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~tone of the interrogation was calm, and Sub
‘correct and cooperative. Soft drinks were served,

" that emerged:

REPORT ON INTERROGATION
DATE: 26 July 1965

1, The interrogation took place from 1230 to 1500 and
from 1600 to 1730, I commenced according to the previously. °
prepared plan, Subjecct asked no questions about my identity,
rauised no objections of any kind, and said he was willing to -
answer any questions. Although 1 Ircqhently challenged the

truthfulness and corrcetness of Subject'sy answers, the overall -
ject's attitude was

and at his
request, Subject was allowed to smoke during the second part
cf the interrogation, Subject said at tine beginning that he
had told only the truth in the past, that he had not been sent
by anyoune, and that he was willing to tell only the truth to
ne, . . .

2. Questioning vag-concentrated on the 1953-54 period.
The following are the must 1ntcrest1ng and sigulfignnt points

W on lgave

a) In talking about his return to Mosc
t. the end

from "Sovetsk, Primurskiy‘xray, in the Baltic '
of Dccember 1952..SubJect'whs unable to correctly explain the
proper registration procedure for n military officer on leave.
He atfirmed that he did not have to report to anyone upon.
arrival in Moscow. '

COMMENT: 1If Subject was truly a naval intelligence officer,
according to rcgulations he would have been required to
report to the Personnel Department of the GRU/VMF and also
to the Naval Commendant of the City of Moscow within three
days of his arrival. Subject did not dispute my statement
that these were the regulations, and finally said vaguely
that he reported to Naval GRU Personnel "seven or ten days"

after arrival.

b) Uader close questioning, Subject's story -about hisg
neeting with KABULOV took on some new aspects. He now says
that relations between his father and KABULOV were those of
colleagues only, that the two families had never gotten to-
gether before, and that he (Subject) himself had never spoken
to KABULOV before this occasion.  Furthermore, Subject now
says that the meeting took place at KABULOV's dacha (rather
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that at the NOSENKO dachn). that the date of this kot-tnguthcr
was either 1 op 2 January 1953, and {hat Vasilly VAKHRUSHEY
-(vho was then marricqd to KABULOV's daughter) wau also prosent,

*In a typical plece cof impruyisntlhn, Subject even 8aild that

it was VAKHRUSHEV; rather than KABULOVY, who first raised .the
question of what Subject way doing,

- COMMENT:"“"Jn view of Subject's different previous stortes
about thig incident, hig readiness to chango his astory
and to improvige under my questioning makes it tmpossible
to believe thathe Was aclually recommendod by KABULOY to
the KGB. : . : '

c) In talking about his first visit to the KGB, Subject

I 4 was unable to glve a consisgtent and accurate aAccount of tho
(18] Procedures at the KGB pass office, Spcciflcnlly, he maintained

that the name of the interviewer way hot indicated on the pasg,

COMMENT: The name of the intorvicwer 1is always indicated
on the visitor's pPass. It is difficult to understand

why Subject would not know. this 1f he had ever gerved

in the KGB, much less in =547, oot ’ e

- d) Subject maintained that on thig.
to some personnel officérs (he could not’ ri
were located in an office on the gixth floo
of Building #12. He said-that he lert his ‘con
on the ground floor of this entry, He said that these otflcors_
were in tho ‘same section of offices ay ROZHENKO, whom he: talked
to here on a later visit, - _ -

of the 8th ontry

COMMENT:  Subject insisted that he was positive about
the fact that ROZHENKO's office was in the 8th entry-
even ‘though I told him this was bapossible, In fact, ap
to the time of my departure from Moscow (Sept 1953) .
heither ROZHENKO nor any units or officers ol "KGI3 Personnel
werc located in the 8th entry., As far as the garderobe

- 1s concerned, although Subject correctly mentioned that
there was also ore on the szecond floor by the Jictetic
restaurant, there was no zardevobe on the ground floor in
those years, (From 1947 to the time T Ieft, KGB personnel
were located on the Gth and 7th floors of the 7ty entry,
Building #12.) g

1

rst visit he talked-
er any namcs) who =

t at the garderobe
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¢)  Subjoct said that on the day he first reported for
work ("13 or 15 March 1953") he went from the pass office to
o the 4th cutry, where. his -paka was chocked by -the suards, and
- then went uncscorted to KARULOY '3 offico on the 3rd floor.

