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C. Psvcholoqxcal Interrogat1on.

For fourteen days between 3 and 21 May 1965, the same CIA
psychologist interviewed NOSENKO on his entire early history,
from birth until about 1953, when he said he entered the KG&.

- - The main purposes were to collect additional information on this
period,* to gain further psychological insights into HOSZEIKO's
personality, and to find possible ways of obtaining a truthful
account. though conducted under the physical conditions of
interrogation, the questioning was relaxed and followed no rigid
outline.- There were relatively few changes of story from pre-
vious versions; at the same time, however, NOSENKO described in
detail some incidents which he has sSubsequently admitted to be
untrue. An extract from the psychologist’s report of these
interrogations is given below,

"% A comparison of information obtained during this series of

interrogations with information given earlier and later by

NOSENKO-can_be found_in_Part 1V,
‘___"‘_‘—"“_‘——““—-—~—f———w——“~—~_____;;;___‘“__
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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 visgited NOSEUIHO 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 behavior in the months
immediately following the d=fsction. A report which he submitted
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B. Views of Intelligence Personnel

1. Statement by DERYABIN

a. Introduction

Former KGB officer Peter Sergeyevich DERYABIN hag followed
closely the entire course of CIA'S investigation of NOSENKO arnd
his information. He took part in the interrogaticns of NOSENKO
in April 1964, January-February 1965, and Octoker 1966 as an ob-
server and consultant, and he personally questioned NOSENKO during
July and August 1965 concerning certa2in aspects of his personal
past and early KGB career. On the basis of his direct, personal
kno«#ledge of conditions Jithin the Soviet Union and of KGB organi-
zation and procedures prior to his defection in February 1954,

_,B8upplemented by continuing studv of later informaticn from a
“variety of sources, DERYABIN is of the opinion trat much of what
NOSENKO has said about himself and the KGB is purposefully false
or distorted. Although DERY&BIM has been able to offer authorita-

. tive comment on meny aspects of HOSENKO's story, the following

_.gection of this paper is limited to his remarks concernihg tiIOSEN~
KO's entry into the KGB (thern MVYD) and his Comrunist Party affili-
ation, both of which 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 Smersh {counter-
intelligence w#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 after~ards, «hen his superior was appointed Deputy Chief
of the Chief Guards Directorate for Personnel, DERYABIN trans-
ferred with him to the Guards Directorate. ke served as a Guards
Directorate personnel officer until May 1952, rising through the
ranks from case officer to the position of Chief of Section. One
of his responsibilities was the approval of personnel for service
in various units of the Guards Directorate, and he was also in
charge of supervising personnel and security matters concerning
one of the Di:gctorate'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 March until September 1953, DERYABIN was the Deputy
Chief of the sectiorn in MGB Headquarters which was responsible
for the security of Soviets stationed in Austria and 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 Soviets in Austria. He defected to
American authorities on 15 February 1954.

siddeye
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CERYACIN joined the Komsomol in 1736 aad remeined o member
until 1940, when he became a candidate member of the Comminist
Party of the Soviet Union; he became a full Party memper in
hugust 1941. During his Party career he reld a nurrer of responsi-
ble posts. Before 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. From October 1940 until November 1941 he was .
Secretary of the Komsomol Committee of the 107th Engineer Battdlion
of the Red Army and from June 1945 until April 1946 held the same
position in the Komsomol Committee of the jlaval Smersh. This was
the unit which had particular responsibility for counterintelli-
gence work within the lHaval GRU, which NOSENKO said he joined in
1951,  In the MGB DERYABIN war a member of the Party Committee of
the Personnel Section of the Guards Directorate and, after his
transfer, was eiected Secretary of the Party B8ureau of the Austro-
German Department of the Foreign Intelligence Directorate. He held
this post from January 1953 until his transfer to Austria in Sep-
tember 1853, :

B we .. RN T .- -

b. DERYABIN's Comments

The following statements by DERYABIN are based on his gquestion-
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 ,
compents follod: , .

“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 acceptacle 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 of high government officials. :

b. Until STALIN's death in March 1953, KOBULOV, the
pan who supposedly helped NOSENKO gain dntrance into the
service, had no influence inside the MG3 apparatus. From
about 1948 until 9 or 10 March 1953, KOBULOV had no office
irside the MCB or the VWD buildings. - I know personally that
in these years KOBULOV worked in Germany as Deputy Chief of
the GUSIMZ (Chief Directorate of Soviet Properties Abroad)**
which 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 Railroad : : -
Station (three blocks from my former apartment). . . [

¢ 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.

g
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¢. 1t was physically impossible at the time for NCSENKO
to be recomrended for and accepted into State Security, as he
has told us, all in one month, March 1953. (If one accepts
his earlier versicn that he had his talk with KOBULOV in Jan.
uary or Fsbruary, his account is similarly impossible because
KGEULOV 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 their work at that time, and pernuanent
sraff officers were rnot sure that they would retain their
positions.

d. In March 1953 NOSENKO was alreadv twenty-five and a
half years old and orly a member of the Komsomol. He had rno
recomrendacion for Party membership and could not become a
member for a full year because of his transfer from one ser-
vice (GRU) to anotper. It is impossible that State Security
#ould accept him krowing in advance that on his birthday he
would be teenty-six years old and without either Komsomol or
Party membership. Even 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 Counterintel-
ligence {(Second Chief) Directorate. In the case of a son of
8 Minister and one <ho is recommended v KOBULOV, the secrew
tary would request from KOSENKO a recommerdation for Party
membership from the members of the Communist Party where
HOSERKO used to work, in this case the GRU. 1In 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"

remember {according to NOSENKO's own statementis) that HOSENKO's
file contained the following negative points.* They are serious
factors and certain of them alone would be erough to cause the
rejection: the totality makes it difficult to believe 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 TELOGIN had been arrested by State Security and was in
jail the day that Subject entered State Security.

¢, HNOSENKO said that there was a file on OSENKO's
father in which compromising material was collected on -
-~ - Subject's family. NOSENKO agreed that one piece of infor-
. mation that would-have-been in this file was the fact €hat
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 1IV.B,

(e - 23]

P S R s i ores -

RPN P

o ens B e



§  ToPSECREL ¢ e

618,

e. The shooting incident in Leningrad during World s
War I1 ard his decertion froia the Naval School in Baku T
would have played a very negative role in any consideration

of his acceptance into 3tate Security.

£. Subject never completed high echool in the normal
fashion. R :

“©

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

h. It should be added that the KGB would definitely
kro# thalt 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. NOSEWKO would never rte 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 earlier) 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
have teen noted in the file and would have plaved a negative role
in permitting Subject to continue to work in State Security after
KOBULOV's arrest in June 1953, )

*1 asked Subject how he answWwered 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 mother's
aristocratic ancestry, the fact that her father died in jail, the
Trotskyite allegations against Subject'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 %e 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 experience in this connection.

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

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

- "glass of blood“- at a time, Although DERYABIN's “questioning
covered this part of NOSERIKO's life in detail, there was no
mention of tuberculosis in July and August 1965. DERYABIN's
comment i3 based on the 1966 information but is included here
for purposes of context.

¢%The anketa and DERYABIMN's questioning on this subject are dis-
cussed further below.
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it briefly to GORBATENKO, and that he had unofficially run a name
check on his prospective pride {(which was ‘clean'), and that after
the marriage he had filled out another arketa ir which he included
all the required data on his wife and rer relatives. After con-
siderable prompting, Subject said that he rad indicated that she
and her parents had ween in France, but that he had concealed the
fact that her grandémother had been in German-occupied territory
during the war. {He admitted that the KGB would have jearned this
in a routine check, however.) I then reviewed for Subject the
negative security factors mentioned above, addirg the arrest of |
KOBULOV, the fact that his ne# wife and her 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
put not yet a Party merber or candidate, and the fact that Subject
received a 13-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 thougnt that his file probably was reviewed but that

again the influence of his father had saved him. Subject added
that another important factor was prooably his language qualifi-
cation and particularly his higher educatior. 1 pointed out to
Subject that if his second wife and her parents had been abroad

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

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

"NOSENKO's Knowledge of XGB, 1953-54

“Bntry Date into KGB: NOSENKO was reminded that he had pre-
viously given varying dates for his entry on duty in the KCB. 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 HMarch 1953 was a Surday). He would give no explanation for
why he previously claimed to have entered the KGB in .o -
1952.* In fact it would be very unusual for a KGB officer to
forget his exact entry-on-duty date to the very day because it
is used to compute length of service and must be entered on vari-
ous forms from time to time.

>

sNumerical Lesignation of the Intelligence and Counterintelli-
gence_pirectorates in 1953: Asked to describe what directorates
existed in tne 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 intelligence ard
counterintelligence directorates respectively. Asked if he were
sure, NOSENKO said he was positive, &and that the only change that
took place was that jater, under KRUGLOV, for. a few months only,
the FCD became the SCD, ard vice versa. NOSENKO stuck to this
even when told he was wrongs he did rnot say he did not know or
&id not remember, perhaps realizing that he could not claim not
to remember shat directorate he served in. {(Actually, the change
4in 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, NOSEREQC does not know what the
correct designation of his own directorate was at the time that
he allegedly entered 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 t> nane the chiefs of the
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 Intellicence Directorate, saying that he remem-
bered only SAKHAROVSKIY (PAIYUSHKIN was chief unti. 1855} . asked
to name KRUGLOV's deputies, NO3ZENKO named only ROMASHKOV and
SEROV, and was ignorant of such prominent deputies as LUNEV cid
SHATALIN. Told that a Secretary of the Central Committee of the
CPSU was one of KRUGLOV's deputies at this time (SHATALIN), XQ0S-
ENXO flatly denied that this was possible.

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

“Processing Procedures for Employment with KGB: NOSENROC'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
clzims to remember., The disparities are so great that they can-
not be explaired (as NOSENKO attempts to do) by the claim that
KOBULOV's recommendation resulted in a simplified entrance pro-
cedure for KOSENKO,

"The most important document fililed out by prospective em-
ployees of Soviet State Security is a detailed personal history
questionnaire, called in Russian Anketa spetsialnocy naznacheniva
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

. £41ling out a questionnaire, bur 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
home since it was a classified document {even when not filled
1n) .t .

“NOSENKO insists that he did not have to take a medical exam-
ination prior to entering the KGB. This is not possible. 3Such
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. o

*%See remarks above concerning NOSENKO's alleged treatment for .
tuberculcsis from 1952 to 1958. o o S ' L N
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"NOSENKO's description of the secrecy agreement that he
signed when entering on duty with the KGB is ccapletely unlike
the agreement that was in use at that time for staff employees.
i1t may be significant that NOSENKO's description of tho secrecy

- agreemrent he recalls signing resemples the setrecy azredaments f
that were taken from ajents.

“NOSENKO insists that he did not £411 cut any other forms,
questiornaires, Or papers when entering the KGo. Actually, there
were a nunmber of other routine forms that had to be £illcd out by
applicants and new employeces,

“Location of ROZIZNKO's Office: NOSENKO says that all his ,
entry processing was handled by a personnel officer ramed ROZHEN - i
KO and his staff. He asserts that ROZIENKO‘'s office, which ROS-
ENKO visited several times in early 1953, was located on the 6th %
f£loor, 8th entry, Building No. 12. Dzerzhinszkiy Street. In face, :
neither RCZJINKO nor any officers or units of the Personnel De-
partment were located in the 8th entry. They were all (irncluding
ROZHENKO) 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 ir the KGB, NCSENKO said te got a basic salary of 1700 rubles
as a case officer, 500 rubles for his rank of lieutenant, plus
secrecy, language, and longevity pay. G2 insisted that this was
correct, even «ren told that KGE officers were no longer being
paid for rank 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 13854, °

"promotion to Senior Lieutenant: In giving the chronology
of his promotion to various military ranks, NOSENKO claimed to
have been promoted to senior lieutenant in April 1953, shortly .

" .after joining the KGB., Told that this was impossible, and that
ns one in the KGB was promoted at this time, NOSZ¥KO replied that o
he couldnit 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 KGB were frozen from the time BERIYA 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 procedures employed by the KGB Pass Office in issuing
visitor's passes. Specifically, he maintained that the name of
the interviewer was not indicated on the pass. In fact,. the
pname 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 understandable that NOSENKO might
. I have forgotter the details involved if he had only visited there
- “a few times more than ten years ago, if he worked at KGB-Head- -
-~ --quarters for-over -ten-years-as a staff officer. and particularly. . .. . _
as a supervisor he would have frequent occasion to admit visitors,
SRS SR _and thus should know visitor's pass procedures quite well.

: *NOGENKO has since said that he spoke to no personnel officers
; _ prior to acceptance by the KGB or afterwards, thereky indicating
) that his statements to DERYABIN were untrue. See Part V.B,
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“Unescorted Ertry into KGB Building with Visitor's Pass: In
describing his firet day at work, NOSENKO said tnat he went from
the Pass Office, where he obtained 2 visitor's pass, to the 4th
entry of the Biilding lio. Z, where his pass was checked by the
guards, and thren went unescorted to KCBULOV's office on the third
floor. Challenged on this point, he said he wis sure +hat it was
possible to enter without an <scort. In fact, it was acsolutely
impossible to go through any entry of Building No. 2 without
escort if you did not have a properly stamped KG3 {MVD) identity
document {(see below).

"KGB Identity Documents NOSEHKO was asked to describe the
KGB identity document that he received when he first entered the
KGB. He was then asked if there was anything unusual in connec-
tion with this document at that time. He replied that he knew of
rothing unusual. He was then reminded that af:or STALIN'S death
and again after EERIYA's arrest 1t was nezessivy to have special
stamps placed in the identity documents to validate them, With-
out the right stamp it was impossibie to ente: the KGB building.
NOSENKO was ignorant of this and was urnable to recall anything
about it despite a number of hints and leading questions, Actu-
211y, 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 to 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 numerous 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.

"Gasgtronom: 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 Castronom (food gtore)
pext to the KGB Club. Asked whan the Gastronim was cpened, he

said fjrmly that it was already there when he started to work
in the XGB8., In fact, this Gastronom was definitely not there as

of 1954, It was opened sometime Letween 1955 .and 1937, as Moscow
directories show, The KGB Club is in entry No. 1 of Building
No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Square, and lOSENKO would have had to pass
it every day he went to work.

“Chief Directorate of Militia: Asked where the Chief Direc-
torate of Militia of the US3R was located in 1953-54, NOSENKO
replied that he did not know, and knew only that later it was
located on Ulitsa Ogareva. Actually, in 1953-54 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 between Dzerzhinskiy Ko. 2, the Acricultural
Exhibition, the K.I. buildirg, and Kiselniy Pereulok. This is

"a confused and ircorrect answer. Asked for clarificatior, NCS="~ ~

ENKO said that he had never visited <either the K.I. or the First
Chief Directorate building at the Agricultural Exhibition. Thus,
HOSENKO 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.

e = 8 g g
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“NOSENKO's Claim to Have Been a Komsomol Sesretary in the
Second Chief Directorate, KGB

. “NOSENKO claimed to have become a member of the Komsomol
Organization (K/0) of the KGB when he entered on duty in March
1653, to rave been elected as Secretary of Komsomol Organization
of the Second Chief Directorate in the fall of 1353, 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 transferred from the Kciusomol Crgan-
ization of the Haval Intclligence Post in the Baltic to the Kom-
somol Organization of the KGB, NOSENKO gave an entirely incorrect
description of this procedure, both as reygards deregistration from
the K/0 in the Baltic, and registration with the K/0 in the KGB,
Ee gtated that he was issued a new Komsomol registration card by
the KUB K/0, without reference to the previous K/0 in the Baltics
this is impossible. :

“NOSENKO gave an incorrect account of how a K/O secretary is
elected, stating that he was elected at a meeting of the K/O. 1In
fact, the K/O0 meeting can only select the K/O comnittee, which will
convene geparately to elect the Secretary.

"HOSENKO 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/0. The secretary of the SCD K/O would be directly subordinate

. to him and would deal with him frequently.

" took place while ne was K/O secretary, saying that they took

*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 £rom 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 500 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, ~ ~— — 7 7 ST o e meesmmmm o s s s

“NOSENKO did not krnow whether or rnot 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
i2th Congress a number of changes were made in the Komsomol Rules
{(Ustav). As secretary of a K/0 NOSENKO would have been 1nvo;ved
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in a good deal of preparatory work for this Congress, which was
8 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 ended in 1954,
his detailed information of KGB procedures has been vpdated |

tase-a B E LT ¥ st~ P

it
c ; ABIN
stated: “Asked to describe how he conducted name checks on a
Scviet citizen 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 him
to descrike this process in detail, and he made 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 unabie to stretch his
limited knowledge to provide a 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 Soviet citizen
in the 1956-59 period. Here again he was in difficulcy and re-
fused even to try. He did not even know the everyday term Spetg-
proverka, which means a check for cleararce,

"It was particularly interesting that he did not feel able to
dispute my challenges of his information, 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 lst Spets Otdel (Special
Department - KGB cards and files) and the Operativno-Uchetnivy

Otdel (Operational Reports Department - the functicnal name for

the 1lst Special Department). He answered that the 1lst Special
Department holds the files on Soviet criminal cases while the
Operational Reports Department is for political and cspionage
cases. It scems he invented this answer on the spot. In addi-
tion, it is wrong that political and security cards are separate
from criminal cries in the 1st Special 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 unktelievable 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, NOSENXO
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."

AR
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Remarks by CIA Handlers

xl -
Introduction inata
gery

[

NOSENKO was talked to and questioned in several types of

circumstances:

, = In five tightly orgenized meetings in 1962 in
GCeneva 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 cgncentrated 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,

l
[ where a specital effort was made not

to put pressure on NOSENKO or express doubts about his
" statements.

. - Under detailed hogtile interrogation (especially
April 1964 and January-March 1965).

- In extended, detailed debriefing sessions which
NOSENKO could not evade (May-November 1964, May 1965,
July-August 1965, and Og¢tober 1966).

Thus there were opportunjtiep td_nogé his pgffgrmgncergpdm:eac-_ o

" 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.

- ooy
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b. NOSENKO's Conduct in Meetings

NOSENKO in brief, superficial, uncritical debriefings (of
the sort which characterized the 1962 and 1964 GCeneva meetings
and the debriefings prior to 4 April 1964) was reasonably con-
vincing in his manner. For example, on the basis of the hur-.
ried sessions 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 provided.,”
NOSENKO seemed to that case officer to be *pnder little or no
restraint as to the amount and nature of what he told us” and
smade a convincing and good parsonal impression: a vigcrous,
temperamental and vital man.” Similarly, nothirng in NOSENKO's
manner caused doubts on the part of the Fal representativeg who
took NOSEMKO's reports in February, March, and early April 1%64.

It beczme apparent, how:ver, when the cases KOSENKO had
mentioned briefly in early meetings were taken up in detail in
leisurecly debriefings after the defection, that he could not add
facts consistent with what he had said beforce. 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
game results were obtained in exhausting his store of operational
leads (with a half dozen exceptions) and his information on XGB
procedures, installations, and operational methods: Having once
reported on these general topics, NOSENKO could oifer nothing
more when debriefed again, regardless of the method of question-
ing tried. Repeatedly he used the same stories to illustrate
his points; new stories did not emerge. In a perici of nine
months, NOSENKO was drained of information "6f 1S PeYEUNEL and
, : pioressional experiences and knowledde., | M_J

A technique NOSENKO has frequently used to explain his in-
, ablility to supply details and to forestall further questicning
< has been to claim poor memory. "Different Eeople have different
g t ¢ of memories,” he has said on maiy occasions, Or On oshers:

o { gave 5T what I remember.” The case officers who have

handled NOSENKO agree, OR 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 most
recently, or those incidents which were most closely related to
. him, He was able, for example, to remenmber detailed information
I 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 consistently 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 Depcortment in 1962.
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. ABLIU.AN or details of opera-
tions against many American code clerks in 1960 and 1961.

oI
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Thase limitations of xrowiedge ar? quirks of memory were
evident rot only during meetings when NOSENKO was teing decriefed.
Trey were also apparent in the interrogations which supplanted
the debriefings. : .

Co NOSENKO's Behavior Under Interrocation

(1) Introduction

in the many and long interrogation sessions there emerged
havits of behavior noticeable o ¢ach 2€ the CIlA officers present.
Trese characteristics of NOSENKO were his manner of recounting
events and his ecvasiveness, improviséctions, arnd other defernsive
techniques, They are reviewed elow.

{i1i) Manner of Recounting_ Events -

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

- Talking about operations he supe:vised and about his per-
sonal role in the KGB Headquarters aspects of other operations,
NOSENKC habitually used the passive vcice (“it was decided") or
irdicated that he was rnot alore in these activities (“there was
noc ascounting on who wWas WOrking on any code clerx case--it was
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.’} ¥When asked where a par-
ticular conversation ook place, he rarely located it in his own
office ("I was in KOV3HUK's office wher KCSLCVY called him abouc
the trip” or "I was in KLYPIN's office and he was talking to
KOVSHUK "} , '

- At the other extreme from being impersonal, NOSENKO some-
times quoted conversations in which he took part {1 then said,”
“he said to me," etc.), but it was in just such macters that
HOSENKO most often contradicted himself (e.g.. his relationship
with GRIEANOV and his part 1n the recruiument approach to the
Anerican ¢ode clerk James STORSBERG). -

- 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 FENKOVSKIY story, which he stressed
he learned “little by little’ 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 and if he did, he
would have reported it. Other factors contributed to the im-
pression that in such instances NOSENKO hac delivered his infor-
mation Ly rote: Statements like "I don't remember what I told
you before" when queried agair on a particular case; detachment

"and a lack of emotiorn when describing the comprormise of Soviets:

who, like himself, had cooperated with American Iatelligence:
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 approach to
W, E, JOENSON and in the date he gave for John V. AZIDIAN's visait
to tre Pushkin Street dead dron. and conflict berween the dates
of his participation in the MCRONE case and his travel to Cuba}.

R “
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- - KOSENKO, with a few excepticns {notably the compromise of
PENKOVSFKIY and the ASIDIAN visit to the dead drop sitej, could
not supply specific or approxinate datcs for operational activi-
ties during the period of his scrvice in the U.S. Cmbassy Section. oy
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.

PR ER N
t

({ii) Bvasion, Improvisaﬁiiﬁ; and Other Defenses

In the debriefings before the interrogations, NOSENKO avoided
questicns and topics not of hig own choosing, saying that he would
give full details ®"later,” when systenatic debriefing began.
when the question or topic came up anew in a later debriefing, o
r.e would plead fatigue or boredom and propose: “This morning
we drink; tomorrow 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. .

Prom that peint on, other evasive tactics became familiar
to his interrogators. He would try to change the subject or
to shift from the spezific 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 i
personnel were hopeless and useless anyway. lie would dismiss the
details or the entire operation as unimportant (for exanple, the
microphcnes in the U.S. Embassy). He would set out reasons for
his igrorance of things he admittedly should have known {(his own
“poor per formance,” preoccupatcion with other matters, inattention
to duty, absence fronm the KGB while on vacation, lack of time to
master details because he was a SuUperviscrj. Unable to name oOr
talk about KGB indigenous agents working against Americans, in-
cluding those in operations under his supervision, NOSENKO
disparaged the gquality of,such agents {"they never reported any-
thing of interest on anyone®); he cited their low educational
jevel and their inferior status as servants and employees as
one reason none of them could give the KGB operationally useful
information. In fact, the record of many indicated prcvious em=
ployment which would demand atv least the equivalent of a college
degree oY certificate from a technical institute. Numerous maids
were former school teachers, one was formerly a chemist.

1@ s -

when evasion failed, it seemed to the interrogators that
NOSENKXO improvised his answers. some of these evident improvisa-
tions led him into unacceptabie statements or positions. To use
; his responsesg 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 o
i

weeks, and later KOSENKO 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

£ind 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 long-distance 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 Birgraphic Register,

he said "only the First Chiecf Directorate” uscs ity wRen tae
interrogator puarsued the point, NOSENRO said he romemkered that
KOVSHUK did have a copy in his office, "but an old ore, 19386,
which didn't list ABIDIAN." Under pressure about ABIDIAN's visit
to Pushkin Street, NOSENKO said the ¥GB thoujht 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 nunber of seconds ABIDIAN had been inside, to'determine
where the drop, if any, might be. As another example, when he
;a8 initially asked about Geoige BLAKE, tl.2 KGB agent in MI-6,
the context of the gquestion was a discussion of Sccond Chief
Directorate operations. NOSENKO lateled it as such ard said it
swas not as important as VASSALL." Later, when the name wig men-
tioned again, he asked: "Who's BLAKE?"

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

- “What I know 1 tell you; what 1 remcmber I tell
you," or “I den't know,” "I can't cxplain,” -- or a shrug.
g

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

- He must be gcnuine because otherwise "how could I
have been working with "SARDAR' and 'PROKHOR'2® {Johan
PREISFREUND whose KGB cryptonym was "PROKHOR, " did con-
firm NOSENKO's role.) "How else could I ‘tell you about
STORSBERG?" "The KGB would not use a staffer as a provo-
cateur,” nor would the KGB supply infermation on "live
cages® such as the Paris case {JOHNSON) and VAS3SALL, and
reveal the names of its officers abroad.

- If American Intelligence checked his story “fully,"”
jt would learn that despite all this confusion, he was genu-
ine. He repeatedly urged that his interrogators check
via an independent penscration of the KGB--there it would
verify that his name is registered as the case officer who
opened, held and 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 int=rrogaticns of January-March 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:
- ®f sgee how poor and miserable I'm léoking with ragard to ABIDIAN's

file, but anyore who can check in IXGB] Archives will see.®™ On
9 rebruary he said, "I greatly wish that you will have as soon .
as possible an agent in the KGB. It is simple to look at the
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file on ABIDIAN.
Yuriy Ivarovich, opered this file'.® On 16 February he said:
will show I am what I say.” On
in one hour to a check via such a source.
that “time will show® that he is not a provocateur.

D T0p SECHE]

630,

D

On the first page is written thet 'I, KOSENKO,
"Time’
3 March he rcferred nine times with-
He repeatedly stated

At one point

he engaged in the following dialogue with his interrogators:

NOSENKO:

IRTERROGATOR:

N{OSENRO:

NOSENKO:

INTERRCGATOR:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

ROSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NOSENKO:

I'm telling you that, if you check, you'll find
that I'm right.

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

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

(later in the session)

I can't tell you anything wore. I can't prove
anything. Maybe the future will shcw.

what can the future show?

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 possibility now,
I mean by chance, have anyone in the KGB or out of
the KGB, with any of my acquaintances, friends.

You mean our acquaintances, don‘t you?

Yes, but maybe your acquaintances can check wi
someone, because anycone in the XGB should know
that, yes, there was a NOSENKO.

Should we ask someone like VAKHRUSHEV or SUSLOV?
No, of course not, because I gave you thelr rames.

Check someone else, not known to me, sO you can be
sure.

&. Aadditional Observations

(1) Inquisitiveress About CIA

NOSENRO's questions about CIA and its activities seemed to his
interrogators to be beyond the interest or curiosity expected of

. soviet Intelligence defectors.
discussing his own KGB responsibilities:
and I will remember details." Other examples of NOSENKO's
¢iveness- include--the-following:—————— — -~ 777~

Frequently he asked, even while
*You tell me about a case,
inquisi-
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- NOSEHNKO inquired in early 1964 whetner thé CIA OIFi=
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 challenged 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 dead 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 than he did on tovics including ccnditions in the
USSR and cases and people for whom he claimed direct responsibility.
‘He never challenged DERYABIN's statements abcut KGB procedures,
although aware that his own information was more recert.

{e) Discussions with NOSENKO on His Own Performance

After admitting his inability to respond to guestions about
operations in wnich he said he participated, NOSENKO sometimes
gave a general appraisal of his own performance. He vculd adnit
that it was “impossible %o have such memory breaks" and agree
that his response was neither reasonable nor acceptable ("In your
place I wouldr'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 guestioning was bad and unacceptable.

e .. __Re also admitted that most of the 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, o~

people with whom the KGB had not worked ("Maybe *ANDREY® became

-.. . not interesting to KGB, changed jobs, and was not so important any
more®; "some of the agents recruited by the Seventh. Department
weren't meeting the KGB"; etc. He consistently estimated, how-
ever, that there were about 20 to 25 “"good® leads. :
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C, Polvareph Testing

1. Test in April 19€4

Shortly after his defection, NOSENKO agreed to undergo a
polygraph examiration which tre CIA handlers had told him was a
routine part of his defector processing, He was irformed on © |
3 2pril 1964 that the test woild 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 beaverages. NOS-
EWKO cérank heavily on the night of 3 Apr:l, did nct enter his
pbedroom until 0300 hours on 4 April, and following breakfast at
0730 hours on 4 April consumed scveral gin-and-torics. Subse-
quently, when NOSZINKO thought he was not peinc observed, he was
seen to remove nis hand from his lips furriedly.®

Followirg a medical examiration by a physician who noted )
that NOSENKC had been arinking, he was ircroduced to the CIA !
polygraph operator. An exper.ernced interrogazor, fluent in the
Pussian language, this polygraph opérator conducted the test in ;
Russian from 1045 to 1515 hours on 4 April. His report is quoted :
belouw,

“The question of Subject's (NOSENKO '3} willingness to par-
ticipate in the polygraph test was one of minor consideration,
since he had, on previous OCCasions. agzeed that he would take
the test. Howesver, whether Subject wouid continze with the
polygrapn testing if confronted with atzempted deception after
an initial test run, was one of the considered problems. Con-
sequently, in order to preclude the possipility of Subject’'s
terminating the test prior to its completion. 1t was decided
that a minor deviation from the accepted poliygraph technique
would be used during the polygr2ph testing: specifically, to
insure that a polygraphic recc:Z of 3ubject's reacrions to all
the pertirent questions be obtained prior to challenging him on
i any significant polygraphic decepzion indications his charts

might reflect... This plaen was followed throughout the poly-
graph interview...

# On 18 May 1964 a report +as received on the chemical analysis
of six types of tablets which had peen taken from NOSENKO's
personal effects. In this report, a CIA chemical expert made
the following remarks based on chemical, microscopic, and in-
strumental analysis including the use of X-ray: “Sample No. ' /
4238 consisted of three (3) gray tablets wrapped in a piece i
of paper with the name "Phenomin’' wWritten in Russian. Micro- '
scopic analysis of these tablets established the presence of
T T s — @& .small_amount_of dl-amphetamine sulfate, a large amount of .
: lactose, and a small amount of corn ccarchi dl-azphetamine is————————-— |—
a sympathomimetic agent employed mainly as a central nervous
! system stimularnt. The effect of taking amphetamine as a drug
i in conjunction with a polygraph test could exaggerate decep- . i
g tion responses especially for a weak reactor. No phenothi- _ '
1 azine (a trangquilizer) which 1is 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
ehore fa mathirm ir the farmalatinn of the tatless to suagest

e ————— 2 ———— 1o %+
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*Although the Subject had used both alcohcl and some unknown
drug prior to testirg, there is nc guestion, based both on analysis
of Subject's polygraph charts as well as persorzl observation dur-
ing the interview, that Subject has attempred doliberate deception
in the specific pertinent areas which are mentioned below in this

repcrt.

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

"According to the pian, the differert phasas involving various
pertinent areas were covered with Subject polygraghnically. Chal-
lenge uf Subject's reacticns was indirect and ‘soft,' On no occa-
sion did Subject even attempt tO velunteer any explanation of the
possible causes for his polygragh reactions. FHe continually denied
and refused o admit that there was anytrhirg tc any of the questions
which were asked of him. when the final test guestigns were com-
pleted and a record was cbtained of all of Subject's poiygraphic
responses, the nature of the challenge and probing was changed.

"Subject was told that he was lying to numarous pertinent ques=-
tions and was accused of beirng a dispatched agont. Subject's only
explaration to [my) direct accusation was that he could not be a
dispatched agent becaure of the amount of inforrmation he had volun-
teered to American Intelligence.

*Subject, who before and throughout testing reflected com-
plete self-control and ccmposure, now exhibited a completely dif-
ferent picture., His composure was non-existent, his eyes watered,
and his hands tremtled. Prior tc being confronted with [my] opinion
thac Subject was a dispatched agent, when Subject was asked on
one of the last test runs (a) 1f he were sent to penetrate Ameri-
can Intelligence and (b) if Subj2ct received instructions from KGB
on how to attempt to beat the polygraph, his answers were given
in a voice that actually trembled...

v
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2. Test in October 1966 on Lee Harvey OSWALD

&, Introduction

CIA conducted s polygraph examination of NOSENKO onb
18 October 1956 on uc subject of Lce Harvey OSWALD.®

Since the previous polygraph test in April 1964, NOSENKO
had been under close security guard, his movenents restricted,
and in the interim had been interrogated in detail and accused
of bad faith in dealing with U.S. Government authorities.
NOSENKO 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, ard his sleep
had been adequate. :

NOSENKO was given no advance notice of the polygraph
examipation. 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 had
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 Russian)
were recorded, the operation of the machine was explained,
and clarifications of the questions ard his answers were
made. The three series of questions pertaining to the OSWALD
case are given below in their entirety, and they are followed
by the conclusions of the polygraph expert.

b.- Results

“Serjies No. 1

1. V¥as Lee Harvey OSWALD ever in the Soviet Union?
ABswer: Yes. (No reaction)

2. Was OSWALD in the Soviet Unlon from 1559 to 19617
Answer: 7Yes. (No reaction)

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

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

tma e e iy mmse s@ua @ snn

57 ¥Was USWALD recrulted by KGB as an agent?
Angwer: No. (No reaction)

6. Were you glad that President Eennedy was killed?
Answer: No. (Reaction)

7. Other than what you told me, did you'actively parti-
cipate in the OSWALD case prior to 196372

Answer: No. (No reaction)
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8. Did you see a photograph of OSWALD in 19632
Answer: Ycs. (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 arny kind of contact with the 13th
Otdel of the First Chief Directorate?

Answer: WNo. (No reaction}
12. Did KGB prepare OSWALD for committing assassinations?
Answer: WNo, (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)
“Subject's (NOSENKO's) most significant reactions on

this test series were to questions 3 and 24--other reactions

of a lesser significance were evident to questions 6, B, 9a,
and 10.

"Series No, 2

20. 1Is the name OSWALD familiar to you?

hnswer: VYes., (No reaction)

b -

Lo 7 - , 'vﬂjg",iZEgj&:

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)

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

Answer: Yes. {(Reaction) . ‘ : g

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

Answer: Instead of the usual yes or no answver,
Subject answered: ‘Before and after.®
¥When the question was repeated, he again
ansJered: ‘Eefore and after.' Only when
the question was asked a third time on a
subsequent test did he answer ‘No.,' {Reaction)
{Subject reacted when he answercd ‘Before and
after, ' and when he answered ‘No."

PP

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

26. As far as you know, did Marina OSWALD know about her ;
husband's plen to kill President Kennedy? '

Answer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: HNo. (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.' hence the (No reaction)
notation. However, 1t is noteworthy that
Subject did not attempt to correct the
date of OSWALD's departure to the U,S.:
OSWALD returned to the U.5., in June 1962
and not in 1961. '

T

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 19597

TTTAnswer:

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

bt

"Series No, 3
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pid you personally order RASTRUSIK, im 19859, to
collect material v "SVWALD?

Answer: Yes. (Reoaction)

Did you personally talk ob the V., Ch.,with'ninsk
about the OSWALD case in 19637

Angswer: Yes. (Reaction)

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

Apswer: HNo. (Reaction)

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

Apnswer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

pid KGB give the OSWALDs any kind of help ip their
departure from the Soviet Union?

Answer? No. (No reaction)

‘Did you receive special ipstructions from the KGB

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

*Subject’s reactions to the questions s0- indicated
about equal ipn consistency and significance..

@
“Op 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 [myl

opinion that:

a. Subject was not personally or actually
i{nvolved in the OSWALD case (rom 1959 to 1961 while
OSWALD was ipn the Soviet Union.

b. Subject heard of OSWALD only after Kennedy's
sssassination; however, he was not an active partici-
pant in 1963 as he indicates, but was probsably
bricfed on the case by a EGB officer.

CT'—SubJect—recetved—spectar“tnstructtdns
(from the KGB) about the OSWALD case and what to
tell American authorities about it.”™

TND QENRET
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YIIT. NOSENKO'S BONA PIDES: MNALYS1S AND COHCLUSIONS

A. Introduction

It is standard proceduvTe tO 38secSs 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 United States.

L e

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

paper.

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

. Is there reason to question the general accuracy
and completeness of NOSENKO's accounts of his situation
_and motivations in contactirg Cix and later defecting,
his personal life, military service, positions in the
KGB, personal participation in XGB 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

Reture 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 classlic method
has been used: evaluating his production and sourcirng. examining
his autobiography., and appraisirg him and the circumstances of
this operation., These points, @it the conclusions drawn from
each, are reviewed belod. The £iscussion continues with a survey
of the sources who have corroborated NOSENKO's background and
status, and this is followed by arqumentations on the various
hypotheses which could explain KOSENKC as a source. The final
portion is a summary of conclusions about NOSENKO's bona fides.
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NOSENKO's counterintellicence production includes all of his
information on the Soviet intelligence ard security organs:

- their structure, functions, methods, ard procedures:
- their officers and their agents of Soviet citizenships

- their operatioﬁél activities inside and outside the
USSR,

For the most part this portion of the paper (as in Part viii.cC.
through Part VIII.F.) follows a fermat in which the evidence is
summarized, 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 components in particuvlar is an 2bsolutely
minimal requirement for anyone who clainms to have bezen ervployed
within that service. At the same time, current infsnration on the
organization of an irtelligence service is of class.c interest to
opposing intelligernce ard security services.. Organ:izational
changes are indicators of policy and planning trends in the ser-
vice:; shert of a penetration of the service's leadership, such
changes are pecrhaps the most ~eliable reflection of changes in
operational erphasis and tactics.

Had NOSENKO's information cn the organization of the KGB
been rovel in this sease, it would have been of cor.siderable
value, while the exposure of this information--although perhaps
rot a najor loss to the Soviets--would nonethelzss have been
against the KGB's best interests. HOSENKO's repcrts on the
organization of the KGB in 1964 (Pages 352-358) agree with and
are a logical extension of that framework of KGB organization
newly revealed by the 1961 sources, but this weighs reither for
por against him as the source: Tn the absence of contradictory
jnformation, hLe cannot be subject to criticism or to suspicion
because his repcrts show ro redirection of the thrus: of the
KGB. FPurthermore, NOSENKO's statemw2ants indicating tha:z there-
have been no major changes in the years petween the 1959 re-
organization and 1364 are a-yeptadpie 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: sone 1,000 Soviets connected with
intelligence and 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 damnaged any further by
a repetition of their compromise. This discussion must be fur-
ther restricted to new identifications of staff personnel, be-
cause the entire Soviet population is available to the KGB for
occasioral use as it sees fit, with the loyalty and discretion
of the individual as the only limiting factors; to learm that a
Soviet employed 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 on such infor-
mation can be taken., Finally, the new identifications also
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wust be among persons «ho are tdentifiable ardé ancessible, or the
informaticn i3 useless to Western services ar? 1s ro lose to the

it . Soviets. On this besis, only ¥GB First Chief lL:.rectcrate as vell
as GRU ijdentifications merit inclusion ir. this -~veluation, since SN
+hese are the officers who normally appear abkzoad and participate ST
ir agent operations. Althougn KGY Second Chief Directorate per- 3

sor.nel have in the past transferrad to the First Chief Direcctorate,
this is rot a predictable evert and canrot te considered in dis-
cussion of current damage.

NOSENKO jdertifiecd 165 First Chief nivectcrate personnel,

- [Cf 37, theve were 24 who eithar rasiged wbrsad at the
_time of KRCSENKO's dsfection or vere oont enrecad since that time.
| Assuming that NUSENKO was correct in his jder.cifications of all
24 members of the KGB who viere accessible, ** i% cannot bLe said o
that tre nurber is so large that the <datage to X5 agent opora- '
tions was substanticl. lone of NOSENKD's unigu~e GRU idertifica-
tiong werc abroad et tne time of his defesticn or have bzen egince.
These personality identificatzions hence do rot serve as evidence
0f NOSINKFO's bona £ides. At the saTe time, nis inability to do
further measuratle harm to the ¥38 irn this regard cannot be held
against him, either, for he has claired scrvice only in the Second :
Chief Directorate throughout his career and zo cannot be expected .
to krow a high pesrcentage of the First Chief Lirccrorate comple- !
ment. Trherefore, HOSENKO's intelligesuce personality identifications
do rot constitute a factor in finding Jor or acainst his bona fides.

NOSENKO has Leen the source of many interesting details and
examples of KGB modus operandi (Pages 359-3€0), 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 be considered new and revealing, and ‘ :
their exposure in any event would rot prevent their continued use !
in the future. MNOSENKO's discussion of tre only double agent case
in which he claimed to have played a role, however, demonstrates |
his lack of knowledge of the principles and purposes of such an
operation. This case. BELITSKIY, is a subjeit of sensrate

+ Of trese 24, ten were identified by i A
. and thercafter, and two became promine

insecure KGB cperations shortly atfter NOSENKC identified them.

i ##Cther evidence hLas contradicted statenents by NOSENKO to the
effest that certain Soviets were 1ot affiliazed with the KGB:

g, in Geneva, for example, where he had daily access to the KGB

»3%? Legal Residency for mwonths and claimred nearly complete know-

1?3 ledge of KGB personnel, he ramed 15 of a K53 staff which he

5" said totalled at the most 18;

; B as many as >5 of the approximately 120 Soviets station-
- - : . "ed there--(a proportion which is consistent with other-areas
and defectors' estimates). NOSENKO was not entirely accurate
concerning even KGB officers on his own delegation in Geneva,

i as noted on Pages 12 and 13. Therefore, the accuracy of - i
i HOSEIKO's original idertificatlons, positive or negative,

cannot be accepted without question.

TOP SECREFT
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discussion below. This subject, too, wmust be corsidered neutral
evidence in the bona fides assessment.

) NOSENKO has shown himself to be both uninformed and inaccurate
in nis answers to questicns on KGB Headquarters staff procedures
(Page 360 and Pages 619-624). He has been unabie to contripute
any new information, although there has been no detailed repocrting
on the subject since 1954. (GOLITSYN in 1962 providad some new
material on 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 heen a singular contribution to our
knowledge; NGSENKO could not describe anything of this sort. When
he replied to guestions about such matters for the period covering
his entry into the KGB, on which orevious reporting is available
in detail, he answered incorrectly ©n numeIrous points. HNOSEHKO's
tendency to improvise when he did not know the correct answer or
when he had forgotten has been characterized by a CIA psychelogist
as the behavior of a pathological liar saving face in a tight
peychological situation. whon 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 hot having been a KGB Headguarters officer.

