor-
mation spread by trne P within the Soviee fervicas., these sources
mignt be conciuvced o nave been cdeliberasely misleading eitner as
Promotors ¢ tnelr oW4n persdnal Interests or 2s parties rvo a KGB
colspiracy.

Regard:ng GOLITSYN. tre opinion of CIA 1s tnat L.e purpose-
fully gave falsc support for LWOSEURO in 2~ attempt to make his
opirnions more euthorizative. This it ndt a3 saticracsory explana-
vion for the remarks on NUJENKO by €FZZ ' 2 2 5
hodcver, trere s¢em to 72 NO perscnal S ¢

Tguppart of NOSERKD's hona fides mignr fLave

_____ cerved. The choice
thus seems 10 lie Derween tnese tnrec ofijcers being cenuine
sources of American intelilgence put uositting <hannels of KGO
misini-ormation and., on tne otner rnand, cone or more of them being
in league witn tne KCEB.

@ The possibility ol GRIREE iEk JEIES are urder
K3E cornirol was tested iurther 1n the vcngext of nne NISINKO opera-
tl1er Ty reviowing varalleils 1n their repertilg ard his. and c:neral
correlazions thnat ar from ore case 1o another. At the same
time, e NUSENKO-¢ 0 BP connections were saoem for compar-
ative purpcses.  He ¥.x tound tnar would eliminate
% SEW ) N b from consideration as poassioly being

OVOC&L10N azente.

PEF
MY

Thls eximiration agalnst the <onclusion trat NISENKC is
aeNTrol, ras brougnt the pona tides of
"$df into serious gquestion. f NCSENKO s
tnhe KGB, these cther so_:ces <e«n also to e,

a cdiszazcr.ed
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