COMMENT: -. It is not posuible to Ko through any entry
of Building #2 with a vikitor's pasy without escort,
(Especiiilly to tho offtice of the deputy minisgter?) e . t.

' f) In senoral, Subject gave o coirect description of
what was located in.entries 2-7 of Bullding #i2, Howover, he
did not mention the oxistence of an extra entrance to the left
‘ of tho KGB Club. Moro important, n¢ satd (hat he did not

o : know whother or not there was a Oth cntry, Lut that ho believed
D theroe was not, ) : . : .

it

VCOMMENT: The 9th cntry was located around the corner
on Malaya Lubyanka, and was used by a few sections of - o .

ju' tho 9th Directorate. Although Subject may never have
! had occasion-to enter tt, e showkl certiinly be. aware
! of its cxistence, espocially he meéntioned going
I to the Moscow UKGB, vwhich was ocitted next to entry 9,
f o g). In describing ‘the papors that he had: o 111 out
i to apply for entry into tho KGB, Subjoct mentioned only a
! quoationnairc/nhko;a/ and an“nutoblngrnphy;"ansald“thnt he
5 rcceived the forms on his firnt visit to tho KGB, took them . S
! " home and tilled :them out, and thon delivered thom to the . .
: personnel officer on the following day. He said that he was
i obliged to'turq,both the questionnaire and the hutobiography
L in in two copies. He maintained that the questionnaire did
: not have any name, other than simply “anketa.” lle suaid that
i it was four or six pages long. Subject was challenged on all
; these points, but insisted that he was correct.
; COMMENT: The questionnaire 15 called "Ankota Spetsialnoge
: Naznachenlya Sotrudnika KGB:" This is prominently printed
. - . at the top of the first page, It is not less than 12
i pages long - probably 16, Never, under any circumstances,
-1s 1t permitted to take this questionnaire home to till
out, Only one copy of the questionnaire (or autobiography)
was ‘ever required, although an applicant might he asked
to make a new one if the first was incorrectly filled out,
i
i
i
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‘ “When Suliject was arked what the second copy could be for,
“ho sadd that he thoupnt it was for the security check -
/spcﬁsptovcrkn/. This 18 not correct.  Also, Subject
maintained that these weve the only formsa and papers that
B S . he had -to £111 out - this is not correct, and he will be.
i . questioned lator on the cthers, : .

h) Subject insisted. that bhe was not rcqurced to take
a.medical examination ax part of hig processing for entry into’
O © the KGB. When challenged.un this and ssked to cxplain it, ’
i [ "Subject said that it was probahly beeaudge they knew that he

] was on active duty in the Navy, and pouuibly also bocause
‘ his application had a specinl charactesr hecause of KOBULOV's

P © involvement.

i l% h COMMENT: A medieal cxam was mandatory for all new employses
B s ‘ of tho KGB, whether or not they were officers on active &
d ' military sorvico, ‘ '

sogl

; ; i) Asked about his salary when he tirst startod to work .
for the KGB, Subject said that ho got a basic sulary of 1700-

; b ‘rubles as a casc officer, 500 vubles for his rank of lieutcnant,
Lo plus socrecy, languago, adind -length of seérvice pay. He affirmed -
that this was correct und loso questioning. I then told

¢ no -longer -heing paid for rank

in March 1953. -“Subjcet “FArst satd ‘that he wasn't at all -
: interested in ménoy in that period. e¢ally couldn't remember,
: ’ Then he said that ho rcmembeired tha ¢ wag one year when

they wore not paid for rank - whtcl ‘pelicved was 1954, and

that he still thinks that lic was pafd: for rank when ho first

g. ~ Subject that NGB officel

entored the KCGB, * R

COMMENT: Salary for rank was taken away from MGB officers
in mid-1952, It had not been restored as of February 1954,
although I belleve it is likely that it was restored at 2
some time thcreafter. '