3. Cperational Leads

a. Introduction

Consideration of NOSENXO's operational leads must take into
account the KGB positions and personal associaticns {with attendant
access to information) which NOSLL¥O has claimed for himself. He
{ndicated that the breadth 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 becone 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 December 1961, NOSENKO
kept abreast of its most important activities. 0On these grounds
NOSENKO presented himself as an authoritative source, one who
could detail the successés and failures of the KGB in recruiting
Westerners-—-especially Americans--in the USSR over the years from
1953 through 1963, Repeatedly NOSENKO asserted .that his leads to

KGB agents constituted proof of his bona fides.

b. Operations Involving Americans

NOSENKD 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. KOSLNKO reported on recruitment approaches
to six American officials stationed in Moscow, all of whoth

T NOMTRKS placed tha recraliment date prios to his entry into
the KLl in sagly %8, bt baylo W, nHUTH (ropn oryptonym
sANLUKEY®) wsald he bLeuawo a4 KGb ageit in Novewler OF Dacember
1953.
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refused to collaborate with the KB, He discussed 14 develop-
ment cases which never culmi:rat:ad in recruitment approaches

to these U.S. Goverrment employvees in Moszow, and he named

11 officials at the Moscow Embassy who were investigated by
the KGB., Thcse operacions, NOSENXO assertcd, "ompriseq che
total KGB activity acainst Eabassy personnel with the ex-
ception of the technical penetrations (sec2 Part VIII, B - I

- Sc\en Mmerican correspondents in Mcscow had boen re-
cruited Ly the KGB, four cf them knuwn to NOSENKO from the
years 1953-1954 when he was working against U.5. newspaper-
men. Another two were under development by the KGB during
+hat period. i

- The krerican Express Company representative in Moscow, :
trsene 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, NOSENKO
would have known about thom in light of his senior position
in the Tourist Cepertment cduring that period. Moreover, for
the vears tefore 1962, NOSENKO provided leads to 19 other i
hrmerican tourists whom the KGB recruited, plus one who was
serving the GRU when he came to Moscow, NOSENKO also de-
gscribed 18 development cases and nine invectigations in
which the targets were American tourists,

As for KGB operations outside the Soviet Union, NOSENKO gave leads
to four recruited Americans about whom he learned through conver-
sations with KGB associates: a U.S. intelligenrnce officer having
the KGB cryptonym "32SHA" (still unidentified), a pen>tration of
Orly Courier Transfer Station {identified as Sergeant Robert Lee
JCHNSCN) , and two agents in Gereva (nanes rot given and as yet nct
positively identified). NOSENKO leagned of the X33 agent status
of[ﬁor ce G. LUVjQ an Azerican professor, because he tock part in
LUNT' ;irecrULtment whxlo on TDY 1"_ipz1a Erd o :

between &TE Fia an American tourist with whose

case NOSENKO was personally 1nvolved In addition, NOSEIKO de-

scribed two development cases with V.5, citizens. From his know-

ledge of the "“SASHA" operation, NOSENKO also knew that the KGB , )
had no ager.t sources able to supply information concerning the - R
Cuban missile crisis of October 1962. A

P

{i} Completeness, Accuracy, Detail and Consistency of. Reporrirg : s

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

e marad

the USSR,

Other information, howWwever, ccntradicts NOSENKC's assurances . ] g
that he reported on all major cases involving Americans working .
at the U.S. Embassy 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 STORSBERG or possibly William HURLEY
{(Pages 166-182). NOSitKO, the supervisor of operations
against Embassy code clerks in 1960-1361, scated that




§4-00000

.

. e SRS DS B o ¢

ﬁb?xSECREI‘

STORSBERG rejected the recruitment approach, and when inter-
viewed on the basis of ths NOSENKO lead, STORSBERG con{irmed .
this. Both agree the approach was made in the latter part
of 1961. e

- GOLITSYN's reports cover six other operatipns (Pages
595.598) which NOSEMKO has not mentioned: The KG3's recruit-
ment of a female employee at the Emnbassy in 1357, the pre-
sence of a code clerk in the IZmbassy in 1960 who was a KGB
agent, an unsuccessful recruitment approach to a female sec-
retary at the Embassy prior to July 1960, the KGE plan to
complete the recruitment of an Americen diplomat following
his rcassignment from Moscow in 1959, the KGCB's recruitmert
of or planned recruitment agpproach to a U.5. Embassy employee
{pocsibly a code clerk) prior to April/May 1960, and a KGB
officer's trip to Helsinki to accompany an Embassy’code clerk:
traveliing by train to Moscow. (There 1s documentary evi-
dence to support the accuracy of GOLITSYN's statements about
the last of these cases; see below.)

On the basis of available information, NOSINKO cannot be
faulted on the completeness 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).* [

a

year in which NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the American Tourist
Section., These documents were placed in the hands of the KGB by
George BLAKE 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 BLAKE,

| Where NOSENKO's reporting

on American tourist cases is checkable, therefore, it has been
found to be incomplete.

¥

| Concerning the rest reportedly suspected by
the KGB--Donald ALBINGER, Bernard KOTEN, and Gabriel REINER--
none was associated with American Intelligence in any way.
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NOSENKO's reporting on individual cases wherein he was a per-
sonal participant or SuUpervisor 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:

In fact, the Americans whom he cited

did visit or live in the Soviet Union, and many of them are known
to have been of operational interest to the KGB, as NOSENKO said.
The exceptions to his general accuracy of reporting, however, are
of major importance in themselves and in reference to his claimed
positioris in the U.S. Embassy. Section during 1960-1961:*

NOSENKO

U.5. Embas2y Security Officer

John V. ABIDIAN, for whom NOSENKO
was the responsible KGB officer,
visited the Pushkin Street dead
dropdite in 1960 or at the begin-
ning of 1961, Later that same
day KOZLOV, Chief of.the KGB Sur-
veillance‘Dire:toratez went to the
scene., ST

.

(1ot 2
ol

KOSOLAPOV, NOSENKO's direct sub-
ordinate, made but 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
JENNER: as supervisor of all oper-

- ations against code clerks at the

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

The KGB knew that the U.S. mili-
tary code clerk James KZYSERS,
whom NOSENKO personally contacted
in an effort to persuade him to
defect, did not report the earlier
recruitment approach by the KGB.

Collateral

CIh records on the PESKOVSKIY
case, in which the Pushkin
Street dead drop was used, show
that ABIDIAN visited the site
only once, on 30 December 1961
at 1130 hours. KOZIOV left Hew
York City on the same day,
travelling via France, at the
completion of a TDY in the
United States. (Pages 231-
235; this subject is discussed
at greater length in Part
VIII.B.6.)

|KOSO-

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

. | TENNER
and KOSOLAPOV travelled on .
separate days. (Pages 186-200)

KEYSERS reported the recruitment
approach immediately after it
occurred, and the report was
submitted in an Embassy room
later fourd to have a concealed
microphone. (NOSENKO stated that
he was a customer for microphone
intercepts at the time and that
this microphone 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
arrest of American Professor Frederick BARGHOORN:

related to his accounts on the
According to

NOSENKO, the approval for this KGB action in which he had a per-
sonal part was obtained from BREZNEV in KHRUSHCHEVY'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 in Moscow. (BREZH-

NEV was not seen in Moscow betwe

en 29 October and 2 November
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In addition, a number of Americans--e.g., Walter RASK, Adam
BROCHES, Henry APISSON, Herbert HOJ4ARD, Vasiliy VOLKOV, Ailliam
WIZLLACE, 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

HAKMSTONE case, where he has given conflicting information on the -~

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

i

witness to testify in Roy RHCDZS' ¢rial, and that he did not testify

at Roy RHODES' trial but was cnly interviewed in the pre—trial in-
vestigation once. Part VIII.D. covers the extent of his kncwledge
about American cases in which he took part personelly or as &
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 colleagies 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.
CGeneva) ;s three development cases (George VAN LAETHEM, Attorney
General Robert KENNEDY, and Stephen HOFF4AN) ;: three unsuccessful
recruitment approaches (Richard HARMSTONE, Peter BINDER, &nd
Collette SCHWARZENBACH): and three investigations {(Thomas BARTHE-
LEMY, Lewis BOWDEN, and George WINTERS), HOSENKO'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, JOHNSON. All of the NOSENKO leads to developmental
operations, unsuccessful recruitment approaches, and investigations
have been identified.

{(ii)} 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 cn them; and

Third, the possibility of identifying them on the
basis of the details provided or in cemi i ~ion with details
=aceived 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
pefore the NOSENKO leads were received (Pages 402-410). In an-

-- --pther-category, - NOSENKO-'s leads to.35. Americans under development

{Pages 379-397), there is no means for evaluating their impor-
tance to the KGB because it is impossible to estimate with con-
f£idence the likelihood of the KGB recruiting sone 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.XO'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.
Embassy in Moscow.

.
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NOSENKO was the first source to report on the KGBb recruit-
ments of 22 tourists i(none with access to classified meterials
and on 11 of whom there was previous derogatory information) :
four correspondents {one said by NOSLL.KO to have become inactive
and on two of whom there was previous derogatory information) ;
the American Express Company representative in Moscow; a contract
emplovee 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 agents were:

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

- U.S., Army Sergeant Robert Lee JOHNSCH, who with his
wife Hedwig began collaborating with the KGB in 1952 and
who made James MINTKENBAUGH an agent of the KGB in 1953
(Pages 427-462). Hedwig JOMNSCN discontinued her role in
tre operation in 1953, &although therzafter remaining know-
ledgeable of the KGB activities of her husband and MINTKEN-
BAUGH; according to MINTKENBAUGH, who lost access to classi-
fied information in 1954, he had no direct contact with the
KGB after the late summer or early autumn of 13563 (about
three to five months before NOSENKO first gave the lead on
JOHNSON) 3 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 JOHN SO lead consti-
tuted a serious loss to the KGB. In the first place, if JOHIISON
can be believed, he gave the Soviets but one classified documrent
while in charge of the "C'assified Control Center" at Camp Des
Loges between August 1963 and May 1964, His KGB case officer
Jater told him, JOENSON 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 KGB 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 JOHNSOll 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 avoided full exploitation of JOENSOX 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

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

e B EN A ssmes fota. BT
b o

NOSENKO was the first source to identify Jemes STORSBEFRG, a : 3
U.S. military code clerk stationed at the Moscow Exbassy, as a
target who had rejected the KGB's recruitment offer (Pages 166-
185). The information was received from NOSENKO after STORSBERG
was discharged from the U.S. Army, and when interviewed on the
bYasis of this information, STORSBERG generally ccrnfirmed NCSENKO's .
reporting on the cise. GOLITSYN had esarlier repcrteZ cn what may X
have been the same KGB opcration, but GOLITSY.d selieved the mili-
tary code clerk had been recruited; from what GOLITSYXN had pre-
viously told CIA and from later investigations, it seems possible
that the KGB recruited either STOKSBERG or Wiliiam HURLEY (who {
NOSENKO said was rnct recruited or approached by thé KG3). If it
- is assumed that STCRSBERG was not recruited in the approach cde-
scribed by NOSENKO and in the operation discusced by GOLITSYN,
the KGB suffered no loss in the Zmerican services learning of
this case. 1f it is assumed cn the other hand that STCRSBERG or
HURLEY was recruited, the reporting Ly NORERXO assisted the KGB--
not the American services--by deflecting security investigations
from a recruited agent of the KGB. -

. eyt vt B cu e

-{iil) Importance or Usefulness

. The American leads from NOSENKD enabled U.S. security author-
ities to: g

Nbaciila

- Confirm previous information cn the recruitzents of
RS 13 tourists and three correspondents;

- 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 JOHNSON 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 ciassified

information and current contact with the KGB; the two hoaosexuals

at the Moscow Embassy (APMSTRONG and HOFFMAN) presumably also had - -

access to classified information. From the standpoint of pro- - .
__tecting _the security of the U.S. Government, NOSEXKO brought to = = -

an end the JOLNSON operation and the KGB's potential for reécfuit-~
ing ARMSTRONG and HOFFMAN. : e

Against this product of NOSENKO's reporting must be balanced : 1
. the amounts of money and manpower that were necded for U.S. secu-
e ® rity authorities to exhaust and investigate NOSENXKO's information
on 49 recruitments, 35 developmental targets, seven unsuccess ful
recruitment approaches, ard 33 investigations by the XGB--a total
of 113 operational leads. CIA carried the burden of the debriefing :
and interrcgation of NOSELKO on these cases, but the investigative

. ¥ hmong 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 brcken contact with the KGB, some who were known R
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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 NOSEiKO lead to be important or useful.

{av) Remarks

Judged by his major inaccuracies and by the demonstrable in-
completencss in scme of his reporting, NOSLNKO is not an authori-
tative or reliable source of information on cperations against
2mericans by the U.S. imbassy Secticn end the fmerican Tourist

YSection. Proven uatrustwortay in othar categories of operational
leads, there is no reascn to accept at face value NOSENKO's state-
‘ment that SMITH was *he only Mosccw Imbassy ergplcyee working with
the KGB from 1953 thrcugh 1963; indeed, evidence to the contrary
exists. The same may be true regarding American tourists and
correspondents in Mcscow, i.e., other rscruitmeats not mentioned
by NOSENKO could have occurred. Purchermore, with the question-
able exception of the JOHNSON case, the KGB lost nothing of great
value in conseguence of NOSENKO's leads but gaired an advantage
by occupyirg the attcntion and facilities of American security
authorities.

It is therafore concluded that NOSENKO has withhold infor-
mation on recruitrents of Americans in !i0scow, or he is unable to
provide a comprehensive review of such activities because he did
not _hold.the claimed positions in the U.S. Emcassy and American
Tourist Sections. Either explanation forces strong reservations
about the bora fices 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 tte purpose of misleading the U.S. security
gservices.

®
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¢. Cperatiors Involving Other Westerncrs

() Introduction

As already indicated, NCSENXO's principal knowledgeability
of KGB operations is rclated to Americans in the Soviet Union.
With the exception of one Gerran and one Norwegian tourist case,
his only other personal participation in third-national (i.e., non-
American) operations stems frcm his agegociation with the section
of the Tourist Department concern=d with United Xingdom and Canad-
ian, as well as /Zurerican, tourists., Where he has commented on
gources fcr the rzst of his third-national leads, he indicated
his knowledge was acquired either through conversaticns with
other officerns »r throuah his position as Deputy Chief of the
Tourist Department in 1962-1963. Thus he made ro clain for com-
pleteness of his coverage, nor recesearily for absolute accuracy
and full details on eny one case. N5 attempt will be made here,
therefore, to compare his informaticn with cther sources, excoept
in terms of whether MUSENKO's reporting harmad the Soviets and
assisted hmerican security. '

{ii) Diwcussion

, 0f the 90 third-naticacl vecruaiwment leads (Pajes 474-502),
22 have not yet-beon positively icentiticd. These cannot be
evaluated at all except to point cut that only two of fhel ana.
potentially significant, the [Ai0 penetrazicen.in Belyiun in 2062

(which may be the sarme as a lead fre® anocher source) and a code
eler¥ in the viest Cerman Embassy in iHoscuw 1n 130.. Without
krowing the status of these tw?> oreraticns at the time NOSEUKO
told CIA abcut 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
jdentified, '35 were unique leads when NOSENKO provided them. No
conclusive investigation results have yet been chtained on 30 of
these, but the majority were said by NOSELKO to be travel agency
employees ({(guides, bus drivers, etc.). Five of the (30 held
positions of trust in their respective governments; these five
lezds are discussed below in terms of potential value to U.S.
security and potential damage to the KGB. 0f the five who have been
interviewed on the basis of the NOSENKO info four denied
voiny recruited by the KGB, includinglessdiy 234l (the only one
of those interviewed holding a government rositlicnj, discussed
below. Reporting on the one remaining lead, a Dutch>woman, is
unclear and incorclusive--she admitted only to having been ques-
tioned while in the USSR.

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

T AT R .  NOSENKO said in 1962 that the
i R i nmen R

Ao b 3 - » S0 . g x r: " Oﬂ

Soviets whom he suspected of being intelligence officers,
and in 1964 he reported a social visit in Vienna by
GCeneral GORBUNOV (an operational alias of GRIBANOQV), whom
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_ time. [

Thus of the third-national lesds originuting with NOSENKO,
five micht be considered to be important se-a:se of their posi- ]
tion in government. I two cases (G EOE BT :
not able to say whether thete was a recruitmens, rowever, while .
a third (assumirg that there was rno further cornfusion on NOSEN- ’
KO's part) canrnot ke considered n ;TVDIC.AL lead because of thé
Communist hias of the Indonesian Government mposxtion &3
an agent or contact loses significance 1r v.c. of ~n18 previously
reported support cf o po-e.ful lefrisy political faigure. The
possikble importance ol the lead carnot be assessed . .
without xrvestxqatxon resales. .

The Willian VASSALL case (Pages 30:-507) was the one third-
natiornal lead which HOSENKO hxn:elf considered most important.
He invariakly included this lead when talking about the impor-
tance of his reporting. The EBritish security seérvices neverthe-
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less 'ng to identifyirg the source of the
 AdmiraIty dxunenm.mm_m.mm.T E

. en they received the fragrent of NOSENKO information which

focused on the British Embassy in Moscow, the number was reduced
to VASSALL and one other. Although the NOSENKO information
apparently confirmed the already golid suspicions of VASSALL,
there i3 reascs lieve that the {gentification would have
peen Eccomplished without this information. The iead was there-
fore not new or exclusive information, and HOSENKO 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 thiréd-natfonals whom NOSENXO said were
being tergetted or investigated by the KGB, norz held positions
of significance, with the ole excention of the then member of
the British Parliament, {Sashidire gl whose personal life
and career the Soviets subsequent attenpted--with considersable
sUcCCcess--to Cestroy through a campaign of scandal.

{(iii) Remarks

on the tasis of the avove examination, HOSINKO's information
on KGB operations against trirdé-nationals cannot te considered 8
positive factor in the assecsm=nt of his pcra ficdas. 28 3 pPOSS-
ible negative factor in corsideration of his DOna fides, the in-
significance of NOSINKO's reporting on third-national leads mu3t
be measured against the criteria of his claimed access and con-
¢rary evidence. in the case of fereign tourists his leads show--
ard he himself has commented--that sugh _recruirments Were of no
pggg;;glg;_value: assuming that NUSENKO was Deputy Chiet of th2
Tourist Department, he should be able to make such a statement
without challenge. To cate no indeperdent eviderce of foreign
tourist recruitments has emerged which contradicts him., Opera-
"¢ions against other Hestern 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 Sull access to such information or to positions which
would have given him better access. _Except for tuiose he said he
was informed of in connection with possibie use against U.S.
Embassy targets, he has usually sourced such third-national
ieads 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
applicable criteria, the NOSENKO leads to operations against
third-naticnals must be excluded as a factor weighing for or
acgainst his bona fides. ,
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4. Technical Operations Against the u,S, Embtagdy

a. Discugsion -
_ ]
‘In reporting on KGB microphones in the V.S rmb“:‘{’ézaﬂgour
248-269), NOSENKO said in 1962 that there were at \b?vcrsations
or five points," later adding a sixth, from which t:‘r counselor,
were heard. They included the offices of the MiniA "'h; one
the Military Attachs, the Naval Attache, tha AL At‘::;xéultural
(unidentified) "State Departament employee,” andg the f.nﬂ (4 the
Attache. He also referred to a non-productive ey e )
code room but did not count this as one of the p”l“‘;a“ obtained
did rot suoply details of the information whiszh the allusions
from any of these microphones except to make nvh"l“‘ ffices of
to the importance of the materials from thore tn the o'ru;spd
the Minister Counselor and the Military Attache, e “&b, gﬁﬁt
that the existence of these microphones was the Kdn'se 1531954
secret" and that only a very few people know of Lhetls ,f tha
RNOSENKO gave more details and provided a written llntlgbo and
offices where microphones were actively monitored (B
1861. .

NOSENKO's information on the microphones woutd °”P°;:'q:26r_
the basis of the findings of the swecp team in 19od. Soduction
aliy accurate. Where HROSENKO reported theru was hi g‘old be ex-
but microphones were found audible, the agscrepancy Vi te after
plained by KGB technical failure to receive the *“‘”"QPNOSEQKO
they left the point at which the sweepers tonted! w“uﬁuAttache's
reported materials were obtained (such as from the Al it could
office) and the sweepers found the microphone Lnnud\blTabz ard
be cconjectured that the microphore died batweon nat by ving did.
the date of the sweep in 1964. However, NOSENKO 'a ‘bvorfted on
not_harm the Soviets, because GOLITSYN knew and hnd_'r"gi come
one specific microphone, and another earlier {and r‘ns: ng,
promised) source had also reported that the micrephene
there. The microphone known to GOLITSYN, when bivce
back to the point where its wires left the but bl inde
£o the uncovering of all the other microphonc#s,

wiuld lead

ed with the find in Room 1008 (Page 256).

- : ation
NOSENKO was unable to expand on his mlcroph"“‘“:?SOZ? the

. . ¢
after his defection. Questioned repeatedly Luf dn-phunas._hﬂ gave

operation or examples of the product of thone micie rha ssme
almost no cperational details® and could supp!y on by h;d already
three generalized examples of their product whieh h‘“‘prophonet
given in 1962: the unproductivity of the code §oum Ml .

% One of the few concrete incidents which NOSENKD ;afOU:t::

connected to the microphone operation (with ‘"9_”!“°p‘ a

of the MNorth Wing planning, see below) was Lha '"fé xronell

document reporting the product from one of Lhe T‘:‘O"GOLIT-
GOLITSYN had already told the same story (PaQe® A Ancumant
SYN said he was present during the search for Lhi# «é e
and it was under these circums:ances that he "“‘"?? cg,
fically that there was a microphone in the office © nis
Ministor Counselor. NOSENKO in 1962 atresamd (hat U
microphone was the most important in the EmbanBy

ted and traced’

aa \n fact happen-
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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 there were or whom they concerned;
and the Military Attacrne's planning of trips which permitted the
KGB to seize equipment 1in Stalingrad in 1955, Of these three
examples given by an cfficer who said he cuiled all the micro-
phone materials for twdo years, one concerned a non-operating and
therefore useless micruphone, the second concerned a microphone
(in the Minister Courcelor'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 halped corduct, according to his claimed position in

1955; LOSENKU 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 locatioas of all the actively

* A comparison betweer. NOSENKO's =zhird example(

| reveals sim-

ilarities which may not be coincidental.

- NOSENKO (11 June 1962: see Page 260): 'We are listening
to your Military kevaches there. We krnow where they intend
to travel, what they want to fird out. We know what machin-
ery and what tsrgets interest <tem... Some of the things
they say are surprising. They discuss, among other things,
where to go, what 20 see, what to take with them - electric
equipment or not., And we are hunting for this electronic
equipment and now have 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 authorizztion to take any necessary
steps to steal it. Because you rnow have improved your equip-
ment. . We stole scme equipmert in Stalingrad in 1955..."

-1 | <. All rooms
are being monitored by thé KGB... Theé "flap' involving the
American directior. - findirg specialists in Stalingrad in
the summer of 19%% was organized by the KGB because conver-
sations were overi€ard in the rooms of the American Embassy.
As you know, as a result of this flap, the KG3 seized valu-
able direction-finding equipment from the American Intelli-
gence officers...” :

It is possible that pboth NOSENKO were
reporting a well-known 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| | However, this would call
into question NUSENKED's allegation of direct access to all of

the microphone product.
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monitored and productive "points” in 1960-1961. NCSENKO was not
able to explain why he would need this list to know the locations
of the microphores 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 KOSENKO reported on in 1962,

NOSENXO's account of how the product from the microphones was
distributed 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 existenca--despite
any effort to paraphrase and disguise the product as "agent re-
ports." NOSENKO norethzless maintained in 1962 that "it is a
tremendous secret thet we are listening to you,"” and that the
microphones were known to so few that any countermeasures the
Americans might take on the basis of NOSENKO's statements could
reflect dangerously cn him as the source.® -

Accepting at face value NCSENKO's claimed lack of aptitude
and interest in 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
communications and at other times that it was used to
monitor them,

- Although he claimed to have personally pacticipated
in the planning for the installation of audio decvices 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 by 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.)

. - HOSENKO 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
sttack on the U.S., Embassy in which the reporting of a source in
NOSERKO's claimed position, no matter what his technical aptitude,
could have been detrimental to Soviet interests.

| That they both kKnéw ot fﬁé—m“xcrc-:J
phones suggests that NOSEKO exaggerated the sensitivity of

the microphone cperation, which had moreover always been
assumed by the Embassy to be active.
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b. Remarks
e s e
NOSENKO's sourcing of his information on electronic opera-
tions against the U.S. Embassy in MOSCOW was wnclear 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 cormensurate with
his alleged position in the U.S. Embassy Section ard his particu-
lar responsibility for audio nperations. Significartly, the
essential element of the information which NOSENKO did report,
the existerce of the microphone in the Minister Courselor's
office, woculd presumably have been considered by the KGB to have
been compromiBEd ETX months earlier, with the deféction oL GOLIT-
SYST—DTscovery of this microphone, as an outgrowth of action on
: GOLITSYN's information, would have led t> all the others. Thus
: the Embassy microphones must have b2en cer.sidered by the KGB to
have been compromised before NOSENKO first spoke of them in 1962,
734ed to this 1s the fact (suppcrted by NCSENKO himself) that
W efficiency of the Embassy microphone installation as a whole
Lal seriously diminished by late 1961 or early 1962 due to, first,
normal deterioration of equipment and wiring and, second, the
installaticn of secure rooms and the implerentation of more
stringent security precautions at the Embassy. For these reasons
and in the absence of any information concerring other forms of
electronic attack against the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, it cannot
be considered that the information provided by HOSENKO in 1962
and 1964 was harmful to the interests of the KGB por helpful to
QEggicﬁn authorities. NOSENKO's denial of any installataions in
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 NO3ENKO's specific claim to
% have been responsible for the operational plarning for the north

P
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wing at the time it was being prepared for American occupancy,
would appear %o be purposeful deception,
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5. The BELITSKlY Case

a, Introduction

NOSENKO reported to CIA in June 1962 (as one of the two items
he wanted to sell) that ohe of 1its agents, the Soviet interpreter
BELITSK1Y, was in fact a KGB double agent wro had been planted on
CIA (Pages 517-329). NOSENKO s3id that this wa3 a casze run by the
Second (“"Active Line") Section, but thet he personally had a role
in the management of the case in May 1962 in Ceneva. NOSENKO was
able to glive certain inside information on this case; for example,
he knew the nicknames used by the CIA case officere with the agent.

b. Discussion

NOSENKO's information, at least in its general outlines, was
correct, CIA had bheen running BELITSKIY as an agent, and the CIA
case officers (alias "Boh" and "Henry," the latter from Washington
as NOSENKO said) nad just completed a series of meetings with
BELITSK1Y in Geneva, Important aspects of his irnformation were
inaccurate: BELITSKIY hac been recruited a year before NOSENKC's
date of 1959, and in Brussels, not Lordon, Also, NOSENKO's claim
that this was a 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 cannot
be excluded that this was a long-term objective which the KGB
still sought witnout 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
Gereva .( ARTEMEV) was young and inexperiencec and had not even
worked on the BELITSKIY case before. NOSEKKO was sayinrg in
effect--with the authority of direct knowleige and official re-
J . __ sponsibility--that BELITSKIY, a prominent Soviet citizen having

: personal contacts with well placed memters of the Soviet Govern-
ment, & 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 K3B did not send with him the

: responsible case officer or any member of the section responsible
i for the operation. Instead, the KGB turned over the responsi-

] 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 BELITSK1Y case nor even

! local knowledge of Geneva conditions: 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 experience or training in handl-
ing double agent operations, and who was similarly in Geneva
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by chance with delegation security functions, shoulé guide the
other "less experienced” case officer.®* As NOSERKO shosed
under questioning, he did nct know the contents of any of the
positive intclligence BELITSKIY was to pass to CIA as disinfor-
mation: he did not know BELLTSKIY'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.*#

c. Remarks

The circumstances above not only cast doubt on HOSENRO's
version of the case and his own access but also suggest that
NOSENKO did not have a theoretical zppreciation of how double
agents are handled. The examples he gave of his ®"guidance® to
ARTEMEV are few in number. NOSENKO also stated in 1965 that he
had arranged the actual introduction to “ELITSKIY of XISLOV, the
TASS man, to provide for BELITSKIY's need of a 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 cennection 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 erpressed
doubts d?“BEETTEFTYTE-E§§3 fides, CIA was handling the operation
as if it were genuine (but not intending to go to the extent of
exposing to BELITSKIY CIA assets insice the USSR} . (The KGB is

¥FNOSENRD has reported that he handled only one American agent
(FRIPPEL); he had practically no krowledge of CIA ror even
vicarious exposure to the substance of any other double agent
operations. ARTEMEV had had extended contact f:::;::::::f

i | as early as August 1958, a role in o:ther opéra-

tions against American tourists in 1959~~including clandestine
search (cee Page 148), and continuous American Department
service since then. NOSENKO did not know of the 1333-1959
operational activities of ARTEMEV, although they fell in the
operational area NOSENKO claimed to have supervised at the
time as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section.

#2 NOSENKO was seemingly unaware that BELITSKIY had contact
arrangements which would presunably guarantee recontact.

SR AR
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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 may have reached the
point of diminishing returns. It is perhaps significant that
ROSENKOC did not contact CIA and report on the BELITSKIY case until
10 days efter 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. )
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6. 58 Investigations®

8. Compronise of POPCY

{1) Introduction

Fixing the date and cause orf «
CIA penetration source in the Cx. *{
the evaluaztion of NOSEUKO's prodgult.on,
{s basically true, his story of FuPCV's compromise

663.

ose heving known J
{as with LANGELLE and WINTERE).
plete or inaccurate

of TCPOV, then his clzims

‘.2 compromise of POPOV, the
Fages 530-534) could affect
1f what U '

is not particularly important and
hes not harmed the KGB ror measurably assisted CLA:
assumes an ewareness by CIA thet it con
Embassy personnel, esprcially th
erican Intelliyence ccrnnegtions

1f NOSENKO or the other hand has been incom
in his statements about tie compromise

The KGB

ducts svrveiliance of U,S.
cr suspectecd Am-

to krowledgeakility on this subject must be questioned.

{(ii) Discussion

The information from NOSENKD |

lon the POFOV

compromise may be collated and sunwarized in tapular form:

Cause
KGB surveillance
KGB surveillarce

KGB intercept of
letter

KGB surveillance
Embassy officer

KGB surveillance

KGB agent

of WINTERS

of WINTERS -

WINTERS

of U,S.

of LANGELLE

Date Imolied
21 Japruary 1959

21 January 1999

21 January 1959

none

4 January 1959

’

pricr to 23 Nov- -
. ember 1957

Under this heading, only the comp
and CHEREPARIOV are considered;
paterial available for an evaluation of

Source
NOSENKO**

CHEPEPARIOV
document

POPOV messacge

of 18 September

1O8Q % & &

GOLITSYN, from
the KGB orienta-
tion paper on
the PCPOV case

cadamd

GOLITSYNQ."‘*&

romises of POPOV, PENKOVSKIY,
there i3 insufficient collateral
NOSENKO's information

on Viadimir KAZA-KOMAREK (pages 569-570) and Alfred SLESINGER
{Pages 571-575).

#+ NOSENKO recported that the KGB observed WINTERS|mailing a

letter which, upon bein
to POPOV; he has contradi

applied metka to this letter.
#+2pOPOV is believed to have been under KGB control in composing

{Footnotes continued on next page.)
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The only other evidence avai.able is anaiytical. POPOV was ;
transferred to the Illegals handling unit in Lerlin on 28 June
19%7, an assignment of high sensitivity. Until mid-August he
handled five Illegals, thereafter only one, TAIROVA, in October
1957. - Following home leave €rom 12 December 1957 to 19 January
1958, he was again transferred, this time to a position where
Illegals and productive GRU sources of aintelligence 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 Yn: tlovember 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 reassignment from the
Illegals hendlinyg unit in January 1958, and poscsibly 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 Illegals 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
keep 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.)

see*+*Since such orientation papers are written for general circula-

tion within the KGB, it is doubtful that KGB security prac-
tices would permit their conterts to reveal sensitive infor-
mation: other sources have indicated that orientation papers
-sometimes are sanitized; this particular pzper, 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.

#44444This 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) Remarks

The completeness and accuracy of OSENKD! £ on on
% the compromise of PCPOV, supported as it is oY the )

CHEREPANOV document and POPOV's message but contradicted Dy : .
GOLITSYN and arnalytical evidence, cannot e firally evaluated. : ,z
Only with resoiution of the bona fides of NOSENKO can a judgnent
be made on this part of his production.
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b. Cox-promise of PENKOV3E!Y*

(1) Introducticn

Recauce his direct resporsibilicy for coveragn of ABIDIAN
15 an essential elicment an NOSRAKC 'L story of his 31550-1951 career,
beccuse he insists tha: ths »GH had no i1idee of U.53. invelvenent In
the FINKCVSKIY cace until Richard JATOB were re tine Fushkin Street
dcad drop on 2 lLoverrer 1962, and receause L~ ic alamant on thc
point thet the KGs uatil aimost the end of the PELRCOVEKIY case knew
©f ro cenrecticon between PINEOVIKIY arnd the Fusniin Street gite
which ARIDIXN visited, NOSERNKO's story of the coopromise of PENKOV- x
£KIY appears to besr directly on the guestion of TO3EIKO's bona B 3
fides. Each of the variocus versions of the compromise cf PENKOV- ) . E
SAIY mast Le exam:ned and compared with NOERENKD s story and with T o 3
the established facts,** : -t

R R

b
k!
i

‘- )

(ii) Discussion

asrce or the caus2, and two cni.the timing.
RaIE T ard the "dfficial KGE report” attribute the
compromice 1o the fact that surveillarnce aetEf'ea a meeting be-
tween Mrs. CHISHOLM and the Soviet whom the KCE larter identified
25 PENKOVEKIY. HKCSINKO dated this as arournd Novemher or December
1961, the official report stated this cccurred on 30 Decermber 1961,

B, 8% cave the cause as surveillance, tut of Greville WYNNE
and PE&ACVC:IY rather than Mrs., CHISYCIM, ard stated trat the com-
promise Gated from May 1662, mgave two different
accounts, one that FLUKOVEXLY was investiyzted £fOr reasons unre-
lated to eny suspicions of espionage and was tnereby fourd out as
a spy. the other that his excessive spending erd sale of foreign
mercrandise led to an investigation which resulted ain detection of
his espiorage activities. [ |placed the timing of the first ver-
sion in 15561, wx*rou; cxfxrg the time of year: in the second,
associated = ning against asco»xation with

PENKOVEK1Y —_ - L Zooue loventer

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

® ‘ #%1¢ does nct seem unusual for severzl sources to have reported
on the compromise cf PENKOVSK1Y: Fresumably this was the sub-
Jject of widespread discussicn within the two Soviet services, o
for it was covered in the Soviet press and ir at least one A
*official report” disseminated by the KGB. Although their TE
differing situations within the Soviet services could partially '
explain the differing versions thet these sources have given,
some of them revertnzless have claimed either direct knowledge
of the compromise or specially informed sub-sources. There-
fore the discrepancies among the reporting of NOSENKO on the
PENKOVSEKIY compromise, the accounts by other sources, and the
facts on the harndling of the case by TIA and MI-6 are portinent
*o the guestion of NOSEKO's bona fidesz.
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REVIEW GROUP, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF INTELLIGENCE.
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PEIKOVEKIZ that ke had visited the cite after he chose it in 1960,

although it is poss:ble, especially as he had not been informed
of ASIDIAN having been gent to check on a possikle signal frem
him about the dcad dron,

ks '5;':3- SR — e

that the ABIL1AN visit

- however, Takes it clear

-

H

3

Va9 rot the first observed activity | .

at Pushkin Street to stir KGB investigative interest in the:?

site. As the report states, when massive survcillance of
U.S. Embassy targets detccted an American visiting this
address the first time, he ~as not followed inside by sur-
veillants, but on the second occasion he wi3 followed
closely and the surveillant observed that he was kneeling
dowr apparently tying his shoe.* § > Went on to say
that, although this was not very unusual, {t was gufficient
to arouse suspicion in view of the fact that this American
had been observed visiting the cane address on two occasions
for no apparent reason. There is no quastion about the
fuct that A3SIDIAN visited the Pushkin Street drop site on
one cccasion only, and that «as on 30 Dicember 1961. The
refererce to this as a gecond visit to this address by an
Arerican from the Embassy is a clear indication that the
KGB hed surveilled the first such visit, which was made

by tte CIA officer thgﬁgy‘: in Jeauvary 1541, and not by
ABIDIAN. Thus where dbgﬁgg&ggiﬂA' o9 erred by indicating
one Arerican went to Pushkin olreet twice, the KG3 nust
have known that MAHONEY went there first, in January 1951
end ABIDIAN went there next, on 30 December- 1961, €§§§§&§§B
said that the 24-hour fixed surveirllance resulted frem

the second visjit, and beccuse of it PLNKOVIKIY was sub-
sequeatly observed to enter the vastibule of this address
but di1d not visit anyone there. it ~as determined that

no ore living at thet address Xne~ PINKOVSKIY and he be-
came a target of KGB suspicion and investigation.

The rest of the E-42i3 story is completely in disagreement
«ith the facts of the case and deoes not warrant discussion here,
It must ke noted, nonetheless, that this is the only instance

among all the versions «hich pleces the compromise cn the Aner- .

ican side of the case, and the only one <hich makes a direct
connection bet«een the Pushkin Street dead drop and the KGB
detection of PENKGVSKIY. (All others attribute the compromise
to surveillance of British Embassy personnel, and NOSENKO claim-
ed that the KGCB was uvnasare of American Intelligence participa-
tion until the operation was terminated.} It is also in direct
conflict with NOSEXKO, who had no knoeledge of any U.S, Embassy
official visiting the Pushkin Street site prior to ABIDIAN, In
this regard, NOSENXO insisted that the date of ASBIDIAN's visit

ARBIDIAN reported that a woman entered the vestibule behind
him while he was in there, and he knelt down pretending to
tie his shoelaces until she proceeded past him and on up the
stairs. :

**NOSENKO was not aware that MAHONEY had beern identified to the

KGB as a CIA officer well before MAHOHEY's October 1960 arri-
val in Moscow.
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was the crd of 1660 or the very begirring of 1841, wiereas in b
fact MAHONEY's visir w<ag in Januery 19461, Deospite the errors
relating o loedings and unloadings of deacureps ob «he Pushkin
Street locatiss =f{ter the sgecond {ARIDIN) viszst riere, this
story franﬁ@eztabhshes KGB knowledlge of MMHOUIT's casing

of Pusnkin Stirect.

Greville aATNIE's testimony concerning his interrozations by | -
the #GB 2lse §rtroduces gleoments sortraldictiny the versions of Ce
NosmiRe, CEETRBETI EXS AT TR TR LW o (EREE]
Ac irdicated 10 G15CuSS1Ln OL NNU sturv ol the g
versation with LULACKI (fages 536-.538), the FuB was con anced
thst PINKCVSEIY's question ibout his girlfriend “ZEP" was an im-
portant allusion and they demanded that oNWHE explain 12, TINE ;
¢itner had forgotten the name or had rnever known it, and he was i Tt
urable to tell the KGi who “"2EP" was. The fact that tre 1GB had
& recording of this 27 May 1961 conrergaticn shows also that the
KGB was at lcast sucpicious of the relationship befcre that con-
versatior took place and must have then tecone aware of the con-
spiratorial aspect of the PINKOVERIY-#TWNE reclationship Ly virtue
cf the cryptic nature of that conversation. The additional fact
that the KGB surveilled #@YNNE to the apartment of an uradentified
cfficer of British Intellicence on the samc day the "ZEP* conver-
cation between AYNNE and PELKOVSKIY was monitored 1s evidence _
that toth #YNNE end PENIKOVSKLY were under strong suspicion of .
espiorage as of that day, if not earlier. Hor could those sus- P
picicns have been explained away by the lact that PIUKOVSKIY ard
WYNNE hed legitimate cover reasons for contact, in view ol the
content of their conversation--there was nothing in their ovart
relazionship which required secrecy or avern caution in conversa-
tion.

e TR

e P

w .

: The indication from Eﬁ?h%amaﬁut'": that the ¥Z2 was oware é
of MAHONEY's visit to the inside vestivudi2 cf the Fushtkin Street

site in January 1961 is not only missang from atl other vercions,

but conspicuously so from NOSENKO's story: he «<laimed to know ;
everything the KGB knew about this Anerican dead drop site, be- ;
cause of ADIDIAN'g visit there. NOSFNXO on one oczasion said
that he thougnt an Amnerican tourist (rot a U.3. Embassy officer)-
might have visited the site a year oo twd earlier than ARIDIAN,

(1ii) Remarks

‘®
NOSINKO did not know or did not report to CIA that the i
only other American who had visitel the Pushkin 3trest dead drop ' '§

area was MAHOLEY. This fact suggests that either NO3ZKO was
deliberately withholding from CIA winformation of vital import-
ance in the PENKOVSKIY compromise. or he was unaware of the - g
KGB*s possecsion of this information, despite his clairmed posi-

tior in the U.S, Embassy Section and responsibility for cover-

age of ABIDIAN. The fact that his story on the PENKOVIKIY

compromise, like the "official report” of thc KGB, does rot

show the seriousness of the evidence in the KGE's possession .o
as of 27 May 1961 additionally points to his withholding of in- : -
formation on the subject of the timing of PCIKOVSKIY' s compro- :
mise, which was definitely nc later than this date. If KOSENKO , H
was deliberately withholding information on this subject and .
iying zbout the PENKOVSKIY compronise, then he is rot a bona
fide defector. If Le is unaware of the information which the
KGB has in its possession, then he was not irn the U.S. Embassy
Section in 1960 or 1661 as claimed, and hence his boni fides
would be disproven.
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c. Ccnpromise of CHEREPANOV

{1} Introduction

NOSENKC®s stories on the compromises of POPOV and PENKOV-
SR1Y were examined for their accuracy as to timing and cause. In
the case of CHEREPANOV (Pages 548-568), there is no question about
when the so-called CHEREPANOV papers were passed, nor how the KGB
openly learned of the U.S., Embassy’s possession of the papers.
The chief gquestion is the authenticity of the documents tnemselves,
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 bheen neither a compromise of nor a search for
CHEREPANOY, as described by NOSEHKO and attested to by hzs travel
authorization {(sese also Part VIII.D.B.).

{41} 7Tt~ Operational Plan in Draft

Examiration of one draft document--the- operaéional plan
against the CIA of‘lcer‘wIPTERS--reveals ‘the following points
related to forn:

- 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. KGR 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, KNOSENKO 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 POPOVY,
this pvlan (which is not dated) would have to have been
drafted sometime after October 1959. WINTERS by this
time had been in Moscow sgince 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 CHEREPANOV package cited a KG3 cryptonym for hin, and
he is always referred to in true name, 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 NOS2-
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* for two of these techni-
ques, but immediately thereafter explains for what purpose
each one of them is used. In the other operational plans
from CHEREPANOV, and in conformance with the established
KGB practice of inserting crvotonvms for such devices,
these preparations are not only rot descrired, 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 counter 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 genuine, would be
an admission on the part of the case officer, and an epproval
thereof by his supervisor, that a Soviet citizen who had been
observed in contact with an identified officer of American intel-
ligence had been cleared by the KGB for travel abroad before the
nature of that contact had been satisfactorily determined by the
KGB. This is in contradiction to all available information 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 ~esterr Intelligence officers.
The draft, which consists of only thres paragraphs, can be sum-
marized briefly by paragraph to demons:rate the internal contra-
dictions: '

- To establish the nature of WINTERS' intelligence
activities in the U3SR, six special tasks will be carried
out, including round-the-clock surveillance, metka,
“Neptun-80, " hididen microphores. 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 toward the
USSR, there is 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 statement3 of the second paragraph,
which indicate that recruitment is out of the question
and which precludes putting into effect the measures
outlined in the first paragraph, this third paragraph
sets forth the expectation that just before WINTERS®
scheduled departure and depending on further accumula-
tion of materials on WINTEZRS, and the prevailing pclit-
ical climate & the time, an opportunity 1is likely to
arise which will permit testing the possibility of
recruiting him.
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If the)ﬁINTBRQXoperat:on plan were a draft like tte others in
this collection, the atove conflicting and confuzing p4aragragphs
might be explained as variations jotted down as possible ap-
proaches to presenting a plan for the future, as Ye- undecided
in direction. This document, however, is the one wvhich--to
KOSEMKO's puzzlement--had been approved and sigred in draft by
KOVSHUK, as Chief of the U.S. Exbassy Section, kmnerican Depart-
ment, KGB Second Chief Directorate. The preparing case officer,
KUSKOV, had furthermore indicated to the typing posl that it was
to be typed in one copy, which gives the docunent the appearance
of a draft which had been or was about to be made a matter of
official KGB record. :

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

(1ii) T.e Summary orn LANSELLE

A second document, a handwritten rnote in what NOSENKO
identified as CHEREPAIOV's own handwriting, alsc is pertinent
to the authenticity of the papers and of NOSENKO's account on
CHEREPANOV. This it a short summary 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 tke Embassy of the USA in Moscow,
WINTERS, was intercepted and was addressed to a Soviet citizen,
POPOV, a worker of the General Staff of the Soviet Afmy. Accord-
ing to the contents of the letter, it was clearly established
that POPOV was an Arerican agent..."

This coincides precisely with NOSENKO's accourt of POPOV's
compromise (see Pages 532 and 683}. Unlike GOLITSYN's recollec-
tion of the official report which he read, there is ro reference
in this document to the report of about 1957 from an agent source
that there was a leak of GRU information: rnor is there reference
to the indication that the KG3 knew that LANGELLE had been posted
to Moscow in order to handle & special agent, for this reason
placing LANGELLE under heavy surveirllance. If 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 CHERZPANOV
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 indeed un-
necessary, to conceal a detection via surveillance by imputing
it to an agent source. In thus supporting NOSENKO ard others
as to the cause of PUPOV'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 desc¢ription of LANGELLE's
two visits to Lenin Hills, which the documents stated were for
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the purposes of casing a drop site snd putting cown the dead
drop, respectively. The document further stated that the éecad
dror had been put down for REPNIKOV, an agent of Auerican Intel-
ligence who had recently been arrested by the 4oscow KGB., Two
errors of fact in this passage belie KGB practice &s known from
meny SOUrCeEs:?

i
3
e

nY

- There is no reason to doubt that the KGB observed |
LINGELLE on the two occasions of his visits to lLenin Hills,
both times to case a proposed dead dron gite, Yoth sites
involved staircases, but they were two different stair-
cases in the same general area of the Lenin Hills park.
Since it is & fact that LANGELLE did not pur down a dead
drop on either occasion, KGB surveillance could not have
seen him do so. If the KGB had reason to suspect that he
had done so, but could not locate it (since it was not
there). the KGB would feel the necessity--even 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 second
casing. Assuming the KGB had not stepped its coverage
of the arca after only ten days. the ClA agent who did
put down the dead drop must have been observed doing this.
CHEREPANOV's note thus erred by sttributing to LANGELLE
an action which the KGB knew he had not taken and vhich
the KGB almost certalinly knew someone else had taken.

. ' N \\ : ‘
. At the time the dead drop was put down, it had not h ; i
been designated for any agent, REPNIKOV included. It i i
was a contingency dead drop, to be activated at some
time in the future as necessary; the agcnt for whom it
might have been designaced could conceivably not even
be recruited until long after the dead 4rop 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 ’
contemplated for him in the event that he might be re-
eruited. MNothing that wes in the drop could have sug-
gested REPNIKOV as the intended recipiernt. Again,
CHEREPANOV's note erroneously and groundlessly assigned
the dead drop to REPNIKOV whercas in fact this dead drop
was unassigned by CIih. .

If this document were or purported to be tte official o
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
f{ntended 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 comnent further indi-
4 cates that the document was intentionally inaccurate and in-
: . complete.
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{(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. S

There is no sensitive information contained in 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 acguired his motivation of bitterness against
the KGB until 1961, as indicated by NOSENKO and other sources.
It is also possible to guestion numerous other aspects of the
CHEREPANOV case, some dating from the eariiest known history of
the man and others more recent. This seems unnecessary in view
of the analysis of the WINTERS document and the LANGELLE summary.

It follows that the CHEREP#NOV incident was a provocative
plan of the KGB. HOSENKO'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 CHZIREPANOV documents and thereby to the validity
of his own information on the same topics which those documents
also covered.
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C. Ewvaluation of Snurcing

1. 1Iat-oducticn

SOSENKO was able to provide logizal anag plausible sourcinrg
for nost of his Ancrican lezds, through his clairad professional
assignments. hAuong his foreign leads, thcse to which he had no
plausible direct access have bLeen variously sourced to hearsay
from case officer friends (as with VASSALL, from nis friend
CHURANOV) ard irnvoiverent in peripheral activities {such as his
TDY to the city of Viadinir after the BRI WAt e
had been spotted as 2 homosexual during a visic L.eIc).
able sourcirg by KOSENKO has occurred in his statements ¢n his
one Couble agent case, four smerican cases and three involving
foreigners., Thney are reviewud pelow because they include the
most important ieads KOSZRKO has provided. .

2. Discussion

There are two KGB Second Chief Divectorate operations in-
volvirg ;mericzas which X SERKO has souzced inconsistently or
falsely.

He denmonstrated uncertainty in his knowlcdse of the facts
of the *"ALDKLY® case (Fagce3 413-420) by making vigue allusions
to having heard of it in "bits and pieces” from & runber of case
officers involved in the case at Gifferent ti.mas; his first know-
ledge of it, he said, was due to hiec own erployment in the u.s.
Exbassy Secticn 1in 1953-1955, "although I worxed there quite a
rit later. 32ut it was kncwn.” (In 1362 hLe repcatedly dated the
recruitment as »1949-50,") . Cayle SMITH, itdentified as "ANDFEY®,
fixed his recruitment cate around December 1953, <nd he did not
jeave Moscow until April 1954. Sin=e ‘SMITH was dircctly sub-
ordinate to the office of the Army httache, which was responsible
for the Embassy'’'s code roon, NOSENKO as case cfficer for the Army
Attaches had a lcgical reason for knowing rore than he claimed
about the case, including the agent's name, MULE, who succeeded

VAN LAETHEH,achryptographic security officer and 34ITH'S super-

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

In the case of Edward Ellis SMITH (Pages 468-469}), the U.S.
Embassy Security Officer from 1954 to 1¢S5, NOSENKO's ignorance
of the objective facts of the case led him into statements con-
cerning his own knowledge of the case winich cannot be true. In
1962 he claimed to have ylayed a significant role in the attempt
to recruit SMITE, but he admitted after the defecticn that these
clairns were exaggerations designed to make him lock better than
he was at the time. He said the case officer was XOVSHUX, and
GRIBANOV was personally runninc the operation, but that in a
sense he did play 2 role; he was assigred to a phone watch in
support of surveillance during the final phase cf the case. Oonce
again it is clear that he did n6t know trhe cdates of SMITH'S
assignment to MOSCOW (1954 to 1956) ncr did he know that the
operation he has described tock place between 1 and 5 Jure 1956,
and that SMITH was recalled from Moscow on 8 June 1956. This is

a full year after NOSENKO said he transferred from the ¥.5. Lmbassy

Section. .
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%OSENKO clainsd to have had & direct role ad tve sunervisirg

" ‘case officer im the BELITSKIY case in its 19562 Genevs phase.  As
+ 8 first-haad source, however, he was wrorg aboat the origins of
“the operation and ignorant of the content and the operational plac-

nirg of the 1962 mcetings he vas supposedly supervizing. In this

"instance, as in the Ldward SWITH case, *%OSFENKO's iuforamation is
tnadequate for his sourcing.

.NOSENKGC provided leads to nine KuB operations which had orig-
inpated with the First Chief Directorate. £ix of these he claimed
to have learped atout through his friend in that Directorsate, GUZ.
who was personally tnvolved in most of these oprrations.® Of the
other three, two--the Paris agent (JGIINSOXN) and the Brussels/NATD
case--2¢ 5aid he picked up in bits and pieces frow technicians of
the Second Chie? Dircctorate's Specaal Section zho had assisted in
them, For both of the latter operatiuns, nuzerous coincidences
were alleged by NOGENKO to have enabled hin to obtain the fragsen-
tary iunfornation froa Lis sub-fources, and he ¥as pever able to
clarify what parts he learped from which of the four techpicians
he named as sub-sources.

In describing his acquisition of inforrmation on the nioth
case, "SASHA,™ NOIENXO has contradicted himseif: He first said he
had learned sbout "SASHA" fron SHATYAPIN, providing lergthy and
involved explanations of how he becane acquainted with SHALYAPIN
at the time of the latter's retirement fron the KGB in 1962. Later,
vpnder interrogation, NOSENKO did not recall his statenernts that
SHALYAPIN was the original source of the "SASHA" story, first
attrituting it to others and-later saying that he could not rezem-
ber wher and from whoa he first heard it, but SHALYAPIN and others
bad talkcd sbout it. This was despite the fact that by the time
he heard of "SASHA" he had already met and agreed to cooperate
with CIA; furthermore, when asxed if "SASHA" was an important lead,
Je agrced that it was a serious matter. Except for this one
occasion he had consistently failed to appreciate the significance
of such-a lead, indicating that it was not considered imgortact la
the. KGB.

- Also casting doubt on his sourcing of “SASHA™ is the fact
that, in his first rcference to "SASHA" and the Cuban =missile crisis
of Octcber 1962, NOSENKO said he had learred of this iftem from
SHALYAPIN, whereas later he said it was rot from SHALYAPIN (but he
could pot identify arother source from whom he had heard this de-
tail). '
r's
Eegarding NOSENKO's leads to
ey 111

westerners, the case of
et he RCVP's Simed i
PO o = NP, ¥ to saurcing.
FOSENKRO first said -is =~ of the c2se un-
officially, GUX havdng been involved ip the operation in Moscow.
¥hen asked why GUXK should be involved in 2 Caradian case in 1953
ghen he was supposedly working in the First Chicf Diiectorate's
American Depariment against American targets, NOSENKO retracted
bis initial statezent and said that GUX somehew got in contact
with him, not as a KGB officer but sinply as an acgquaintance.
Pespite the non-afficial nature of GUK's relationship as thus im-
plied by NOSENKO, CGL¥ 12 able to teil him all the operational de-
tails coccerning Gof 4 except his nsme. This case has an odd

th

sAlthough he had met GUK many vears before, NOSENKO indicated that
they did not become .friends until his visit to Geneva in 1962. aad
only then did GUK begin to reveal operational details to hia.
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aspect whizh NOSEXEC failed fo see:r le sail that +his mena rad
ccre to Moscew on a Soviet visa issurd on a soparite plecz of
paper, rather than eatered in the =sn's pa<sport, so that there
would not ce a mer—anent record of his trivel tc the USSR, This
inplies, and & LB confirned, that he travelisd uncer nhis true
nane to Moscow. W %= fur-hermore confirmed that ke Lad yone

: ? Sce

as a teurist, eater:ng the USSR on a Scviet touris? ship. In view

of the First Chief Directorate's operaticnal jurisdiztion in this

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

dination between the First Chief Directoraze’s Arcrican Peparezent :

and the Second Chief Directorate’s Tourist Departeoat, to prevernt

any slippage (such as NOSENKD descritzd ir. the SHU3IIN case, when

the CRU failed to ccordinate with the KuF}. VYes despite logical
rofessional need-to-know on NOSENXQ's part, he first rade his own

kxnowledge unocificial, and then his subscurce's knewledge unofficial

as well.

learved of the case

: 2 P R ey Al PEEre hen pressed for a
subso he claimed that he had attended a recention at the Indian
Exbassy in 1653 or 1959 with GRIEANOV, and when GFIRANOV :o:d “im ts

take a glass of wine to & he understcod scmehow that 5 R was
an agent of GRIBANOV's.

His sourcing for the case of the French businesszan, €EE3%s
fpage 484), is not unlike that of tie sard he had known
that there was a French businessmon wnc was an agcent. On one occa-
sici when NOSENKO was duty officer for the Second Chief Directorate
a call for GRIFANGY ra-e_in and he ashed who was calling. When he
was told it was LETEERY then he knew somehow tnat this was
GRIBAMCV's agent.

3. Remarks

NOSENKO's errors concerning “ANDREY™ (particulariv his early
insistence that "ANLREY" had left Moscecw years before NOSENKO en-
tered the KGB) make it inmpossible that NCSENKO could have learned
of the case in the way he later said he did.

NOSENKO'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 claimed to have been told of
this onc operation by no less than four individuals, whereas the
rest of what he learned of First Chicf Directcrate operations in
eleven years of KG3 service cane from only two cther individuals.
Furtherrpore, his knowledge of "SASHA" sterzed frorm 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 consistent account of how he heard of either the

"Paris agen:” or "SASHA" must be judged ia the 1igiit of the fact that
he first heard of both cases only just after proaising to collec
such inforcation for CIA. because these were amcag the rost iapor-
tant and the most fortuitous items he ever picked up, it could
reasonably be expected that he would remeaber how he d:d so, espe-
cially since only a little over a ycar elapsed until his next
geeting with ClA. '

NOSENKO's sourcing for them

illogical and fabricated. 1t also appears‘zhat NOYENKQ has given an
inaccurate version of the way in which he would have learnad of

‘not an lllegal as NOSENKO indicated, but an agent).
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D. Examipation of NOSENKO's Intelligeonce Carcer

1. Introduction

¥hat follows is an examination of KNOSENKO's accounts of his
Soviet Intelligence career, beginning with the yeare 1951 and
1952, ip the naval GRU and contipuing with his 11 vesrs in the
U.S. Embassy Section and the Tourist Department of the KGB Sec-
ond Chief Directorate. XOSENKO'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, ac assaessment of this
description from the point of view of internal consistency,
accuracy, and the commensurability of his ksowledge, operational
activities, and performance with his claimed senior and respon-
g8ible posts with the KGB and his rise to these posts. This
assessment is based o2 a comparison of the information supplied
by KOSENKO with collateral information from a variety of overt,
official, defector, and clandestine sources.

NOSEKKO's accounts of the various periods in his career are,
of course, cumulative im that his claimed positions and activi-
ties during one stage nccessarily affcct those of succeeding
periods. Insofar as possible, each period is evalusted within
itself and independently of conclusions earlier reached.
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2. Na§51 GRU Service

a., Introduction

' THOSENXO"s accounts* of his naval GRU service (Pages 64-77)
have bteen reviewed for their internal consistency and credibility,

and examined for accuracy against information from other sources.

[ o
b. Discussion

Briefly, the outlines of NOSENKO's account of his military
service are about as follows:

- 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 norrally have nothing to co with
military service, except that NOSEUWKO says he took the mili-
tary cath at the Baku School in the fall of 19243, at the
age of 16. ({According to available collateral information,
the oath--fcrm:l antrcy into the military forces--was at no
time given before the age of 17, and never for purposes of
"chow® or "morale® as NOSEKKU 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 starting anew later the sane year in the naval school
in Leningrad and never finished school properly.

- He was commuissioned in the “"reserves® in 1947 after
completirg his second year at the Institute of International
Relations in Moscow. However, he cannot renember what
branch of the service he was in, except that it was not the
navy. He avoiced active military duty thereafter by volun-
tarily doing military translations at the Institute. While
at the Institute he contracted vserereal disease at least
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 one of his examinations ("Marxism-Leninism”) upon
completicn of the Institute of Tnternational Relations later
in 1950 which delayed hLis ciploma--and hence entry into
the setvice—-un!il successful re-examination later that
year. (At about the same time, he was considered 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 cffice several
times for interviews and to fill out questionnaires and
write his personal history in connection with the required
gecurity check. He was accepted into naval GRU despite a
record which showed desertion, self-inflicted wound in

+—There 15 no single account of this period of NOSENKO's life
which can ke examined because NOSENKO has altered the cir~-
cumstances and dates importantly from one telling to the next.
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wartime, drur.kenness, vencreal cdisease, stili-valid marriage
to a State criminal's daughter, rejecticn for MGB employ-
ment, and a bad academic record including failure of a
course in Marxism-leninism just at thiec-time.
LS e

- He was called to active duty as a senior lisutenant
on 12 Marcn 1951, and without any indoctrinaticn or train-
ing, he departed four or five days later in civilian clothes
for his fisrst duty station, Scvietskaya Gavar in the Soviet
Par 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
*hat ne wos a man. (The above was his account in 1966, in
all earlier accounts he said he went to the Soviet Far East
in the fall of 1950, and in fact saicd that he had two months'
leave in 1952, one for each of two years there. However,
accoréing to the 1956 account, his service there lasted only
one year.)

- In fovectskaya Gava& NOSELKO's job was to extract in-
formation frem American publications reporting naval de-
velopments, hsked in April 1564 for any personal account
of his own work, LOSENKO was able to think of oniy "four or
five trips® on small ships to the coast of Sakhalin,*®* and
three to H.kxaido, to drop or pick up agents. His own role,
he said, was as a trainee; ne was taken along oniy "“to iearn
how it was done;" he himself never trained or dispatched any
agents, nor did he know the jdentities cr missions c£ any
others. He also could not descrite the ships he had travelled
on. Questinned on the location of Sovetskaya Gavan' in 19635,
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
his parents’ Moscow home or, according to other accounts, in
a sanitorium near Mcscow under treatment for tuberculosis.

He said he was coughing up “"half a glass of biood at a time."
(X-rays and medicel examinations from February 1964 have
detected no indicaticns that NOSENKO ever suffered from
tuberculosis.)

- At this time, the summer of 1952, NOSEKRKO said he was
offered in ¥oscow an opportunity to attend the GRU strategic
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; ba-
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 Past--to the Intelligence Staff of the Baltic Fleet
“at Baltiysxz., He invented a story in 1964 about going there

¥ In October 1966 NOSEKKO was asked whether he had ever been
to Sakhalin; his answer was no. :

#¢ This is the equivalen: 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, fostock, and Sasg~
nitz, but then said this was a lie he told Lecause he felt
his interrogators wculd not believe hiz if e had said he
successfully turned down an assignoment to these points,

then closing down, and had travelled directly to Baltiysk,
(rs pointed out to NOSENKO, the assignment toO the cold,

damp Baltic climate of a recent TB-sufferer appears unthink-

able, particularly when that person is a Government Minister's

gon;: he acknowiedged this but said, *There were no other
positions available.®)

- He could not remarher the name of the place he served
near BRaltiysk. He had named it as Primorsk in 1962 (which
fitted nis description of its size and location}) but from
1964 on insisted 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 contermporary Soviet maps show) that
a rail line went to Baltiysk frcm Primorsk.

- In the Baltiysk area, he claimed in 1962, he had
trained agent teams to be sent behirnd enemy lines in time of
war. Under interrogation in 1964 he changed his description
of his functions, saying he merely prepared training mater-
jals 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 teginning of 1953, He either had had cne or two leaves
from there, depending on which telling is accepted: In 1964
HOSENKO 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 his first wife;
in April 1856 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 hLe stayed and in what
ljeave 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.
Remartr.s

‘The notes above on NOSENKO's career do not treat most of the

changes of story, contradictions, corrections, oOr inaccuracies in
NOSENKO'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 consicered, the story would become even
more confused. : R

Certain general aspects stand out, however:
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into the naval GRU, ore of the particularly sensitive parts
of th# navy. Either the life history is false, or the GRYJ
officer sesvice is, or both,

(z}) 1he story is vague, unsubstantial, and contra-
dictory; nc substance has Leen added to the Fkase outlines
of the story desplte frequent guestioning. One might expec:
of an educated or reasonably intelligent person some recol-
jection of military service completed 10 years earlier--the
locations whece he served, whether he did or did not have
T8, 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 raval officer.

(4) The functions he claims to have fuifillied involved
no direct involivement or personail responeibilities: They
gound 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 665-611) .

NOSENKO's description of his naval GRU service cannot be
accepted as true. On the basis of his statcments, it appears
moreover that he was never a naval officer, nor an officer 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 examination, percsonnel interviews or question-
paires), this conclusion is relevant to his claim of KGB staff
status from 1952 or 1953. - -

é
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3. Entry into the KGCB

a, Eligibility

The previous section discussed NOSERKO's eligisility for
admission to the naval GRU and concluded with the remark that, ;
on the basis of what NOSENKO has tcld CIA about his earlier

life, he could not have been accepted for service in Haval

Intelligence. Accoréing to information available to CIA from
several knowledgeable sources, the ¥GB has more stringent entry
requirements than any other Soviet organization. The candidate’s
family background, personal conduct. ard Party or Komsomol rec-
ord must be impeccable. NOSENKO wculd have American Intelli-
gence believe that in his case the KGe--specifically the offi-
cers responsible for signing their nawes to tine approval--accepted
a person whose record showed (as noted on pages 679-680 above)
desertion from the armed forces, self-inflicted wound in wartime,
drurKennocss, venereal disease, previcus narriage tc the daugnter
oF ¥ state Criminal; & bad acalenlc record fificluding faillre of
a~CoUYTE i Marwism—Leninism;- and a prior rejection by the KGB
itseli. Tre Tnly Thangesince” the carlier-veéJection had been,
aceording to NOSENKD, two years of undistinguished military ser-
vice in the Naval GRU. T o
e

Moreover, during this naval duty NOSENKO said he had con-
tracted tuberculosis, for which he was still under treatment
at the €irme he entered the State Security Service. HNOSENKO has
indicated »n separate occasions that 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 DERYABIN, however, KGB
regulaticns at that time would have precluded admission to KGB
ranks if there was a recent history of tuberculosis even though
already arrested.

b. Date of Entry

NOSENKO has given a variety of dates for his entry on duty
with the KGB and has provided several reasons for his changes of
story (Pages 3¢(-89). During his first zeeting with CIA, when
NOSENKO gave a brief personal ancd professional autobiography, he
gaid that he had joined the KGB irn February or March 1953. 1In
1964, however, first while still attached to the Soviet Disarma-
ment Delegation and later when reviewing and signing a bio-
graphic history prepared by CIA on the basis 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 returpned 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 hia to
take all his exams over again and lelayed his career: 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 described hos 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 beliesve
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 cof 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 any 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 Le joined the KGB and/or what he had told CIA in 1952,
DERYABIN Las comrer.ted on the significance which the date of entry
holds for a KGB officer. He expressed the opinion that it would
be unusual for a KGB officer to forget this date.

NCSENKO was guestioned at length by DERYABIN (Pages 616-619)
concerring the t:xzing of his entry on duty with the XG2. As a
result of this irterrogation it was determined that NOSENKO was
unaware that at the time he said he joined 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
kxnow or had forgotren various other facts, including the date
that the MVD was redesignated the KGB, and misstated the loca-
tiors and existernce of various huiidings and offices in the
viciniiy of the KGB Headquarters buildirg in early 1933,

Ir. Jure 1962 MOSENKO said several times, in different meet-
ings, that the KGB agent “ANDREY® (Pages 413-414) had been re-
cruited ard had leftr Moscuw before he, NOSENKO, entered the KGB.
lHe estirated the date &s 1949-19%50. XNOSENKO knew that "ANDREY®
was associated in Moscow with RHODES and when told that RHODES
was there from 1951 to 1953, admitted that the date he gave might
be wrong. NOSENKO continued to say, however, that “ANDREY" was
recruited before he (KOSELKO) becamne a K38 officer, and later
reverted again to his estimate that "ANDREX" 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. Circuzstances of Entry

NOSENKO has consistently related his entrance into the KGB
to discussions he had with General KOBULOV in early 1933 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 19563; during
the April 1964 interrogations he changed the date to February
1953; in April 1965 KOSENKO 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, LOSENKO 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

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

from the sanitorium. 1Lt 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 NOSENXO described the simple procedure by which he
entored the KG3, volunteering that there was RO need to f£ill out
a questionnaire (arketa) as the KGB already had his files from
the GRU. 1In April [954 when asked if he had not been required
to fill out any questionmaires or othar docurents, NOSENKO desg-
cribed the anketa and other forms he completed (saying he took
them home to <o so0) and his various interviews with KGB per-
sonnel officers. He was interrogated in detail on these claims
by DERYABIN in 1965, to whom he gave descriptions, albeit in-
accurate, of the varicus forms and of his visits to KGB Personnel.
In 1566 NCSENKC wrote in his autobiography that there were no
talks with KGB Personnel before or after his acceptance and inm-
plied that there were no forms to fill out. :

d. Remarks

According to all of KOSENKO'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
Soviet 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 KMVD, in Moscow at tha time ané h:d been himself a
KGB personnel 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. Ilis health alone would seem
to have precluded this, but in addition, NOSEJNKD descriked 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 in the U.S. Embassy Section

a. Introduction

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

NOSE%KO sought to avoid discussion cf his own-.or.other KGB
activity during this period and on occasion he has tried to dis-
miss the whole period as "not relevant® and “cf nc cohseguence,”
NOSENKO has repeatedly said that he "found hinself” only after his
initial service in the U.S. Embassy Section. (He varicusly dated
his self-discovery as occurring in 1955, when he transfevod to
the Tourist Department: in June 1956, in connecticn with Lis par-
ticipation in and award for the BURGI case; ana after August 1956,
when the death of his father forced him to pull himseil together.)
Before this, KOSENKO said, he was a vastrel and “did not pay
attention to the work.”

b. Work Against Anmerican 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 corresovondents. Although
able to icentify four correspondents in Moscow who were then re-
cruited KGB agents, NOSENKO learned tinis infermation either in
conversations with his superior KOZLOV or at some point and in
some undefined way after he no longer was working against these
targets. NOSENKO'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 surrouading four of
the correspondents (two of whom were recruited ¥G5 agents at
the time); he met with them periodicaily to determine whether
they had developed any important information. Even here, however,
NOSENKO appears to have been given very little responsibility:

His superior KOZ1OV often went alcng to the meetings 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.

¢. 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
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the last period in which NOSENKO had no supervisory rcsponsibility
. to divert hisg attention from personal operational duties.

NOSEXKO could not remember when he toux over responsibility
for the Army Attiches, and he namcd two other RGB officers before
settling upon BUDYLDIN as the person from whom he received the
Attaches' files. ¥hen belittling his earlier responsibilities
for correspondents, he has said several times that he had been in
that job "only about six months.'" Assuming that NOSENKO enterecd
the KGB in the middle of ¥arch 1953, this would date his transfer
to work against the Attaches in the fall of that year. In dis-
cussing this transfer itself, however, NOSENKO has consistently
said that it took place in 1954. Asked when in 1954, NOSZINKO
has variously replied "at the beginning of 1954," January 1954,
and Y¥ey 1954. Under ipterrogation in early 19463, NOSEXNKC re-
fused to estimate when he took over this responsibility. He has
glwavs said that he turned over these 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 ip different contoxts 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 variety of sgources on the indivicduals
who were his targets. He has mentioned information reccived from
ths XGB First Chief (Foreign Intelligence) Directorate; the
Archives of the MGB/MVD/KGB; micropiones which were emplaced
about a year before NOSENKO entered the American Department*; a
petwork of Soviet chauffeurs, cooks, language instructors, and
other agents in the Enbassy who together provided little useful
information: permanent and roving surveillance patrois outside
the Embassy; fixed observation posts next to, across from and
pear the Embassy; advance notification of intent to travel by
the Attaches and their itjireraries; and reports from ocutside Mos-
cow, including surveillance, sgent netwnrks, 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
were doing in Moscow ard thereby to control their intelligence
collection activities. Far less important was the goal of re-
eruiting Military Attaches; NOSENKO knew of only several io-
stances wvhen this was attempted, and all of these efforts falled.

The KGB's principal interest in control rather than recruit-
ment has been KOSENKO'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

80n some occasions NOSERKO has sald that the microphones in the
Army Attache offices were his most valuable source of informa-
tion on his targets of 19854-1955; at other times he has said

that he knew nothing of these microphones until he reentered the
U.8. Embassy Section in 1960; and at still other times he claimed
to have known only of their existence during 193533-1855 but not
where any were located.
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control.® He has also used this‘explanaticn to suppcrt his claim

that there werc no recruitments of nilitary attaches during this
period. - :

"An exception, wherein the KGB did carefully compiie a great
deal of vulnerability data on an Army Attachte, was described by
NOSENKO in connection with the approach to Walter MULE (Poge 104}.
On the basis of these cxpianations, NOSENKO's krowledge 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
whom he identified as his targcts (Pages 9%-106Y. Ahlthough he was
able to identify each by ran¥ and position in the Tnbassy--some-
times inaccurately--and in a f£ow cases to cescribe certain cf
their operaticnal activities, he was unaware of or had forgotten

such facts as:

- Colonel Earl L. MICKELSCK, the Army Attache in 1954
and 1955, was arrested twice Ly the Militia outsice of Mos-

cow in 1954,

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

- William STROUD, the Assistant Ammy Atztache, travelled
to Kharkov in May 1955 to interivew an American defector.
(NOSENKO has icdentified 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 CIA, which were within the sphere of what he
claimed was his direct, personal responsibility:

-~ NOSENKO claimed direct personal fesponsibility for
the file of and operational activity against Lieutenant
Colonel Howard FELCHLIN (Pages 171-103). He ciaimed to be
receiving agent information on him but could not recall the
names or cryptonyms of any such agents. (gle said, for
exarple: "I think FELCHLIN must have had a maid, and she
would have been a KGB agent.”) NOSEYKO describeé FELCHLIN
as by far the most aggressive of his targets and hence the
cbject of special interest; yet he did not krnow or remember

T HGSENKG 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 busy 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 cas2 officer working
daily with only four or five files. In another context, NOSENKD
explained why he was unable to 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 diplozats stationed in Moscow on .
permarent assigaments, who could be studied systematically and

slowly.
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anything about FELCHLIN'®S background, presurably well docu-
mented by the KGB becczuse FELCHLIL had been to the USSR in
two different capacities, merchant seaman and diplomatic
courier, pricr to arriving in MOscow as the 2ssistant Army
Attache; also FELCHLIN had had prior official association
with GRU officers in Austria, Germany, and the United States,
and he continued to be in liaison with one of them in Moscow.
NOSEMKO could recall nothing about FELCHLIN's intelligence
activities in the USSR or his trips about the country, or
what had been done abkout them by the KGB. 1In speaking of
FEFLCHLIN's expulsion from the Scviet Union, NOSEKKO reported
the KGB file noted that FELCHLIN had been caught taving
photographs on some occasion, but he did not know trhat FEL-
CHLIY in June 1954 was arrested in Kiev with another Assiste
ant Army Attacne, F.J. YEAGER. (Erroacously identificd by
NOSENKO as an Air Force Attache, YEAGER likewise should have
been NCSENKO's target.) NOSENKO also did not know that

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

out Siteria and that six months later, at tne end of March
1954, had been the subject of a rnewspaper article which
charged that they had lost "spy documents® on tha train.
NOSENKO was unable to provide a date for FELCHLIN's expul-~
sion from the Soviet Union, and he «xnew nothing of the un-
usual circumstances of FELCHLIN's ceparture from Moscow;

he insisted that nobody else was declared persona non rata
along with FELCHLIN. 1In fact, FELCHLIN was exp—e‘fle—raiong
with Air Force Major Walter MCOKINKEY, and the Soviets re-
fused to permit the two to leave Xoscow aboard the Arbassa-

dor's personal plane until ambassador BOHLEN himself protested.

Confronteé by his lack of krowledge of the persona non
rata action, NOSENKO said that he could not be expected to
now the details because this incident occurred after he
transferred from the U.S. Embassy Section to the Tourist
Department in June 1953. NOSEKKO 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 collecticn equipment on 5 May 1953 in

“Stalingrad from three hssistant Military Attaches from the
.y.$. 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 persona
5 out

non grata action, he said that the operation was carrie
after he was in the Tourist Departmant and therefore he knew
no more about it. When 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 V.5,
Embassy Scction officer, and an unsuccessful KGB development
operation was carried out against hum. NOSENKO did not know
ghat V2N LASTHEM was a2ctually an Assistant Army Attache, who
left Moscow in March 1953 and was succeeded by NOSENKC's own
target Walter MULE (see above). What NCSENKO additionally
did not know is that in Moscow VAN LAETHEM was the Attache
‘cryptographic security officer, the superior of Dayle SMITH
(the subject of NOSE:IKO's "ANDREY" lead--see below) and a
friend of the motor pool sergeant Roy RHODEE, a KGB agent.
NOSENKO 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 $o 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 been responsible for him, VAN
LAETHEM was in Moszow to review tho entire electronics
program at the Embassy. (VAN LAETHEM's second tour in
Moscow invelved the planned use of the electronic equipment
which was seized in Stalingrad while VAN LAETHEM was still
in Moscow.) -

d. Addivional Reporting

His information orn two other operatiorns involving Americans
was said by NOSENKO to stem from his 1953-1955 service in the U.S.
Embassy Section. One was the recruitment of thé 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.). MNOSENKO in 1962 was sure not only thzt 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"
recruitment date as "1949-.1950.° At all times he has claimed
certainty that "ANDREY" wes the last KGB recruiument in the
Embassy until the time of NOSENKO's defection in January 1964,

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

was active while NOSENKO was in the U,S. Embassy Section ii. 1954~

—

1955. The other operation was an unsuccessful recruitment approach

to the U.S. Embassy Security Officer Edward Ellis SMITH (see
Pages 46B-469 and furcher comments in Part VIII.B.3. and VIII.C,
abtove) at a meeting with the KGB arranged through letters wnich
had been sent to SMITH. This occurred in 1934 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, and, when compared with collateral information,
incomplete and inaccurate. #He has been inconsistent in dating
his shift of responsibilities within the U,S5. Embassy Section,
in dating his_departure from the Section (viz., the timing of
the Stalingrad incident and the approach to SMITH), and in dating
‘his first knowledge of the microphones in the Embassy. Having =
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few new detalls of faportance on the American correspondents,
NOSENKO has proven unreliable regarding his work against Army
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. 1In addition, NOSEMKO 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
8o 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 Jarnuary 1950)

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 Department of the XGB Second Chief Direc-
torate, are described in Pages 167-151. For the purjoses of thc
following diecusaion, it is ccuvenient ¢ divide this period into
two parta. The firse uf these covers the ycars from June 1955
to June 1958, when NOSENEKO said he was a staff case officer,

‘ harndling and recruiting agents and planniny ard mrnaging opera-
ticnal activity., The sccond part covers NOSENKO's service from

June 1953 to the beginning of 1Y€0 as Leputy Chic? of this saecticn.

hpart frem his gersonal involvement in a nurber of recruitment

! operations in the latter pericd, it is thig¢ service which provides

a basis for FOSENKO to cliaim awarencess of all impdrtint arrests

of spies and recruitments from emong Amer.cin tourists visiting
the Soviet Unicn; it is elso this survice as Caputy Chief ¢f Soc-
tion which KOCENKO cites as a baris for his irnvolvement in the
case 0f Lee Harvey OSWALL ainside the Soviet Union.

=T
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b. The Early Poriod (1955 to 1959)

{i) Gereral

2
]
iz

kecording to NOSIDNKO's story, he wwes among the £ir-8% case
cfficers in the Tourist Dcpartment. He arrived there just as
the Department was beiry formed and took part with other officers
assigrned in the acquisition of an agent retwork from within
insurist, in the establishment of facilities ard 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. 7This was NGSENKO's btehind-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
wvear later, in June 1956, when he assisted in the hcrosexual en~
trapnent and recruitrent of Richard BURG1 (Pages 113-120). This
vecruitment, which cccurred close in time to the Minister NOSENKO's
- : death, was by NOSENKO's account a turning point in his personal i
: 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 thie cperation, the first successful recruitrent in the
then short history of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO first came
inte personal contact with Cencral GRIBANOY. According to ali
" accournts 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 BULGI case--a lotter of conm-
mendation. Within a month of this operation, NOSENYD said, he
was promoted fron the rank of lieutenant to captain, his last
promotion prior to defecting eight years later.
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: NOSENKO's direct operational activity ia the next two years,
i before his appointnent as Deputy Chief of the Section, was des- ;
i cribed by HOSENKO as follcws: Sometime in 1957 he was involved

- -———in—the—atterpted recruiticent of the German businessrman I, N

’ {Pages 120-121); after surrounding him with agents, NOSENKO . :
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personally spoxe to him. NOSZNHKO erxplained his (unconfirred)
participation in this case, which was not arong the responsibili-
ties of his secticn, by caying there w7as no ¥GB cfticer availakle
who spoke German but| [Eng-~
1igh,” & language in wWhich KOSESKU N&Y YAYIE [ICE€rcy. In 1957

also irvolved in the sexval and blackmarket entrap-
e Sietk Norwegian journalist (again, not & target of
KOSENKO's section, being neither American, Eritish or Cenadian):
HOSENKO has rot explained how he care ts be involved in this
operation, but he said his role was that of invclving GECEith
women and blackmar-etecers so that arcther officer, ARKHIPOYV, could
recruit hin. iﬂgﬁggéhas r.ot identified NOSENKO, but reported on
an individval whose role corresponds to the one NOSEKRKO claimed

as his own (Pages 121-122). NOSENZO's third operatican in 1957

was really not an cperation at all. he was assigned to accompany
the British Gttt 2%r.nd the lacter's interpreter i ron

a tcur of Soviet publishing houses {(Pagz 121). NOSENKO said his
purpose was only to watch GRER s suspected irntelligence agent
or officer. 1lis vresence was confirced Ly EEH who recognized
ROSENKO's photograph.

T .

This is the sum cf NOS£NKO'aikppcrted, geretimes verified,
operaticnal role diring the three vears preceding his pronotion
in June 1958 to the position of Ceputy Chief of the American-~
Canadian-British Tourist Section, hereafter referred to as the
Arerican Tcurist Section. -

The on'y case of the June 1955-Jure 1958 period resulting
in agent coatacts abroad, and the one to which NCSEKKO ascribed
the greatest importance, was the recruitment ~f BURGI. For this
reason, the BURGI operation 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

NOSEXKO's statements of this operation generally agreed with
that BURGI proviced to the FBI in 1%37. The part NOSENKC played
in the case, both in his brief initial presence with the two
homosexuals in the Moscow restaurart on 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 identities of the other two KGb participants in the Kiev
recruitment, KGZLOV and PETRENKO, seem clearly establishzad. There
were discrepancies between NOSLCNKO's and BURGi‘'s versions, but
most of these could stem from NOSLEX0's faulty merory 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 person "Anatoliy® whom BURGI says
introduced him to NOSENKO and participated inm the homosexual
compromise; whether NOSENKO was at the Kiev airport to meet BURGI;
the locatica of NOSENKO's bedroom in the Kiev Hotel as compared
to BURGI's; NOSEIKO's reference to BURGI's “"interpreter® when in
fact BURGI neither had nor needed one; and NOSENKO's fallure to
remember the unusual circunstances of BURGI's departure from
Kiev.) Other contradicticns and omissions in NJSENKO's reporting
relate to matters of greater operationai consequence:

U,
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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 against him.,

= NOSENKO gave a confused and evasive acco@ht of his
dealings with the Pirst Chief Directorate on this case.

- HOSENKO insisted that there was no official file on
BURGI, and that none was opened as a result of this opera-
tion. The initiative for the operation came, he said, from
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 on 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 recruiltment®
KOZLOV, the senior Soviet present, showed knowledge of the
names of BURGI's sister, mother and father and knew the
sister's occupation; detaile of BURGI's backaround, work, and
military service, BURGI's relations with the Russicum in
Pome, which BURGI said he had never mencioned in the USSR:
and BURGI®*s acgquaintance 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 repid rise in the KGB. BURGI's
gtory 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 promotcd 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 most 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. Knowledge of Section’s Staff and rgent Personnel

KOSENKO has named with clarity and consistency the other
officers of the American Tourist Section during this period. The
Soviet agents of his section whcom NOSENKO has identified were
mostly his own; he said that the agents were constantly shifted
from case officer to case officer znd hence it was “"difficult to
say just who handled which agents.® NOSENKO said he had approxi-
mately eight Soviet agents in 1958 ard about 12 or 14 in 1953, 7
most of them employed by Inturist {(Pages 109-112). With the ex-
ception of the two homosexuals, YEFRINOV and VOLKOV discussed
separately below, NOSENKO cannot suppiy personal cata on nis own
agents or remember specific jobs they did for the KGB.

e. Kncsledge of Section's Activities

As of Jure 1958, according to NCSENKO, the work of the
gection 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 tourists 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 he personally
reviewed KGB information on the use of tourist cover by Western
intelligence services and KGB counteraction thrcugh 1958 (Pages

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

subjects during the 1955-1959 period.

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
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While NOSENKO has displayed some familiarity | |

]he ha§ never mefi-

tiored that the KGB was in possession Of documentary reporting i
which described these methods in full detail. NOSENKO does '
not appear to be aware of who BLAKE was, much less of his im-
portance to the KGE. NOSENKO never volunteered the name of

BLAKE in his debriefings, and when specificilly asked in 1962

about BLAXE, the KGB agent in British Intelligence, he said

that he had read the dossier and that BLAKE had been “an agent

of the Second (EBrivishi Depertment (of the Seccrng ~ricf Direc.
o was not nearly es valuable 13s the§
br the other Englisnman® (VAS3ALL),

“couid Lot recall any such zgent of the Braicish Department.

¥hen the name BLAKE was mentior.ed, he asked: 'Who's BLAXE?"

BLAKE had, in addition, passed to the KGB a photocopy of
a 2l-page summary Le 2p conference be-
tween CIA and MI-6 which was held
in Washington from 20 to 25 Aprii 196U TrISENKD, although rot
in the Tourist Department at the time the latter report was . -~~~
received by the KG3, said that he reviewed all important ma- - N
terials of the American Tourist Section vhen he became its Chief "
in January 1962, Asked whether the Tourist Department had re-
ceived documentary irformation from any acgent source while _
NOSENKO was away from the department in the years 1560-1961, L
he replied that none had and that he knew of no agent who could
have provided such documentary irformation.

{(ii) GOLITSYN Document

NOSENKO in 1964 reported knowing that GOLITSYN at the time :
of his defection in December 1561 took with him an official i

top secret KGB documert | :

[ He

_ particular document was in large parc based, as subsequent

did not mention this fact in the Jure 1962 meetings. Although
KOSENKO also stated that this document had been prepared by
the Tourist Department, he has nct been able to describe the
document in detail and specifically did not mention that this

analysis has shown, upon the above-mentioned reports submitted
to the KGB by George BLAKE.
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] These years
coincide with the time when NOSENKO claims to have been Deputy
Chief of the secticn which was responsible for monitoring and
uncovering activities of this sort, but NOSENKO has never —en-
tioned them. Furthermure, the annual roports ¢f the section
which NOSENKO would have helped to write, by virtue of his
claimed position as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section,
presumably included all of these cases.

y
i
!
i
i
i:
!

?‘:
i
3
¥
£
3
&
k3
£
%
g

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

g. The OSWALD Case

According to NOSENKO'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 American Secticn. In this capacity, NCSENEO
i 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 cdecision together with
: his subordinate KRUPNOV, or that "they decided,” or "it was
i decided.” NOSENKO's information on the handling of OSWALD in
C 1959 is unique, and there is no collateral information against
: which it can be reliably measured. The results of the poly-
graph examipation in October 1966, hcwever, indicated that
NOSENKO lied in having said that he was persorally connected

OSWALD before the assassinatior of Presicent Kennedy. The
polygraph results aiso indicated that the KGB gave NOSENKQ
: special instructions on the OSWALD case and what he should tell
P U.S. authorities about it. )

S e i —— —yith-any aspect-cf the CSWALD-case—and_that ne hac heard of
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h. NOSENKO's Coporational fcriviti~s (193i-1939)

{i) General

NOSENKC appeared in one ogperaticn snortly afts Leing pro-
roted to the position of Deputy Cnief, the recruisnient of the
American woman BHAFRIS in Septtrber 1398 aon the b.3is cf har
rozantic involvement with a Soviet male. HARRIS tentativeliy :
jdentified NUSENFO's photograph as th:t of one of 4«0 Soviets
who approached her in Moscow and £aid that, of the two, he was
“de¢finitely the mzna in charge.” She dznied having had further
contacts with the Ku3 after leaving the Soviet Union, In 19°%8,
KOSENKO said, he also supervised the sexual entraprent of D i
put did not become personally involveid in the approach, which '
was nade by his superior DUBAS. Scm2 vime during this year,
NOSENXO said, ie recruited tnhe sccond of his pair of homosexual
agents, YEFKEMOV. Begirning in the srping of 1929 he used the
tu~ in a series cf successful recruitzent approaches ro o i)

g nd 6 . 21 =

as a comnercial representative & in Moscow, was not the :
reeponsibility cf NOSENKO's section, NOSELFRO was asred to nake

the anpprcach because he was 2 "specialist™ in thiz type of

operation.) In 1939 NOSENKO also usec! these agsnts in opera-

tiorns against two American guides at *he Sokoiniki exhibit,

BARAETT and WILLERFORD. Firally, NOSEX®D said, in 1359 he

accomplished the recruitment of the A-crican Express Compary o ——
representative in Moscow, PRIPPEL.on the basis of scxual com- o
promicge.

4 .
(i) The Momeosexuals YEFREMOV and VoLXov o

There is a preponcerance of horosexual recruitrnent opera-
tions in NOSENKO's account cf his KG3 carcer. Ko has referred
to several homobssxual agents with when he has worked on spe-
cific recruitment-entrapzent cperaticns, fut seid that he nim-
gelf was never their cfficial case officer. They inclule
“LUCH,® “"STROYEV," *NIKOLAYEV,® ®SIDIARYAK® and KOSHKIN, He has
remexbered ornly a few of their nares and nas gsupplied ro
pgrsonality inforraticn abcut thea. #He identified caly VOLKOV
and YETREMOV as his owun agernts.

T NOSENKO claimed to have re-recruited VOLKOV, a former
agent (cryptonyn =“SHMELEV™) and recruited YEFREMUV {cryptonya
*GKIGORIY") arnd to have been theixr scle cese officer from the
beginning of their KGB carecrs in 1957-1958 until they were
deactivated in 1963 because they became too well «known. He met \
them frequently, directing them in at least a dozen entrapment :
operaticns or other nomosexual encouniers. NOSENKO took them .
witk him whan he transferred to the American Department in 196¢
{but used them in no cperations during 1960 and 1361) and back
again in early 1962 to the Tourist Departaent (vhere they were
used only cnce, imnediately after his return). He gave a rela=- l
tively clear account of the recruitment (Pages l07-108), but: § i

- He has never been able to remember YEPREMOV’S ,
patronya. !