3)  Asked who were IGNATYEV's dcputies, Subjoct mentioned
SAVCHENKO (among others), Asked what was SAVCHENKO's background,
Subject sald that he had been in. the Ukraine, then had been
head of the Intelligence Dirvectorate of the EGH; after DERIYA
he was deputy chairman of the KGB for a short while, after which
ho went to Moldavia as Chief of the Moldavian KGB. Subject thus
repeated a mistake he had made previously. He firmly stated
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%f thut he did not know. of any otnor SAVCHENKOS, When told that
F 5 thore arc two Goneral SAVCHENKOS and that he tad them mixcd
§ 5 up, Subject replied, that he didn't know SAVCUENKO's first )
z : ; ancin, ang that he didn't sce what dirference 1t made anyway,
g ; e . :
B i COMMENT:. "As explained carlier, Subject has confused Lt,
§ i . Qucral_Sorgoy_Romunuvich SAVCHENKO and 1.t, General- Ivan.
¢ L I lehonovich'S$YCHENKO; Both of them vccupied prominont . ,
¢ 4 positions in the MGB at this time, Servey Romanoviéh had -
i ' ! ~been NGR Mirister in the Ukratne priorv to 1950, wag . 2
g Deputy llinister MGB Ang head 91 the Intelligcuco Dircctorate/ - .
§ MGB from 1950 to Nov. 1952, wus a Lt. ‘Gon. "without portfolio” . ...
‘ ) “from Nov 1932 to Mirch 1933, when he was made depaty chiof ’
¢ ; of the advisor's sccetion of (he FCD; 1Ivan Tikhonovich d
1 - SAVCHENKQ was heud of the Chief Dircctorate of Special
i “Services under tho CC/CPSU'frnm-1948 to November 1952 .. S .
' R (the predecessor organization ol the 8th Divectorate KGB), T ,

v ’ then Chief of tho 8¢h Dircetorite MGB from Nov 1952, 1t L

; o 18 this SAVCHENKO who later went to Moldavia, Any officer. .. v+ v T

; who served in the MGB in 1953ﬂov[13tcr"shuuld'know'bf‘ T

i both SAVCHENKOs and be able to distinguish between them,

; k) Asked to describe the front of the KGB club, Subjoet .. - T .

i 8qald that he did not remember. any. sign (there was one in 1953)< . b

' but mentioned that there WAy :a.Gastronom next to7it.  Asked”. '

: Whun'tno Gnstronom.was opene > Batd firmly that it was ;

' flready there when ‘he starte Yoric in-the KGB. Told that . : ?
there was ne Gastronom there in7 1953, Subjcct bocame rather - "“*Wf"'{,
cunfused; he made up a 11tt10_§tnry about *ow KGB officers. com-- B PRI
platncd about the“poor security cruutédib&lﬁho opening of the S
Gastronom, and satd finally that perhaps™the! Gastronom wasn't _ Coo
there until 1955, . ' ' S

COMMENT: The Gastronom was definitely not there asg of
1954, 1t is listed in the M05c0w_rclephonu Directory for
1958 (no directories are available for the years J955-
1957). 1t is believed that Subject's slip on the Gastronom
may be a revealing one, and ¢ we can establish exactly
when it opened it miy provide a vood clue as to when
Subject was first associated with the KGB. ’
1) Asked to describe the lecation of any safehouse
belonging to 3N (external surveillance) of the SCD in 1953-54,
[ i i
k3
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2 Subject hld diffi(ulty in Krasping tlc tunmlno]ovy "N/N"

and finally satd, . "Ch, you mcan UODK," . He .replicd that he had
never been to any of their bases or {urrhouqcﬂ in that period,
and tricd to talk instead about some of the 7th Directorate