- He does not know the home address, general area :
of Moscow resildence, family circumstances, job detalls, ‘
.. _____ _or other basic_informaticn_about either of them,

- - ¢

2y A 23

- . e —— P .




by

‘VOL¥OV. and YEFREMOY reported to NOSEHKO in Mosccow on

€93.

- ile said that during the five or six yoars he i
handled them, he never was at their hores, never met thea :
in a safehouse (only on the street), and never met either i
of them alone without the cther's preseacc. '

- He did not know about VOLKOV's and YEFREMOV'sS en- |
ccunters with and developrent of one patch and five other o~
wmerican3, irdependently known to CIA. 0f the Arericans, :
three were CIA agents and a fourth was the well-Xnown f
srerican diplomat and author Charles U. THAYER. !

- He told about VOLKOVY's and YEPEFYOY's cempramise
of Robert 3JIARFETT in 1959 (Page 126) but did nct know that i
they rad met BARRETT again in 1961, shortly tefore BRRRETT {
was recruited on the basis of the 195% compronise,

- He did nct know details of why or hew VCLKOV and
YEPREMOV €irst cane into contact with their most recent
target, W.E. JOHNECYN, nor how they set up the compromige
which led to LOSENKO's entry as a “police official”™ under
the name Yuriy Ivanowvich NIXOLAYEV ({(Pages 289-293). i

(iii) tomosesual Entrapee: U Cperatiors

Luring 1959 NCSENKO said he made recruitment approaches
to five U.S5. and British citizens c¢n 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 jdentified have, in turn, identified WOSENKO
in one way or another as the recruiting officer. With the ex-
ception of the FRIPPEL case and the hormosexual compromise of
BARRETT and WILLZCRTCRD. (which did not result in approaches dur-
ing NCSENKO's tour in the American Tourist Section), these were
the only operations in which NOSENXO tock part in 1959 and
they represented, in fact, the caly recruitments by the section
during this year, NOSELKO said. He claimed repearedly in 1962,
1964, 2nd 1965 that at the erd of 1359 he received a cormenda-
tion from the KGB Chairian for his recruitmenct of the five homo-
gexuals and FRIPPCL (discussed separateliy below). In October
1966, he admitted that this claim was untruc.

In discussing the gDy case (Pages 123-124) NOSENXO had .
forgoiten details which, frcem his confirmed participation, he
cerzainly once knew. He said that (as with tha 1 % case-~-
see below) another case officer (IVALLOV} had the file raterials
on the target before he did. NOSENKO stated «hat his agents

homosexuality and then “IVANOV and I and pcssibly GUSKCV, the
Secticn Chief, reported this to DUBAS,"™ Chief of the Tourist
Department. NOSELKO couid no: remember the arrangements for
taking the pictures, nocr in what Moscow hotel the photography
took place. Vhen BEGisg@ent to Leningrad, NOSENRO was sent
there to approach nim, flying alcne (as in the case).
All Leningrad arrangements were made by the local KGB. Asked
why he was assigned to the casz, NOSENKO replied: FI 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 dién't have enough operational expericnce.” NOSENKO did
not remexmber who wrote the reguest for permission €O make the
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“on this apprcach (Pages 125-126). The d;sc?%

700. - '

approach fmaybe 1 did, or maybe I dictated it to IVANOV") or
whether £ fwas staying in the hotel where the lLeningrad com-
promice and approach took place. He nemed the Leningrad case
officer, FEPFLETCV tat said that he, NOSENY.O, made the re-

cruit‘ent said another man was presant.

NOSEVKO 8 account in general matches & Mbh statements
ncieg, as well

as the omissions in the former's statements and his uncertainty
of the facts, may be attributable to faulty memory on the part
of NOSFNKO. Although HOSENKO was at this time Deputy Section
Chief, when asked to explain his own selectlion as recruiting
pfficer, he said that he 4id not know why "they” chose him

and, when pressed as to who selected hir, said "CUBAS, I think.*®
when asked why the case officer VETLITSKIY, who originally huad
the materials con could not do *he jek, he arswered:

®*Y don't kncw.®™ RNOSENKU clairs that he himself arranged the
transfer of a K53 “"agent or operational contact” (he did not
remenber which) to Uzhgorod from Odessa Yor this case, and

said he did this only by phone calls, with nothing written,

He gave a physical description kut had no cther krowledge of
this agent, neitnhoer name nor code name nor job nor background
rnor KG3 status ("I wasn't interested"}. The agent, he said,
travelled aloned NOSENKED did not arrange to receive hinm in
Uzhgorod because the local KGB tock care of everything., NOSENKO
met him only once, and then in the company ©f a case officer

of the Uzhgorod KGB, whose name or other date he has also for-
gotten. KOSENKKO said he dJdid not report to Moscow about progress
and plans on the case from Uzhzorod or other stops in this
operation, nor obtain permission to travel alcne with the agent -
to Lvov and Minsk after the recruitment; the local XGB'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 onlv thing I needed was a car from the air-
port to the city." 5 - gaid they travelled by train.)
Likewise, ROSEKKO was‘unable to describe the KGB procedues

for clearance, tracing, reporting and other management of this
operation.

(iv) The Agent PRIPPEL

FRIPPEL (Pages 129-135) is the cnly American citizen with
whom NOSENEO ever had more than fleeting operational contact
in his whole KGB career and is the only foreign agent he claims
to have run for more than two mestings at any time in his car-.
eer (with the exception oi (HRZHKEE, rages 201-212, and “PROKHOR,*
Pages 173-181). 7The American Express Comgpany 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 liwving 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 him through the local KGB Legal Residency.
FRIPPEL is idcentified by KGB cryptonym in the CHEREPANOV papers
as a suspected American Intelligence agent. That FRIPPEL was
considered such by the KG8 is confirmed by statements of a self-
admitted KGB agent in contact with the American tourist ROBERTS_
in 1962, '
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NOSEXED said PRIPPEL was his agent and said, repeatedly:
©Y recruited him.myself.® 1In 1962 no other KGB officer was
mentioned by NOSERKO, who quocted from a number of his conver-
gations with PRIPPEL. In 1964 NOSENKO gaid he and CTHELNOEROVY
*hzd carried out the recruitment together,” but NOSENKO wasg the
cage officer. According to PRIPPEL's eccount, CHELNCXOV was
the senior officer in the recruitment and in the later meetings.

NOSFENKO never met PRIPPEL alone while FRIPPEL was stationed -

in Moscow. The only times he ever did so were later, he saigd,
when PRIPPEL returned to the USSR, and these consisted of a brief
‘wisit to FRIPPEL's hotel room during FRIPPEL's visit to Moscow
in the summer of 1962 and a short meeting in Odessa where FRIP=-
PEL was on a cruise in February 196). (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. NOSENKO phoned sameone 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 superior to nim, and as a Deputy Dle-
partment Chief, he would not have to ask anyone anyway.

NOSENKO, CHELNOKOV, and thelr wives dined at FRIPPEL's
house in Moscow some time after FRIPPEL's recruitment. NOSENKO
ackncwledged this to have been a mcst unusual procedure and
could name no parallel in KGB agent handling. Asked why it
happened, he said: "Because he invited me,” and when asked
why CHELNCKOV ard his wife went aloung, NOSENKO said: “Because
he was also involved in the recruitment.®

NOSENKO said he retained operhtional control of FRIPPEL,
then still Moscow representative of a tourist firm, when KOSENKO
gshifted in June 1960 from the Tourist Department to the Areri-
can Department; Later NOSENXO mlso raintained repponsibility
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 Departzent) alone, without NOSENKO, prob-
ably in "1960.

FRIPPEL said he was queried by NOSENKO and CHELNOKOV only
once concerning U.S. Embassy personalities, specifically o¢n
BOWDEN and WINTERS. NOSENKO, who claimed case officer re-
sponsibility for BEmbassy Security Officer ABIDIAN in 19€0-1961
as well as for PRIPPEL said the two did not know each other;
in fact, they met socially several times. NOSENKO could re-
call nothing which FRIPPEL ever reported to or did for the KGB,
digmissing the subject on several occasions with: “He never
gave anything of value." The only question NOSENKQ posed
when he care to FRIPPFL in August 1952, FRIPPEL said, was
whether the agent krew "what th2 newspaper editors he was es-
corting were going to ask KHRUSHCHEV in an interview. Accord-
ing to FRIPPEL, imn the February 1963 meeting NOSENKO posed
no questions and merely made polite conversation until FRIPPEL
excused himself.
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During tke early 1965 interrogationa, NOUSLN/O volunteered:
*1f you had been clever you cculd have made mc work ingile rhe
USSR; you could have contacted me throush FRIPPEL.,." KCSENKO
was asked in October 1966 whether he had expezctel or hoped CIA
would attemst to establish ~ontact with nim inside the USIR
through FRIPPEL. He strorgjly Jeniec this.

i. Remarks

HOSENKO claims to have particirated directly or indirectly
in every recruitrent operation with Imerican tcurists in the

" years 1955-1959. iis presence in KJI opaeraticns during this
- period has sozetimes Leen ccafirmed, hut not always did thesc

cases involve tourists of the three naztisnalities--hmerican,
British, end Canadiin--fo: which NOSENXO said his section was

responsibie: . n

o e -

v o

<
]
H
t

i

i

Years Name Nationaligx' Status in USSHE Confirmed

1855 MALIA Ererican " Tourist

1956 American Tourist

Cernan Comnercial/Tourist

British Tourists (under in-
‘wvestigation)

Norvegian Quasi-cfficial visitor

1957

Anerican Tourist
KFAET hmericar. Tourist

1853.

knerican Tourist
British Tourist
British Tourist
British Resident

“ hnerican Tourist
BARRETT American Tenparary Resident
WILLERFORD American Temporary Resident
FRIPFEL (to 1963) American Resident, later tour-
ist

1959

This tabulation of 15 cases shows a higher number of operations

involving American (six) and British {chree) tourists than any
other category, but it nevertheless interminjles citizens of
other nationalitia2s and having different status in the USSR,

FRIPPEL and EENT§@.ere neither tourists nor (acco ding to them

and NOSENKO) used against tourists;

Ho
Yes

No
Yes

lo

Yes
No

Yes
No
Ho
Yos
Yes
No
No

Yes

from continental Europe; BARPETT and WILLERFGFC worked in Moscow

for several months. The tabulaticn also shows that, according

to NOSENKO, his operational work was ccnsiceracly more intensive

in the time after he became Deputy Chief of the section than.

before, when as a sernior case officer his administrative respon-

sibilities presumably would have been far less demanding.

Although NOSEWKO's participation in five cases of the Ameri-

can Tourist Secticn is confirmed, his acknowledged role in five

othere of differant varieties--with corroboration by other

sources in two of them--raises doubts atout 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
raviewed at length above:

- In the BURGI case NOSENKO did not have knOdledge
of the extensive background information on the recruitment
target which the KGE pcossessed at the time of the approach;
or of other significant details in wha® 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 BUR3I,

- 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 persconal experiepnce with
Western targets had been limited to a secondary .role in
the BURGI case and a principial role in the HARRIS case,
the latter not an approach on honosexual grounds. It is
difficult to comprchend how NOSENKQO would have qualified
for the task whereas the caee officer IVANOV would not.

~.There are gaps in NOSENKO's inforration about a
numpber of significant aspects in the & P case, includ-
ing staff planning and manzjement of the operation, opera-
tional support arrangements, and on perscnnel of the ocutlying
KGB units involved. XNOSENKO was unable to exnlaxn why he
was selected to make the approach togE TR,

- 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 occue
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 might 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,

i © NOSLNKO failed to support his claim to being their American

Fourist Section case officer; he has been unable to provide

rudimentary background information of these two individuals,

who allegedly were prominent in operations of the section.

NOSENKO's statement that he retired the files of VOLKOV and
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‘YEFREMOV because they were too well known is incompatible with
his 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 bean ’
the case officer in these varidous operations, he has been unable
to recount in any detail KGB staff procedures involved in these
opsrations, such as name-tracing, coordinating with other com-
ponents, obtaining approvales 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 time was spent with
recruiting or handling Soviet-citizen agente, he might be ex-
pected to remember something about some of them. He can barely
remember names (and only a few), haa given confused accounts of
their recruitment, remembere nothing about any of their spe-
cific operations or activities for the KGB, and knew no pe:z-
sonality background data on any of then. ‘

the American Tourist Section, his claim to the position of Deputy:
Chief cannot be substantiated. He himself could rot explain

Even if it were assumed thét NOSENYO was a case officer of )
h e

. |
conzcniaed to the KGB in 19%8 and
4359 when ha was allegedly in g supervisory capacity. HOSENKO
knew nothing about the documents on such operations which BLAKE
gave the KGB and which can be presumed to have been of the ut~
most interest to the American Tourist Section, amcong all XGB
Headquarters slements. These documents offered material that
could have proven valuable to the preparation of NOSENKO's own
paper on Weastern 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 casze officer in the
Amgrican Tourist Section, NOSENKO the Deputy Chief could not
describe how data on tourists was received, general and spe-
cific plans laid, events discussed, decisions made, and lpads
channeled.

The foreqoing paragraphs suggest the conclusion that NOSENKO
a8 not a senior case officer or the Deputy Chief of the Ameri-
an Tourist Section. While 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 cohclusions do not cast doubt about

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)

a. Intrecdustion

from January 1960 until Januuary 1962 NOSEKKD claims
to have been Dcputy Chief of the U.S. pErbassy action of
the American Department, KGB cecond Chief Directorate,
under KOVSHUK. This period (described in Pages 1532-285)
{s the most significznt in NOSENKO's account of his KGB
carecr for a number of reasons: )

- The section is the specific unit workinrg against
the U.S. Erbassy, by KOSEWNO's cwn staterznts the KGB's
most important sounterintelligence tzrgei In the U3SR.

Its operations (characterized con Page 152} direrctly

offect American security. Th2 section has the twe-

fold purpose uf knowing of and contrelling all access

of Embassy personnel to Scviet citizens andé of collecting,
assimilating, evzluating, and usirg informac.rn from

all possible sources to recruit American: stationed

in Hoscow.

~ NOSENK('s position as Caputy Chief <f thiz sec-
tion provided him his access to JOsT of <hc rajor counter-
intelligence information e nras regorted, inciuding
recruitnents of foreiun embassy officials ani micro-
phone operations against the U.S. isbassy. 4ost impor-
tant, it provided LOSENKO with his authority for
stating that there were no auccegsful recruicnents
of or agents among official Americans in Yoscow for
this two-year period, cr for a tiwe poth pefore 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 know mexbers
of it and gave leads to KGD operational interest in
and possible recruitments of official Americarns in the
Moscow Embassy during this period. Some of these appear
to be related to information itenms NOSENYO nas provided.)

- The epparent importance of NOSENKO's information

on this period contrasts sharply with that from 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
government; none haz access to classified information:
most were inactive, suspect, Or alreacdy known to
Western counterintelligence organs.

- NOSTN¥O's work against the U.S. Embassy is con~

sen:ggizz firmed by G nEpand less directly by other scviet

sourced repofixng to CIA and the FBI. It is denied by
GOLITSYN. (GOLITSYN has said that NOSEKKO was not in
the section during these years.)
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b. Entry into theo Scction

KOSENKO has given a detailed account of how he came to
be transferred into the U.S. Embassy Section, but he has
pever given a precise date, usually saying “January 1960%
or "at the beginning of 1860."

As described on Pages 153-154, the shift was made at
GRIBANOVY's insistence and against NOSLYNK(O'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 l1ife 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
selected for this job, although NOSENKO had the impression
it was becausc of his achievements in the Tourist Depari=
ment. (se¢ Part VIII.N.5.). NOSENKO's transfer could not
Lave been a result of hia closc personal relationship with
GRIBANOV or because his father was a friend of GRIBANOV's:
NOSENKO has admitted that he exaggerated the closcness 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 GRIBANOV,

NOSENKO initially said that he relieved nobody on
coming into the scction. He eventually recalled, however,
that BAKHVALOV was hie 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 BAXHVALOV although the latter had transferred to
another department, and the opportunitics NOSENEO had to
name BAKHVALOV 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 became
second-in—charge of the most important operational section
of the entire Sccond Chief Directorate. As KOVSHUK's
deputy, NOSINKO had the right and obligation to be aware of
all activities in order to exercise his general supervisory
fun~tions 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 196D ard 1961
and to kpnow of all significent 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 19653: "Tell r. ¥cCone
that there were no recruitments. I was there.”

When NOSEKKO reported for duty, he and KOVSHUK agreed
on & division of supervisory duties within the section.
KOVSHUK was, in addition to his over-all responsibility for

N
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the section's operations, to supervise in particular opera-
tional activity against American diplomatlic personnel assigned
to the U.S. Fmbassy. NOSENKO had been specitfically instructed
by GRIBANOV 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. (NOSENXO 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 (identified by NOSENKO 25 a CIA officer. Dute actually a
CIA cooptee). Additionally, 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.8.
Eabassy offices. Thece were functions held, NOSEXNKO said,

by his predecessor BAKHVALOV and were turned over by NOSENKO
at the end of 1961 to his successor GRYAZNOVY: Apart from
these duties, which apparently'were routipely assumed by

the Deputy Chief, NOSENKO supervised, during the early part

of 1960 (as NOSENKO first said in 1965), .the work of the
offlcers resporsiblu for operations againat.the Amorican

Armed Yorces Attaches in Muscow; Lo October 196G, NOSENKO
reported that he was personally regponsible during this

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

d. Kbowledgeabllity as Deputy and Acting Chief

As deputy to XOVSHUK, 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 twc 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. Inb
the latter capacity, NOSENKO was responsible for supervising
the sdministrative work and operational activity of the en-
tire section and, in particuler, assumed KOVSHUK's work ip
directing operations against diplomatic personnel assigned to
the U.S. Embassy in Moscow. Therefore, périnent 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 duripng 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 goling
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 GLAZUNOV (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 KOVSHUX recruited PREISFREUND,
although earlier he had reported that he {NOSEKKO) had dooe
this. (Regardless of who *the recruiter might have been,
KOVSHUK attended NOSENKO's meetings with PREISFREUND. )

|
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NOSENKC knew that his immediate supervisor KOVSEUK had per- '
sonal contact, under Ministry of Foreign affairs cever, Wwith sorxe
U.S. Embassy offizers and was aware that one of these had been
WINTERS.' He knew no details of XOVSHUK's cont=zactls wi:h{HINTEﬁEI
ror that his own friend KISLOV, as well as his friend and fows ST
quent source of operatioral information LOPUXHCV, were also in v !
touch with WINTERS.] He could not remember who else KIVSHUK
knew, cr what KOVSHUK was doing with them, or why. NOSENKO

- knew neither that William MORRELL {declared to the Scviet Govern-
mant as a CIA officer) belonged to CIA nor that KOVSHUK, who
wap aware of this fact, was in personal contact with MORELL.

Unlike KOVSHUK,ARTEMEV, KOSOLArOV, BORODIYN, BIRYUKOV,
KRIVOSKEY and many other Second Chief Directorate officers,
HOSLNKO rever had any direct contact, even fer cultivztion
or Lssessment, with any hmerican officials, either stazioned
in the Embtassy or visiting the USSR. However, kis English
had been proven gcoad cnough to guatify him particularly for
tourist recruitments and his operational flair nhed been tested.
(1t was this which caused him to be picked for tnc DPEA,

T anc other approaches and the cnly 1eason why he,
an Lng.ich speaker, would have been specially swelected to
work on the German$lg T who spoxe "some Englisi.”)

DERYABIN and other defectors {rom the XKGB have stated
that the deputy chief of a section working against 2 Isreign
exbassy in Mosccw would be responsible for acproving ard
retaining rmcnthly schedules for the plarned use cf safehouses
by the section; that ke would discuss agent meeting scasdules
with indivicéval case officers and approve and retain a list
of planned agent reetings for cach case officer on an indi-
vidual basic; and that he would approve the acquisition of new
agents and new safehouses and their transfer €rom one opera-
tion to another. DBy contrast, NOSENYO first did not list
these furctions arong his responsibilities and later denied
that he had them. NOSELXO did rot understand the questicn
when 2sked whether he had any responsibility for supervising
the use of safehouses in Moscow (Page 1$2) and sz2id that as
the agents and the safohouses belonged to the case cificers,
they could use them when and how they liked without informing
aryone; only when they were meeting an active developzent
agent was it necessary to report to NOSENKO and this only
after the meeting. NOSENKO said that, while re was Jeputy
Chief of the section, three or four sukcrdinate officers had
gsafe apartments, but he did not remerber the loca%icn of any
; of them. Neither NOSENKO rncr -his subordinates GRYAINOV and
H . KOSOLAPOV had such apartments, instead using less secure
*meeting apartrents” (which are used in the abscnce c¢f the
full-tize occupant). NOSELKO was able to locate his own
*meeting apartment® (which he said ae brought with him when
he transferred frem the Tourist Department and iater took .
back with him to the Tourist Department) by street and could
do the same for GRYAZNOV's. He was not sure of +he lccation
of the apartment used by KOSOLAPOV.
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e. Knowledgeapility of U.S, Embassy Phveical Security

dccording to NOSENKO, he maintaincd the file on physical
security at the U.S. Embassy, and it contained detailed
floor plans and photograpnhs of the installation. NOSEXKO was
upable to give the location or the floor of the office of
any single individual or component of the fmbassy. including
those of the Ambassador, oF his own targots (ABIDIAN, the
military code room, and the State Department communicationa
room).  NOSKNRO matd that eil tapartant Kubaesy wiftliva
were located in the "zone of securtiy,” which he han vartously
reported as the “"seventh, eighth, ntnth, and tonth floors,"
or “seventh and up,” or the "top four floors." NOSENYO did
not remember how many floors there are in the Embassy, nor
was he even sure how many floors were included in the re¢stric-
ted area. (The restricted area in fact consists of the top
three floors, the eighth, ninth, and tenth.)

#. Knowledgeability about American Inteliigence Personael

?Jv':’-?"

g. 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

s According to GOLITSYN, who knew both men well. GRYAZKOV was
"a very experienced’ case officer with some success; he had
spept 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.
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one anothcer and used a single safe, which contained flles
on tho American code clerks and the agents invelved with them.
NOSENKO said that he carefully directed thc work of GRYAZNOV

. and KOSOLAPOV during these two years, discussing their cascs

with them, taking part in operational planning, and approving
or disspproving 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 tiese statcments ard said
that he zay Lave skimmed some of the files, that he did not
studv any of them, but that in any event he rcad all the

current incoming materials on the code clerks from microphones,

agents, and the lixe and then routed them to the case officer
concerned. ’

CIA has two tyves of information against which the re-
ports from NOSENKO can be compared. The first consists of
the detajled cebriefings of code clerks returaing from
Moscow, administered routinely by the Departmaat of State
and the military services; it also includes the special de-
briefings and interrogations of the Departnent 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 Unitcd States code clerks during the pexriod NOSEN-
KO said he was its Deputy Chietf, The second type of infor-
mation is the reporting on KGB operations by GULITSYN xho,
from contacts with U.S. Embassy Section officers in Moscow
and Heluinki, was able to provide several lcads to what he
said were recruitcd American code clerks. GOLITSYN'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 19850°'s to the end of 1963, and none of
the subjects of GOLIITSYN's leads have been positively identi-
fizd. Some of GOLITSYN's information has been generally
substantiated by other sources. 1ln one case, this confirma-
tion has come from NOSENKO himself, whose information on the

STORSBFRG operation, onthe agent PREISFREUND's role in it,

and on GOLITSYN's knowledge of KGB use 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 2n American code clerk at the time and
under the cover GOLITSYN reported. NOSENKO denied that such
8 trip was made by KOSOLAPOV,

NOSENKO has been questioned in detail about each of the
code clerks serving in Moscow durirg 1960 and 1961. His in-
formation concerning KGB activities involving five of these
Americans (STORSBERG, JENNER, MORONE, ZUJUS, and KEYSERS) and

*As discussed below, there are important differcrces in the
accounts of GOLITSYY and NOSENKO, particularly regarding the
outéome of this operation. .
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' his lack of information conceining 8 sixth (GARLAND) is

’ discussed in detail in Pages 166 through 219. NOSINKO ‘s
information on & number of other cases, less important in
his opinion, i8 described in the tabulation of American
case leads glvern on Poges 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 knovw and retain.

(1) ‘The STORSBERG Case

The operation against STORSBERG {Pages 166-185) was,
NOSENEO said, the must luportant case he had as supervisor
of code clerk operations. The KGB, while able to break
certain State Department ciphers, nad had no success with
military cryptographic systems, and theretfore NOSENKO
‘*‘dropped everything for a year' to involve himself with the
development of James STORSBERG, thrmilitary code clerk at
the U.S. Embassy. The following facls are pertinent to an
evaluation of NOSENKO's story of trnis case.

LEMBRA T S T

Pniis e

the STORSBERG case indirectly
at his first meeting with CILA 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 o#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 in
America House. NOSENKO said that the KGB realized that
GOLITSYN had passed this information on to the Americans
following his defection, for the regulations goverring

visits to America House by third nationals had been tightened.
At this mecting NOSENKC did not name the Finnish agent or
specify his involvement in any particular operational acti-
vity por did he date the visit by GOLITSYN.

NOSERKO originally raised
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Later in the 1962 meetings NOSENKO gave a detailed
gupmary of the Finnish agent's involvement ipn the unsuccess-
ful recruitment attempt against an Americac military code
clerk. XNOSEXNKO, without naming the Finn or the American,
gaid that he personally conducted the recruitment confron=-
tation with GRIBANOV present. These early accounts were full
of quotes of what VOSENKO said to the American and vice
versa. descriptions of the American's reaction to the confron=-
tation, and stateuents 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 and referred to the case wnenever possible
(over 50 times). W¥hen asked for dctails of other code clerk
cases, for example, he repeatedly diverted to discussion of
the STORSBERG case to illustrate bhow the KGB operated against

code clerks in general.
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~ After defecting NOSENKO denied that he personally con-
fronted STORSBERG. He said that his personal role was limited
to directing STORSBERG into the hotel rooa where the approach
was made; after first saying that he had never claimed any
other role, he admitted that he may have been "painting”
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hisself {exaggerating) ip his descripsnions of 1962, This
aduission came only after the tape of NOSENKO's 1362
statezents had been played to him and he had successively
said that (a) it was not his voice, (b} ho was druuk in
1962, (e¢) the CIA case officer in Gepeva had made him
nervous, and (d) CIA prohably spliced various pieces of
taps together to make this false one. Still, NOSEXNKO
said, he directed the entire operation from peginning to end,
and it was his most important case. Interrogated further
concerning his role in the STORSBERG operation in October
1956, NOSENKO said that he had mever read the KGB file on
STORSBERG, which was held by GRYAZNOV, .

S

GOLITSYN, as NOSENKO reported, didvisit the American -
Department, did request permission to use PREISFREUND operaw=
tionally in Helsinki, and did report this to CIA in late
1961 following his defection. GOLITSYN also reported that,
in denying his request, KOVSHUK told him that PREISFREUND
had recently been used in the successful recruitment of an--
American Embassy employce, possibly a military man and poOS=
sibly a code clerk or diplomat; thereforec, KOVSHUR said,
PRETSFREUND: could rot be used for six months or so in other
opecations, tor otherwise the Amnericans might become suspi-
cious., NOSENKO has not reported these detatls, but has sald
only *hat GOLITSYN #as instructed to drop interest in PREIS=
FREUND becausc PREISFREUND belonged to the American Department
of the Second Chief Directorate., :

NOSENKO volunteered at his first meeting with CIA that
nwe was on leave outside of Moscow on the occasion of COLITSYN's
visit to the American Department. Since defecting he has
jreisted with absolute certainty that this visit took place
i{n the late spring or cavly summer of 1961 and has described
his lcave, wherc he went and with whom. GOLITAYN'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 GOLITSYX's visit after his
return from leave in July 1961, and that he was certain that
be (NOSENKO) was in Moscow in January 1961.

YOSENKO has indirectly confirmed that the operation of
which GOLITSYN learned during this visit to ths A=merican
Department was the operation against STORSBERG. He did so by
his assertion that PREISFREUND, his own agent, was used in
only one operation, that against STORSBERG. 7%hus, 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
the rccruitment approach took place some tim> after May 1961
{NOSINKO's dates have varied from June to October 1961,
STORSBERG . said 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 & second 1ead which NOSEXNKO appears
to confirm and which may be related to the STORSBERG case.
GOLITSYY said that during & 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 oo this visit.
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in the spring of 1960,% he lcarned from GRYAZNOV that he
(GRYAZKOV) had developed an operation against an American
military code clerk to the point that the KGB was ''99 '
per cent” certain that a recruitrent spproach 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 eriterion who were in
Moscow at the tine GOLITSYN pliaced this visit, STORSBERG

ard HURLEY; the superior of STORSHERG, HURLEY perforned
hack-up cryptographic duties in STORSBERG's absence. If
YOSENKO's report that there was no developaent of or approach
to HUMLEY can be accepted, this lead from GOLITSYN would
apply to STORSBERG rather than HIRLEY. There is a conflict
hotween 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, whereas
NOSENKO (as well as STORSBERG) asserted that the STORSBFRG
op::ration was just under way at this time and was long and

drawvn-out.

(i1) The 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 Department
pouch clerk Paul JENNER (Pages 186-196). This case developed
as a result of an idea originated by NOSENKO himself shortly
after he arrived in the U.S, Esmbassy Section. Because of
the ivaccessibility of American code clerks to the KGB in
Moscow, it was NOSENKO's plan %o send a KGB officer %o Hel-
sirki in order to strike up an acquaintance with 2 code
‘clerk entering tho Soviet Unlion aboard the Helsinki=Moscow
truin., The first (and last) time this was attempted, NO-
SFNKO related, was in March 1980, when the KCB learned that
JENXER, listed as a "yecretary-archivist” and thus assumed
by ithe KGB to be a code clerk, was scheduled to transit
Holsinki en route to his assignment at the U.S. Embassy in
Moscow. Under NOSENKO's supervision KOSOLAPOV therefore ,
travelled to Helsinki and boarded the sanme train as JENNER.
Additionally, GRYAZNOV took & KGB female agert to the town,
of Vyborg, on the Finno-Soviet border, and placed her on the
same train. Botn 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 GRYAZNGV subnitted
written reports to NOSENKO describing the contacts on the
train. Although the KGB later found out that JENNER was only
& pouch clerk, not a cryptographer, he was cunsidered of
interest and when JENNER failed to telephone the female
agent, the two were brought together in a "chance mceting"
at the Moscow airport., JENNER would have no part of the
agent's invitations, however, and the operation therefore
went no further,

#When NOSENKO was told of the GOLITSYN visit in May or June
1960, he denied that it took place, saying that he ceces-
sarily would know if it had.
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JENVER reported te the Security Officer at the U.S,
Embassy upon his arrival that he hagd been contacted by two
sSoviet students from Vyborg, & young man and a2 wcman, on
the Helsinki-Moscow train., He also reported having been
given a telephone nuzher by the girl and later reported
having been recontacted by her at the Moscow ajirport.

EOSENKU identified KOLOSOV's photograph as that
—of his subordipate KOSOLAPOV. (NOSEXKO earlier said that
he did not know whether KOSOLAPOV used an alias for:this
trip, what that alias might have becn, or whether KOSOLAPOV
had an alias passport: he agreed that he would have had to

authorize such a passport.) When he was told]

that KOSOLAPOV did not travel on the samc train as JENNER
and thercfore could not have met and talked with him as
WSENKO had reorted, NOSENKO refused to belicve it; he in-
sistnd that he had read the reports of both KOS0LAPOV and
GRYAZNOV, and that the events were exactly as he described
then. .

(1i1) The GARLAND Case A

GOLITSYX told CIA after his defection that while he was
stationed in Helsinki, probably in November—-not ¥arch ..1960,
KOSOLAPOV travelled to Finland under alias and commercial
cover in order io make the acquaintance of an American code
clerk on the Helsinki-Moscow train. KOSOLAPOV's arrival had
beca announced by a cable from KGB Headquarters to the
Helsinki Legal Residercy. According to GOLITSY, the Legal
Residency learned which train this American was to board and
succeeded in placing KOSOLAPOV in the sane compartment with
him., GOLITSYN saw KOSOLAPOV board the train with this Ameri-
can. Later, when another American Department officer visited
Helsinki, 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.

1 |KOSOLAPOV made & second
trip to Helsinki ip November {660, again under the KOLOSOV
alias, | JKOSOLAPOV left
Helsinki by train om 16 Novenmber 1960 and that one I his
travelling companions on this train was GARLAND, 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 KOSOLAPOV had made a trip to Helsinki in
November 1960 and had travelled to Moscow on the same traip
ag an American code clerk, one of his own targets, NOSENKO
said that this could not be. He agreed 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 1t would
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have been knows to him upon his return, and ne would not

have forgotten about the trip. (1n 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 MOROXE Case

Like the STORSBERG operation, the MORONE casSe Was meéh-
tioned at NOSENKO's first meeting with CIA; he cited it as
an example of a technique which NOSENKO introduced for using
third nationals to obtain access o American code clerls who
were reluctant to establish contacts with Soviet citizens.
According to NOSENKO's most recent version, given in early
1965, the KGB learned that MORONE and a Marine Guard (BEGGS)
planned to travel to Warsaw on leave. KOSQLAPOV thereupon
drew up an operational plan, edited by NOSEVKO and KOVSHUK
and approved by GRIBANOY, proposing that a ferale agent of
the Polish UB be introduced to YORONE on the Yoscow to War-
saw train for the purpose of obtaining comprorising materials.
KOSOLAPOV arranged with Polish 1izison officials in Noscow
to have such an agent sent to Moscow, met her when she
arrived, and briefed her on the ovperation, She was then
placed on KORONE's train together with a KGB technician
whose task it was to obtain tape recordings of the compro-
mse. Events went according to plan: MIORONE. et the girl
end was intimate with her on the train, but when the tech-
niciar reported to NOSENKO the day after the traln arrived
in ¥arsaw, he said that the tape recordings were of low
quality and unsuitable for their intended purpose. In a
further atteapt to acquire compromiing material on M¥ORONE,
KOSOLAPOV later brought the UB agent to Moscow, and on this
occasion photographs were obtained of their intimacies in
a Yoscow hotel room. Still, the AGB felt, therc 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
comproaising photographs of intimacies with a Sovjiet citiw
»en 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 pumerous
variations in his different accounts. In 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 obtalned compromising photographs in Warsaw
and that several months lates the female agent was brought
to Hoscow expressly for the purpose of introducing MOROXE to
a Suviet girlfriend. This, KOSENKO 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 &
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 ¥ar=
Saw, sent the KGB only plctures of the two kissipng, kceping
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-
saw but no recrultment was attempted because KHRUSHCHEV had
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given instructions that no actions were to be taken which
might embarrass then existirg good relations with the Lnited
States. When in February 1365 it was pointed out that MOPONE
arrived in Warsaw on 14 December 1960 2nd that NOSENKO left
for Cuba on 15 Ncvember 1960, KOSENKO revised his story of
receiving the pkieonal report of the technician to say that
he had perhaps r=ad tae technician's report after returning
from Cuba in cecember 1960.

in accounts given since his defection, NOSENKO has con-

sistently named KOSOLAPOV as MORONE's case oificer. KCSOLA-
pov drafted tne plan for the operation on the train, discussed
it with KOSENXO and KOVSHUK, met with a U3 official in Mcscow
to arranue for the agent, met the agent on her arrival, and
priefed her on her assignment, NCSENKO has not been asked
and has not volunteered who specifically placed the agsnt

on the train. Records show, however, that MORONE left Moscow
on 13 November 1960, arriving in Warsaw on the l4th; from
12 to 16 November 1960, KOSOLATOV is confirmed to have been
in Helsinki, apparently in connection with an operation in-
volving the Axerican code clerk GARLAND (see above). It is
also noted that| NOSENKO, the officer
supervising tnis (as well, presumably, as KOSOLAPOV's trip

. to Helsinki), left Mosccw on 15 November 1960 with a dele-

_ gation going to Cuba.

NOSENKO has been questioned concerning the KGB agents
in contact with MORONE and what was learned from them. He
reported that an Egyptian agent visited America House, met
MOROKE there, but did not report anything of interest con-
cerning him. NCSELKO also mentioned IVANGVA, a maid at
; Amwerica Bouse, who knew MIRONE and whom the XGB wanted to use
: to lure MOPONE into a comprcamising situation (see above}.
! NOSENKO said that he, himself, had met with IVANOVA several
¢imes to discuss MORONE, but that he could not recall aay-
thing specific of interest or use that she reported concerning
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bim. Another agent sho may have reported on MORONE, NOSENKO
gaid, was an East Geuraan girl sent to Amcrica Hcise to pose
as an Austrian; NCSENKO was not sure wiiat she might have
reported or when this was, other than it occurrcd when he
was working against MORONE and that It wos durirg ABIDIAN's
tour in doscow, for he had core tu America llcuse to question
the girl.

various repurts indicato that LORONE was_ involved in
1l1legal currency speculation sith the Egvptiar agent and
that on at leas® unc occasion the ¥Fgyptian introduced MCORONE
to a Soviet female, with shom MOROSNSE was intimate, NOSENKO
did not know that XORGNE was also involved in illegal cur=
rency dealings with ERIgaGR»hoD NOSENKO has identified as
KOSCOLAPCV's 2goent and who, nhe sald, was involved with and
reporting on NOSENKO's target ABIDIAN. NUSENKO did not knnw
that IVANDOVA once incroduced WIRONE to a Soviet fenale, with
whom MORONE was intipate; additionally MOROXE was rcported
by a number of his co-residents at America llouse 1o nave been
intinate with IVANOVA herself {which MOROLE dented). Some
of these samc Amcricans reported 2lso that MORONE was inti=-
mate with UMANETS, another KGB agent jdentificd by NOSENKO;
MORCHE hinself said he knew UMANETS "wnl1l," Finally, the
incident iovolving the East Geroan girl posing asg an Austrian
involved the code clerk ZUJUS, not MORONE, and took place
after NOSENKO clainms to havo becn transferrcd frem tne U.S.
Fmbassy Section; she was interviewed by ABIRIAN's suco- sSOT,
HONTGOUERY. ‘

{v) The KEYSERS Case

The approach to XKEYSERS is the only time during his
service in the U.S. Embassy Section that NOSENKO claims to
bave had direct contact with an American stationed in oS-
cow. (NOSENKO said on ono occasion that this was the only
face-tu=face c¢acounter he could rccall; and, on another,

that it vas possible that STORSETRG--the only other possibility—-

may not havc seen him on the night he was approached in the
Voscow hotel.) KEYSERS therefore is the nnly independent
American sovrce who could cvonfirm that SOSENKO was involved
in opcrations againet Anmecrican Enbassy porsonnel in 1960 or
1961. NOSENKO himself polnted cut, rowever, that this cob=
tact was of very short duration, and that it was possible
tkat EEYSERS would not recogn:ize him. This was the case:
KEYSERS falled to identiily NOSENKO's photograpn and described
the officer wno approachcd him as & nan considerably older,
shorter, and probably of a much heavier build than KUSERRKO
was., Although NOSENKO was able to provide a description of
this incident, he did not know much about the overall KGB
case against KEYSERS and a nunber of discrepancies have been
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 centinued to
identify hinm as STCRSBERG's replacement. In fact, KEYSERS
was sent to Moscow as an assistant to the Emhassy medical
officer; he also worked in the office of the Air Attache as
g collateral duty and for a short while in 1961 was undepr
¢raining in the wilitary code room 8s a "back-up" crypto=-
grapher for STORSLERG. STORSBERG's replacement in Moscow
was ZUJUS, .
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On 24 and 28 January 1964, before the defection, KO~
SENKO ipcorrectly named ZUJUS, who he said was STORSBERG's
replaccment, as the target of this operation. On 2 February ;
1964 KOSENKO called a special meeting with his CIA handlers E.
to correct this mistake. He said that, in fact, KEYSERS )
was STORSBERG s renlacement, and the approach had been made
to him. (Thus NOSENKO had forgotten the name of the one X
American Embassy official he ever approached. )

cremeg s,

In February 1965 NOSENKO said that the KGB bellieved
that KEYSERS did not 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 in
1964. NOSENKO had earlicr said that this particular nicro-
phone was being monitorced arousiid the clock by the KGB.
(XEYSERS' homosexuality and drinking problems kad also
been discussed widely ir Embassy offices. NOSENKO was
unaware of these discussions.) \

NOSENKO did pot know correctly where or how the KGB .
delivercd to KEYSERS the letter which preceded the airport
approach which NOSEXKO claimed to have made.

{(vi). Otrer Code Clerk Caces

Frark DAY: KOSEYKO identified DAY as s State Nepartment
code oTerx and the target of either KOSCLAPOV or GRYAZNOV,
is with all other code clerks, NOSENKO was asked whether he
knew of eny interesting irformation about DAY, whether he
knew of any of DAY's friends in Moscow, or of nis travels
inside and outside the Soviet Union, etc. NCSENKO answered
*no” to all these questions. le said that the KGB had no
derogatory information on DAY, was upaware of any vulpner-
abilities he might have had, and that no operational mes-
sures were taken sgainst him. Records show that DAY was in
Moscow froa xay 1960 to October 1961. In July 1961 he tra-
velled to the Cauvcasus with his friend, the U.S, Agricule
tural Attache BROWN, | DAY
later reported that the two were under surveilliance by five
persons at all times on this trip, that on one occasion they
found four repairmen’” ip their hotel room upon returning 5
unexpectedly ahead of scheduvle, and that another time during :
this trip an “attractive and available Soviet female' was
placed in their train compartment.

John TAYLOR: XOSENKO said TAYLOR was a State Department
code eYerk ard The target of KOSOLAPOV. NOSENKO did not
know of TAYLOR's previous service abroad or of any back-
ground information the KGB might have had about him, He
described an operation against TAYLOR which centered around’
his intimacy with 8 Russian maid (a KGB agent) gand his sy@me
pathy tosards the Soviet Union and its people. XNo COmpro-
mising photographs were obtained of TAYLOR and the maid,
however, and no approach was made to him, possibly because
the KGB did pot want to jeopardize the more important STORS -
BERG case by creating & "flap."” According to TAYLOR, he was
fntimate witn his maid from about September 1960 until the ’
beginning of 1961. On one occasion they were intimate in 8
“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
1861, sheress the epproach to STORSBERG ues reported by
NOSENYO end STORSBERG to have occurred four to oight months
afterward.