installations that bhe has already x(purtnd on,

[ . COMMENT:" If Subject had rcnlly bees'a cope: officer in
. o i “the Amcerican FEnbassy scetion of the H5CD in 1953-55, he
s “would have had to visit N/N saftehouscs very often,  Hig
L inability ‘to name a mingle onc iy vigy daening,  The
! ; confugion about the terminolopy lu alxso intetrenting -
cven though Subject has previously shown tn hig homework
: . that_he is awamw of Lhe organization:dl cvolutfon of the
P surveillance apparat, he docs:not rezpond to the old
: terminology 1in conversation as he ghould 1f he had worked
v thcre at that time. "YODK" ts a hew term for what wag
. formerly. "UPDK': it was staffod. by and bubu:dinatc to
N/N, but was 1in no senge the sawc thing ag N/H

s

m) Dcscriblnp what was located in the 4th ¢ntry ‘of
Buflding #12, Subject mentioned. the 3rd Spetsotdel, which wasg
responsible for the preparation of various false documents.
Askced scveral times what the former desigration of this unit
wis, Subjcct replied that it had a]“uyq been (allcd thc 31d
Spctdotdol as far as he knew, ; , :

COMMENT: This unit had alwa 5. been called Department np,
- The designation was chnngedég%' ‘after the death of Stalin.
‘In other words; at the timo TSubjﬂct allepgedly camo
to work for the KGB it ‘had- j ¢ly hcen re-named, and
most officers Lontjnucd to re to.it by its old designatiorn

for qumc time.

in the Baltice,
the Baltic

L

n) -In speaking of Kis naval GRU se
Subject said several times that he had gery
for "several months unly " '

COMMENT: This is a q)ﬁnifxcnnt chungze -in iy gtory from
the April 1964 interrogations. MHe first made ft in the

conversations with John Gittiuger, vho did not challenge
him on it. 1t may be worthwhile returning to/this period

Yater in this interrogation,

T e eetn e e o  a——

i3

Ln ey
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. v s J. Tentative Conclusions: The above’ iteas all indlicate
N ) that Subjcct did not work in the KGB 1 1953 or 1954, Some
n ~of them casd doubt on whether he ever worked in the KGB at all, - )
although 1t is very difficult to come to a firm conclusion on .

SR thig as yct because he doos have an Impressive knowledge of

" KGB personalities, and knows quite a bit about KGB procedures’
and installations as well, Tho rest of the interrogation will
attempt to establish, if possible, whether Subjeet's knowledge
of theo KGBicnn'be explarned entirely by rigorous briefing,

- training, and carefully plauncd exposure, and to determine
more preciscly in what capacity ho was actually connectod

with the KaB, ) .
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AEPORT OF INTERRNGATION
UATE: 28 July 1665

—

1. Qucestioning cuncentrated on how Subjct. joined the
Kumsomol organtzation §n the KGB in 1953, and on hLis alloged
gervice ag Secrctary of the Komsomol organization of tho SCD,
Under detajled questiontng, it Quickly became agpparent that
Subject did nut merve as the sccretary of the SLD Komsomol
wrganization, The following examples should suffice:

} 1) Subject docs rot know how a sccretary is sélectod,
-and cannot degeribe his dutics In a spucitic manner.

b) Subject does not know the name of the gecretary of .
ttiv MVD K/0. Yet he: would huve had to deoal si1th him very S A

frequently,

¢) Subject was unable to recall the nane st the man
whom he succceeded as Secretary of the 5CU K/0. e finally
sald that it was Nikolay YEGUROV, from the “Germon bept,*
of the SCD, but since he hak never mentlioncd thils nawpe -
before it is likely that he improviscd it.

d) Subject was unable to identify the twe -other members s
who &scrved on the K/0 board with hin., except that une of B
them was "Nina,” a typist from tho "Gcrman Dept., o :

e) Subject was unable to give o Hntlsractory'acéount
of his dealings with the MYD K,/0 or of the identitics or
‘resporsibilities of the pcople with whom he dealt there.