Maurice ZWANG: NOSENKO identifled Z¥WANG as a State
Departoent code clerk who was "actively worked on™ during
the 1960-1961 period. An Fgyptisn egent, whose nme NOSEN-
K0 did mot recall, introduced ZWANG to 2 femsle KCB ageont
in #n atteapt to obtsin compromising phctcyraphs, but the
agent did pot like ZWANG and refused to huve intercource
with him, At the time NOSENKO left the U.S, Embessy Sece
tion in January 19€2, there was no further activity sur-
rounding Z¥ANG, The KGB had no agents in cortact with hinm,
and thLere wes no vulner:bility data concerning him. When
ZWANG was interviewed by the State Department afler returuing
froa his Yoscow assignment, a polygraph erxanuinstion indicated
that Z¥ANG had had intercourse with his Russian vraid, else-
wvhere identified by NOSENKO as a KGD agent; 2%aN0 sdmitted
visiticg the maid‘s apartment several tizes hut denied
intimacies. [In Xarch or April 1961, er igyptian intrcduced
ZWANG to another Soviet female; Z4ANG also reépitred visiting
her apartnent con several occasions, but 2zain denied having
had intercourse with her. ZWANG was reported by various
other Americsns stationed in Moscow to have been aciive in
currencw spoculation and bleckrarxeteering with the Egyptian
and M'and agent of KNOSOLAPOV sccording to NOSENKO.
KOSENED was unaware of this.
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L., Respons.bility for ard Knowle.lie of “BEDE N

NOSENLO said tnat, ss Deputy Chief of the U8, Labassy
Sect.cn, he was direcily sesponsible, L& case officer, fur
all coversge of the Embassy Security Officer Jobn V, ABIDIAN.
This was NOGSINEOQ's only individual target responsibility,
end no KGB officer shared i¢ with him. NOSENKO ssid thsat
he opeacd the KuB file or ABIDIAN before ABIDIAN's arrival
in Moscow in early 1950, and that he turned trnis file over
officially to his successor, GRYALNOV, when transferred from
the U.S. Exbassy Soction at the end of 1¢Cl. It wrs NUSERKO
who wrote the w58 plan for operationc against ABIDIAN in
about October 1987. ARIPIAN, seccording to NOSENKJ, wes con-
gldered Ly the KGB to be 2 Cla officer sud, 8s LANGELLL's
sucressor, vas also considered to be the most important
counterintelligerce target in the Embassy. ABIDIAY was thus
made 8 spocial target of survelllance fronm the day of hiy
arrivel in the USER: this meant he was always under surveil-
lance by suveral tcams of the KGB Seventh {(3urveillance)
Directorste. Thae intensive coverage of ALIDIAN includdd
£3il censorship, telephone taps, aand agent re~orting; it was
instituted, NOSENEO said, 'in the ntope that he rniyht lead
the KGB to anotner PCPOV.Y™ ABIDIAN was detecied, NOSENKO
continued, in turee letter-mailings--all to agents already
under KGB control. ilo was scen to enter & suspacted dead
drop site on Pushhin Street, the significapnce >f which did
not become known to the KGB until later, wnen it was learned
that this site s:5 to be used by PENFOVSKIY. In tue hostile
interrogations of earty 1965, NOSINKO agreed {fhiar e vas the
single person in the KGB resporsible for vaosin everything
possible about “LIDIAN,

NOSENKO sgid he krew nochiryg ahceut ARIBIAN's personal
background, his educatio:r, his studies in Frauce, his mili-
tary service, his date of erntry into the State Department ,
his State Departmcut rank, his previous foreign assignments
with the State Dcpartment, or his stetus as g Foreign Ser-
vice Reserve, Staff. or Officer status (FER, PSS, FSO).
NOSENKO said he tried to lcarn these things, but the informa-
tion was unevailable in the Second Chief Directurate cr in
KGB Central files. and although he reguested information
from the First Chief Dircctorste, nothing was received. The
only informatior the KGB hazd on ABIDIAY, insofar as NOSENKO
knew, was that contsined in ABIDIAN's visa request and in
e rceport from onc of the Legal Residencies in the United
States; the report provided a basis for believing him to be
a CIA officer.

KOSENKO was unaware of the meaning of the initials
¥SR, FS3, and FSO. When asked whether he had checked the
Department of State Biographic PRegister for information on
ABIDIAN's background, lie replied the: this document wes not
available to the U.S. fmbassy Section; he subsequantly

recalled that there was an old copy of the Biographic Regigter

“from about 1956 in KOVSHUK's office, but That it contained
no information on ABIDIAN.

NOSENKO reported that one of the reasors ABIDIAN weas
considercd 8 Cla officer was his behavior while serving as
& Department of State Security Officer with KEHUSHCHEV's
deiegation when tre latter visited the United States in
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1959, XUSENKO never rentionerd that KOSOLAPCY. <%e ne
58id was his jpmediste subordinate and =hare?d NOSENIO's
off.ce In KGB liendquarters, was a member of tlns same i
delegation.

NOSENKO did not know shere ARIDYAN'S office was located
in the U.S. Evbassy. He said e did not knox and was
unable to find out who ARIDIAN's seccretsry wis. lliec reported
that some agent told the KGIH that ABIDIAN had a sign on
the door of lhis office shich gaid "Security Offlcer.”
There was no such sign. '

e D o

HOSENED did rnot know wherce ARIDIAN's apartaent was
located. He did not sknows 148 conteats and said that the
KGB was pot interested in this. e did not znes whether
ABIDIAN changed apartasents in Muccow, which he did.

NOSENKO ide:tified GROMAKOVA, an Enbassy langusge
teacher. as a LGD agent who wmas valuable because she was
intelligent and was able to prouvide persoaality sketches on
her students bkased on classroon discuv=iong. He never
associated ABIDIAN with GROMARUYA., ‘ien told that ABIDIAN
had taken larguage lessuns from irer. NCSLNKO recalled that
ABIDIAN ook "several” lessopsg from (GHOMAKUVA at the beginnirg
of his tour bur discontinued; she reported nothing of signi-
ficance and vhere w%u.s no regular reporting froa her on
ABIDPIAN, ABIDIAX, however, reported that he took regular,
private Pussian lessons frem GROMOCOVA throeghout his tour
in Moscow and that 1hey discussced is class his past personal
life, travel, education, fiancee, and his trips sbroad (o
sce his filancee.

NOSENKO knew that ABIDIAY :ravelled out of the USSR
two or three times, but had no 1dea when these trips took
place or what countries ABIDIAN visited. SOSENKO said that,
as ABINTAN's prodecessor LANGELLE was known to have travelled
outside the USSR for operational reasons in connection with
the POPOV case, it would have keen of interest to learn
where ALIDIAY had goune, hut the KGR hal no #ay of finding
this out. (Note in the previous parcgraph trhat GROMAKOVA
kncw.) When NOSENKO'S interrovator peinted out the possibie
lity of photographing ARIDIAN's passport upan Lis return to
tae USSR, NOSENKSO replied tlat :he wGl does not photograph
th: passpoerts of foreign diploz=ats entering the Noviet Uniow.

et = s e g

NOSENKO said that ABIDIAN =ade no trips outside Moscorw ;
within the U3SK and explained that. as case officer. he :
would necersarily have bLeen aware of any sucit trip as he
would have had to Handle atl arrangements for surveillance
during it. When NOSENKO was told that ABIDIAN travelled to
Soviet Armenia ir Octlober 1960, NOSENKO said fcor the first
time that he was on leave in that wonth. NOSENKO admitted :
in October 1966 that he krew nothing 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 contects among forcigners therc.

NOSENKO said at the ernd of the January-February 1965
interrogations concerning ABIDIAN that thw reason he knew
so little about ABIDIAN was because he was “worklng badly”
as ABIDIAN'S case officer. The reason for his poor work, he
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s8id, ®»as that he had to coiLelilrate on supervising tihd work
asgainst code cierks ard therefore had vesy little lire
loft for ASIDIAN (sce abov> concerning cdade clerksi.

In 1962 NCSENLU correctly described all of Lo« three
cla : 2ttew w 'S¢ fed out Ly ARIDIAN v Mos-
cow He zlso proviced ace
curate information on CIA lettor-mailings in gencral.
pointing out that none wnt all were mailcd for & vear and a
Lelf after the arrest of LANGELLL in October 1859. (No
letters were mailed froim U2 Februsry 1960 until 1 April
1961, when ABIDIAN mailed his first one,) NOSENKO erplained
that the XGB coapletely controlled this azetivaity through the
use of metka, a8 thicf powder spplied to toc clothirg of
foreignérs in the USSR; & trace is lefr on anythang coning
into contact with treated areass, and this can be detected
by special machines through which all matl passes. . Despilte
+he fact that all of ABIDIAN's letlters wore mailed to KGB
double agents and would thereforc have bect detected enywsy,
i1t was mctky, NGSENKO said, vhich in each case lcd to their
initial Tdentification, After his defection NUSENKO described
how the mctka had been applied to ABLDIAN's clothing (anc
honce to the letter=) by the agent rinOROVICH. 2ho began
working as ABIDIAN's meid several months sfter ABIUIAN 8r.
rived in Moscow in March 136U, SOSENKRO irtisicd under inter-
rogation that FEDOROVICH was the snly agent who had sccess
to ABIDIAN's epartment, that he, NOSENKC. had persenally
pricfed her on the application of metka, and that e was
surce that ARIDIAN's letters were dofected by means of mutka.
From 2 CIA debriefing of ABIDIAN, towever, it eppears that
FEDOROVICH did rot begin working &« ABIDIAN'S maid until
some time in July 1961, whereas ARIDIAN mailed his first
letter in Yoscow on 1 April 1961 and “is sccond ‘letter on
2 July 1961. ABIDIAN's third letter was ratled on 1 Septem-
ber 1961, after FEDOROVICH hegan to work lor him.

i. Reporting on ABIDIAN's Visit to the Pushkin Street Dead
Drop : : : -

NOSENKO's account of the visit by ABIDIAY to the
PENKOVSKIY déad drop site on Pushkin Street in Mosocw is
described in cetail on Pages 231-225. In summary, NGTENKO
reported that at the end of 1560 or early 1361 XGB surveil-
lance followed ABIDIAN from the U.S. Embassy to Pushkin
Strect, where ABIDIAN was noted to enter @ residential butilding.
Upor examination it weas decided that this was 8 likely
dead drop site, and a stationary surveillance post was as-
sigoed to watch it. After thrcee 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, NOSENKO
said he was still in the U.S. Enbassy 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 following cay with V. KOZLGV (Chief of
the Americen Department of the XuB Surveillance Lirectorate),
placed the original surveillance report in ABIDIAN's file,
and discussed the results of the stationary post with KOZLOV
on ar almos?: Jdaily bLasis guring the first monta ard periodi-
celly thercafter until the post was removed. 1t was ¥CZLOV
whe t?ld NOSENKO that after three months the stationary
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surveirllance had heen dincontinacd.  NOSTNYO did nat tell
ClA avout this i-cident in 1362, Le seid, beczusc oe krew
that the wstch hLad be-wn dincontinued and thit noining SUs-
piciocus had becen noted; therefore. he thought the incloeat
would rot nave oeen of futorest to mevivan Intelligence.

YOLLNED hes stressed that ALIDIAN s35s vnder spccoial
surveillance by &t least Lo survedlla ce teoms st g1l tizes
ard t.at, ua the asy Le visited Pintkip ftreet. SLILTAN was
under countinucus watch from the Eonent he left ile inbassy.
NOSENLC has Leen able to pive 8 detfilec descrintion of N
ABILIAS & movezent to the dead doup nite. :

i
E
}
%

Despite the special surveillancc coverape of ACIDIAN, !
NOSENKU sBia, he was unawnee of any ULUSURL moveseats Uy ’ !
ABIDIAN during the days pmmediately preceding his visit
10 Pusakin Street. MNOSENKO said thes Fe knew definitely
that surveillance had reported nothing upusual during this
period apd that he was sure ABIDIAN had not cludzd the sur-
veilia: ce 8% any time during it. A~cordins to ClA records,
three favs before ABIUIAN woent 0 Fushwis Street in response
(o indications tnat tne dead drop had Yeern losded. 3BIDIAN
left t=e U.S, Dmbaseyy in his privatec car for Spasteo ilouse
at about nire o'clock in_the evening: at atout two o'clock
the next rorning he and E]RhLER:kCIA Chief of Station) went
in ABIL1IAN's car to check the telephone pole fcr the signal
PEVKOVSELY was to leove us part of Iils sigral that the drop
had becn loaded. Two Jdays btefore ABIDIAY went 1o Fushtiin
Strect reo drove ais cir to the sparviment of Air Fforce Captain
DAVISIN; he agein checked the telephone pole frum & wirdow
in the apartzcnt and then ualked by it on foot. NOSENKO
identificd GARBLERas a U.3, pavel ofticer tut not as & CIA
enplovee (sce atove).
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' : Asked why, ie his opinion. ABILJAN went to Fustkin
v . Street at the tite he did, NCSENKO replied that 13 about
. P60 an Americen tourist or delegation mexnber had gone to
this sddress. 1t was the “opinion of thre Secornc Culef
Directorgte” that this Amcrican had selcctied ihe sito 8s @
dead drop locetion, ernd that ASIDIAN went there mcrely
to check the suitability of the site for this purpose. In
fact, ABIDIAN =zcut to bushkin Street irn respansce to what
: ©o _ appeared to be & prearrenged telephone signal from PENKOVSKLY
K . signalling that ae had loaded the dead crop there. It has
3 » ! been confirmed that FINKEOVSEIY did not wive this signal : !
: and, Lecsuse of the circumstances and type of signal given, ;
i ‘ the possibility of coincidence n&s been ruled cut. CIlA has :
i therefore concluded that the signal came from the KGB.
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§ The Pushkin Street dead drop site was proposed by
; PENKOVSKIY himself in the August 1960 letter through which
he initiaslly contscted CT1A, There 18 1o record that ' a . ‘
vtourist or delegation mcuber' visited this eddress. The !
only koown visit3 by Axnericans to the building on Fusbkin i
Street--the only ones Laving any connection with 1(¢s use ) :

d as & desd drop. locatica--occurred on 12 November and 4
% December 1960 when the CIA officer YWAHONEY checked the

_ sddress froam outside, and on 21 January 1261 when MAHOXNEY
: entered the building aud dhocked the specific l~rcation of
i : ¢he dead drop.  AAHONEY is kpown to have been i1dentified

: to the KGB as a CITA officer tefore ariiving in voscow ard
was tbe target of heavy surveillance throughout kis tour.
(NOSENKO did not know about WAHONEY or nis ClA status.)
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NNSENKOs date of "late D60 or carly 141" 14 {n~orrect,
almost exsctly by a year. XCSENKO said he turncd ABIDIAN's
file over to GRYAZNOV about 24 Ueceaver 1261,  A3IDIAN
cheocked the rFushkin Strect dead drop vn 20 Mecepber 1961,
NOSENKO hes described his gerticipation in ain approach (o
tho American tourist W, E, JOUNSON ss larpﬂnir" “"right after
returnirg to the Touriut Departrent in 1962. Becsure
ROSENKD's participaiion ip this cese was confiraed by UOHRDO\
and because the approsch to JOHSSCN took place on 5 January
1662 (¢ reported it to the U,S, Fsbassy at once), it cer
be said with certainty that NOSENKOU's entire story of his
own participation in the surveillence of the Pushikin Street
Cead drop sitc is false. NCSENKO: (a) could not have
vigsited the desd drop site with KCZLOV (who in anv event
was not ip Moscouw at the time); (b) could ot have placed
the originel surveillance report in ABIDIAN'E file,
which GW\AL\OV neld as of 28 December 1961: (¢} could not
have received alaust dally reports from KOZLOV for about a
month snd periodic reporta thereafter; and (d) could not
have neglected to tell CIA of ABIDIAN's visit to the drép
in 1962 on grounds that the survelllance of Pushkin Street
had beer discuntinued after three months without anything
suspicious bLeirg noted. (NOSENKO was in Geneva on 15 March
1962, only two and a half months after ABIDIAN checkcd the
deed drop.)

NOSENKQ has refusnd to ademit that he lied aLout his
part in this ircident. The page containing tue contradic-
tions listed i1n the preceding paragraph wes the orly psge of
a “protocol' wiaich NOSENKJI refused to sigh during the hostile
interrogations of eerly 1965. In October 1956, wnen he was
again ask>d whether he went to the Punhkin Streot dead
drop site with KOZLOV, NOSENKO said that he could not remea-
ber whether he had gone there at all.,

‘.
i
b

L rme ey

a samar o



14-00000

RS AT e b Tl T o L

tOOK p.iac

725,

->

3. Responsibility 61 Supervising Military Attache Operations

On 29 January 1965 NOSENKO told his interrogator that

for the first five or six months of 1960, immediatcly after __ _

transferring to the U.8. Embassy Secticn and as part of his -
responsibilities ag its Deputy Chicf, he supervised Second
Chief Directorate activities ageinst Americen service gt~
taches in ¥oscow. Ey this he meant, NOSENKO said, that when
GAVRILEXNKO (the case officer for Air Force Attaches),
KURILENKO (Army Attaches), or BELOCLAZOV (Naval Attaches and
Marines) had any questions or reports to submit, they would .
come {0 him rather than to KOVSHUK, the Chief of the section,
After about six months hce was relicved of this duty because
hig other duties did not allow sufficient time for this
function and because it was considered more suitable that
ALESHIN, rccently assigned to the Americapn Department as
Deputy Chief, be given this responsibility.

KOSENKO -had previously been questioned in detail on
his resoxsibilities in the U.,S5. Embassy Section, and had never
boefore mentioned this one. NOSENKO told CI.N in June 1964
that when he reported for duty inm the U.S, Enbassy Section
ip January 1960, DRANOVY 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 sgainst these targets.

NOSENKC said on 20 October 1966 that immediatelv 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. DHANOV 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 Moscow. (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 1o 1960 he was supervisor of operations
against all U.S. service attache personnel. NOSEWKO re-
plied: "I took the files only on the Navy, but I was working
on [supervising] all of thea.”

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 Yarine Colonel DULACKI® g

contact with (or attempt to recruit) the Indonesian KGB agent

g Which he has described in detail (see Page 488)
after he was relieved of these functions.
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k. TDY 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 concerning
operations against the American Legation in Sofia (Pages
279-283). NOSENKC flew to Sofia in early April 1961, where
he was met by A.S. EOILOY, an advisor there and a former
employvee of the Second Chief Directorate whom NOSENKO had
known at KGB Headquarters. NOSENKO remained i1n Bulgaria
until 2bout the middle cf May. While there he discussed
both general matters and particular cases with the Bul-
garians, gave several lectures on pperations 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 Bulgafian
liaison rcpresentatives in Mosccw before jeaving, and that
Le knew nothing of the organization, personnel, area of
responsibility, o1 problems of the American Department of
the Bulgarian service before arriving in Sofia.

NOSENKO was selected for this mission déspite the fact
that he was extremely busy with his duties in the U.S. Erbassy
Sectien (see above discussion of his responsibilities for

.gode clerks, ABIDIAN, and the military attaches) and despite

the fact that KOILOV 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 Departcent until 1953 and then from June 1955
until sometime in 1958 was Deputy Chief of the Tourist De-
partment, Second Chief Directorate. {X0ZLQV, 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 previous 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. Puring the first meeting-
series he described in detail how he set the operation up .
and what he said to LUNT when he personally 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 Bulgarvrian scrvice hecame 3avare
of LUNT's homosexual tendencies only after he caw LUNT's’
name or heardit mentioned; he recognized the name as that..of
a professor who had been asscssed as a homosexual when B
carlier visiting Moscow, and traces with the KUR Second Chict
Directorate confirmed that this was the same nman. In state-
ments rade -to U.S. authorities after the approach, LUNT said
Le had had horosexual relaticns at least five difrerent timcs
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 vccasion
stcpped on the street with him by a YBulyarian civil peclics-
man, and correcponded with him in the interim between his
first visit ond the one duriag which the arproz2ch teck place.
LUNT had written the Rulgarian hemosexual that he was retyrning
to Sofia vefore arriving on the second occasion.

The U.S. Visa and the Cubs TUY

YOSENKO said that in October 1960 he was sssisned to
accompany a delegation of automctive speciaiists cn a visit
to the United Stztes but that when this trir was cecelled,
he woent on (DY to Cuba (fages 274-278). aAfter he had com-
pleted arrangements for his passport and had submitted his
true name to the U.5. Embassy for a visa, thc Sovietls were
informed by U.S. authorities that the d.legation could not
then be accepted in the United States. At about the same
tire, a delcgation of nickel industry experts was being
readicd for departure to Cuba. At first, NOSENYO explained,
it was not considered nccessary for a sccurity officer to
accompany this delegation to a friendly country, but at the
last ronent, two days before the delecation was scheduled to
leave Moscow, the Central Committee ol the Communist Party
dermanded that such an officer go along. Because there was
no time to do otherwise, NOSENKO was chosen for this job
since he already had a valid passport and authorization to
travel abroad. Visa arranyemcnts werc 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 travel aoroad. (He travelled to
England in 1957 and 1958 as NIKOLAYEV, NOSENKO sai<

he had used this name with Uritish citizens SR XENE i
in the Soviet Union; as @E&H <. suspected of veing an intel-
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 NIKOLAYEV naze with
Americans; one of them was FRIPPEL who, according to the
CHEREPANOV papers and one other source, wos suspected by the
¥CE to be an American intelligence agent. NCSEYKO 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 NOSENKO used, again under true nane, in Geneva in 1962¢.
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NOSENKO said that the decision to send him to Cubs
was made two days before the delegation left MHoscow because
& security officer was required avrd he happened to have a
passport and authorization to travel. -The delegation left—
Moscuw on 15 November 1960, scd therefare [this decision
was reached on 13 November or thereabouts, NOSEXKO, who
had been transferred to the U.S. Eabassy Section in order
to supervise and revitalize operations against code clerks,
the Section®#é most important recruitment target, consequently
jeft Moscow on the day that MORONE slso departed by train
for Warsaw and at a time that his subordirate KOSOLAPOY was
in Helsinki (12-16 November 1960), apparently in conbection

. with an operatiorn against John GARLAND.

NOSENKO has given widely divergent accounts of the
purpose of his assignment to Cuba. In 1962 he related in
detail how he had been sent to investigate how the Cuban—
intelligence service was operating against Americans 8t
tioned in Havana, particularly intelligence officers. and
described what he did to fulfill this mission. Since 1964,
however, NOSENKO has claimed merely to bave been the gecurity
officer with the delegation.
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1. Personal Handlirg of Agents

¥hen NOSENKO transferred from the Tourist Department
to the Americean Department, he took along a number of the
sgents he had used in tourist operatiocng with bLim: YEFREMOV
and YOLvOV, FRIPPEL, DMITRIYEV, and RYTOVA. During this
period he also handled LEVINA, a librarian and language—
teacher at the U.S, Enbassy who was turned over to him by

"u.S. Ewbassy Section case officer MASSYA ipn 1960; and

PREISFREUND end gy who were used ip code clerk opera-
tions. These agents and NOSENKO's handling of them are dig-
cussed below.

(i) YEFXEMOV and YOLKOV

NOSENKD continued to pect with these 190 homosexual
sgents during Lis two years &s Deputy Chief of the section.
Hle did not use them in any way, nosever, accordirg to his
gccount. The ocly cobntact of the tso known to CIA was &
meeting in 1961 with BLRRETT., In 1959, while in Moscow end
a C1® agept, BARRETT was compremised DY YETREVOV and VOLROV:
ia 1961, shortly after 29 spparontly chence nonasing with
then, BARRETT vwes recruited by the KGLC on the basis of the
materisis obtained in 1059, NOSENIO descritced the compro-
mise cf BARRETT in 1959 and knew that he had been recruited
{p 1961,  He did not know of BARRETT's contacts with YELFRE-
wOV and YOLKOV in 1961.

{(41) FRIPPEL

NOSENKO said he continued to handlc TRIPFEL during the
196u-~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
necetings) “'kept hoping he would give something.” FRIPPEL
left the Soviet Union in January 1961, but NOSENKO continued
to be registered as his case officer.

.

{114) DUITRIYEV

DUITRIYEV, & specialist on Jepan and Thailsnd who
spoke Japanese and English, had teen KOSENKO's agent during
the 1955-1960 period, DUITRIYEV was then caployed by the
Japanese Exhibition in Moscow, and NOSENKO did not indicate
bow he was used in tourist operatious. NOSENSO did not
describe apy opecrational use of him in 1960 or 196l.

{iv) RYTOVA

RYTOVA was NOSENKO's agent inm the Tourist Department
after 1956 or 1957, at which time she was esmployed at the
Russian Permancnt Exhibit in Moscow. An Englisa speaker,
ghe reported any interesting information concerning visitors
to the exhibition. NOSENKO has not referred to any KGB operé-
tions in Moscow ip which she participated during his service
there.

(v) LEVINA
LEVIXA worked as & language tescher and lilbrarian at

the American Embassy and NOSENKO handled her because she
had & number of code clerks in her language classes, He
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met with IEVINA & punber of times, 12t she never reportcd

anything ipteresting and ¥es never uncd direcctly ip oprre-

tiors' involving the Arericans. "She =28 fired froa the
Embassy &t the end of 1960 or early 1931,

(vi) Johen PREISFREUND

As described in Pajes 173-131 and discusscd ebove,
PREISFREUND vwas, NOSENKO said, recruited by KOVSHUK in 19860
ard was bazdled LI NOSLNKO in the operation against James
STORSBERG. [Doth NOSLHNKC and PREISFREUND seid thrnt thig was
the only operation in which he tonk part. XOSZYKO suggested
to CIA that PREISYREUND would be able to attest to his
description of this case, and CIA interviewed PREISFREUND

in Helsinki and Stockholm during the suzmer of 1965, PREISa o -
YREUND's account gencrally agreed with %OSENKO's ond he was & | ‘

able to supply a considerable amount of personzliity and
background information concerning his forper CAZS officer.
From PREISIRELND's menner during these intervievs, the nature
of his responses and statements, ard his actions after the
interviess were completed, there was no reasonsble doubt

that he remaincd under KGB control while meeting the ClA
representatives.

MIKGB cryptonynm “SARDAR™) wzs recruited by NOFEN=
A Syrian BIEEESHA I ‘

was first targetted sgainst erice House in Geaeral, but
was -hen used only in the develonpment operation against
ZUJUS, the successor to Janes STGHSLERG as militsry code
clerk it Moscow, @EXEThpet and developed ZUJUS, but nothing
had come of the operstion at the tine NOSENKO transferred
from the American Department. Yo other use was made of this
ggent and there was 1O approach to ZUJUS. NOSENKO first
ggested that ClA actempt a2 “false flag' recruitment of

gusing his (NOSENKO's) name for this purpose; he pio-

3 M ater NOSENKO said that &g
like PREISFREUND, could verify NOSENKO's position as his
hendler in the ZUJUS operation (Pages 209-212) . CIA ipter-
viewed ZUJUS, who vaguely recalled havirg met =3 T

recall his name and denied that his relationshi
was as close as NOSENKO reported. :
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@w. Transfer to the Tourist Departnédt

Some time in the fall of 1961, NOSENKO said, he heard
of GRIBANOV's decision to promote himto the position of
Deputy Chief of the eotire Amcrican-Department. NO3ENKO, _ ..
however,  knew that his chief and friend KOVSHUX vwanted the
job and that FEDOSEYEV (Chief of the Department) also favored
KOVSHUK for this position. Realizing that his own appointi-
ment would therefore place him in a difficult position ard
wighing 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, wilh the understaoding that
he wouldé be made Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department
upon the retirement of the incumbent. BALDIN, in July 1962.
To this GRIBANOV agreed. NOSENKO said that GRIBANOV did

- 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 he discuss
with NOSENKO his persovnal requirements for these positions.
On one occasion, in early 1963, NOSENKO said that it was
pecause GRIBAKOV "thought I was a tough guy, a good case
officer. 1n 1959 I 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 American Deépartment 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 Americauv Department. haed esarlier held this po-
sition, according to NOSENKO and GOLITSYN. He iiad been per-
sonally involved in many of the more significant Americean
Department operations during the previous decade. These in-
cluded the recruitments of RIODES' and SMITH (the latter one
of NOSENKO's most inportant leads. according to NOSENKO);
the handling of SHAPIRO; the attempts to recruit STCRSBERG,.

STONE, -and MANNHEIM; the development of the CIA officer
»'lNT§§§ﬂ,and the interrogation of LANGELLE in connection with
he POPOY arrest. .

By contrast, GRIBANOV's original candidate for®the job,
NOSENKO, was present when KOZLOV recruited BURGI,and himself
recruited HARRIS and five homosexual tourists who visited
the Soviet Union in 19859. Furthermore, NOSENKO's perfor-
mance as Deputy Chief of the U.3. Embassy Section. as he
admitted under interrogation, was “not good.”

) NOSENKQO has given many contradictory dates for his
transfer to the Tourist Department. In 1962 NOSEXKO said

_at various times that this took place in January 1962 and

in February 1962: ip 1964 he timed the transfer as falling
gome time between 15 and 20 Japuary 1962; and in February
1965 he arrived at the date of 2 or 3 January 1862, after

it was pointed out that he appesred 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 seversl
days later.) XNOSENKO 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
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the Pushkin Street dead drop, i.e., until late Msrch 1862,
and by his insistence that he had roturned to the Tourist
Departzent by the time GOLITSYN defectod; he pluced this ou‘
15 January 1962 and refused to bellieve the correct date of
15 December 1961. )

p., Remarks

For no single responsibility has NOSENKO gubstantiated
his alleged service as Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy
Section in the vears 1960-1961. His statements about the
appointnent to and transfer from this position have been
inconsistent: bis comparatively narrow experience and his
acknowledged falsehoods about a personal relastionship with
the Chief of the KGB Second Chief Directorate, GRIBANOV,
dispel the likelihcod that these personnel sscignments were
made in the way he claims. Repeatedly he has beecn contra-
dictory about his activities during this two-year period,
shifting his story to suit the occesion and ignoring how
each succeeding version made all of his claims increasingly
incredible. The limited extent of NOSENKO's information
betrays 2 lack of familiarity with details on the duties,
targets, and most of the cpersntions which he has ascribed
to hirmself; in a certain few instances, however, such as
his description of "ABIDIAN's route to the Pushkin Street dead
drop, he has recounted events just as they are known from
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 ignorant of significant facts.

The reporting by NOSENKC thus was 80 superficial, so in-

conmplute, and §o_demonstrably erroneous as to suggest_ without

reservation that he never gerved as an officer in the U.S._
Eéb;géy“Séction,'zucb'less[agﬂits Deputy.Chief. All availa
*&ble evidence, excluding that from certain Soviets who were
CIA and FBl sources (see Parts VIII.H. and VII.I, below),
combines to formulate this conclusion.
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7. Tourist bDepartment (1962-1964)

a. Introducti~cn

NOSLNKO ajreed during the interrogatious at the beginning
of 1965 that he must have reported for duty as Chief of the

. pmerican Tourist Section on about 3 January 1962.*% 1In this

job he was responsible for pianning and suparvising KGB acti-
vities against all tourists of Aperican, British, and Caradian
nationalities arrivirg in the USSR, and his duties also encom-
passed preparations for the coming tourist season (Pages 285~
287).

In July 1962, in conformity with GRILANUV's intenctiong,
NOSENKO was promoted to the position of Deputy Chief of the
entire Tourist Department; it had a table of organizaticr of
close to 100 staff officers, was responsible for handling ocvera-
tions against all tourists to the Soviet Union, and mairtzined
the facilities used in these operations. A year later NOSEHKO
received the title of First Deputy Cnief of the Departnent, &
“paper” promoticn as there was no other deputy. During this
pericd in the Tourist Department, in addition to his supervi-
sory duties {cuncerning which he has rot been guestioned in
detail), NOSENKO took personal part in approaches to several
tourists, organized and directed the arrest of an American
tourist on hcrosexual charges, and met with a number of agents.
It was kis serior supervisory position that involved him in two

€ the most widely publicized cases of this pericd, the arrest
of BARGHOORN. and the case of OSWALD.

b. Mbsences from Yoscow:

During his two years in the Tourist Department, NOSENKO
was availapble to perform his assigned duties only part of the
time. ‘After arriving in the American Tourist Section and after
‘the approach to JOENSON on 5 January 1962, NOSENKO spent sev-
eral weeks “gettinjy the feel"” of things by talking to case offi-
cers, reviewing repcrts of the section's activities during the
previous two years, and discussing plans for the up-coming tour-

ist season. In mid-February he began preparations for his assign- _
ment to Gereva with the Disarmament Delegation. NOSENKO has .---——"="777

said that this involved discussions with the Eleventh Depart-
ment of the Second Chief Directorate, responsible for arranging
for security coverage of Soviet delegations going abroad, as
well as with the case officers responsible for the investigation
of suspected American agent SIAKHOV. NOSENKO said that he did~
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 in February 1962. On

15 March 1962, NOSEMKO 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

F"fhis date was settled upon after hLe acknowledgecd that his
approach to the American tourist W.E. JOHNSON must have
occurred on 5 January,
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of the Americcn Tourist Section, he wa3 in Mostow oaly three
months ard for nmuch of this tirme was ipvolved in breaking in
or his rew job or in pieparing for his temporary assignment .
abrozd. MNOSZHKO said ne hed "no accomplishments” in this !
period. L :

In the fall of 1962, NOSENKO went nn leave for a month in
Sochi with his wife urd mother. 1OSENXO has estimated that six
months of 1963 were spent ©n Various temporary assignments in
the Soviet Union outcide cf Mostow, plus a one-month's vacation
in 1653, From 15 June 19€2 to s artivael in Sencva con 19 Janu-
ary 1964, a period of 18 months, UOJENKO was absent from KG3
Headquerters for eight months. Trus 1n the period 1962-63,
holding supervisory positions, NOSELKO was absent or "reading
in® for about 13 months, cr akout 50 percent oi the time.

c. Personal Participalion in Cperat:ons

HOSENKO hod direct operationcl cortact with three hmericans
during 1962 ard 1963. Two of these {Lhe approach to JOHNSCN
ard the interrogation oi haARSGHOCKY) were unu<ual in that they
were provocatiorns without any attempt to recruit the target;
NOSELKO could namne no cther examples of such operations. In
poth cases, the victim of the provccation has verified NOSENKRO's
preserce. The third cace, the rec-ruitnent agpproiach to BRAMNS,
was unsuccessful. Additiornally, WOZfNKO supervised the homo-

sexual ceanromise ot KCTEN, who was closely vied in with gtRair e
2 i A R s censitive scurce and related.

(1) The W.E. JCHNSCH Provoraticn

JOHNSON (Pages 289-293), WO3ENKO said, was in loscow as
a tourist in early January 1962 ard was considerrd for recrult-
ment, but a decision was made thet he was nct worth the eflort
as he had rno access to classified materials ang lived too tar
from the KGB Legal Residencies i1n Washington and Wew York City.
(JCHNSON's home was in Texas.) Severai days after this deci-
sion was made, postal intercepts showed that JCINSON' was writing
abusive letters concerning the Soviet Un:on. They were "soO
bitter" and critical that the KGB decided that something had
to be done to stop him, At about the same time the KGB received
an indication that JOHIZOW was a romosexual, and {t was’decgﬁed
to entrap him cn this basis and force hum to promise not to
write any more letters or criticize the U3SR in articles when
he returned to the United States. The compromise was effected
by use of NOSENKO's homosexual agents, and NOCSENKO was able to
describe the confrontation scene, his second meeting with JOHN-"
SON, and JOKNSON's frigntened telephore call to the U.S, Embassy
reporting that NOSENKO had recontacted him.

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
nane and the date "5 January 1962." This 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

TOP SECRET

gt

e ¥ 1
s

i

v

o =t ot g -

B

s 2 ®

i
i
?



44-00000

735.

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 same time thcre were indi-
~ cations of homosexuality. Then the operation was mounted
‘. against him. This implies a very tight time schedule. JORNSON .
arrived in Moscow on 31 December 1961; NOSEWKO said he reported o
for duty as Section Chief on 3 January 1962; 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.
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Although NOSENKO implied in 1962 that his homosexual agents
VOLKOV and YEFREMOV were the ones who criginally detexmined
EcngNSON's hemosexuality, he said in 1964 only that there were
signs.” ~ NOSEKKO did not know what these indications were Or -
where they came from. JOHNSON reported that he first met the :
agent VOLKOV on 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 anc 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.

RS

NOSENKO has described the caution taken in othar homosexual
entrapment cases and has named several which were called off
because of a risk of gcancdal. 1t is, therefore, vnusual 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. ) - i

NOSENKO did not know why he became involved in this opera-
tion the’day after he reported for duty in the senior position
of Section Chief. He said only that BOBKOV, a Deputy Chief of
the Skcond Chief Directorate, told him to do it. ODuring his
talks with JOHNSON, KOSENKO introduced himself to JOHNSON as
*Georgiy Ivanovich NIKOLAYEV,”® (rendered by JOHNSON as NIKOLOV)
the "Chief of Police.”

l . (41) The BARGHOORN provocation-Arrest

. The arrest of Professor BARGHOORN (Pages 3U4-309) took .
place at the end of October 1963, at the time NOSENKO said he
was First Deputy Chief of the Tourist Cepartment. NOSENKO has

T Tiow NOSENKO's self-stated and confirmed participation in a'
i Tourist Department operation on 5 January 1962 carries
: implications for his account of ABIDIAN‘s visit to the

| . PENKOVSKIY dgad drop is discussec above.
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described in cetail the selcction of B).3HOLPKN as & hostege for
Tvaniov (the KGB officer arrested chortiv befnr- in New York
City as a result of G e S IUAN N L %3 the plairing
of the provocation, oi.= pEPeg EERMPRP RIS (ling BAIGHOORN
which were not related to the provocation, DBANCHOORN'S arrest .
in Moscow, and the early ctag?3 of his interrogation. Except
for some varlaticn in datcs, LOSENKO's accounts of BARGEODRI'S’
movenents and of-the sequcnce of events in the provocation-
arrest matched that of BARGIHOOR!. This case is in two way3
similar to the appxoach to W.E. JOHNSON: It was an operation
in which there was _no thought of recruitment, and BARGHCOM was
able to identify NOSENKO as a participant.

BARGEOORY reported that the day after his arrest he was
questioned by the same officer who had interrogated him the
evering Lefore abcut the *compromising materials” which had
been planted on him. With this officer on this one occasion
was his "chief,” whom BARGHOORN gubsequently identified Dy photo-
graph as NOSELKO. NOSENKO has sald that he was told.by the
Chief of the Tourist Department that GRIPANOV wanted him (N0OSELKO)
present in the interrogation room at the time when BARGHGOPH
admitted that he had the. compromising information in his posses~
gicn at the time cf arrcst. NOSENKO did not kncw why hig pir=
ticular presence was aceded or deairecd, tut he complied des;ite
the fact that he did rot want to reveal hig face to BARGIHOOPN
as he kncw BARGHOORN would be releezsed. 5OSILKO gaid that he
stayed in the interrogation room ornly until the interrogatirg
of ficer sccured this aamission and then he left. BARGHOCRY
has reported that UNSEURO attended one of the interrogaticn
sessions, that this session covered only biogrepinic and bzrkground
matters, and that tne ccmpromising dorurents and his possessicn
of them had been discussed the previous evening, right after his

arxest.

1n describing the plannirg of this provccaticn, NOSEZNKO
told ClA that the suggestion to pruvide SARGHOORN came f{ren
GRIEANOV, who took the idea of arresting BARG!OOKN to KGB Chair-
pman SEMICHASTHYY, but did not divulge t> him thet it would ke .
based on provocation. nhis was on the Jay befnre the arrast.
SEMICHASTIYY agreed with the idea of the arrest ard saecured
permission to carry it out from BREZHNEV, as KHRUSHCHEV was
out of Moscow at the time. Reliazble scurces show, however,
that KHRUSHCHEV was in Mcscow on 30 Dctober, the day when SEMI-
CHASTNYY allegedly called BREZENEV, and was also there on il
October, the day cf the arrest. BREZHNEV was not seen Ly
westerners in Hoscow from 29 October until 2 November 1363.

fiii) The Avproach to BPAUNS

NOSENKO said he personally approached the American tour-
ist BRAUNS (Pages 293-295) shortly aiter returning to Moscow
syom 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 working
at an "interesting company making computers, adding machines,
or other instruments.® NOSENKO had originally instructed his
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subordinate KRUPNOV to handle the case, but KRUPNOV was not able
to get anywhere with BRAUNS and in the middle of the approach
called NOSENKO fcr hLelp. NOSELKD went to the Mcscod Hotel where
KRUPNOV and BRAUNS were talking, and he eventually secured-
ERAUNS' agreement to cooperate, againsc threas of imprisonrcent
for treason on the basis of his wartim2 flight from the Soviet
Union. BRAUNS left Moscow the next day for Leningrad, and be-
cause NOSENKO felt the recruitment was “shaky,” KRUPKROV was "~
sent after him to consclidate the agreement, DPRAUNS refused

. to see KRUPNOV howevcr, 80 again NOSENKO went to help hin. It

was clear to NOSENKO, hcwaver, that BRAUNS was s8C frightenecd
that he would never work for the KGB; NOSTNKO thereupen 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 sRAUNS had visited thu Soviet Uaicn,
and he was unable to name any Soviet citizens with whom BrAUNS
came into contact while in the USSR. ERAUNS, irn fact, had spent
almost a weck in Moscow before the approac. was wade. . During
thig time’ he spent his days with an Inturist tour arnd his even-
ings with an ocld girlfriend he had known Tafore the war. She
had been writing to BRAUNS in the United States for ahout a year,
telling him of her unhappy marriage and iwpendiry divorce.

EREUNS  had written her of his intencion to vizit the USSR, and
che travelled specially from her heme in Lenincrad to MOSCOW tO
spend this time with him.

According to the account given by ERAUNS, the men (NOSENKO,
acccrding to NOSENXO) who jcined him and his original interrc-
gator in !Moscow was the person who first epproached him in Lenin-
grad. This suggests, if correct, that it was NOSENKG who was
sent there to consolidate the recruitnent, not KRUPNDV. BRAUNS
was unable to-identify NOSLNKO's photograph but explained that
he was so frichtered that he prcbably cculd pot recognize any-
one involved. Other aspects of his story therefore may ke ccn-
fused.

(iv)} The Arrest of KOTEN

NOSENXO said he supervised the homosexual provncation and

arrest of American tour guide KOTEN in 1963 and the develop-
ments in the case were reported to him (Pages 298-332); he was .
not in face-te-face contact with KOTEN. HOSENKDO explained that
KOTEN, a member of the CPUSA, had freguently visited the USSR
gin~e the war, hei numerous suspicicus contacts there, and was
considercd possibly to be a “plant”® (presurably of the FBI) ir

rmunist Party. Prior to his arrivel in-1963, €@ = iala
= (R/a¥Eategal Residency reported coa: KOTEN was in contac.-

with an s~portant ZEaScent in m& that he was carrying
the addrecs of relatives of this agent with nim on bhis trip,
and that he intended to visit them. ©On this basis, it was
jdered that he might have the missicn of investigatina
¥ er.t insise the USSR, EMEEZ Sy TR e AR
v ala, AS 1t wWatc BUSpES

L rips that KOT
was a homosexual, the KGB planned to compronise hir, arrest
_him, breakX him, and provide time for the €% agont to make his
escape from the United States. KOTEN was arrested, but the &3
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agent refused to lcave tne United States, and wren the CPUSA
protested the arrest of one of its memders, KOTEN was rcleased.

YOTEN was a long-tine cormunist, and there are no apuvarent

reasons why the KGB should doubt his loyalty. His homogexuality
was well-known to his acguajintances within the CPUSA, and at
iet Union he was acting as a tour

the time of his trip to the Sovi
guide for rhe Hew York firm “afton Tours,” which is owned by
SVENCHANSKIY. (NOSERKO said Lhat SVENCHANSKIY, aldo a Commuiist,

was his own agent at the time of KOTEN'S arrest.)

give & considerable am

NOSERKO was able to
ﬂgent" ‘_, :‘v: ; A ("‘?’.;__': e

ing data on the ®important
This agent had been idensi

o an

Leen arcested on chargas of homo-
jat to pruss scrvices two days

gexuality wab ileaked by Inturl
f the orrest, resulting in wide pub-

The fact that KOTEN had

after the reported date ©
licity in Western newspapers. [(tha U.S. ~rbassy was nct noti-
fied officially until =wo days later.) There was no apparent
reascn for this extrenciy unusuzl step by the KG3, which can

2 assumed to manipulate Inturist for operaticnal support pur-

POBES.

After the CPUSA had protested the action, XOTTH was re-
jcased frcm priscn., Hz was told that the incident was a mistake
which had been corrected, that h2 was free ro go anywhcre he
in the Soviet Uaion, and that re ¢2:..d return anytime.

%3 the @ agent, has since repatriated to the Soviet

d. Agents Handled by NOSENKO

the U.S. Embassy Section to

wWhen NOSENKO transferred from
th him the two homcsexual

the Tourist Department, he took wi
agents VOLKOV dnd YEFRZMOV, PREISFREUND, and PYTOVA
{Pages 287-289).. The homosexuals he used the day after his
return, in the operaticn against W.E. JCHNSON, This was their
first operational use since the fall of 1353; they were never

used again before beinyg terminated at the end of 1962 or early
1963, NOSENKO said, because they were

"t0o well known.® PREIS~-
FREUND was considered compromiscd to tmerican Intelligence
following the defection of GOLITSYH, €O he also was never used
again, although NOSEKRKD met hin sccielly when PREISFRELND re-
turred to Moscow oOh tusiness trips as recently as 1963. During
the first part of 196z, on instr

) uctions from KOVSHUK and the
- Chief of the americon Department, NOSENKO continued tc meet
with who was still involved in the development of ZUJIUS,
the anerican code clerk. MNOSEL¥O last saw

: before going
to Ceneva in March 1962; WEISS left +he Soviet Union to return
to Syria while NOSENKO was away.

"RYTOVA, NOSENKO said, had
been his agent since 1956 or 1957.

“gome time in 1962 she moved
from her pcsition as an instructor of Greek at the Institute

TOP SECRET

< et s St i ans



NN B

g

R .

LA w2

>
i3
X
4
3
x4
5
®
e;ﬁ
I
5
e
B
=
.-:»5
;:3
K4
F

R

LIV
Tl
s

Wl

QIR S it s B T

I IERET O Y

o
Ciee

SRR

<3
&y
A

i

SR

T4
AT

i
oo

S

5

2

. ' -".“‘35.'535;34

g e

139,

of International Relations to a position in the school of the
CPSU Central Committee and ceased agent work. Altheugh she
was inactive, KOSENKO continued to be registered as @r case
officer until 1964, when he defected. :

(i} FRIPPEL
Having left his assignment in Moscow in early 1961, FRIPPEL

" (pPages 129-133" and’ Pary vili.D.5.) returned several times to

the Soviet Union in 1962 ard 1963. NOSENKO, who remained his
case officer although PRIPFEL 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 KOSEIIKO and
CHELNOXOV in Odessa, and two later times in MOSCOW and Ddessa,
when NOSERKO came alone. NOSENKO denied that he met FRIPPEL

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 gaid NOSENKO called briefly at
his hotel room to enquire what questions ‘the editors planned

~ to ask KHRUSHCHEV during 23 planned interview. When FRIPPZL.

gaid he did not know, NOSENKO departed and FRIPPEL later re-

rted that he did not see NOSENKO again on this trip/ {NOSENKO
said 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 HOSENKO 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 one 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
no information of value during any of these meetirgs. .

(ii) SVENCHANSXIY

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 purposeé, NOSENKO said, in 1961 and used
to send open~-code signals to the Tourist Department by marking
visa applications whenever he spotted anything significant.
some of SVENCHANSKIY's signals had been, considered, NOSENKO
said, "of definite operational interest.” In September 1963,
NOSENKO took the case over from the previous handling cfficer,
NOSKOV, and his name was ligted in SVENCHANSK1IY's file as the

responsible officer.

NOSENKO first said that he had read SVENCHANSKIY's file
and then changed this to say that he had only skimmed it. He
met twice with his new agent, once in September 1963 and once
jater in the year. On both occasions, NOSROV was present.
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NOSELFO said that at the time SVENCHANSKLY was recruited
in 1961 that, because SVENCHANSKIY was known <0 have had con-
tacts with AMTORG in New York, there was some guspicion that
he mignt be an FBI agent. NOSENKO was unable to be more pre-
cise as to tne basis for these suspicions and, when asked how
NOSYOV had resolvec them, was able to say only that NOSKOV
sfelt” that SVENCHANSKIY was not an American agent.

NOSENKO knew little about SVENCHANSKIY's background from
the one-volume file kept on him in the Tourist Department: He
aid 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
to his travel agency, SVENCHANSKIY ran a Russian-language book-
store in Chicago. FBI 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 hations 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 nis book store are affiliated with registered Sov-
jet agencies, inturist and Mezhkniga. Allegation3 on file of
SYENCHANSKIY'S Communist sympathles and probable Soviet espion-
age activities date back to the Second World War. In August
1950, Harry GOLD linked SVENCHANSKLY to the Soviet espionage
network in the United States during the war. The FBI has re-

5 e zntLllea T PePTonc time bzen the
Tdential cecretary of GOLOS, the “"director of Soviet espion-
age in the United States.” (NOSENKO knew that someone called
Sonya worred 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 Investigation

As First Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO -
said, he was directiy involved in the investigation of OSWALD's
actfvities in Minsk which was ordered after the assassination
of President KENNEDY (2Qages 136~144 and Part vIirr.p.s.). It
ig from his rxole at this time and his reading of the Minsk KGB
file on OSWAID that NCSE:KO derived his authority to state that
the KGB “"washed its hands of OSWALD® after nis 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

l1ived in Minsk was restricted to passive okbservation. .

§. The CHEREPANOV Investigation

part Viii.B.é.c. contains a discussion of the CHEREPANOV
case, in which NOSENKO claims to have been involved in Novem-
ber 1962 while Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department.
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g. Remarks

Leaving aside NTSENRO's unsubstantiated cluoims to super-

visory jobs in the msurist Department in 1962~1953, when he
indicated he was absent from KGB Headquarters nearly half of
the time, his pcrsorsl ro.e in operatiors and investigations
of the period appears artificial in sope instances and im-
plausible in others. NKOSENKO’s knowledge of the originsg of
the JOHNSOXN case is8 incorplete, the timing conflicts with other
activitics attributed to hirself, the expressed purpose of

tne compromise in unigue, and the outcoms seems to have little
consequence beyond enabling JOHNSOXN tO confirm that NOSEXNKO
appeared in it. Although BRALIS may have been in a position
to corioborate NOSEnXQ's appearance in that operation, he has
rot done so and his statements contradict HKOSENKO on the part
the latter played. So too Jo the statements cf BIPGHOORN, who

recognized NOSENKO as a person who was seen briefly during the
interrogation sessions; cortain facts from other sources con=
tradict NOSENKO on one important cetail (KHRUSHCHEV's presence

ir. Moscow) of the EARGHOORN arrcst,
hostace actizn for events in &8

promep R PLSFETe  NOSELKO'S informa
orican Communist XKOTIN seems

exnlaire

'

information on the DECAGL o ast
{fragmentary, lacking even the most impcreant

Y

_simplyﬁto Lave conflrmed

d as_a reta}iation-

5 g e T
2 plifo e 2

[

UL LET GLLES

yiZdn. NCSEUXO's
cperation i3

facts krown from

‘peveral, mainly overt, scurcesj his attendance at meetings
with SVENCHANSXIY: was confined to the two times when the .
original handler was also present. The position of NOSENKO in

_the ERIPPELVand OSWALD cases is discussed in Part vIi11.D.5.

In summary, KO ENKO's operational work was not comrensurate
with that of a Section Chief and Deputy Jepartment Chief, nor

with that of a case officer, regardless of ra
participation of NOSENYFO in Tourist Departmen

been or might be coafirmed by other souvrces,

nk. Where the
t activities has

it is therefore

T

ey

st sy

unproven that he was in a supervisory position in ta2 KGB or ‘::::“:w

¢hat he was even a case officer.
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E. Examination of Other Aspects of NOSENKO's Biography

1. XGB Awards and Ranks

a, Awards

At various times since contacting CIA in 1962, NOSENKO
described a series of awards and decorations which he received
over the years for his performance of duties in the Second Chief
Directorate (Pages 313-321). lle claimed to have received the
Order of Lenin, the Order of the Red Star, and the Ozder 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 hmerican homosexuals). NOSENKO told of a
number of other commerdations which he received--almost one a
year--for his *general good work." In October 1966 NOSENKO
said that he never received any awards for his KGB operational
performance, only a medal for satisfactcry completion of 10
years of KGB service and a Red Army anniversary medal.

b. Ranks

NOSENKO's descriptions of his various rank promotions fol-
jow a similar but more complicated pattern {Pages 322-326).
He has given two separate sets of circumstances for hés .first
promotion, frcm junior lieutenant to lieutenant. According to
the first of these, the one NOSENKO adnered to during 1964 and
1965, he was promoted to che rank of lieutenant while serving
in the Far East with the naval GRU at the teginning of 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 duty until March 1951 and that his
promotion to lieutenant was in mid-1952, while stationed in
Sovetsk, on the Baltic. Ia all his accounts, HOSENKO has said
that he entered the KGB with the rank of lieutenant as this
had been his rank in the naval GRU.®*

puring 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 a 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
TpY authorization issved for the CHEREPANOV search,®** which

FEce Part VIIL.D.2. for a discussion of the likelihood that
NOSENKO served in the naval GRU.

#% See Part VIII.B.7.c. for an analysis of the CHEREPANOV
cCase.

ot e

e ot << e = < £

et e PR, R 0

[Py n":.‘...‘ -



14-00000 H -

f 743.

gave NOSENKO's rank as lieutenant colone!l and was slgned by
GRIBANOV himsclf and testified to it by his signature on the
*official biographical statement® prepared in Frankfurt.

The first major change in NOSENKO's story of his promo-
ticns came during the interrogations of Jenuary 13965 wnen he
volunteered out of context and for no clesr reason that he hed
never held the rank of major but rather, because of a scries
of administrative slip-ups and GRIBANOV's adviz: and help, had
jumped directly from the rark of captain, which he received
in 1556, to thez rank of lieutenant coiorel in late 1963.
NOSENKC was later to claim that he had never said in 1962 tha:

he was a major.®*

b
f
i

g

In. an unsolicited statenent given to TIA in April 1966,
NOSENKO wrote that he was only a captain and that the TDY authori-
zation for the CHEREPANOV secarch had becn filled out in error.

=

g
by
.§
Z
e
3

C. ZRCMarxs

NOSENKO's admissions regarding his awarcds and procmotions
directly affoct his self-portraiture as a successful and rapidly
risirg KG3 officer. They also have a kb i ~ or £ the
alleged reasons for this rise &
GRIBANOV's favoritism. NOSIENKO s
BANOV's name to each cf the awards he earlier cl
received. In most cases it was GRIBANOV who cecided that
NOSENKO should get a particular award; in the rest, it was
GRIEANOY who physically presented thc award to NCSENKO. The
same. is true of NOSENKO's account of his rank premotions:
GRIBANOV, NOSENKO said, had promised him that he would be pro-
moted directly from senior lieutenant to major in 1959; when
the Persornel Department made a mistare and only promoted
NOSENKO to captain, GRILANOV adviscd him to accept this rank
ané promised@ that when he had completed sufficiert time in grade

: _ for promotion to major, GRIBANOV wculd sce to it that he was

: promoted directly to lieutcnant colonel. fhis is what happened,
NOSCHKO saicd in 1965, and after he received hisg rank of lieu-
tenant colonel, GRIBAIOV called him in and congratulated him.
On the basis of NOSEXKO's admissivas, there is additional rea-
gon to queg:mion his relaticnship with GRIBANOV.®*®

NOSENKO carried with him to Geneva, against YGR regulation
and for no reason he could explain, ar official HIB document
listing -im as a lieutenant colonel and signed by GRIBANCV him=
self as well as by :two provincial authorities. This suggests
strongly that the lie concerning LOSENKO's rank was not NOSEKKO's
alone. (If, in fact, as pointed out above, the CHEREPANOV
papers were fabricated by the KGB, then there was ro genuine search

" for CHEREPANOY and NOSENKO's document is also fabricated and
not a mistake as NOSENKO claims.)

¥ This change of story coincided clcselv in time with a change .
: E Shortly after NOSENRO's ‘

in the information reported by § :
defection had said that remarks by his KGB assoclates
hae MOTTNKO rags 3 lieutenan

[y

~®& 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

[TVt il VLT i S

NOSENKO drifted into the Komsomol, he said, in 1943 or
1944 without giving the step any thought whatsoever. All of
his friends at the Baku school were joining, so NOSENRO did
too. He remained an indifferent member of this Communist
youth organization throughout his scnool and university years,
in the GRU, and during his first year as a KGB officer. Or
arriving in the U.S. Embassy Section of the American Depart-
ment in 1953, NOSEKKO told CIA, he was appointed Secretary of
the small Komsomol Organization of the Second Chief Director-
ate, a group of about 17 members.

.
a
5.

PRI ARbe Y
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S b. Discucsion

NOSENNO was guestioned by DERYABIN oOn his duties as Kom~
somol Secretary {(Pajes 623) and, although able to give a super- !
ficial account of trhese functions, was fournd to be unaware of i
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 Kom-
somol Congress ({(the first in nany vyears and therefcre a major
event) had been held during his claimed tenure as Secretary.

NOSENKG said that he held the position of Xomosmol 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
after this incident, said NOS&ENKO, he was removed from nis
position and a “strict reprimand® was placed in his Kom-
sope,l file. Several months thereafter, on the eve of his 27th
birthday, NOSENKO was forced out of the Komsomol because he was
‘too old. For over a year, until January 1956 when HNOSENKO was
admitted as a candidate member of the Communist Party of the
" Soviet Union, he vas the only cfficer in the KGB who was neither
'a Komsomol nor a Party member. LOSLNKO's account of his expul=-
: sion from the Komsozol on reaching his 27th birthday is con-
; tradicted by the official Statutes of the Komsomol in effect
at that time. These regulations stipulate a maximum age of
25 years and NCSENKO should therefcre have been forced cut at
the end of October 1953, upon reaching his 26th birthday. This i
was explained to NOSENKO, who insisted that he remained a member
until he became 27 years old and that no special exceptions
were made in his case.

¢. Remarks

The fact that NOSENKO is incorrect regarding the age limi-
tation makes it cdoubtful that his account of the venereal
disease incident and his removal from the Komsomol Secretary-
ship is true. The date which he gives to this incident is
after that on which he should have been expelled from the Kom=-
gomol. (Additionally, NOSENKO's descripticns of the veneral
disease incident, his use of false documents, and his subsequent
punishment by the KGB and the Komsomol have been inconsistent;
see Pages 80-8l).
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The evidence that NOSENKO lied about this particular
aspect of his first tour in the U.S. Embassy Section further
suggests tha® his entire account for this period of his
career is fabricated (See Part VIILI.D.3.).
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references to these other sources, is summarized below, i

P
746.
3. Schooling
a. Ictroduction ‘ -
There is relatively little reliable collateral information
concerning NOSEXKO's schooling up until 1950, Other than what

. he himself has reported, available information consists of over%!
‘press releases pertaining to the Minister NOSENKO's career {and. _

giving his location at various times) and comments by one KGB
officer and one defector, NOSENKO's awn account, together with

With the exception of minor variations in dates, attribut- f
able to memory, NOSENKO's. story of his early years until the :

-beginning of World War 1I, when he had just completed the sixth

grade in Moscow, has been generally consistent in its various
tellings. Moreover, his accounts of having studied in Lenin-
grad and Moscow agree with information concerning the positions -
and moverments of the elder KOSZRKO during these years. In con- !
trast, the pericd immedietely following, during which NOSENKO ¢
allegedly received his early training in naval matters {s 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 evacucled
with the entire school from Moscow to Kuybyshev in September
to begin studies in the seventh grade. (An article in the Sov-
ijet 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, NOSENXO remembered that 1
he did not go to Kuybyshev at this time but rather had been
evacuated to €nhelyabinsk with his mother and entered the seventh
grade of a regular school. '

1964 ard 1965 that he returned from Kuybyshev in the summer of
1942 arnd secured admission to the Leningrad Naval Preaparatory
School, alcng with which he was evacuated by train to Baku in
the fall of that year. In April 1966, after inserting the year
spent at Chelyabinsk with his mother, NOSENKO moved all events
up a year and wrote in his actobiography that he entered the :
Kuybyshev school in the fall of 1942 rather than the fall of i
!
f

t
In keeping with his respective accounts, HOSENKO said in '
{

!

1941. NCSENKO also wrote at this time that he transferred to
the Leningrad preparatsry school and travelled to Baku in the
fall of 1943, not 1942.%

* Describing the reasons for his transfer to the Leningrad Naval
Preparatory School, NHO3ENKO explained that the Moscow special .
naval school was evacuated further to Achinsk in Siberia and i
‘that this was farther from hcme than he wished to go. The
Red Ster article menticned above 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.

e ad®
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_ earlier accounte hc said he was at the preparatcry school there

| v olLulitd

2qain to accommodate the added yecar in Chzlyabinsk, NOSENKO
gaid in 1966 that he spent half a ycar factually, according to
the rest of the story, about thrze months) in Baku before run-
ning away from schocl back to Mescow in Jenuary 1944, In

from Cctober 1942 until January 19¢4. Earlier he had also
giver. exganaive and charging accounts of his escape from school
to join the Soviet front against the Germans at Tuapie; now he
admitted that this was a lie. By cutting the time he was in :
Baku from 15 months to about three, NOSENKO also admitted im-

Plicitly that his accounts of the basic trainirng he received

in the preparatcry school, of the sumier he spent working at

the school rather than returning to Moscow on vacatica, ard of

his ®"certainty” that he colebrated his 15th birthday in Baku

were also false.

NOSENKO has bLeen relatively consistent in recounting the
events of 1944. 1In 1364, 1965 and again in 1366 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 preparatory school returnad to Leningrad
in the autunn of 1344. On several occasions durinj 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 his April 1966 autobiography.

NOSENKO's account of the next years is similarly marked
with a number of incoasistencies and falsehoods. (In the
latter category he has claimed and later admitted as untrue that
he atternded the Frunze Naval Academy from 1543 to 1944, that
he was on active military duty until being demobilized in 1945,
and that he wes ghct in the hand by a jealous ycung naval offi~-
cer in 1945.) According to the account given under interroga-
tion in April 1964, KOSELKO was chot in the hand at a party in
the end of April 1945, was hospitalized, resigned from the :
preparatory school, and received a certificate of satisfactory
completion of the tenth grade, although he had been in school
only since Kovember 1944. 1In 1965 and 1966 NOSENKO said, re-
spectively, that he was shot by a neval officer in February
or March 1945 and that he shot himself in “early” 1945; since
the 1964 interrogaticns he has claimed only that he received
a statement of the courses hre had attended at the preparatory
school and that he completed the tenth grade at thc Shipbuild- {
ing Tekhnikum in Leningrad. ) ‘

JOr SR

The earliest collateral information specifically concern-

ing NOSEBKOTS educat;onal packgroug;_ﬁﬁpaa;s to hlﬂéfhééa*ka
gereral sericd dcgﬁ;zbed annve.,éi}.F§§.i ;;.;ai??a,.‘-,_'_w
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A Thoihd 3 g 1 o o et Sy
e Sovict Navy defector ARTAMON & naval

preparatory school with NOSFHKO during the period 1344 to 1946.

ARTAMONOV, after NOSENKO's defection was publicized, said he

had xnown a scn of the M

inister NOSENKO in

the nzval school in

Leningrad fronm
NOSENKO and con

1944 to 1946.

He was then shown a picture of

€irmed this was the man.

to NOSEKKO's statements, NOSENKO would

However, acccrding
have been about two

S
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classes behind ARTIMONOV, and wouid rave bheun at the scnool

for only about two months. 1t is ccnceivadle trat the preseace
of the scn of the Mimister of Snipruilding woulzl be widely known
in the school and later remembered, but s0 would that son's
self-inflicted wound ard disappearance, which ARTAMONOV has not
mer.tioned. It is unlikely, moreover, that ARTAMCNOV could (20
years 1ater) reliably recognize a photo of a person who had been
there such a short time and not in ARTAICNOV's class. {NOSERKO
claims rot to have known ARTAMONIOV nor to recognize the name.)

In all azccounts, including his 1962 statements, HOSENKO
has said that he entered tte Irstitute of International Rela~
tions in Moscow in 1945, His descriptions of cuurses, events
and fricnds 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 exaninzcion in the subject of
vMarxism-Leninism, " of which he was ashamed. UHOSENKO indst re-
cer.tly ciaimed that he received his 2iploma in thre end of the

summer Of 1950. Rs A

3 4]
o g TP

c. Remarks

ROSCHKO's own admissions, as well as the small amount of
collateral informatior available, make it clear that auch of his
account of his education has been false. ‘‘he reasons for tnis
are rot at all clear and periaps, ir fact, there is no logical
explanation. The Cia psychologist who tested ond questioned
“GSENKO atout his youth sucgested that, under ~orditiors of
interrogation, he may lie for no other rezson other than his
neeé Lo save face., Thas view is an accurate gescription of
HOSERKO's behavior when questioned irn cetarl on this and other

spects of his pre-KGE life; it is not 5o with regard to ques-
tioning on his intelligence career, Nor does the psychologist's
view appear to explain why NOSENKO forgot or was unwilling to
tell Cla about an entire y<ar of his life, particularly such &
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 why NOSENKO originally voluntecrced the story of his
travel to Baku in the fall of 1942, when this was untrue, oOr
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 is not the person he claims
to be (and with a completely false life history, or one
lived Ly someone else) Las been examined carefully, but
no clear conclusion can be drawn on the basis of available
evidence. :
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F. Appraisals of NOSENKO, his Motivation, and Other Opera-
Tionel Circumstances

1. iIntroduction

Appraisals of NOSENKCQ the man and of his motivations

gust be founded, as with any source, on factors which are

often immemsureable, but fewer reservations reed be attached
to an appraisal of the other circumstances affecting the
course of events in Geneva in 1962 and 1964, These opera- -
¢ional 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 &re 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 KOSENXO foubd him to
be of above-average intelligence, cne of them sayling that
vuis effective iptelligence is more cleverness than intel-
lectuality. more shrewduess than efficiency. " He is capeble
of good memory and, as {ilustrated hx biS repeafting certain

facts_in TﬂEﬁ}ﬁ@ﬁ:ﬁ?“ﬁéiééj’éipgg;e_qg_whgj_appeag; fo Le
good memorization ol details. On the other hand, there were
pumerous internal econtradictions in NOSENKO's recountings
of various events, he himself clsimed an odd or poor memory,
and he was the oxceptional defector by having been totally

debriefed within a rolatively short period.

Parts VIFL D, and ¥Yil1.E. discuss KOSENKO's truthfulness
with reference to his Soviet Intelligence ard personal
backgrounds. Here may be added other observations by the
CIA specialists: KOSENKO can exercise deception cleverly,

.. he improvised and was evasive under interrogation, and he
has a “remarkable” digsregard 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 consciocus attempt to mislead

1 : American Intelligence. Independently, then, this conclusion
. ) raises the questions of whether NOSENKO was dispatched by

g . ¢the KGB and if so, why he was chosen. Regarding the latter
F point, it is noted that a CIA psychiatrist observed: “This
Sy 3‘ man is capable of playing a role and playing it effectively,”
T s ,aud that a CIA psychologist stated: "From a distance KO-
sl ! SENKO looks very good [to his KGB superiors] as a possible

e e penetration agent, but close up he leaves much to be desired.”
e It was "close up,” in the CIA debriefings and interrogations,
Lanall that NOSENKO displayed an ipebility to explain the gaps and
2 errors in his reporting. :

e )

U'g B
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3. Uotivation

pPart of one‘'s motivation for such a drastic act as
treason or defection may not be wholly coaccious, ind there
may be underlying causes which any source might pot want
or be able to admit even to hinsclf. Thus, what MOSENKO
said about motivation need not be taken at face value, and
for this reason the whole question of his mativation must
remain a2 minor weight ir the overall asscssment of bona fides.

NOSENKO has tried to present a meaningful explazatlion
and has changed or adjusted his story to this end. He
initiglly insisted that he had no ideological motives but
simply wanted to "make a desl” in order to get out of
trouble; yet thisclaim is open to question: The amouat of
operational money which NOSEMNKO needed 1o replace was hardly
enough to have driven hia to treasoa, especially sirce '
there were friends in Geneva like GUK and KISLOV who might
have helped him make up his loss. Furthersore, opnly t¥o
days after CIA had rescued him with the funds. NOJENXO
“Spent the CTA money ip aﬁotbefidrquéﬁ'dégggghery_(with the
tsme companion) and came back needing more. The discres
pancy between the degree of the necd snd the scriousness of
of the act was so evident that the CIA case officer commented .
to NOSENKO at the outset that there must be soms deeper
explapation for his act. Thereupon NOSIENKO added new
reasons: His distaste for certain aspects of the regize,
his resentment of KHRUSHCHEV, and his liking for Smericans.

~m

By his defection ic 1564 NOSENKO chenged the course 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 coherent explanaticn for
the change of heart and in October 1966 he denied, for the
first time, that hehad said in 14962 that he would mot de-
fect. His only motivation was that, having risen to the
level of Deputy Department Chief, he would pnot get to travel
abroad any more. (This contradicts NCSENKO's 1962 state-
ments: anticipating imminent promotion to Deputy Department
Chief, he said that he would leave the USSR at least once
8 year in the future.) For no visible reason NOSENKO seens
to have abandoned a purportedly successful and promising
career, an undisturbed 1a=zily life and children of shom
he was fond, cast shame on his father's memory =ud hig re-
maining relatives, and departed forever from his osrn country.

His own unease concerning his motivation evidently con-
¢inued until, in 1965, he wrote one cohesive explacation.
No part of this statement was ever borne out by his conduct,
attitudes, remarks or reactions. He appeared, whepever his
reactions seemed spontanedus, to dislike the United States,
to have po interest in it politically, culturally. or
scenically, and to preserve z preference for the USSR. A
CIA graphologist commented on NOSENKO's "strong emotional
ties to his traditionsl background,” while e CIA psycholo-
gist reported: “Emotionally he has not defected in spite
of his attempt to intellectually rationalize that he bas.*
The psychologist slso said that it is "almost impossible to
determine his true loyaltics and true beliefs.”

op SECRET ..
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4. Operationsal Circumstances

a. Presence in Geneva {1962)

957

when he came to Geneve in aid-March 1962, NOSENKO
was & newly appointed Section Chief in the KGB Sccond Chie?
Directorate, havirg held this position for t¥wo months.
He himself acknowledged to CIA that it sppeared strernge
for the KGB to send a new Section Chief on an extended trip
ebroad unconcected with his own wurk. His reasong for being
in Geneva have varisd and to some degree contradict oae .
gnother: The Disarmanent Conference was not expected to " -
jast more then "a few sceks,"” but NOSENKO did not tegin his ‘
work egainst SHAKIOV (onc of the main rezsons for uhis being
there) until six weeks after arrivals GRIBANOV played =
role in his TDY, but NOSBiX0 later donfed this; ttere wcre
in 1962 "aew rules” recquiring 8 staff officer to accoapany
a Sovict delegetion, but in 1965 NOSENKO said he did not
repnenber such regulations. He was pernitted to go to Genevea
in 1962 and 1964, as well &35 to Cuba in 1950 and Frgland
in 1857 and 1958, under no supevvision or restraiut cdesplte
tis claim to a record so baud that he was not clearcd by the

KGB for peraancnt posting to Lthiopia in 1360,

b. Fresence in Geneva (1964)

NGSENKO said on one occasion that GRIBANOY was cne of
those who sllowed him to come (O Goneva in January 1964,
as a oersonal favor;* he iater not only denled this tut said
in 1965 that GRIBANOV knew acthing about the TLY. Ile re-
ported the 1263 TDY might, tecause of his new sosition,
be his last trip to the West, nepnce the “"favor"” of his
superiors to permit him this last trip; in 1962 NOSEXRO
said he had the assurance that as Deputy Ucpariment Chief
(which he knew he was about to tecome) he would in the future
cone to the ¥est at lecast once & year. Also, NOSENKO could _
.pnot explain why & First Deputy Department Chief, 1f allowed .
out of the USSR as & “treat.” would go atroad for a conference )
shich could be expected to last many seexs, probably months. :
This question is compounded by the fact that NOSENEO would '
be necded in Moscow: He said that a KGB conference to plan :
the handling of the tourist season was to be held at about
this time, and he stuck to this story even aiter admitting
that the telegraa recalling him for this Hoscow conference
was an invention (sec below).

c. Access $o KGB Residency and Availability to CIA

NOSENKO in 1962 routinely visited the KGB Legal Resi-
dency in Genevas every weekday morning, although he claimed
that he had npc re&son and that it is normally forbidden (a&s
other sources hive confirzed).** Wonen atked how and why he

sensitive source

ST
;lp in the face of derugatory information as one cause of
.GRIBANOV'S dismissal. .

¢ $NOSENKO said he did not visit the KGB legsl Residency tn
London more than once during his visits there in a similar

cagacity in 1957 and 1958, nor during his trip tc Cuba in
1860.

10P SECRET .
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did so ip Geneva, NOSENKO has given different ansvers at
different times. His stories of simply "dropping in and
hangirng arourd” for lack of anythiog better to <O are
unacceptable in terms of known or 1ikely Soviet practice.
His explanatioa that it was due to TSYHBAL's ausplces or

or intervention were contradicted by: First, his oscr con-
fused accounts of his relationsnip with TSYUBAL; and second,
his own statements at other times that it was GUE who was
primarily responsible for NOSENKO's visits to the Residency.

NOSENKO had a full day free for meetings on 11 June
1962, although thereafter he limited meeting times to shortes
and shorter periods until his departure. This seemed
patural at the time since he would presumably huve his own
responsibilities and would need to be seen by his Soviet
colleagues in his proper surroundings. However, in 1864
he seemed not to nave any official responsibilities or any
calls on his time: He was willing to spend 2all his time in
mectings with CIA., Although this couid be explzined by the
fact that he plawned to defect anyway, it nevertheless would
have involved unnecessary risks to a genuine source about
to become a defector. He showed no concern at the time,
but later (ip 1966), he said that he had been ip fact afraid;
it was for this reason that he invented the Moscow recall
telegram, in order to hasten aois 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, if 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 “gsecurity duties,”
since everyone on the Soviet Delegation knew or suspected
that he was a KGB officer. This unconcern for the suspicions
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 availability in 1964 and his limited free tine io 1962
by the fact that in 1964 he had po personal friends ip
Genevs; in 1962 both GUK and KISLOY expected to see him ip
his free time. (This story does not explaip his ability in
1964 to get away during conference workieg hours; pelther

‘ GUE nor KISLOV affected this ip 1962.)

d. Timing of 1962 Contﬁét

NOSENKO had been in Geseva for three months in 1962
when the incident which brought him to CIA occurred; it
wes only two weeks before his departure. He came to David
HARK only 10 days before leaving. This bad tie effect of
iiniting CIA’s time with him. XNOSEXNKO's contact ca=e only
about 10 days after CIA had completed, in the same city, a
series of meetings with BELITSKIY, a Soviet interpreter who
hed been recruited and handled as an egent by CIA during
earlier visits to the West. NOSEYKO, as one of the two
primary items he wanted to “sell” revealed that BELITSKIY
bad been under KGB control from the outset (Page 517).
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e. Willingrness to Meet CIA

o Although in 1962 KOSENKO claimed that he wanted to
‘ sell only two specific items for the noney he had lost, and
ther disappear, there werc indications from the outset that ,
he expected and planned to come back for further meetings ; N T
with CIA. At this first meetinj he calle2 attention to Fer
certain information in his posscssion about POPOV, hinting
that he would tell it later; even as he protested his unwilling- :
ness to continue meeting with CIA, he was giving ample i
details about himself which would inevitably have compro=- i
mised him to CIA and forced his future ccllatoration. Before
he finally agreed to return for more meetings, he said:
*Mayte I'l]l meet you again Monday® (two davs after the firss
; peeting). NOSENKO refused, despite repcated inducerments,
S to meet on the intervening Sunday. In fact, when he did
: return on Monday, ne said that he had spe:nt Surday with
friends, drinking and "discussing recent USSR foreign policy :
roves and spceches Dy KNHRUSIICHEV.® . f

Bt

R

¢. Tre Recall Telecranm

NOSENKO'es confession that ho fabricated the story of
his having Lteen urgentle resai.ed to 105 oW by a telegran :
R T P BT e i Rl leaves only two :
possinle anterpretations:

- There was a telegrem, but NCSENKO's nind has
slipped and he is no longer able to distinguish between
fact and fancy. This, however, is not borne out by H
Lis general conduct nor his performance under interro- :
gation in 19€6.

- - There was, in fact, no telegram. {This is borne
out by Special Istellicence.) _ibus, the irvention was
R S T R ity FHNTIR not NOSEKKO's but the
KGB'S; the EGU bDrieted NCSENKO to report to CIA that a ;
telegram was sent; and LCSENKO made an errer in later
admitting that it was not.

it

g. Remarks : : ,

The operafional circumstances so far reviewed ﬁoint
out the facts that: ‘ W .

- NOSENKO was inconsistent if not contradictory in
stating his reasons for being in Geneva in 1962 and

- 1964;

- He had unusual access to the KGD Legal Residency
and an availabiliiy for meeting CIA that seemed to

¢ impinge upon his security;

- He was willing to return to mectings with CIA al- i
though having at first said that there were but two R
jtems of information for sale; :

- He was "in place®™ as a CIA source for the last B
gix of his 100 or so days in Geneva in 1962, thus . .

{ : restricting the amount of time he could provide continu- } 4
1 ; ing reporting on the local Legal Residency; and ) ‘ T
! : 4
* - After 12 days in the same status in 1964, he i g

i i

< . forced the defection by the KGB recall telegram, which
! . appears to have been a fabrication. : )
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Teken together, these facts suggest the possibilities
that the KGB sent NOSENKO to Geneva on both occesions for
the purpose of contacting CIA, that the KCB wented the
opportunity to gauge CIA's reactions to the walk-in in 1962
end to the defection plans in 1954, snd that the KGB guid. d
NOSENKO after contact was established in both years.

A further examination of the operationsl circumstances
in GCeneva lends credence to these possibilities. During the
1962 meetings. NOSENKO would frequently answer CIA questions
by sayling: 1 will have to think about thsat tonight,” or
#] wiil have some time tonight to jot down gnd prepare a
good answer for you," or "I don't wvent to give you sn answer
to that right off--1 am afreid to mislesd you." He wvould
return to a later meeting with the information, after having
visited the Legal Residency. in 1964 there were other
exsrples of what may have been bsckstage guidance by the
KGB: .

-He called for an urgent special meeting to cor-
rect sumething he had ssid in an esrlier meeting.
Initially KOSENKO had nemed ZUJUS instead of XKEYSERS
gs the U,S, Embassy code cierk whom he had personslly
approached. in 1961. This seeaed remerkably urgent and
important to him at the time. end in retrospect this
cese gains special importance: It was the only time
he cleimed to have had direct contact with a U.S,
Embassy staff employee during his alleged tour in the
American Department ip 1960-1961. If 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 8 careless mistake, with his cus-

t opery indifference to names and dates. NOSENKO would

be unlikely to mull over what he hed said st the meeting
nor to bother about correcting 8 minor miggstatement,
Much less would he feel compelled to cell an emergency
meeting to do so.

~He ceme to meetings with v"chance”" items picked
up &t the Legal Residency. esch of which would require
quick action and the commitment of assets on the pert
of CIA in Geneva. Also, NOSENKO originally said in
January 1964 that he wanted to defect right away, but
various steps taken or plenned by his Ci1A handlers
kept him in place for 2 time. Each step, however. was
guickly negated--usually at the pext meeting--by some
information NOSENKO had picked up by chance.

-He asked, out of context gnd without any explens=
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 toid CIA about it ip 1962, and why he had asked.

in addition. the Soviet reactions to the defection were
unprecedented and contrasted sharply with, for exsmple, the
Soviets®' avoidance of publicity concerning GOLITSYN's defec
t fon in 1961. The post-defection actions by the Soviet
GCovernment created publicity which had the superficial effact
of underlining NOSENKO's suthenticity, establishing him as
e public figure, confirming that he had 8 family, e#nd veri-
fying thet his defection was of 2larming consequence. These
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reactions seem purposceful in light of the approach in Paris

in 1966 of a Soviet photographer to Paris Match; the photo-
grapher passed photographs of NOSENKD's wife and children
as part of a proposed story to dramatize the abardcned
fanily of a “top Soviet intelligence officer® whose cdefcc-
tion had caused the "biggest blow ever suffered by Soviet
Intelligence.” Therf is no independent press in the USSR,
no Soviet journalist‘Bllowed to publish as he pleases, and
the Soviet Governmenf 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

EGB instructions.
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G. Sources Supporting NOSENRKO

1. Introduction

; The preceding portions of Part VIII. present an
analysis of the NOSZHKO casue without giving -letailed con-
cideration to information ahout him {rom Soviets re~
porting tc CIA and the fBl. because their nvicdeace generally

“yuns counter to the results of the foregeing analysis, it
is revicwed hcre separately so that the concentrated exanmina-
sjon of NOSELKC weulld not bs diverted Ly asidec as to the
authenticity and rcliability of these Soviets. A3 indicated
below, the CIA and FBI sources who have éirv?ésg sucosrtad

et = o g e

NOSERRO's intelligence batkiround are
e ey 3 5 > .

TR

£3
MFERT® and the defecrors R0 4

s%&% Eacpt SLLITSYN claimed L hinow nTiar Twrsonzlly or
to nave worked with him, and LOUDNKO contradicted GOLITEYN
by saying they ha? rever ret. Sone: of them, as woll as
CHEREP 2OV, susported NOSENKO fndirectly through overlapping
inforration on specific XGB cperationy, but this aspect

of their reporting is reviewed in Purt 11X,

2. Curroboraticn of KOSENKO's Intelligence Caresr
o Cnee Larr-l
3= .
The statements of &Py the courves confirm that’

KOSENKO was 2 KG3 officei™wilh access to sensitive information:

Saii NCSiLiX0 was & KGB licutenant colonel (later
changed to captain), a friend and provege of the head
of the KG3 Sccund Chief Directorate, GRIBAIDV, who

ved NCSTNKO'S  con. TN ATR
appro e“ ENKO's 28 . r-‘. a. % ,'i"ff‘&a

_ A et
e S0 At oS e T8 0L gid® NCIENKD
w3 a Koo "chief,® with s-coss to dotiiis on- KG2 spera-
tions agains® tre U.S. Ercassy, and was most Tecently
Dagputy Chief of the Tourist Uzpartment. lic also stazed
that NCSENKO, with his information on U.S. Embassy ni<ro-
piiories and KG3 operations involving correspondents and
tourists, was "more valuuule [to American intelligence]
: than PENROVSKIY,"™ “SOSELs7 "could 4o tremendous harm
i to the XG=z,° o e ACTER SREMWE . and morecver, the
: KGB "will not be able tu operate normally ror cwo years®
. {{.e., until 19256). !He described the repercussions in
| the KGB caused by NCSENKO®s defection: new XGB regu-
jations to increase secucity, the dismissal of many
KGB officers ircludinag GRILANOY and the vocall af ~any

\a rec:
'fjﬂrka

ot Xl ntien SR N haade ol A 30000 JBRABNE  Asked
refy, 2 wnether NUSENKD could be a "trick,” i.2.,. &
B Svocateur , B2F23gL cssed the viction thas

NOSENED was not. o et A R e T P A

o

('.

e b i R 2, T e —
@ stated that NUSENKO had attenied the GRU's Mili-

S ary-Diplomatic Acacemy (NOSENKO has indicated he de-

clined the opportunity to enroll in this strategic

intelligence schcol in the early 1950°s.) -Afterwards,

NOSENKO served in the GRU and then entered
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= According to ikl NOSLu%O was in "Intelli-
gence.® lis defection Lrought about the recall of a
kcB secretary from Geneva, the rumored transfer of scme
60 Soviet officials from agsignments abroad, and the
dismissai of KGB personnel including NOSENKO'S friend
GUK, whc had recommended the TDY toO Geneva. In addi-

g :'ﬂrcpﬂrtcd. immediately after the de-

fecticn a4 -vpre ¢ntative of the Exits Cormission of
the CPSU Central Ccrmittee went to Geneva to speak to
the Sovict Government employces there. & sZU gt ke
sajd thot NOSENKO had been tried in ausgsent1a in Moscow
for treason and sentenced to death (seec Pages 46 and
312) .

- GOLITsYY feiled to comment w.ien sSnown “LOSENKO's
pame in 1960, T there 18 n5”tﬁtcf::gf‘ﬂi§:§§§r having

e

RNyt e e S gl repaa i - -

WEETIoRad wiss i DIT0T e nE5 &N Press aNNGUNCe”
ment 0% Tauv cefection in 1964, oven wndugh L2 had naned
peoole kno«n To Tiim in the Aperican TaITi LNt cf the

KCE Seconu Chielf Directoraic. -~ SAcrTIy attéi celucting
GHATTISYN =116 that e RTag visited tnis Deparczent in

1960 and 2t lne tuare of the year 15€0~1961.) Afterx
NOSENKO defected, GCGLITSYN was given a swehery of
NOSENKO'®s Liography. Thereupcn GOLITSYN reported that
NOSENKO was a KGB cfficer whom he firrst met in 1953 and
jast saw in 195%. Frem 1953 to 1957 or 1958, GOLITSYH
stated, FNOSENKO was in the U.S. Embassy sceticn of thre
American Department, resgonsible for coveraje of U.S.
militarv personnel anc¢ later eizher for others in the ¥Mos-
cow Fmbassy or for correspondents. AS of 1959, GOLITSYN
said, WOSLUKO was 2 senior officer in the Tourist Depar*nent;
as of 1960, he was definitely not in the American Depazt-
ment. GOLITSYN acded that GUK, cHuBERNOV, and KASHCHEYEVY
were friends in the KG3 whom he shared with NOSENKO (see

Pages 33-344). __,,_..,_ﬁ__]

XGB”??IEﬁa"éVTKTﬁ“?ﬁSE"ﬁﬁ?Eﬁ?ﬁ“GEE”E"“‘"
scivilian®; he had nevertheless provided information on
microphcnes 1n the U.S. S-bassy and had ~aused “consicderable
damage.” &EE 15 i A pogpemmsd 2150 have COr=
roborated certain non-Inteiligence wspects Of
packground.

3. Remarks

PR b asice, | have certified
that NOSENXO was a senior KGB officer, anw all asserted or

implied that he had access to informatinn valuable to Ameri-
can intelligence=-the WiCTCLLRMLS in the U.S. Trbassy being
one item in common, G : S ag W :
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TS e, Most of them have described the serious repercus-
sions of NOSENKO's defection, The possibilities with regard to
the accaracy of | |reporeing azes _ o

First, they arc correct. If so, the foregoing
sralysis i3 in error,| jand
; MHCSENKO is what he claims to be: a génuine Jefector
5 wrose previous positions in the KGb cnabled hir to
divulge all inportant dctaile on operations against
Westerners, miinly Amgricans. :

Second, they are misinformed. I1f so, the fore-
¢oing analysis is correct, they may te valid sources,
and NOSENKO has always been under KCGB control, For
this to Le true, it would have leen nccessary for the
KSB o0 dispatch NOSENKO with only @ highly restricted
rumter of FGR personnel (including CRILARNOV) aware of
tre actual circumstances of the oneration. The K38,
at the same tine, would have propagated within and out-
side of the Soviet Invelligence fervices the fiction
that NOSENKO was an actual but aisloyael KGB officer
and would have supported this fabricacion in varzo&:‘

Do g SRR WWW’”‘Q S the rumor spraadin

S ﬂ&wy R Aera i L ';.i : pr

€ suveLilty of tra .08s Of NOSMKD, etcele.

epout thn

Third, they have been purposefully misleading.
rmerican Intellicence for their own or KG3 purposes.
1f zo, the forecoing analysis is correce, | |

[ lhave participated Iin a KRGS conspiracy to
SUppOL e tona fides of NOSENKO, a KGS-controlled
gource.

These possibilities are discussed further i1n Part IX,

« e
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H. “-Alternative Explanations

1. :Introduction

- “parts VIII.B. through VIII.P. have discussed the
{naccuracies, self-admittecd contradiccions, 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 choosge an explanation
for his actions and the nature of his information. There
are thyee alternatives:

Pirst, NOSENKO was a KGB officer but (a) has
a faulty or selective mexory, 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-officer in
¢he 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 known indecendently
to have lived through, sucn as the BURGI and @ i cascs.
But it cannot be said that he is, in geneval, "very bad with
pames,” because he hac almost total reczll of names and
positions of hundreds of KGB officers in the haerican and
fourist Departments. He has a good memory for teces and
rarely failed to recognize photcgraphs of pecple he claimed
to know. He remembered consistently details about certain
operations (the compromise and investigatlion of PENKOVSKIY,
the surveillance of ABIDIAN to Pushkin Street, the JE~NNER® ‘
case, the arrest of BARGHOORN, and the search for CHEREPANOV,
to cite a few examples). NCUSENKD was precisely accurate in
his recollection of most of his dealings with CIA personnel
from June 1962 onward.

b. Selective Memory

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 himself 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 rot
appear so to a more objective observer. Such a person would

- > QECRET,
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suppress unpleasant memories and would have no real appreé-
cintion of or respoct for &p "ghjective truth.' His re- ‘
porting, like his perception and his moemory, might therefore e

. seem distorted. He rmight recount events according to his

mood of the moment. Thus, fo- example, 1f real attachments - T
to family or friends is irpossible for a psychopath, there waﬁff:::::::-
be ap explanation as to why NOSENKO cannot easily remember L )
his childrens' birthdays, why in 1962 (or 1965) he appears

to have llied--or been ipdifferent to the truth--about his

older daughter‘s schooling, and why he cannot recall when

he first married. In theory this hypothesis can explaip

any aberration, sinco {t involves the unknowable. In its

most extreme form, by describing NOSENKO as one unable to

discriminate beiween fact and fancy, it would encompass and

explain away the facts that his story is obviously untrue

and contradictory in major ways, that his sccount of his

personal and professional life and his rendition of the.

information he knows are so vague and unsubstantials that

he cannot (and/or does not care to) remember or recount

how he did the things he did. Host important, it woula

dismiss any conclusions based on NOSENKO's testimony siace

pothing NOSERKO said could be taken seriously. This hypo=-

thesis, however, is unsupportable because of several

factors.