2, Subject insisted that in 1953-54, when he was
Sceretary of the SCD X/0, the maximum age for a Komsomol
member was 27. This point important both hecause lbe should
know éxactly if he had been Komscemol Sceretary, and becauso
it was of vital concern to him personally.,  In actual fact,
tho nmaximum age was 26. (A new ustav was adopted in March
1954, which also set a maxirzum age of 26 but provided for a
two year extension in certain cases, Subject should have
known very well about this new ustav, both because he was

Sccretary at that time, and becausce of his own problem.). \

3. Subject mafntained that all the members of his K/o
paid 2% monthly ducs. Thés is incorrect. as rmunthly dues
w#cre calculated on a sliding scale detormined Ly the wage
group of the nmember. 27 15 the correct figurce for cntry dues,

R A PR B FRANSL. V. 4 &r awmem st oo
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4. Subject was unable to pive a consistent or correct
‘account of how he deregistered [rom the Konsomol Organization
of the MRP in the Baltic und-registered with the K/0 in
the MVD. 1{lis statement that he was issued a new Komsomol
registration card by the MVD K/0 is 1mpossible, His
difficulties with this question prebably stem more from the
limitations imposed by his legend than ignorance of Komsomol (
procedures, ' v : . ’ )

5. In general, Subject's knowledge of Komsomol pro-

" cedures is’ consistent with that of any ordinary, apathetic
Komsomol member (he could easily have this same knowledge
even 1f he had never been a Komsomol menber), However,
his knowledgn of how dues. wore collected, registered, and
deposfied in the Bank on Kﬁinetskiy Most is special knowledge
on which he was probably briefed (the same procedures and
the sume bank arc used by all the Komsomol and Party
organizations of the MVD-XGB)., Subject's overall knowledge
of a K/O sccretary's duties 1§ far too weak for him to havoe
served in this capacity anywhore.

" . 6. Other questions:-

a) In diséussing his Konsomol mer:bership in the Baltie, . . .
Subject again referred to this area as the Primorskiy Kray. o T
Challenged on this, Subject appeared te bc.autoundcd.,andz ’ "R,
insistcd vebemently that he scrved in the city of Sovetsk,
Primorskiy Kray, and that he even received letters addressed
that way (Subject was not told that he was alsou wrong on
the city). Told that Primorskiy Kray is in the Far East,
Subjeet compounded his geographical blunder by saying that
he knew all about that because Sovetskuya Gavan', where he

. had served before coming to the Baltic, is in that Primorskiy
Kray ( it is actually in Khabarovskiy Kray).

b) - When Subject first mentioned the German Department,
he was asked to think carefully about whether or mt there
was a German Dept in the SCD in 1953. At firat he asonrted
categorically that there was, but whea challenged he retreated
very quickly, sayung that "I think there was, I'm not sure,
I'11 think about it." After the luncheon break ke returned
and said he was sure that there was a German Dept in 1953.
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COMMENT: There was no Germa D:pt in the SCD in 1951
or 1952, or up to ny departure in Sept 1953, although
it is possible (hat there was a small group of a few
officers working on German matters, In any case,
Subject’'s recaction to my. challenge on this point was
not that of a man who was really there.

c) Evidently aware that he had made a scrious slip
with the Gastronom on the previous day., Subject said - out . .
of context with the mutter under discussion- that he didn't
know what used to be located in Dzérzhinskiy Square at the
Spot that the Detskiy Mir store now oceuples before it was
constructed in 1957, cven though he used to go by it every

day,

d) Subjecct gave a rather complex ¢xplanation ahout
the changes of terminolopgy for the surveillance apparat and
for the clements responsible for supporting the diplomatie
colony., Comments on this will bo regcrved until there has
becen an opportunity to compare it with what SubLject himself
has said on this in the pPast and with collateral information,

7. At the beginning of the 8c¢ssion, when Subject re-
marked that this was his 48l1gt day in ®e safehouse,l asked
him how he managed to keep track of the days so well., [Heo s BT
replied, "prison eéxperience was acquired" /tyuremnyy opyt '
otrahatyvalsya?. The phrase is difficult to translate
exactly, but it is the past tense that is significant. I
asked him if he had ever been in jail before, but he said
he had not,

Ted
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MEMORANDUM' FOR THE RECORD
REPORT OF INTERROGATION .
DATE: 29 July 1965

S ... Y. Questioning was concentrated on documents that had
© to be filled out when Subject ‘was ectering the KGB, Komsomol . -

; questions and service in. the Baltic sore not touchod at all. ,
' Following highlights: : : -

. a) ANKETA (DPHQ): Subject Jisplayed a superficial:
: knowledge of this baslc questionnaire. [e knows genorally
P : the appearance, the nature of the guestions, and Lhe purpose
i ) of the document, He continucd to rxtotain, incorrectly,. that -
it was required in two copies, that he filled it out ot home,
; . .that it consistcd of 4-6 pages.  He amended his story to say
. B that he does not remember [or sure whether he turned it in
to ROZHENKO's pcople on one of his first vigits, or gave {t
to SAKHAROYV when he first reported for work,

COMMENT: An ordinary member of the KGB might conceivably

~have forgotten the dctails of this document which was .

Tilled out only at the beginnizz of his carecer. As a

"supervisor, however, Subject claims to have reviewed

nany personuel files (as he sheuld have): as such, he

could not possibly make the mistakes that he has about B I Tt
‘this document, or be unable to give a better. description i '

ofit, . :

b) Sécrecy Agrcement: Subject hinself stated that
he had signed such a form for SANEARV when he first reported S
for work. Hec was unable to remomder the proper designation -
or contents of the document, however. The description of
the wording which he provided was similar to tnat used prior
to 1947; ulso, it is similar to the sverecy agrecment that

might be signed by an agent,

c) Lichniy Listok po Uchet: Xadrov: This is not a
very important document, Dut it as Z:iYied vut by every

officer, and is found in cvery perseanel file.  Subject was

} ) rot only . unable to recall it. he ma:stawned he had never
! ) heard of it even afterit was descrad™d to him,

g

AT e L S

i
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COMMENT; Again, althoughn Subjoct mtpht have forgotten
1t 1f he had been just u plain case officer tn the KGEG.
he should know of {t as A 'supervisor, or oven as '
Sceretary of the Komsomol Organization-Ht—is-a CC,/CPSU
.questionnatre), o . : ;

P R

d) "SPRAVKA No.l: This document is roquired for -
cvery personnel action. . Subject did not react atall to
; 7 "~ 4ts name and said he'didn't know of it. When it'g purpose ,
- was described to -him, Subject managed to give a superficial -
description of the document. ‘ ‘

COUMENT: An ordinary case officer would know of the
: : , cxistence of this form, but would not necossarily have
i ¢ver scen 1t.  As deputy chief of a dopartment, however,.
] ) - Subject would handle this document J0-410 .times: a yearw, y
: and would: be thoroughly familiar with it, Thus, his o
limfted knowledge of it could only have come from a brief.

c) Posluzhney Spsok (Employment and Scrvice Record): -
H . Asked atout This document, Subject gave a goud- descripticn: of
i ) its nmature and purpose. . ‘His answer that he himsolf did not
; © i1l it out but that it was filled out by personnel on the -
! : basis of the data in hia Anketa is perfectly plausible, It
: i 1s odd, howover, that Subject Insisted that ho did not sign
this document whon ho first enterced the KGB (as is normally
done), Lut only "in 1938 or 1957." - Co "

2. Subjecct was asked how he answered some of the questions
in the Anketa, 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 he father died in jn]l.‘thc-Trptskyitc-'
; " allegations against Subject's father, the fact that Subject's .
: i former father-in-law was 8till in jail, and the fact that Subdbject
' was present when TELEGIN's apartment was searched -- that he
.. bhad been accepted into the KGB, particularly in 1953! Subject
.+ ! admitted that the qQuestion 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
negative factors. He also cited his GRU experience in this

| connection,

. é I thén askud Subject how he had reported his second ]
marriage to the KG3., He rcpllcd“(hut hetfore the marriage he
had mcutioned it briofly to GORBATENKO. and that he had
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unotficially run a name check on his prospeetive brade, (which
was “clean™), and that after the marriage he had f4]led out:
another anketa for persenucl in which he inclugjed all the ’