First, NOSENKO clains] that
he quickly rose to high sypervisory responsibility in a
counterintelligence organization which is known to require
attention to detail. He would bhave risen in the KGB while’
overcoming the black marks in his file: scandal, indiscip-
line, ncgative 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
sctivity was carried out unaccompanied. That his rise re-
sulted from his father's influence or GRIBANOV's is untene
able, for his father died in 1956 and GRIBANOV's patronage
(itself open to the strongest doubt) would not and could not
be dispensed upon such & 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
himgself.

A second factor negating this hypothesis of & psycho=
pathic personality ig that such a person could be induced
to recall certain details with the help of discussion,
questioning, and reminders, whereas KOSENKO'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,
be could not recall, for example, one of KOSOLAPOV's TDYs to
Helsinki, the details of the seizure of electronic equipment
from the U.S. Army Attaches at Stalingrad, the correct date
of GOLITSYN's defection, or the presence of KHRUSHCHEY inp
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,. iIf the
hypothesis holds that some . things are important to him and
others are not, and that he therefore remcmbers the former
and forgetsm the latter, it 1s'reruted by the inability to.

TOP SECRET
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find a catepory of information aboyut himself which he con-
Eistently remenmbered nor 8oy that he consiscently forgot.

{¥ what is important is his cen direct experiences, for
example, it is odd that he recffled the operations of others
better thap his own; he remcmbered the pames of hundreds of
KGB officers, but could not recall names of his own agents
and people involived in his oun carser; he could recount’
details of the PENKOVSKIY investigation, in which he did

not participate, but not of the discovery of American spies
among tourists, such as McGO¥AN, for which he was respbnsible;
he remembercd 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
tc him of recruitment opcrations against U.S. Embassy em-
ployees which permitted him to recall sone details of the
STORSBERG and MULE operations, it is not important enough

to help him recall some of the other detalils which were
equally pertinent to nhim personally; and it is not selective
memory which made him forget almost every detail about CIA
personncl in Moccow and KCB action against them. If it is
said that his parepntal 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 cannot recall details
dbout his childhood. If drinking with important people is
meaningful to him, it would explain why he remcmbers one
GRIRANOV evening with sharp cliarity, but it does not erplain
why he cannot remember the other two times, not even in what
scason of the ycar or in what restauraft they took place.

Finally, with reference to the "selective menory®” 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. Kothing could shake him
from his claim to have been directly responsible for ABIDIAN
or on his story of the Pushkin Strecet dead drop, among
numerous examples.

¢. Embellishment

The third possibility is that he has simply embellished
and bossted, 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 aspectis
of his career. Perhaps he dated his entry into the KGB

earlier to make himself seecm 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 dublious aspects: ‘the story of his career, his lack
of information on KGB staff procedures, his ignorance of
major KGB events and scurces, the dcgree of his relationship
with GRIBANOV, etc. This theory, however, founders on &
pumber of points: -
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y of the ipformation he Las prnvided.
would have to e a RGH

=The validit
tHrth the A=cricad

To EC* such {nformation ne
staff officer, aas5t Lave worked in
and Tourist Departeents as Lo ®BYS he did. g=d wu=i

pave Lecn & fairly seniov of ficer with prosd¢ respor- '
sibilities (in view of of Tourist pDepavitment ...

operations reves 1064 rotes). To
pane a fev¥ other cxar € hundreds possible:

(a) NOSENKO pot only Knuw the identity ~f a KGB

double agent against CIA, BELT'LSKIY, put gave checkable
dotails frox inside the ChSC. including the BENES by
which the ClA casc¢ officers jdeniificd thezmscives %0

the double agents

e

e

(c) He ijdentified several Americens recruited or
RGB in operations iy which he said

npproached hy tne
he did ot directly parttcipate, {ncluding " ANDREY"
(Dayle SHITH) sergcant Robert JOHNSON, and Henry

'SHAPLRO;
(d) KOSENKO krow inside inforn

at the pabassy in HoSCuW, including operation
tics of John ABXDIAN,CfiﬂTEné) mailing of a letter to
POPOY, the homusexuallty of two diplomatlc ofticers,

etc; &rd
(e) Mo knevw certain details of the story of Alek-

: sandr CHEREPASOV which would not have been available
outside the 5GB staff.
+ be any great nced no

: Thus there would not

' for enbellishcent.
~The omnunfirnations of otherse. He appcared vefore . ——— s

rGENCKRY and cth KGB targets as a "caief,” a9

Sy s confirzed NOSENFO'S unusual —T———

impoilanCe: XY a Deputy pepartment Chicf in T

. that his d fection was 2 gevere blov¥ to Soviet
that he was apt than PESKOVSKIY,
- and so om0. A Soviet journalist told Paris yatch that
ROS ENKO'S defection was the ~reatest 1255 ~Ter suffercd

py Soviet Iutelligenceﬁf 25 G G e

reported the recall to yWoscow of BADY

a result of the defection, and these

jndeed return to the Soviet ynion.

aticn ©D Americacs
1 sctivi-

r nuch v003A

o
=8
L)
"
[a]
o]

nbclltshnent must concern only minof details such

{
{ Thus any €
ghich he has already admitted.

as his rank,
d. Cozbination of Above
NOSENKO'S poor per-

: Apother possibility might be that
formance ¥as due to 2 conbination of bad 2eROTY » gsycho-
t. Wnile

; patbologically selective memory, and embellishnen
‘ this theory 48 intrins 4 might correct

i ically more jogicel &r
3 and round off some obvious weaknesscs in any oné of the
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individual thoories, It cannot explain the counsorarguszents
digcussed under corponcnt yarts abouve.

e. Insaalty
e

It might Le postulated ihat NOSENYO went insano arnd that
thig w45 the cause not onaly of his scemingly unrotivated
contact with CIA i 1962 but of shortconings in hig story.
However, NOSENXQ thereafter gndled seniur KGB functions
well enough to be pronoted and 1o he .permitted abraad in
1964; he nas deca excoained pericdically by a CIA p3ycidolow
gist and a ClA psychiairist; e has bron in contact over
considerable perials of time and under vearyivg degrees of
stress with expericenced C1A and FBI perscancl; e has #aine
tained his equilibrium under difficult circumstances. Nore
of thc fcregoing results in an irdication of fr=anity and
there are countless other argunents which would irvalidate
this hypothesis.

3. Sccond Alternative

1¢ has also heen postulated that NOSENKO i B psycho- e

path, is shat he says he is, but that for psychologicnl
reasons and while undeyr interrogatien, he dia pot want to
tell whzt he new. By this line of reas~ning, NOSENKO has
jied for no other reason than to save face; by dwelling on
¢he incoasistencices in NOSENKO's statenents, the interro-
-ator merely caused more irconsistencies or elseo received
the false answers tnat NOSENRO did not know or did not re-
membor the facts. Under interrogation, however, NOSENRO
recallcd and repcated what he had proviousiy sald in the
less inhibiting atoosphere of the relzxed debriecfings prior
to 4 Aprii 1964. Tais alternative explanation

thus does aot account for the factual contradictions in
XOSESKO'S reporting beforc the interrogations, such as the
errors in dates, in sourcing on the “ANDREY" case, in de-
tails about the Pushkin Street dead drop, eote. It also
fails to account for KOSENKD 's retractions about hls rank as
jieutenant colorel, in tae face of the ¥GB TDY travel autho-
rization which shows ham to be a lieutenant colonel, and
about the tclugran recallin: hin to XG0 Headquarters in
January 1961, € ArERSRE IS ‘.»,a.
Sekd Tnhg susgestion Ihat SOSENKD lied to
S el I S et e T e bttt
save face Consoquently cau be disnissed.

P

4. Third Alterzative

ke "\p? .

The only other postulate is that NOSLNKO is not =hat
he claims to be, im which casc his misreprescntation was
done eithcr on his own or as part of a KGB operation.

1f he is misrepresenting himsel? on his own, there arve
{(even in thecory) orly two possibilities: He is rerely exage \
gerating (discussed above, under the "First Alternative") or
he i a fabricator. He cannot be s fabricator, however, since
the Soviets have certifled him in many ways; includicg his -
diplonmatic status at the Gemeva Conference, Soviet official
protests and Sowvict Embassy confroptation in Washington.
Soviet afficials’ renarks in various ereas of the world, and
reportis — jor his KGB status and
importance. I S .
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There remains the possibility that NOSERKO has misrep-
resented himself and is a witting part of a KGB operation. This
hypothesis 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 wvalid,
NOSENKO (as indicated in Part VIII.D. above) has not proven his
claim to having served as an officer of the KGB. 1If he has
been and is now under KGB control, it would appear 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 otherwise pointless W.E. JOHNSON
case, and NOSENKO's arpezxrance in the BARGHOORN interrogation.

_ It could explain NOSLNKO's uneven memory and performance under
. detailed guestionirg: Much of what he should have kncwn by
personal experience could have Lcen mercly memorized as part

of his KGB briefing. HNothing n %OSLNNO's production (see

part ViI1.B. above) would preclude his being a XGB-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 NCSENKO in april 1964.

4, Pemarks

The first alterrative above has been rejected while the
possibility that NOSENKO on his own misrepreserted himself
is unacceptable. The remaining possibility is that NOSENKO
has been manipulated by the ®GB in an operation directed

against American Intelligence.

T
|

§
1
7

by any such "shcw® appearances--he did not insist on the
truth of his claim to participation 12 the KZYSERS case,
which, morecver KEYSERS
unreliable witness; and
interview.

ould not confirm: PREISFPEUND is an

i, ¥ HIs American Department service in 1960-1961 was not supported
f.

R

!

I .is not accessible to

'mﬂ.
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“
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1. Summary af Conclusions

CIA haso considered every major aspect of the NOSENKO
case for tho purpose of reaching 8 definitive corrlusion
about the bone fides of this =ab ane sgys he is o 46
officcr-de!ccfor collaburating vith Ancrican intclligence.

As this point-by-patnt analysis has demonstrated,
there is no reason to accept ARy of NOSENKO'S ciaim3 to
a carcer as 8n officer in Soviet intelligence, to authority
concerning the rango and degvec o? FGB uporatiunal SUCCCESCS
{n the USSR (particularly with U.5. offictals and private
citizens), to accurate xnowledge regarding gajor security
cases in that country, or to coouperation with Arerican intel-

1igepcece,

1t would be gufficient proof of his mala fides to
verify that KOSEXNKO lied abiout a singlce wornent of his
cureer in the KGB. lic cannot have beon truthful in saying
that hLe was the Doputy Chief of the u. S, £ bassy Section.
Azcrican pepartmcnt, KGR Seconw Chicfl hlrvcturatu.'in 1560~
1661 and & Deputy Catoef in the Tourist Departnent af the
SALe dirnctorate fron 1462 until ails defection. Ju~erous
{pdications pake it doubtfiul thot NOSFNKO, as he contended,
belongea to the naval GRU in 19511952, to the U.S, Ezmbassy
Scetion in 1852-1955, and to the Amorican [ourist Scction
in 1955-1859. He wos unable 10 support his alleged staff
officer status in the EGB, providing fncomplcte ard ipaccu=
rate information on his sub-gouraees and on such topics 83
Headguarters staff procedurcs while making {1lowical stata-
pents on modus opcrandi. Neither & supervisor nor, proe
vably, a case oTiicor, it remains dubious but possidble that
Le wes & KGB principal agent whosc speciality {n the past
wAS comprosising western homnscxuals. ¥hatever the capacity
in which ROSENXO served, it was not in the KGi} ranks, holding
the KGB titles, orF with the KGB honors he has ascriled to
hicsclf, and this fact is cuvugh to prove the falsity of
his claims to being a génuine defector.

There is DO question, hosever, that NOSENKC has had
the benefit of jnside information froa the KCL. i{e has
eatd so, other sources have said so. tnae Sovict Government'®s
yreactions to the dofection ipplécd 8s nach, and his reports
coniain details which could have COXC cnly from the rGE.
He was iptrocduced into several operatioens, the first as
early as 1958, in a position appearing wgepior™ to knowo KGB
staff officeds. He has provided data on orpanization, per-
sonpel, and methods ccopleccot ing ard supplenenting that from
others affiliated with the KGB. purposefully nisleading
about himself, NOSELKO has also beln deceittul in discussiag
the comprumises of CHEREPANOY, PENKOVSKIY, and perbeps POPIY,

although here 15 reporting oftc: correlates witn that from
several. N = pag oy Ay T Analysig shous
rihat —-' NOSENRO apd vthers to tae contrary =- CHREREPAXOYV =88
a EGB provocateur, PLLEOVSKLIY was detected at the jatest in
early 1961 pot 1952, and POPOV was probably uncovered earlier

than Janpuary 1858 because of & KCB agent ratbher than gurveil-
lance. NOSENKO thus has pot wmercly misrepresented hinself but
hss practiced deception uncer KGB guidance. Appraisals of
NOSENEO's performance undcr intcrrogation, his alleged moliva-
tion, and the operational circumstances support this view.
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Furthermore, it is tho only acceptable oxplanation, &modg
the alternatives, for what bas trasspircd since contact with

CIA began in 19062,

CIA's conclusion about the bonz fides of NOSENKO is
uneguivocal: e is a dispatched agent controlled by the KGB.,

part 1X coptains a discussion of the impiications of
the forczoirn clusion for the Soviet scurces who, §g¥ ]
S L e i WEESFwy have corrcborated the bona
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'éosltlons he claimod contradicts inforwmation reported to CIA

> . e%e conclusion that NOSENKO did not serve in the KGB

and the FBI by |
rtector COLJTSYN LBk

ser g

fthat NOSENXC hels erator

g

pesitions in the KG3 Second Crhief Directorate.** 1f the con- :
clusion rf this study of NCSENXO's beng fides 15 accurate, none N
53F€§.ources can be correct, cnd they must therefcre be HE
either mrsinformed apout ROSENKO or purposefully misleadirng. i

[ Ak aadody & oy BT AR Sl
could have Leen innocently misinformed about HTBLNKU zfter he
defected, 1t is necessary tc consider the ways ih which the KGB
might have createl end suppirted a legend for a courterfelitc KCB
officer—Gefestor like NGCOENKO, Tr2 ¥3B mijht have accurplished
this by the following mears:

- NO3EINKO's legend would have regurged the KG3 to
brief hLim in depth on nune:ous cases and various targets
whick he would be free to discuss with CiA. The KG3

weulid also have to familiar:ize nim with KGP staff organi- N
=sticna! structure and proceduwes, ' " &-d K3B officers

promirent in his storv le.g., GUX, KCVEETK, TST¥BAL, .
GRIEANOV) so that he could not only recesnize their ‘
prosographs bur also leri reality ©o his remarks atout

them. NOSENKO would alsc have to visit KG3 installations

and otrer areqs which appeared in his legerd.

#s%#That these preparations were imperfect, cor at least that
NOSENKO imperfectly mastered his briefing, was shown 4in
his performance urder interrogation.

© e e— o D -
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7 2 aeother prase of the praperaticns vo:ld have toan
* WOSESKD'g actual end dovinitisble participaticn in ¢(perd-
¥ tiocs, eceaingly as & X538 officer, Preauvrably this would
s done 8o that Westesners (6.g., BARGIOOXN, TRIVPEL, ard
W. B, JOMNSON) could sertify that they had zean HOSENKO. in
some such role.’ -

P N

- The KGB presunmsbly would have restricted the number
of its officers aware of sxae or all of the operational
plan; it would ronetheless be faced with the problem of
how putlic krowledge of HNUSENKO's defection nmight affect
others in the service, KGB officers abroad unainformed cf
the operational plan micht be indiscreet with foreigners,
in meeting Westerr double agents, or before micropheres in
their hocmes and offices, a:kang such remarks 2s "I never
heard of this man NOSEIKO” or speculating close to the
mark. orus the KGB might have tried o spirt the hona
fi1des of NOSENKC TFEOREIRL AT LG ST Iy TN

T R § e By
rumors coout his awthzaticity {tn.s on the part of tre

g TN - ),
X

limized few awire of the Zacts of <nn case), Wy recalling
K55 cfficers from the po3zs in the vest (osteasibly e~
cause they wure Xrown to NOSEVKC) . uy annzurncing the whole-
csale dismissal ~f those responsikie inciuding GRIBMIQV
{althzough in fact they may have routinely retivred cr may
Lava been rcmoved from the maln Stream of KGB Headcuarters
activitiesl

. ard Ly making general annoOuncenernts within
srouvred T ~tion Rl
EO s CTE ST SR A TS B A Fuccher-
S1r--2 1T 1S COmnon <Oviet [rafiile td marke a rad ex-

ample of Jefecrors, such annuUnIEments might be cxpacted
to denigrate wOSENKO 35 a “sad character ‘'with vener=al
disease. an odd Party record, self-inflicted wound, 8tC.,
in his packground. The K32 maght 3450 have taken pains
to support WOSENKO further by having dertern Intelligence
sources, notab.y double agents rezognized by the KGB to
Le sach, told cf the seriousness oi the defection.

ke da

|
It is withan thi FD e L & <=2t one might judge whether
the repcrts o Ry ynty Samidiayt: T d i -oncerning NOSENKO
were unwittirng repetitiins of wiiely Zrezeminated misinformation,
or whetrer their reporrs corstatuted purposeful pessage of KC3
disinformation. ® ’

K
-% 4.
Beo g
:;'::' ‘;

B e s e

* ¢ :3 noteworthy that such particlpation wWas limited to Tourist
Departrent operations., NGSENXO di1d noc claim phnysical partici-
pation 1in any coatacts with American orbassy officials during
the pezriods 1953-55 cor :1960-%1, except for MULE and STORSBERG
{where his claired roie was uncheckacle since it involved only
tolding a door) and KEYZERS (which KEYZERS did rot confirm
ar.d on wnich NOSENKO did net insist, admitiing that he doubted
KEYZERS. woald remember or recognize ham.

70p SECRET
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: are ®lso considered bocause they
5 wesse extent, slthough by saying he vas a
E0B. contradisted his claim to KG3 staff
sreral correlsticns batveen the -
i RO NS L T et Ry T

ipgee’ T clvilian, RABAlli
Yite v officer status, aur
4 -+ ' HOEEXXO case ard the WEBR Gy
terces . operations are then reviewed ihe final section ©

swrary of cenclusions sbout the relationship between the NOSENKO A

- case and *he reTnmeg__AMIM_l by GOLITSYN, GHfirayas
: 5 . s :. . o .l‘ ‘. - “

.
% :
e e e e o orn 65 Beb
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e e cat2ficd as KG3
S R SOLITIYN saad

“eNoeesty fCY NN GHFCES~
e oo oot wssrnicnatien
sl npormatitn on ti

Ga 10 Febyuwsgy 1964 NUsiLKO's usretion tros the Soviet Dis-

armamont delegat:ion 16 Gunev

ing Las KEGB aftriiauron.  wnos GO L

ately rocalled the Juwe 1te2
EOSELXC to 1t e thereaupon

member of Lae Sveond Chaef

crtizens.

9n 31 Peliaary 1ol G LY
articipition in intely gt
was given some bickgsiornd o
yeservasions about ROEENRD'S
moutns GOGLITSYN was provided

mectings with NOSENED 1n 5wy

supplied witiv ull tho avall.
assist nam in analyving L2

was interviewed i1n dctasl on thu subject of NN

clard wa, cublicized, includ-
Foav i 1133 nows he 1macda-
rlaptor® froaa Switoerland snd linsed
stated that ue rovailed NOSENKU as 2
CEEeCtOrLTe WOURING wqustist Awcrican

v, ~via U

TSN rlLiEj_}qi_gg;‘.;xL;Ly.ai_h;a

ons of UETIAD, and su this time he
the za-. and an :nuication of CIA's
LOny 11UlS. ovar the next several
G mit€riaa tres tuc 1962 and 1964
tecrland, and at a1s request was

Lle Diwjraphic «dats 20 NOSINRO to

operatisn. On 29 June 1964, GOLITSYN

e confirmea

NOSENKO's 1dent.iy as the zon of the furmar Miristct of Ship-
building wnd said tpat he was a KGh ctlicer whe nad worked in the

American Department and thu

Tourish Lewaatpont ot the KGB's Second

Chicf Dirnctorate. Hu asus shown o phiat ograni of NIAELEO. (ot
buried in a phato sproad, but sinetyd and e chenfriicn it as g

photograph ot the mun he Lituw .

Ao this Lime Qe gove the information

aboue UONENKYG whaich 18 swnirazed bhoelow.
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The HUSESKY case hss not heen discussed with GOLITSYil sincn
the 29 June 1304 faterviedy thus he ha3 ﬁ@t Leen questioned
further on the circwictances which led to the encounters with
JIO0SERKU described by him, nor have the results of subsequent
detailed reinterrogstions of HOSENKO - discussed at length in
the foregoing sections of this poper - been made available to
him for review, analysis, or comment;

2. Resume and piscussion of information®

smerican Departmont - 1953

NUSLIKO has said that he entercd the KGB in #airch 1953%%
and was first assigned to the U,5, Embassy Section of the American
Department of Whit 53 now the Second Chief Dircctorate, KGB., He
gteted thit his duties from t143 entry until sometime in 1954, per-
haps 3bout June, were to work cn files of mmerican cérresponients
on poarwanent assignment to r0QSCO¥ and to meet with the Soviet
citizens who were agents or informants reﬁorting on the corres-

pondents to the KGB.
GOLITSYN stated that he met NOSENKO ir. the American Depart-

‘ment of the Internal Counterintelligence Directorate®*®® a couple

of times in 1953 when he, COLITSYN, was there on other matters.
GOLITSYN had earlier identified his own job bctween{ﬁecember
1952 and April 1953 as Chief of the american 3ector, Counter-
intelligence {rinth} Department, Foreign Directorate, under the
Chief Intelligence Directorate {(formed in December 1952 and re-

prqanized in April 1953). From April 1953 until his departure

L.

* The relationship between the reporting by GOLIT3YN and NOSENKO
on specific operations i3 shown on Pages £94-595, with comments
thereon appeJsring on Pages 647659, while in thias section are
a discussion and an evaluation of what GOLITSYH sald about

HOSENKU's assignments in the 3scond Chief Directorate {3ece
pages 343-344). '

¢6 ,mong tho varjous dates civen by NOSENKO for this entry. March 1953
hag bean given oL often than others and i3 more consistent with

the rest of NOSENKO's story. . jr {1
P

eosvmin {m mew Amgiconated the KGB Second Chief D!reﬂtornta.-. J}L/“ 'y
[ 4
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for Vienns in Uctober 1953 GULITSYY ‘was Deguty Chief of the

kmigre secter, Countarintellicence vepartment, Foreign Int2lligenc:

Department, Foreign Intslligence Dirsctorate., GCOULITSYN has not

£

fndicated the nature of his responsibilities in =ither of theze
poesitions which would have necessitited his visiting the American .
Department of the Internal Counterintelligence Lirectorate, although

certain activities of corwaon interest with the latter would appear

- logical. KUSENKO's description of his alleged duties with corres-

; pondents, however, did not encompass his having official contacts
i with represencatives of any component of the C:ouﬁtf:tintelligence
Departrent of the Foreign Birectorate. According to HNOSENKO®'z
description of the location of his claimed office in the Arerican
Departmr;t. and his dcscraiption of the duties of the co-worrzers
he said shared it with hin, chance contacts there with such a
representative would have been precluded. EIven by NOSENKO's account,
then, an encounter between GOLIT3IYN and himself could not have
bean in the course of interdspartmental liaison betwszen their
respective units, nor could it have occurre:l in NHOSEKO*'s office.
GOLITSY¥*s lack of reporting on KCB operations against American

g oorréspondents {other than his conversation with KOVSHUK in 1956

or 1957 about Henry SHAPIRO) is further evidence that his business
‘_1n the hzerican Department was unrelated to NOSENKO®s claimed

activities at that time, and GOLITSYN's own statesment on the 1953 o
encounters implied that his meetings with HOSENKO were accidental.
Fleeting 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 Cepartment/Tourist Department - 1955-1960

HOSENKO stated that he transferred from the American Depart-

ment to the Tourist Department in June 1955, and remained in the

Tourist Department until 1960, becoming a deputy chief of section
there in 1958,
GOLITSYH, however, insisted that NOSENXO remained in the

A  American Department until at least 1957, or possibly as late as .- i

S B ’
CTITOTERTECRET R
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LOSELAU'S true position in the mmerican Depictnent in 1357 or
195, CGOLITSM did not indicate how he aciuired his knowladye
on this nor why the KGH subéequently would have uesn unible to
determine that a2 hid., If his access to this information was in-
decd thit remote (as GULITSN's as:ignment in 1357 and 1958 rwould

indicate - se= below), it is readily appirent that it could like- ,

-

-

wise be sonewhat garbled. COLIT3YN was unable to explain the
fact that HOSENKO's physiéal presence in exclusively Tourist
Deparinent cases hod bren ;»sitively established through photo ‘\
jdontifications hade by several of the Lndlviduals'involved. who
met SUSEIKO as eurly as 1956, »
From 1955 to i959 (the same years when.HOSEHKO claimed to
have becn in the Tcurist Cépaztnent) GOLITSYY was enrolled in
the KCB Higher School. lie was detached from the school, in the
period January-tlarch 1959, in order to égthgr matertal for his
thesis. At that time GOLIT37N spent just under two months in
the Tourist Department,® but GOLITSYN's work aid not involve him
in any day-to-day operational activities of this department. He
has reported having "occasiocnally® met uosé:xo in 1959: slthocugh
he 414 not specify that it was at precisely this time, it seems
probable that it woulc have been, GOLIT5YN said that he asked
NOSENXO 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, ind not work-related, hence
{nsufficient for GOLITSYN to arrive independently at a well-founded
conclusion as to NOSENKO's sctual staéus and function with the

Touriet Department.

*In describing his own and others' responsibilities in the Teurist
Department, NOSENKO has made no reference to this ﬁnit having &
formal or regular relationship with the KGB school or to students

from the school huving been detached to the department.

Y0P SECEE"
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infopastion et wiflahla to GOLIT i".‘c‘ . . L
Tho detuiled interrogations ol HUSRIKG fue u nrnl’m nis clalnsv._"
to K¢B po»ltion.s bctveori 1953 and 1964, Jdid not tnke phcn until
nany months after GULITSY: mede his Jtoterent:, ‘é4nd they werr: vaand
upon all collatersl information knowr{frelatinq to each phase., None- ‘
of the results of these interrogitions was made available to
GOLITSY™N, 80 he was not aware of the countlrss pﬂinté on which
NOSEXKO contradicted known facts and revealed his ignorance of
activities which were carriéd out by the KGB during his alleged

o ' __ tenure in t_h’e;p/gepcrtments. .

3. Corments on GOLITSYN

Several factors influence the evaluation of GCLITSYN's 5£ate=
ments on WOSENKO:

‘A - First, as statad in Part VIII.I., it is concluded
that NOSENKU did not serve in the KG3 positions he glaimed:
GOLITSY's tescimony verified this conclusion insofar as
NOSEKO's claims abcut service in the U.S. Embassy Section
of the American Department in 1960-196;. are concernad. bMore-
over, in 1962 COLITSYN concluded that .the KGB "letter-writer®
(actually NOSENKO) was under KG3 control in sutnitting infor-

3 ‘ mation to Aamerican Intelligence. At issue, therefore, is the
evidence from GOLITSYN to the effect that KOSENKO was an
officer in the smerican Department (until 1257 or 1958, .wﬁa.reas

, HOSENKG said he was reassigned from the department in 1955)
and in the Tourist Department subsejuently.

- Secona. GOLITSYN made no comment about or identification

of NOSENKO prior to the public announcement of the latter's
defection, despite many previous opportunities to do 80 {e.g..
in discussions of GUK, HURMIOV, and KASHCHEYEV) ard despite
GOLITSYN's proven excellence of memory for names and tasks of
KGB peraonhel. GULITSYN gave little detail on the circum-

stances of his encounters with NOSE/KO, and he has not been

questioned furthar obout them. Neverthelass, as indicated im

the foregoing 't'emaiks on the circumstances in which tho two

L - 'J
8 men could have met, it seems apparent that any contact vould e "
?. ' te &
S have been brief, infrequent, casual, extra-official,” ‘"“? SE LEI
sidee B
- Y N B T ARMPRNR RS DE TS FO 2% of S v Y =1 Fof Ll i s it }i’“ﬂ.{.ALL
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he folle .dng diicusgion conridnrq X uLIT.u‘- '3 inforhat:io'r
ahout NUSILURG dn conjum Hon with N(JJFNXO'S dc-\ial )LOUL havtn'v. i
b2en in contect with GULIWIYI.® vossible axpl meeions for . i
GOLITSYN's having referred to their cncounter;l bt haﬂng'nis-' - »
{dentifled HUSINKO's positions in the KCB are: First, GOLITSYi
could have er:nd-a second, GOLIT3YN cculd have lied for personil

reasonsy and third, COL1ITSTtl could heve lied st the direction

of the KGB because he (like NOSENKO) is under i:G3 control. To
examine each of these points scparctely:
- GOLITSYH could have erred. Apart from tae denial

by BU3SERKO, who is an unrcliable source, there i3 no evirence
to rrfute COLIT3Yi's statament that ho and RCS2KO met in
the rmerican vepartment in 1953 and fn the Tourist D2pertment
in 1958 or 1959%. (lhe conélusi&?ﬁii‘.’"hrt VviiI.I. about
NOSFUKO's bona fides do not rule out the possibility that

= he vas p'hysic:illy prasent on occasion on the premises of tha
two departments in these yoars, aithou;;h not in the cagicities
that he has claimed.) The nature of t_ﬁeir encounters, however, i
tould have heen such that GOLITSY: erred in assuming - becauce ‘
f:iosn;xo was secn on or near the prenmises of the two departments:
and because NOSENKO told GOLIT3YJd in 1958 or 1957 that he was
in the Tourist Department - that KOSEIKO was therefore an
officer of these specific elements of the :33 Second Chief
Directorate. Thus, if GOLITSYN met HOSENKO as he said, he

misﬁakenly identified ROSENKO ag being a menbder of the staffs

) of the Mmerican 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 ia insufficient information svailadble to reach a conclusion :
about, ©f aven spedxlnte on, why HOSINKO was so certain GOLITSY:i's
defection occurred in January 1962, as contrasted with the fact

:: that {¢ took place on 15 December 1961. !
i - .
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.JUJ ukU" pOQItitn ln thh Koy would uud -uthenticity to

hlq aarlier evalu. tion o( Lhw NUJLJK" 1n(ornatiow of 1962,

to his. contrau;c‘ionq nr HUSLNKU'S Stutements coxcern1n~
service in thn U 3. Dmbassy aﬂction and the operations of
thet section, and to his contention that the KGB would try
to counteract his {GOLIT3YN's) information by spreading
purportadly suthoritative but purposefully misleading reports
on the same subject matter. In swwmary, GOLITSMN's intention
in lying about NOSZNXO cquld simely have beeq te sdd greater
crrdibility to his expressed opinion that ILJ<:K0 was & ROD
provocatedr.

- CULITSYY could have lied ut the direction of the KGB,
an explanation that is examined here for the sake of ccmpleteness
and not lLecause CIA has any reason to helieve GOLITSYHlis under
KG3 control. This evplznation would mean that COLIT3YW,
although offering purtial confirmation for NOSSKO's claims,
directly attucked the bona fidns of :nBthe; KGB-diapatched
agent of allegedly comparable rank ane knowledgeability. acting
under KG3 instructions, GOLIT3YN would have sought to undermine
ROSENKO's acceptability, regardless of the fact that NOSINKO
gaid he was prqviding reliable and compr~hensive information
about KGB operations against smerican officials and touristsv
in the U35R. At the same time, NOSNKO was not giving an
account of thelr relationship that waa consisgent with GOLITSYN's,
by implication NOSEIKO wae distorting or diluting thé earlier
reports of GOLIT3YN on KGB operations in the $oviet Union,
and HOSENKO was seexing £o Ggain acceptanée by CILA equal to that
experienced by GOLIT3YN. According éo this hyyothesis, two
sources urnder KGB control - each st;!Vinq for acceptance -
deliberatnly guve conflicting storiéﬁ of their -alationship,

and each tried to undermine the hona fidcs of the other,

GULITSYN explictly and HOSE!KO by implication. Thia explanation
is so i1llo~‘cal, as well a3 so detrimental to the KGB, that

it must be rejected from serious consideration.
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‘“he ‘choic-. thus secms to lin betwoesn tho first two cxplana:lons

for CA/LITJ{N'S misid'mttﬂc«tion of ULIINR0, one un unnetstand :hlc

etrof of 1ssumpt ion dr.\\.n from thoir fes chincs 'Jncounters, tho

other e misguided uttempt thet had no sinister goals, In either

cuse, GOLITSYH's testiwony does not contribute to a determination

of the status of NOJSENKC within the KCB as of the yeors prior

to 1960.
There are two explanations for LOSENKO's denial about havino

met GULITJYM. Ono explsnation is that they verc never in personal

contact, thce KGD was aware of this fact, and - unprepirad for

GULITSYH's statements to the contriry - the KGB briefed NOSZWKO

sccordingly. If in this particular instance NOSENKO told the

truth and (as discussed above) GOLITSYN did not, no additional

or differcnt conclusion cian be drawn apout the bona fides of

NOSENKO and his clainms of service in the KGB. The second explenation

is that, aos GOLITSYN said, thess encount.ets.did take plece in 1353

and again in 1958 or 1959, but becuusa of thelir casual and £1e§-tinq

nature, NOSENKO (unlike COLITSYN) has not remembered them,.
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2,  Regume of intorigrion®

hovording te COLITSYR, he petsonally meeg HOSHELKEG wwo or
three Line-n 80 17908, wWitele vinstaneg thwee U B, Emba.sy irctson of
the Aot ican 1L pttieat, o component of the fntarn.el tecurily
directorate, ond «gain in 1958 and 19%2., On the other hand, |
HOSEURG was wrable 1o 1dentafy COLITSY's photograph and he denied
ever havirg seer ham GOLITSRN suid that GUK, (HURANOV. ond
RASHCIIEY:VY were tg1e:nGs of ROSILKO as well as of rwiagtsy, (NOS-
ENKO clawmed ro e ol {3 1endlly terms with each of ¢lv v three
KON of firers; v hnowledoed, hodiver, that his scquaintance |
with CGUR had e merery caswal uevsl NOLENRO 'S threc-month TDY .
1o Cuneva in 1205 whacn pewic them the best of frieuds.)  From j
1952 1o 7 o 108 ol fovi sawd, VOSENKO was o ecane of ficer
1es thes U3, Fadescny e taon, then §iennierradd 10 8 her Poveg st
Deppat tant L wheger b aas o Senior o gt of fieeg 3 1993 (300 I5 YN
Stutedd Unejasvieally 1 hat RUSERFY wan not o Depury hael of, the i
U.S, kapszsy S.0010n o vthoerwise sciving in that section Or an )
the Ancrican Leparimentt. as of the time he (COLITSYH) .onsulted
with various otficers there in Apeil-June 1960 and January 1961.°%°
GOLITSY! spoke thern with officers wivvn HOSENKO ciaims as close
colleacirs 36 Jud ng KOVIHUK and ORYARIOY and would douktless
Fave krown 1f NOIPUKQ wiete supervising or otharvise involved in
code clerk coperavions.  Jn sumnary COLITSYN (ozrobot ited some
of NOSE.LKZ s alleand @uncignzent in tiwe KOB Sccond Chi-:f Directorate
pur not all ot tiam while RCSENKO contradicted GOLUT YW by saywng
that the wLwo men iiad rovegr pot

;f

3. Commenrs on ¢l ISY

From Decemier 1952 until Apral 1951 GOLITSYN was ‘“Thicf of
the hmesican Deesx  Counterintellicence Depaciment. Foreign
Directorate. FoGi {then MobBl and {og nmost of the period from
January <o 'March 1959 5. was on TDY ceaining assiglunents to the
Second Chief luretorate In cthe figsr joub arv least SOLITSYN
presumsoly would have hiad regular c<eatings with the U 5. Embossy
Sectior, and peri:ap:. also 1n the se«cond he would have been in !
contant With thye foupisnt Leparumenr, 1n which NOSENKO claimed
to have lrzen then serving Dospite thay  and despite has
proven excrllence of mowngy for the rawes and tasks ot Kb
personnel, COLIPSYH never mentioned NOLSENKO an debractings
during the years 1962 ond 1963 nosr commented on his name on
the two occasions when Lt was shown to him. although he had
nUMerous OppPOrtunitics to menvion ham™ In conneceion wirth the
rames of THURANTY, PASERTUHEYRV, ang LUK,

* 1he relationuiuip between the reporting by COLITSYN and
ROSENFU on specific operations 18 shown on Poeqgen 504 -595,
with commonts L.efeun appearing on Puges 647-659 while an
the section which follows below are a discassion and an '
evaluation of what GOLITSYH said epout NOSERKO's assignments
in the Secord Chief ircctorate,.s desctibad on Pagyes 343-344.

tele srated 1 Past VII1.1., howewrr. 1t 1S NOL credible that
NOSENKO served 1o the U.S, Embassy Section in 1951 5% or
15 1960-19¢2 .
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There would appeat to b rno reasen why nOSENNo, 1f he hiad
ever oot CULEIGYH, should noo have cald 10 10 Aeericen intelit-
gence: pepresentaetives.®  Jo Fesve dntee @0 would hnee gqaven NOSEKO
corciete support for his olains ot Kt seaff service, which he
knew Lo be in question. T the contrary. kowever, NOSINKO consis-
tently dcnied any contact 2rnd ronufacturcd a demonstraply false
story Lo e¢xplain his own c¢ksence during GOLITSWH s admitted visit
to the scction in which HOSTRO elaims Lo have scrved in January
31961, {Scn Page 183, seconu fOOERoLE. )

On tre othei hamd, COLITINNI'S claim must T reasured against
the backoround ond crrcunmsvanten of his statemones. In the ab-
gsence of any comuents atloutr or sdentitication of KCSENKO by GCLIT-
SYN prior to the public anrotncement of his defrction from the
KGI, and in view ot the arourt of infoimar 10n made avallable to
him from HOSHHNIU matorsais prior to 5 mating any statoements
about his alleged acqualrntance with him, GOLITS M s "identifica-
tion" of 'OSENKO as a KGE staff officer krnown to h.m persorally
cenrot be considered as sphiiteliOus OT uncentaminated' information,

The weight of anéeperndent evidence againco LCZENKG's alleged
service in those positicns wiieh GOLITSYYN corrolorated, combired
witn the cornflict Letwoen GOLITSYN 'S and LOSEUIKO's testimony about
their personal arjusinleniesnhlp, Mawkes a1t impossitle to isccept
GOLITSYN's verification of 1OSTNKO's claimed YGB status during
any stage of the loatter’s career.

it is not likely that he wculd forcet jt. Direct relationship
with or knowledge of a defector would be interesting and 1im-
portant to ramslning ®GH officers: oaven if temporaraly forgotten,
post-defection reminiscerces would alimost certairly bring back
memor ies of such recent ar? direct contacts as GOLITSYN relotes.

100 SECPET.
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2. NOSFNKO'G Background snd Carecr

Date of Infbrmation

/
“19 Februvary 1964 (Re-
ported tq!thc FBI on
12 Fubruary 1964)

;
/

10 vebruary 1964 (Re-
ported to the FRI on
T2 Fepruary 19604}

i

16 Feuruary 19064 (Fe-=
portend to the FBI on
12 February 1964

19 reblipuary 1969 (Re-
rorted to tan ¥R on
20 Februusry 1964

Information Peportaed by

couree

NOSENKO was affiliated with the KGN for approxi=-
mately 16 vears, since about 1947, and wa3 an
employee of the Seecond Chiecf Directorate in
Moscow. His father, now dead, was a Deputy to
the Prime Minister of the Soviet tnion and also
Minister of the Shipbuilding Industry. There

is a shipyard named after NOSENKO's father in
the Ukrainc.

Tha pliotograph which appeared an U.5, news- o3
pagers 1s not that of LASENKO.** ftiald Tyt

wvirrked with NOSENKN for several years in FGB

Headguariers; he described NOLLENKO as a person

who Lixes to be fashicnably dresscd at atl

times ard o fond. of women, by natare o triendly T

indsvidual an! generally well-liked by his fol- L

low workers. NOSENKO worked in the Second ra

Chic{ Lirecturate. 3
wmoared guite certain L EES
EXRTIR - hat NOSENKO hadd the rans e

At drin

[4

B
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B Tt A

isizas asked PichE LW
‘TS‘;,':Q ct 3

! whether hae felt
oSk ually defected whether” ha félt

a a7
o the aAntection might be a "trick® by the KGH. “oh
- ¥ replied that from his own knowledge of grd
> 's matter, he was convinced that NOSENKO's
defection was not a "tyick?® by the KGA.

(chorték\;g t¥e PBI

on 20 Febru. 1964}

NOSENO worked against personnel stationed at
the U.S. Cmbassy in Moscow, and with his help
agents were developed among thése Amoricans.

to the FDBI
1ry 1964)

2 (Repozted
~7.on 22 Febr

1t is asasuped by the KGR that he is familiar EE%
with the number and location aof microphones in ca
the U.S5. Embassy, 724

B

Frior to NOSENKO's defection he was Deputy to
the Chief of a department in the Second Chief
Directorate. wWhile working ia the Leyenth

{survcillance) Directorate in Moscowsl |
an throe gcoparate occasions patticiguted in
conterences betwaen "important paop a" of the

Second Chiesf Directorate and the.Seventnh Dircc-
eorata,. NOSENKO was present at all of theso,¥
Althcuyh HNOGENKO wis a Ceputy Chief he hold p
oniy the raank of captain in the KGB, ded ¥
attributed this (the disparity between Joo and
rank) to the influence which GRIBANUV exerted
on tha behalf of NOSENKO,

(Puoported fo CIA by
the FH.L oy 1 Yebruary
1845) !

e

L e e e
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DATE "’j”‘j? ",7"

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

pace(s) __J 17

FROM:
CIA JOB NO. :

BOX /NO. Ree | Y
A

FOLDER NO.
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7718.7 - - e . U aamndecs
3 e .
e e g Decause of his long tenure in the KGB, NOSENKO y : gﬁ
‘ would have a great deal of important informa=

tion which he could impart to intelligence
agencies of c¢ther countrices. Cartainly, he
would be acquainted with many KGB employees
’ and could identify them. He also would be
intimately acquainted with a large numbar of
Soviet agents working inside the USSR against
Amer=i1can and British nationale.

1764 (rFo-
“ported to)Xhoe FOL on
964)

£k,

The Lulk 0f LOSERKO's knowledge concerning KGB
activities would revolve around the intelli-
gence operstions of the KG3 in Moscow and aleo
Yo perscenalivien working in Headguarters.
NOSTLK S ans alse wnduubtedly familiar with all
Ko peuvsonalitics in Seneva® and certainly knew

10 Fe
porrod
12 tebruer

¢

somr EGH personaiitics 1n «ther countries. f e
RV

\ ATl FEP L05EHKO had been 1u ‘3

the Seoonu haef L cunorato for about 14 yecars é})
and was acrqeainted with atmost all of the cm- 4
ployees of this directorate, He was aware of EE;
sho gtructuze of the KGh and 7nows many oerson= vy

nel of the First Chiefl ircctorate,
- g !

gj. :- bt .""" ;z E;'!§L"Js.¢-- PR by oy - ;‘ A 'g

ARSI SN O P - R A SN

£ (all v e, eTe v . . ~ 3 iy

&&;JE'M?; S o e "‘*'F""".
bg_ﬁ.‘hcmﬂxk‘iy} 2 T KU,

ac peputy to the Chiel of the ourist Dopartment,
had in his possession a telephone dircchory
which listed the names of some 10,000 KGD em-
ployecs in Moscow. Only Chiefs and Deput s
of Depgrimentsahad these phone books.**  SgdBL
A v ,ﬁ§gg§ﬁ£k§>xprcsscd the opinion that"N

. ¢ SRR D,
,,,og%-.%u.:.iw Dk R
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is much mure valuable to|the FBI and CIA than
was Olcg PENKOVSKIY becayso of the fact that he
knows 80 much about the methods of work of the
First and Second Directorates of the KGB cnd

is familiar with so manyiind
both in Moscow and abroad oy,
that PCNKOVSKIY was able to furnish American
and Dritish Intelligcncewith a lot of informa-
tion concerning defense secrets of the Soviat
Union, but NOSENKO is much more knowledneable
in intelligence and counferintelligence opera-
tions of the KGbB.”