required duta on his wife and her relatives.  After cpnukdqéiblé"

prompting, Subject said that ho had indicated that she and her
parcuts -had been in France, but that he had concealed the fact
that her grandmother had been in German occupied territory
during tho war (he admitted that the KGB would bave lcurned
this in a routine check., however.) I then revicwed for Subject
the negative sccurity factors menttoned above, adding the
arrest of KOBULAY, the fact that his new wife and her parcnts
had been abroad, the fact that her grandmother was §n German-
ocacupied territory, the fact that Subject was row .overape for
Lthe Komsomol but not yet a party member or candidate:, and theo

fact that Subject received a 15 day sentence for miguma of ..

cover documenty and incurring vencreal disease. and asked

if he didn't think that his personnel tile had been reviewed .
in 1954, and 1f go. what ygrounds therc could have been for
retaining him is the KGB. Subject said that he thought that
his filc probably was reviecwed but that again the influence

of his father had saved him.  Subject added that another
important factor was probably his language qualification and
particularly his higher education, T told Subject that we
would examinc the quéstion of his c¢ducation in greater detatl
later. Il made no comment. I also pointed out to Subject = -

“that if his second wife and her parents had been abroad ft

was impossible that her name check could have been negative.
He admitted it was illogleal, bLut insisted that this wus so.

4. CONCLUSIONS: BEvidence continues to pile up to show
that Subject was never in a supervisory poxition in tihe -KGB,
and that be could not have and did not enter the ¥GH in 1953,
His weak knowledge of the documents discussoed indicates that
if he was ever in the KGB at 21l it was later., and for a

reolativaely short time.

3. Dcsp;te the fact that 1 continucd to challenge Subject
frequently, the tone of the interrogation was particularly
frioudly today. The fallowing cxchange was of scme iaterest:

Subjeet: You probtubly worked for twenty ycars in personnel!

Ted: Not exactly. You should know better.

Subjoctf” No, 1 don't know., If yvou told me your .came?

Ted: We'll talk about that later. and maybe even drink
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6. The plan for tomorrow's session is to attick Subjoct
on his gervice in tho Baltic fn 1952,

T .

~ Ted

[ R TSP
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MEMORANDUSM FOR THE RECORD
SUBJECT: HREPONT OF INTERROGATION
DATE: 20 July 1965 ’ —

1. Today's interrrogatlon consisted of two short sossions
(1110-1515, and 1610-1650). Subjcct was confronted with proof
of his errora on Komsomol regulations, and also of basic
gcorgraphy in Kalinlngrad Oblast, Questiontng was confined )
to these two arcas, and will Lo described below, - In addition,
there were some interesting additional indications. that
Subject may have spent some time in Soviot Jail or prison

camp,
2,  KOMSOMOL:

a) Despite a number of leading questions and hints,
Subject was unable to recall that Komsomol Congress (the
12th) took place in February 1954, while he was allegodly
the Sceretary of the SCD K/0. 1If he had really boen a
Komsomol -Sccrotary at ' the time he should remember the Congress
very well, since he would have been fnvolved in Its preparations,
Told about it, Subjoct said that such Congresses took place
practicully overy year, This i false; the previous Komsomol
Congress, the 11th, was in 1949, '

b) Subject again stated that he was sure that  the
maximumw age for Komsomol members at that time was 27, Subject
was shown the poertinent Komsomol rropditions for tho period,
which prcvide that the maximum age is 26, Subjoct simply
continucd to insist that he ¢ sure that he was cxcluded
from the Komsonol. in 1934 when_he reacned the age of 27, and
that no exceptiong were made jor him, i did not comment on
how he could be wroung on the rogulations {f he: had hoon a

Komsowol Secretary.

¢) In the ‘discussion of Komsonol rcpulations, Subjoct
continucd to insist that tho ducs were 2% for all members,
He spotted the paragraph about 27 entry dues i the regulations
that were shown to him and gatd that monthly dJues were
identical with ontry dues. This is not so0, but as wo- do not
have a copy of the 1949 membership ducs scale, 1 was not
able to show him documentary proof of his error.
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. d) Subject was agatin unable to deseribe how he was
permancently registered ag a member of the MYD K/0, how he
performed his duttes am a Scoretary or what these dutices
were in connoction with the 12th fumsomol Congross, or to
name thc Scocretary of the MVD K/0.