KGB PP

NOSELKO krows many of the chiefe and deputies
of the KGB directora:es Jnd denartments at KGB [
Headgusrtoers 1n Mcscow. !In K33 headquarters (&

(Reportyd to the
FB1 on } h 19¢€4)

thaor: are four aepsirate dining gfooms for per- Ej;
sonnel who work there; ohe such dining room is Ld
reserved for chiefs and deputies of departments. 9
Because of this fact, NO{ENKO has a vast know- : E;;

the KGB.* frams

02

¢

T OEINRG voluntecrod Tor 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 eaxlier.




ot A B et m e L o

: : {Report to the FBI on
v i 27 March X

20 May 1 (Ro-~
portted to
on 21 May

108 3 et

Report
by the
11 June 1

Sea above; NOSENKO did

not mention these directories.

®There seems na

‘the KGD & Lr” A

rnimous opinion among the iy

smithat NOSENKO... could do
nount of harm.” NOSENKO

in his position as a ddputy chief in one of the
departments of the SeP?nd Chief Directorate

would have been entitle

d to have one porsonnel

directory of approximaﬂely 30 pages setting
forth the identities c{ all of the supervisory

officials in KGB leadq

also have had a 200- pn*u directory listing by
1

name and telephone num
file umployees working .

. wee two direc
American Intelligence,
damaged for the presant
to come,?

Tha KGB was lucky that
40 microphones in the {
Actually, about 200 mig
by the Soviets in the E
quite sure that NO3ENK
furnishing 1nformation

1 by some €

to the Amercicang which
resulted 1n the microphones being found., It

arters. NOSENKO would

er all the rank-and-
’ﬁfcow. The opxnxon
'GB “chiefs" @ ok
0s NKO were merely a
cories available to
the KCD would be saverely
and for several years

L%

TP SECRET

the Amcricans found only -
5. bEmbassy in Moscow.
rophones wi.-r concealed
mbassy. € nscels
Was8 resLs e for

il a

wus his opinion that NUSENKO knew only the gen=

eral location of the 4¢

microphones which were

found and does not have
romaxnlng ones., g

AL

any knowledge of the
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The aeoncral consensus among (XGU cmployocsﬂ!ﬂl’
{s that in the future the XGU will
ts tooling mharply the effects of NOSENXO's es-
cape to American Intelligenze. NOSENKO is con-
sidered to be vastly more important than either
GOLITSYN or DERYABIN. This opinion appears to
be based on ceveral factors: First, NOSENKO
worked against personnel stationcd at the U.3.
Embasay in Mencow and with |hig help agents wWole
Jevelop:d among thede Amerlcans. Sacond, it
15 assumed by KGB personne] that because cf
hig closcness to the U.S. Embassy in the post,
JOSENKG would also be familiar with the number
of microphones which hed bden anstalled in
the mbassy by the KGB and|the locations of
‘nese microphones. ‘Tnlrd,|as 3 Deputy Chief
of o department, NOSLNZO w ¢ld normally aave
nad access to a telephone lirectory listing
all pcersonnel in all directorates of the KGI in
Moscow. aAnothor fuctor, which 18 & formidable
one 14 the m.nds of other #Gn employecs, ts
that HOSENKD travelled in a rather influcntial
circle .0f triends 1n Mouncow who o ok ~igh in
the Sovier Government, i R
these comments cited as rcasons for MINLIKO
being an "important catch®i for Anmerican Intele
ligence, but e TP TR no onc in the
KGB recally knows exactly how much information
NOSEN¥O had concerning the; XGD.

(Reporte;\}h§2:§,(ﬁi
on 22 June 1

)

3
2
3
5
Ld .

JPEE. . W

| )
[N}
[ ='eny
[ o}
[
(72 ]
[ = WY
[ sweee )
j

=} et

The amount of damaqgae caused by NOSENLO's de-
fection is "unpredictablae.| HNOSENKO knew few
employees of the First Chiqf Directorate worke
ing abroad, but knew many such employces gerving
in KGE leadquarters by virgue of sceing them in
the dining room which is riserved for chiefs

and deputy chiefs of KGB dgpartments.

{Reported o A
by the F3I 8
Fobruary 1 }
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(puported ¢ F83
5 May ’ e ., NS
Orn 2 y ‘96 ? 3 '&; %whs‘¢

‘.u-

&%)-M.. * Lo o
: ._u.- \rw \}

" X l-q’-. _— 7 " "l .l ,.s.' . t‘
Sy W g Ty w T 2k l j \\
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STley Lo sntee g nave boen establishoed by the CPSU
SR I S N for the puiposes: (3 to detormine why KOL cme

ployees such as DEIYABIN, GOLITSYN, and ROSENKO
defected while scorving abroad; and (b)Y to altempt
to climinate “weak® KGB employees and improve the
efficicney of the KGR.

jur ¥”

.ﬂ SC“ ”
- ’Q)"'\,L \?.‘ .

e -

Al Inveostigating commission of the CPSU {entral
Committoo checking into the circumstances sur=
“roundyng NOSENRO's defection has thug far been
rv;an)thn for the expulsion from the KGB of 15
Second Chicf Lirectorate employeccs. These in-
clude GRIPANOV, who was also expelled from the
crsy and was stripped of his rank of lieutenant
geaeral. GRIB/NOV has been given a very small
pension, like an ordinary Soviet citizen. This
drastic action was taken sinde the primary re-
sponsibility ror the defectian was placed on

GRILANOV. 1Tt was rcalized tlat, in addition to .
' Directorate at .

bban Chief of the Seco f
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|
the time of the defoction, GRIBANOV was a por-
gonal fricnd of NOSENKO and had more or less
treated NOSENKO as a protege and had taken many

steps to further NOSENKO's ¢arecr within the KGB.*

1t was fclt that GRIBANOV should have been aware

" i
Tnree of GRIBANOV's deputiep were also cxpelled
from the KGB, one of whom wes a Major Genecral
BANNIK Of the 11 other fHecond Chief Direc-
torate thployees coxpelled, Eome were found to
have been personal friends bf NOSENKO and some
of them were found to have fonfided to NOSENKO
details of nnerosionc lp waboh tgey were working.
B i A RS e SN S.M. GOLUBEV,
3 KGb oifiver stavaoncd in iashangrton, would be
leaving for Moscow because bhe investigating com=
mission had deterraned that|GUX, a mutual friend
of NOSEMKO and GOLUBLV told| NOSENKQ that GOLUBEV
had Leen assigned to the Wahkhington Legal Resi-
dency. GOLUREV had himgel | worked with NOSENKO
'in KGB Headgquarters sometimg in the pust, but
subsuquently NOSENRO and GOLUREV werc given dif-
ferent assignmcnts within thic XGB and thereafter
did not associate with one hnother in tho course
of their daily activities. ’

¢ €ec Pages 327-136 1in which XNCSENKO's descripuion of his relationship with GRIBANOV.is discussed.

24N

;ilﬂi&i@q’

ess PNOSENKD identificd GOLUBEV by namc anl photograph as a First Chief Directoratu-countc}intclligence officer{

who had served in New York City under Unitced Nations cover in 1960 and 1961.
met GOLUREV in 1959 and know nothing of his earlier career.

to Geneva with the Soviet Disarmament Delegation, NOSENKO

Ministry personnel in the delegaction before his own assignment to Geneva.

in KGB Headquarters in 1963.

NOSENKO said that he first
Because GOLUDEV had at one point been assigned
went to him in 1962 tor a briefing on Forcign
NOSENKO said he last saw GOLUBEV

At tha: time GOLUBEV was assigned to the New York Direction of the Counter=

intelligence iugaztment of the First Chief Dircctorate, and NOSENKO said that GOLUBEV had been in this

Department as .ony as he had knowrn hin.,

LY )

lans_tn defoct ., THEHTNE oy oG R S
T S bR L Rera Bl e S o SN
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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 Genecva
(in 1961), a summary statement of his activities
was preparqed in the Gecond Chicf Directorate and
sent to GHPBANOV. This summary contained con-
siderable "compromising information® concerning
NOSENKO; 1f acted upor properly, it would have
removed him from cornideration for this trip.
GRIB/NOV read the summary material, ran a line
through =1l of it, and udded the notation: "5ond
h:m to Gereva." The gencral feeling s that
GRIDANDOV was willing to overlook a lot of HOSENKO's
dericicncins because of GRIDBANOV's long=-time
triondohip with NORENKC's father.* P O T A
¥ M ﬁ',‘ ﬁ .

PR
GRIBANOV has been dismigsed from the YGR, ex~
pelled from the CPSU, and is presently living
on 3 gmatl pension. lHis dismissal oceurred
immediately after NOSENKO's defection.®* In
addition, aot less than 50 other punple werc dige
missed, many of whom were close fricnds of GRIBANOV.
Most of these were from the First and Second Chief
Directorates, with the majority from the Second
Chief Dircctorate. The present Acting Chiel of
the Second Chief Directorate is a Major General
BANLIK, whosae appointment has not yet been approved
by the Central Committee of the CpsSU. One of
his deputies is a Major General (F.A.) SHCHERBAK.

(Reporzed to by e
FRI on 23 Junuas 35)

(nnportcé~:3\CLQ\:?
the PRI on 8 Feliw

ary 1965)

h
Bl
| g1
Coud
Beadlond
[V ]
[ = N
| e )
|

= ROSTHRS Bo01d thut.his father and GRIBANOV were not acquainted.

s»  GRIDANOV was remortcdly an 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.

w———y
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Early Juné\qies {Re-
ported to CIMDy the
FirI on 29 Jnn'e\L;)u“))

Major General BANNIROV is currently temporary
Chief of the Sceond Chief Directorate, having
replaced GRIDANOV who was expellod {rom tho KGD

_hecause he supported NOSENKO in his carcer,®
GRIBAMOV i3 working in a small city outside
Moscow an the chief of security at an import=-
ant military plant ond is new a *nothing."”

nfter the dotection of NOSENKO the KGB conductad
ar rALuns.ve dnvestigation to detcrmine which
smonloyeas %new him and the nature of their rela-
« +nship. DPuving this TAPABRIN wWas gquestioned
L. ouaidt he kpew NOSENKD, hut only casuvally and
proiy Peoause ol Laited contacts within the KRGB.
“he rrnvestioataon Cuturimined, however, that
mARABRLN and GRIBANCY were friunds socially and
chat TARALKIN attendnd scveral parties at which
SOSENED wan presens.  firls invited by NOSENKO
wore wabd Lhore . doscribed one such
party. Therealter, TAMGHRIN was afforded a heas-
10g and was gecused on willfully concealing ;
v1tal infurmation. As a r2sult he was expelled
from the Kab and the CPSU and was depraved of
all ponsion rights,*s”

*

ROSETo 5oid that 1t wes DRNNINOV WL authorized his 19640 trip &9 Geneva, during which he defected, and
that to the bost of nis knowladiu, GRIBANOY Jid ro* know that he (NUSENSO) was making this trip. Hever-
thalecs, MOSENKO said taat e tooulat shat GRTHANOY might be fired rrew the KG3 oas a result of his defection
hecLusehe was rosponsibis for nashing me anhcad,” MNOSENKO said Lhat BHNNIKOV would not be punished because
he had dorce nothing other thad suppost hin as a candidate for the 1964 Geneva assignment (sce Pages 333-334).

>
)

MOSENKO reopovted that TARALLTN wasg Chicf of the British Deparusent from 1958 to 1963, at which time he bo-
cane Deputy Chief or "torvice No. 2," the reorgnnized Countnrintelligones Deportment of the First Chiof
Divectorate.

NOSEVKO said he saw GRIBANOV threa timen sou1ally during his KGB careor: on cach occasion TARABRIN was presont.
NOSENES reported that he provided gitis for CRUBANOV and TARMGRIN At partloes in 1962 and 1963, but not in 1961.
He could not recall any cotarls of the 1Yul party fe.g., who the girls werae, where they went, what they did,

ete.). He was, howoaver, anble to deseribe the 1903 party, whicnh took place in October or Novomber, in con=

siderable Cctail & B Mrnl T o
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b, The Conpromisec of PENYOVIXLY

(i) 1lutrodurtion

. 2% and XUSENKO agree on only cone aspect of the
PEXKOVSKIY compronise {sce Part VIII.B.G.b.): They both
attribute tbr initial semgronise to K68 survelllance. Al-
though SRS TAir®» revort osgrees with NUSENKC that

the KGR ’carnﬂu Ol Anerican participation in the operation
only after PENKOVSKiIY was Arrested, §¥¥@psuboequent reports
contradict this by tying the comprorisc directly to surveile
lance of U.S. Embau=sy personnel visiting the Pushkin Street
dead drop site. = > story of the cvents steonming from
the cowpromise of '*c dead drop site is at odds both with

the facts of the case dng_ziih_gllwothcr reporting[ |

- {ii) Discussion

: ) morort m%m“v"--trc aonth
a!tcr the KGB terminated the operation--indicated that the
KGB had been awarc of FEN{OVSKIY's involvement with Apmeri.
cans, and specifically with the ClA orf!cer\JALOB, for atout

two and one half months prior to the arrests. This state-

ment is inaccurate concerning JACOB, wito was a last-minute
substitute for the servicing of the Pushkin Street dead drop

on 2 Kovember 1962 and who never bhefore had personally par-
ticipated in the opcration. 3EREEINE statements otherwise @ -
agree with NCSENKO's subsequent report and the "official

report’ regarding KG3 igrorance of the role of American
Intelligoence in the PENKOVSKIY corse.

N : :port or the case, however, is contra-
dictory'tu his first repcrt and to the other sources: He

“said in SEETETEM 1963 that surveillance of U.S. Embassy tar-

gets detected a visit to the Pushkin Sircct sitz by an

Anmerican, and that the resulting 24-hour surveillance of the

site caught PENKOVSKIY visiting the samce location, whereupon

he was arrested and confessed. CI! however, has no eviw

dence besides the statements b g = that PENKOVSKIY ever QSE
went to the Pushkin Street sitec after it was visited by CIA
personnel.

i In SERES® reported at greater length about
the roie o!f Pushkin Street in PENKOVSKIY's compromise. At
this time he explained that the American had visited Pushkin
Street not once but twice: surveillance had obscrved Lim on
both vuccasions wihen he went inside the entrance, but followed
“him inside only on the second visii. The survellluant who -
entered the buildinz reported that the Asmerican appeared to
be tving his shoe; although this was not unusual in itself,
Ademcontinucd, the ract that it was the second visit to
the same address for no visible purrpose causcd susplicion,
and as a result the ¥GB installed a closed circuit 1V camers
to provide 2i-hour coveragce ol the site. PENKOVSKIY was ob-
served checking it {(sce preceding paragraph): an JAmerican
was observed loading a dead drop behind a& lobby heating unit
(radiator); the KGB tagged the dead drop material with a
radioactive substance; PENKOVSKIY was observed unloading the
dead drop and procecding to his office where he secreted the

T TP SECFET
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nmaterial an 2 concealzent area in his deuss

the 230 also
continued in c2rvesllonee of the deg? diue ~aite, observed
PESEOVEXIY 1od the <24 Lyop, and ceued an dzericean
(JACOB) vho ecame to urnlord it.,  JLUNICVOFIY wos then confroated
with grhotosraphic cvidence of the loadings and unloadings and
covld offer no defers:» Tnis report 5 the caly $ndicaticn

e I

[=nat the KGH had sitveilled the two
vinils o Lhe Pesiein Styeet site mode Ly U.5. Exbuassny oi-

? ficers: '-hn':mrvpurt stated Thit orne Aseridan
visited tne site twice, in fact {vo diflerent anerlcacs
vacitcd the site once cach, VANGNLY on 2) Jacvary 19€1 and
ABIDIAN on 30 Liecenbor 1861,

{iv) Remariks

The Pushiin Streat dead dreop was never used fcr coammuni.
.cation to PTXKOVSKIY. and in fact was loaded only once, when
the KGP ¢id su and activated it on 2 November 1262, thereby
! apprehendiag JACOB. Uorcover, the first visit to Pushkin
Strect, in Januvary 196}, predated any rersonal contact bet-
ween PENEOVSHELIY a e stern Intelligence, either American or
British. Thus, G 29D report on Azericans visiting there @
is oply partially os.curate. and the use of thsse "surveilled”
visits 2s an explanaticn for how the XGB detected PENKOVSKIV
i is unsupportable. In veporting incorTrectly orn this matior,
- Tt T g, c o1 have eorrec rmerely fecause his sub-sources (one @ -
rnamed, the othe: apporently J2zpite the confllict in
repcrting iicut his positlion) regestad erronecus infcma-
tion in h.s preEdne.

SELEIES rooriicless is the only siarce - rTeveal that the
¥GE w32 owir: veoinkin Strocy dead dron o as eally as
21 January her MSUONLY went to the 31T Z}% therm- %
fcre has cs oo the bons fi N33EN v shewing
o th :

KG2 awarcre
s:te 11 ropntd i - LTI aN's gl here, 20d €%

PERXIVORIY nai centact

with Western intelliceice servi IDIAN visit,
WNOSENRD said, wnich first arnus +ne site at

Pushrin Strose.
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1. Introgudiior

While 1n gerezal terma corroboratin.g H0SDUKO's claim» o :
service in both the GRU and the ¥GB, | l
which are incompatible with the statonente By ROSEIKRC
his intelligence rarpor. Alth0uwh ~ntv 3s prolific a reporter
ROSTNKD as T germmems 0 Fige.0 s had sceveral topiCS in
common with LNUSENKO: (uBU., PEARCVSKIY, CHEREPANCY, SHUBIN,
SLESINGER, and the contacis retween the PRU officer BOLSHAKOV
Attorrey Ganeral Fobert FEWIDY un L compared with
NOSENKO's information, the repdrts on the casc of FOPOV,
PENKOVSKIY, ard QIIREPANOV ere interloc

[ IFOPOV was cormpromised
after his recturn to Mosccw from East Berlip in Novemrber 1958
ard in conscquence of KGB surveillance.

on
on

and

- CHEREPENGV ard NO3SENKO likewise agree about POPOV's
corpromisa.

B concurred with NOSIZNKO by indicating that

ClERpPAhuv'w a genuinc source of Muerican Intelligence, end
this statcement by ST IrErRNeTED-eg e

detaxls‘on t‘ﬂ covproquc'og e |2
NOSENkO have indicated thet th1d comprom se resulted from
GB surveillance of PENKCVSKLY's British contacts in Moscow,

By s remarks about NOSENKO, followed by
a review of the top1gs common to these two sources.

2. Statements on NOSENKXO
W‘nen discussing LOSENKO for the fu-sr_ cine, CDEREED said on

TRl S ao that th&j were n onallv acguainted, but
various persons"” in Moscow had

spoken to him about NOSRIKO, The statements by G | NOSENKO
on the latter's background are compared in the followxng tabulation:

As a young man, NOSELKO attended NOSENKO said his entire ser-
the GRU's Military-Diplomatic vice in the GRU, ir the years
Acadeny (MDA) and then was in 1950.1953, consisted of duty
; the GRU Information Department-- in the Naval GRU, first in
ey in all, perhaps a year of service the Far East and then in the . —= =
' in the GRU.* Baltic.**®

* Jntil the late 1950's, the course at tne MDA, the strategic
~intellicence school of the GRU, lasted for four years; more
recently, the course has been of three years' duration.

2*During the 1950-1953 period and before, the Naval GRU was
separate from the rest of the GRU, '

; ‘ pr
{ - T0P SE°
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A “very urdisciplined person®
while in the GRU and "not very
good, * NOSRIKO was to have been
diecharged from the GRU.

-

HOSEXKO's father, "a very in-
fluential person in the Ministry
of Shipkuilding," was able to
get NOSTHKO transierred to the
KGB.

NOSEIKO was “an impdrtant boss”

NOSEZUHKO

NOSFWNKD's statemments abcut him-
self durirg the 1950-13533 period
appear to acree with the cvalu-
ation, but he has csaid rothing

about facing discharge by the
Naval GRU,

His transfer froc: the Yaval GRU
to the ¥G3 In 1953, RGSINKO
said, w23 at the initiative of
KGR General KOBULLY, e friend

of hie father:; <t elcder NOSENKO
was Minister of Shipbuiliding,

Accordihq tc NLSEIKD, his most

in the ¥KCB (directorate or

recent KG3 tiele rrior to de-
department unknowm) .

fectirg was Leputy Chief,
Tourist Deparement, KG3 Second
Chief Directorate,

o stated that NOSENKO gave 'vorv, very g.2<¢ information®
to the';nltcd States, having had “"great access” to K38 information
which ircluded "all means of KGP cover a*c of people in Moscow,
Cemgophone systems in the embassies, etc. ite Y.5. Emtassy, &5
Ciz s ontinued, had found micrcphones on the basis of informatior
: ?that KCSENKO had provided.

3. Parallels with KOSENKO's Repor+=ing

- The CHEREPANOV Case

{i) Summary

a“ <

One of the two ways in which rﬁr;}” has cortoborated NOSENKO

the KPB-
which returned them to the Sovsiet Miniszry of Foreign Aifairs
(MFA).; the MFA turned the papers over to the #GB, which traced
them by analysis to CHEREPANOV: meanwhile, CAZREFANOV had tried
to flee the USSR, but he was captured near the Turkisnh border and

“RL?A:OV Cuve-SOﬁe papers to the U.y. -ﬁbassy in Aoscow,

executed. In every major . respect, therefore
NOSENKO's version of the case
incident might hav
U.S. Embassy, &2

agrees with
When asked whether the CHEREPANOV
heen "a trick™ by the KGB to emcarrass the

45 replied that it was definitely not.

The second way in which has certified that CHEREPANOV
.. ) was a geatine source is irdirect,

Ll.Ke NOSENKD 2928 == -—Of the
CHEREPANOV documents, Sgspgmep® F3c indicated that KGB surv:.llance
of a U.S, Embassy officer creught about the compromise of POFOV.

|

{ii} Remarks

As stated in Part VIII.B.6., the GIEREPANOV incident was a
KGB provocation against the U.5. Embassy, but it is conceivable
that statements suggesting the contrary could have been made

o ccrmmemw @ e ot o
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b. The Conpromise of PEMKIVSKIY

S0 dates orn thie compronise of PRIKOVEKIY are at vari-
ance with KCSEZIKO's er.d they discgree on wnecher the ¥GB knew
Arerican Irntelligence to be involved in this operation befcre
JACOB of CIA was apprenended &t the Pushkin Street deed drop on

2 Ylovember 1962. Seoth eo'rces stated, hovevwer, that curveillance
led to the detection of PENKCVSKIY, although ccain they diff.r on
the person with whom PEZOVIXIY was firet seen by the KGB: vigE-
caid this individual was the British busireccwar WYINME, while NOS-
ERKO said it was the Enclisnwo=an Frs. CHISICLM,

According tuCREER gy PLNNOVSKIT had been working oprnly
with WYNNE, expliaining tnat he was trying to <:zvelop WANE, and
the KGB_learned cf their meetirgs through surveillgnze,”
WYNNE pec PENKOVIWIY in Moscow during Apry
Vav 1061, FEy-JTine 1661, August 1§61, and Jure-July 19€2, E??‘b'
repcrt that PLIXOVSKIY cane under ruspicion in May 196
therefore is not consistent with i3 staterent about KGB surveil-
lance of the WINNE-PINKCVSXIY reetings, nor does this report co-
incice witl. th2 evidence from WYNIE himself that the K33 was
sufficiently suspicicus of their reetings to recozd a converse-
ticr_they had had «SE @ 1951 {(one year ~arlier “kan in the
version). NOIE:D dated the FENROVIKIY compromise at a
month or two after he was {irst se<n, tut at the time not iden-
tified, in contact with Mrs. CHISHOILM in November or December
1961%.

Whereas NOSENKO said the XKGE was unaware of the participa-
tion of American Intelli-~-nce in the PENKOVIKIY operation until
JACOB was detained, 8P reported that while PENKOVSKLY was
at a reception in MdszCs, Yo was ovserved making contect with an
dmerican in a lavatory. < ﬂ‘dij ~ot date this =vent, but
CIA yrecocrds show that it was on &7 A 1gust 1562, YRy
that the KGB "invented" the incidert at Fushkin Strezt on 2 Hov-
ember 1562, the month after PENNOVSKIY's arrest, in order to
catch the American unlcading the dead drop.**

PEL}OVSYIY was rot ~e-s:*=1 y_Xrows to him,?52§5P§a stated

* The same statement was made hﬁ-WOaEPYO ard in the official
KGB document on PENROVEKIY's compromise,

#*This is obviously true, although the date of PENKOVIKIY's
arres: may have Leen more than a month bkefore.
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is 'h» ocst rluc9d to report on thre compz Oﬁxsﬁ o‘ POPOV qﬁﬁ"»“

L TS

Co The Corpromize of PCOPOV

{1} Introducticn

Of all the sources available to American Intelligence,ﬁ@%ﬁ?ﬂﬁ;a

ipta

5Ty 020
Wf vp— A
',fL?s'-ztr thq p:cvxded by h”S"\KD and

'CPLAETEQOV"aa well as that in the 18 September 1939 message frem

POEOV to CIA {(kolieved to rave Lkeen dictated by “he KGB). These
four sources have indicated that the ccmpronise resulted from KGB
survelllance ¢f a U.%. fmbessy off:cial folluwing the recall of
PCPOV 1n Novenber 1958.%)‘.%@\@:‘, ras not precisely dated
the inciderc (dated by inlerence oy tha cthers at 21 January 1959),
has asscciated it with an Ansrican Intelligence dead drop for POPOV
{whereas the otlicrs have s2id it was CIlA's mailing of a letier to
POPOVY, and has norv_in:iosod trne CIA off;cer irvolved {{George WINTERS)?
Tte evidence f:m@m’@ ike ti-ac from KO3ER¥O, GIEREPARICY, and
the FCFCV message, conflicis with <hat from CQLITSYNIwhose state-
ments on the caxrpromise of FOPCV zre uoported by analysis of events
in 1957 and 1358 on which FOPOV reported (s Fages 663-665),

{ii) LCetails

a3 - ad rade a "very sarious mistake" by using an
accomnoaatxon address supplied by American Intelligence to receive
mail from a girlfriend in Austria.*'* "In scre f2shion” thxs came
to the attention of the Austrian police, €T or s e

ic was determ;nec trat she had been scnding »nail to a Soviet offi-
cer in Berlin. The Fustrian police n:tx‘xed the Soviets, and
eventually PGFDV was conironted ty the chief of his GRU component
in Berlin.*** CRU ileadquarters was notified, POPOV was recalled

hat POPOV made the m’staxe of prowld ng in-
rgrh'ﬂanlf. No sub-source for this remark

Wwas given i i Si» and since then §
resolved the discrepancy Detween this version aﬂa the other

one treated at lnngth here.

#%* CIA did not supply PCPOV with an acconmodation address, but
he did secretly correspond with KOCHANEX.

went to the Austrian police on 25 Augqust 1958 with

4 o ot —— . L € 2 @ B e - 7

M

Soviet Intelligence officer. POPOV's superior confronted him
on §& November 1958 about KOCHANEK and received from him an
adaxission to having had some cosrespondence with her corcern-
ing his search for cperazional leads: the superior told POPOV
that the Soviets believed "she was working for someone” and
that "possibly she is the cause” of the Perlin unit'’s opera-
fional difficulties. PCPOV was recalled to Moscow on 17 Nov-
enber 1958 ostersibly. for a weex's TDY to discugs the casse

of an American whom he was developing under CIA aegis. He
did not return to Berlin.

TOP SECEET
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to Moscow tO explain the cituation, and when he was gnable to Qo
so, the fagrs were turned over to the KG3 for full-scale investiga-
T S A TRy it not been for POPOV's
correspordonse With an Austrian wonan, “they would never have
csught hin, " and that FOPOV was “arresred because of a connection
with a girl;" also, ST INIITER,, ot st cnd Of 1938 POPOV
was recelled to Moscow “for scmething” T T8 ) M}; :
While the foregoing KGB {rvestigation was in proGLESEFENE =
routinely placed under gurveillance a U.S., Embagsy official in
voscow. This person was observed rentirng a boat in sorkiy Park.
going to thre vicinity of a new bridge near the Moscow Stadium,
and there taking photographs of the bridge and surrcunding arec.
Its suspiclions aroused, the KG3 covered this area and orxserved
POPOV unloading a dead drop. He was arrested, doubled, and
"operated” against Awerican Intelligence for & year ard one-half.”
Eventually, the KGB put in notion a plan to attempt to compromise
the Ancrican official who was meeting POPOV. The KGB photographed
a meetinc in a Moscow restraurant, then arrested the official and
sh:owed him pictures of his rmeet ing with PFOPCY and of FOPOV un-~
loading the dead drop at the oridge. After the Aderican refused
to work for the KGB, he was released and declared persona non
grata.**

4%-‘% ok % e G CIA question!rdMon poPOV ‘s
ccmprﬁﬁlse. He £a16 at t.:s time that he hed hesrd POPOV was
apprehended through a dead drop. PLPOV "apparently was under
suspicion there in Perlin., and when tacy (presumably the GRU)
recalled him to Moscow, they wondered wno his future contacts
would be, and they were ¢old +he following: 'KGB workers place
hmerican Limbassy employees wader surveillance.' They observed an
American at the staircase... and they found a dead-drcp unier the
staircase. So they estabiished 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. Tney showed him photographs. They told
him he was going to work for them to expose his contacts. He
agreed to fe.. et

o

+  Since POPOV returned to MOSCOW in November 1958 and LANGELLE
was arrested the following Octobver, he could rnot 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 of ficer Russell LANGELLE of
the U.S. Embassy, culminating in the detention and interview
of LANGELLE by the KGB on 16 October 1959.

*#%a5 previously stated, no Moscow dead drops were used by CIA
in the POPOV operation, but LANGEILLE did survey the possi-
bilities for dead drops to be used in other operations., One

LX3

B these wWas tocated4n—Lenin-dills,-an_area of Moscow_not

far from the new bridge near Moscow Stadium, and it was

mituaced beneash a staircase; RS o Fl s : Y ¢
TSR Y LAIGELLY visited cre area i the deac
\arop tite on Sraet¥og May 1958, but the dead drop was loaded

L. on 7 June 1958) rather than by
LANGELLE. The CHEREPANOV Jocument, discusced on Pages 563~
%64, stated, in the course of reviewing LANGELLE'S operation-
al activities in toscow, that this dead drop was for use with
an agent named NEPNIKOV: in fact, it was not intended for

the REPNIKOV case.
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d.  SUURIN, WLESINGER, ard BOISHEKCY i;

In thres 1nstanu%?6% NCEDNKO co—xfimed repor<s made by
5% (he iiciAfication of SHUEIN as a GRU agent, the

Svets saspicxaws that SLZSINGER was in cortact with the FBI, and
‘he status of BCLSHAKOV as a GRU officer.* '

SHUBIN was previously known to have keen associated with two
GRU Illegals in the United States during the 1945's, but indepen-
dent of NOSINKO and aa*- there 1s ro .'erificatiﬂ-a of his havinq
nore rﬂcc—mfly bee nn A P

¥ n: ‘ﬁ"}! SuR /A!

BOLSGHAKOV, the only claimed rutual acgiaintance of €, EW
and NCSERKO, has not bren named as 2 GRU off:cor by anv other
cour~a, reor has ne bLeoen ohce rved irn —otinas with GRU acents, Bath

and NUSTNIO spoke of BOLSHMA. IW's heving 2t attorrzy
uent:rc.l fFobert WRENNEDY 1n 1662, (MOZEINKO acded that, in initiating
the contact, whe Attorney Gencral kuew HOLSHMOV to be 3 "military
intelligence officer,” hut tris repate has ro% been corrokborated.**

4. Qc_v,ﬂ@t_s_.pg_m

: confirmation that SNUSIIKO is = genuine KG3 officer-

defector 15 (.OTDrl..Ed of hearsay evidence. and honce the corclusion

_ t at ;_';‘F“-KO was dispatchad hy the =G5 woula nct necessarily brmq
& *- Lona f\des irto quest jon: much would depend upon &&ES

YRP® arnd NOS ipstly supperting on the compromise
of POPO\V, a man R e ol JAdx® end both
have aut}—entxcm;d b 0 Lk % 2 > vahdxty of a CHERE-
PANOV document whica comcm.(.d tre ToroV compromise and which was
prepared by toe KGH fof rranzmittal to Americen Intelligonce. In
addition, and NOSINKO suppor: ore another about the PENKOV-
SKIY comprer lse, Jabout the contact hetween BILSHAKQY m“,'n ey

R Pneliy and Rolkert KENFEDY, and about Si{UBIN and &= W
M eLlr ihiormetion on BOLSHAKOV and SHUDIN 1s unigque; on SLESINGER
it is cerrororated by actions taken by the KCB, as reported by
SLESINGER: on 2000V, PENKOVSKIY, and CHEREPANOV it is confirmed
: by KGB controlled sources.

; With the exception of his details on FCCOV,@m report-
ing on HOSENRO and on ccmnon topics can be explaired, individually,

: by misinformation s weceived arnd innocently passed a2leng.

§ ' These items taken together, however, in the 1ight@w=tate-

: ments on the compromise of POPOV (which conflict wita GoLT

reporting and analytlcax evidence) are irdications that &g

is contrelled by the KGB.

seyf Robert KENNEDY indeed knew BOLSHAKOV to te a GRU officer,

: ' W to how NISEIKD was aware of the fact,
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SR oA courterintelligence production has been ex-
tremely limited. For the mo:st pert[;::::::gprovided only super-
ficial reports, generally only ir rsponse to auestioning and

frequently citing[ 7 lack of access to irnformation of value,

2. NOSENKO's Packground and Career

[ (SVIRIN was identified by
NOSENKO as an officer of the 7third Section of the Jmerican
Department, Second Chief Directorate, since 19613, and pefcre
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.)

L Y0P SECRET
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_ 822.
3. NOSENKO's Krowledge - Damage to the K33 e .
a8 meentioned NC3EKO's a: clo* iés to the '

Americaens concerning the microphones in tho U.S EmLasgsy -
only reference tO inforzation he Hicht have provided - on each
occasion when di1scusgsed NOSLHK .g:;;;;:;:;]attributed to
SYIRIN the remark ir October i9€6 that UOSEYYD had done consider-
able harm to the Scviet Unicn by revealing «his tnformation, tha
(and specifically only in thiscortext) underscoriny the impertence
of NCSENKO's infermation, (NOSENKO himself has characterized this
information &s the mocs: important he has provided.) The context
in which[:;:::::]discussed HO3TUKO has been <he gereral one of
defectors frcm the Soviet Uricn: rereatedly emphasized
that the Soviets attezpt to ccnvirnce a Scviet citizeng that

A, "anybody wHo defe;ts will fird his Srave o tre r.ang nf KCE

o

nxvh re:erence LO hOST\KO

.g Said that NCIEDNKD, . too, would OFe
aay be therﬂxrated. thas ciearly implyinyg =hat NOSENKC was a
genuine defectcer,

4, Parallels with HCSEKG's fLieporeing

a. The CHEREP2NOYV Cise

ﬂ&.&_‘ Ef— s account of CHEREPAOV's disalfertion, treason,

arrest, ard cxrcutlj:‘fcﬁfir:s irn goneral cocline end in emphasis
trhat of NOSENKO. ghpa PWc-laims direct kncwledge of the
case through . fsanal frierdship wit
TR gangy c23trived in
fact, as the only friend of CHI:_FANOV who rerawned TALERIUL
“enough after CHINIPANTY's agownfzll to call on CHEREPRIOV's widow,
whoce addregs ' P krevw, Th‘. di:ec: rnowledge is com-

@ S,

N
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by NCSEKO): [ |described the dacuments which he turned over
to the ASericens as raving come from the Ministry of Forelgn Trade.

[+ The Comrpramise cf PRNKOVIKTY

to NOEFHKO's account cf
PELIKCYEXIY's cormpromise, &F ! 9>laced <tre date of initial
suspicion of PEINFOVSKIY at about Clzocer or Nevember 1961,
statemernts of the vasis for this cuspicien, however, differ com-
pletely from the reazcns advanced by NOSEXO (and other sources) .

C. Reports or. KGS Persconnel

-
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- In connectiorn with SVIRIY, : # recounted an
incidert in which @ kiGB officer cescriped in ceroga-
tory tcrns, Valerncin MIZEYUIK, had narrowly escaped disnissal
as a result of a drunken brawvl with a militizvnan, MUZEYNIL
hed not only survived, however, but continued to bear a
higher ¥GB rank than his former friend, collcague, and sub-
crdinate, SYIRIN. NOSZUKO said MUZEYNIK wac an officer of
the Directoratc cf the KGB Secend Chief Directorate.

- Vadim »1IRYUKUV was ident:ified bv qii{?'Jc X
FCB officer urder Hovasti cover 12@1'“94 TS re on tha
inrervies in Aiauct 19&- o‘ 4{’&?“3&&@@‘_ i
:\.__ iy R LARIN Lt -,\ "-.. Gy
\bSLﬂAU haa p cvxouslv'ngen L.fornatiox con cernxng BIn{UKOV
a K38 officer of the Tenth Department, KGB Second Chief
Dircctcrate, targetted against foreign correspondents.

s sub-sourcing fo [ l

There is confusiorn in @37 A

information on NOSENKO and 1nchsxsterc3 that,
on one hard, he was a civilian kut on the other, he Was aware of
microphones in the U.,S. Ithassy. These facts indicate that if
was br1 Zec v the KCB to report to Arerican Intelligence on H05-
5 4 Bas 1nadeguately preparcd. Otherwise, however,
R 204 perso“ally supported the bona fides of NOSENKC
by of:erxng carect confirmation of the bona fxce; s of CHEREPIhO\
by corrororating NOSENKC's details on the PENKOVSKIY compromise,
and by verifying his identification of KGB Second Chief Director-
ate personalities.

5. Rerarks

PN
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vave confirmed onn

Otner TeInh10E8 CfL WALCN VEIlOoLs scurees
anotner include the f01i0wing:

£s ? - TNCS! LlP' TE eLLIDTen LIED Iy Tk
KGo SureeliiehCe b.xc tora'e includes special paint invisible
to tne paked v oLt visiple tnrougn osc ot & sp‘czal ces.ce

Tt 13 uged IR TORTUNLITIGL FIth RO optecs serd circurt
televigicn at Lri€zes. Tuhil.:x U A s::r:ilar telrnyqie

was cescribed by Tl Y RWES

¥ B,
EUKC AR d tioo (NETIT
acl " s ¢

ica. omtewnd £

MOV paAapt s FAVEe NS -
£iti.~ to OGS Zdn O
v Fur e Laence f
Tl CPLINES and

: E VS SORRDT VS WA -N e B e 1]
pmeel cf wree Bk Suevenriaie Directorine
DiOVISLE many Lecdpli 0N RS telnnigue

TERE T S Lo o s s v o ¥WGY hud
develor<d a - i moiT 4 ipv.fetiiin LAt lC: 50 snaped
wpat ey <en Liv am the Slouiaed oads et @ men & 3Urt. Trey
aleo carn Lo cofcesied 1N THe ia1.s LoveTs o renus.  Thus
corzealed. iy 8:¢ ured iR OSSO 0y TNE KL 1o listen to
COnVErsations Leiveon tore gn Cipamuzt e particutiarly at the
FEotel Mewropo. and i1ne noted hatienai Su. o riniaturized

devices pave 3120 gon G0 rited (y OLTITEAIRT. TOLITSYN
WOSENRL y ' o e i cre CMI2FPANOV papers.
iNECE aLla nOF YL IOW papes 5 gave tne KGB

cpyphonym as o N-Ih

- MVIEENHY v e it teny tpe KB recnnigue
of zwit.nirg tf;:‘-pt'.;.:l. S is darterde q for ;e U5, Imbassy
In Yoscow o a Kol instai.ation waoro Lhoy 3te intercepred
by & Sovier pCsing as a0 AT i0an

Wrete tne buik of ROSEIKO s reportirg on KGH orcrations was
concerned witn thoss o7 the Serond Cays ¢ 1t tDe3ane. tnis nas
v -en A ‘-r"" ~e Lt gy C, Toe Srrel e,y CE TATEG eIt
> . WDy Cvees  nNave 8150
Lar LGB LSS oLLAL JOLhlerinuslilgence Activi-
txes in ccdxnon -0 thelf Stasements On tie compremise of CIA
assets witnin the YISk {a topis Of repaiiil'y Dvma G CHZRE-
BNV &8 w2hi} . The intormar ton ir('w Fiere ;
i3 Summar12ed re low ]

PN r.as AT, ADLE TV FrOVIL Wl vk €00
Chief Dire-zorate acrivity. lHe 16'\011cd the FGoi's discovery of
IS 3

an American employea at tne 30kolnik: Exnivirion :r MOSCOW 1n

L4

* The existernce and feasipility of such @ rupstanie has rnot been
verified.
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. sovier ‘ermale. (Tnis

clardestine contact with e uUnldenT sl
at the Exhibitiox

contact 1s rot 1dentifics

in 19589.) Ee spoke 0f L o s 7 wwloooo ot ar Ancrican Intelil-

gence deaddrop urger & peroh in the ated of <re ~3ricultural

Exhibition, He said that the KOS contrellsa a.l UV 8, agent con-

tacts 1n Moscow, including on? Wit an old sa= 1+ his 60's (LCZ-
i -zl with thas

ENKO reported c©n an ind:vidua! who imay o i
agent).

cliarzd vo rov. Z-1lfilled functions
sroed as stednrd prozedure an
i th2 Soviet Union.

urs.
v @and Sosints e
a Scoor?d Chicf DurcIimcrase agert

1o:e Fickassy in Moso goand lex-
- Thaw ;rﬂ b
G e 3y X

1m < .n onl te: the defececisns of
the genuirg £ourCes Noanld et I o 123241 that ifmerican
Intelligence kegen 10 1. 200C voluiinoas ard fatsally corzezorative
informaticn froa others on the altiniuon o tne ®XCH Second Thicef
and Surve:llance D1r=crordicvs. The. tarony D thas anfoimanion
therefore arpuars to ko sicnifacant an a<4i1t10r ro the overlap of
specific genails e fq t othac Lo iy oFf thene rources, even
including & e P, .1 o .uecd ¥ 3L socond Chael Darec-
torats nformatich cowepaiired KL deglsion tO em-
phasize cr sacriilte al. .
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b H. Evaluation

The conclusion thar ROSERKYD a& or a KOE w:3s:on could carry

. damagang implications ter (ne[ ources wno
b have supported his DO tides, Lnless *r2ir ctatements or NOISENKC

can be convincirLly <xplaired es 1pnozens repecitvion of misinfor-
mation spread by trne Ful within the Sevice £0rVvichs, these sources
mignt be conciuvced o nave boen cdeliberasely misleading eitner as
Promotors ¢f tnflir OWn persdnal INterests O s parties to a KGB
COLSpiracy.

Regard:ng GOLITSYN. tre opinion of CIA 1s tha: e purpose-
fully gave false suppore for NOSENRO in 2~ attemp= to make his
opinions more autnoritative. This ir not a satifiactory explana-
tion for the rematks on NUJENKO by E A s RO oy s
hodever, trere seem tO 52 no perscnai 2 p

"supphart 0f NOSERKD's “ona fides migh: b

@ The possibility iy GoRlEiBl g - ® are under
K3E cornirol was tested rurttier in the -2acext of one NISINKO opera-
tlcn Ty reviewing paraliels in their reperting ard his. and cineral
correlazions that w2t f1om ore case t0 another, At the same
time, wne NOSENKO- PSR e CORnAcTIonS wore shoen for compar-
dtiwe purposes, .= tound i3t would eliminate

from consideration a3 possioly beins

tion

This ¢xemiration agalnst the <onclusion trat NISENKC is
under RGReeontrol, ras brougnt the bona tides of

Pinto serious guestion ™
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