3. Sorvice in the Baltic: In the course of the discussion
of his scrvice fn the BaTtic in 1952, Subject mado such in-
credible errors, and gave: such ‘lame descripticons of his work,
that it i{s’necedsary to conclude that he did not serve there
as an intelligence officer, and that il he has over visited
that area at all it was only very briefly, , . o

a) Subject not only was unable to pame the Chief of
Intelligence of tho 4th Naval Fleet, he could not even give
his proper title (hie Insisted that his officinl designation
wag ""nachalnik razvedki;" actually, of course, It should be
"nachalnik razvedyvatelnogo upravleniyn™ of the 4th fleet).

b) Subject does not know the rame of his immediate
coumanding officer, tic clifef-of tho MRP, . Subject did not
know thc names of more than two of his fellow olfticers at
the MRP, In an effort to answer this question be gave a
namus - YELJSEYEV - that he had not once mpngioned when under
sinmilar pressurc in April 1964; it i snbnxn}* that he invented
it on tho spot. ’

‘c) Subject continued to insist that he scerved in
“Sovetsk, Primorskiy Kray." Subject was then shown a map,
and found tbat the pame of the place where he had alligedly
sc;ygq_Eg§_1n_tact_p[{mg£§k, Subject said that he couldn't
understand why ho had remembered it as Sovetsk, and said
that he had never been in the city of Soveotsk. Subject was
also shown the Administrative-Territorial Divisions of the
USER, and conceded that there 15 no Primorskiy Kray in the
Soviet Union ¢xcept the one in the Far East. Again, he had
no cxplanation for his error, Oddly, after initially con-
ceding hiis error, from time to time Subject continued to
say that he thought that he was probably right after all,
and that the village of Sovetsk was :too small to appear on
the wap that he was shown,

d) In describing his initfal arerival at the MRP,
Subject said that he arrived in Kalingrad, then had to go
by car from Kalingrad to Baltiysk because thero was no
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rallway to Baltiysk. Mo then went by car from Baltiyuk to
Primorsk. In reality therc was and 3o z ratl conncction

trom Kalingrad to Baltiyunk, shich pasncy throuuh;"YSQchct

was not told this, howevor,)

e) Subject admitted that he did not do any opckatidnal
work at the MIP, and sald that was why he wag digsatistted s P
and wanted a transfer, Hoscever, Subject could not glve a. : .

" detailed or belfevablo deseription of wiat his duticd were,

As he has done go oiten §n the: padt, he attempted to divert
the questioning Ly launching into what is ecvidently a pro-
pared lecture about the concept of itay-bchind opurations,

He was cut oft,

4. (NOTE: 1In talking about bis service in Kalininprad
Oblast, Subject hay mentioncd Primorsy, Sovetsk, und Zeclenogradsk.
It ia interosting that townm of fdentical or closely wimtlar
names also exist in Lenfinizrad Oblagt: Primorsk, Sovetskiy, and
Zelenogorsk, Both Zelenoyradsk and Zelenogorsk are resorts,
The Primorsk and Sovietskiy. tn Loeningrad Oblast are both on
the coast, about 10-12 kfilowe:ters from cach other, Bearing .
in mind that Subject has previously desoribed working in the '
woods in Leningrad Oblast in 19435 under conditions that sound
very similar to forced labor, it i pussible that there is -
guni¢ clue here as to how Subject's legrnd was prepared, At
this stage, however, it {s not possible to draw any firm
conclusions and tho coincidence ig simply noted for future

reference,) ) . :;:u

S. In the course of the four days' of fntcrrogation to
date, there have becen a number of indicaticns which tend to
confirma previous fupressiuns that Subject may have gpent
sonme time as a prisoncr in a Soviet jail or prison camp.

As some of these have not been noted in the previous Inter-
rogation reports it may e convenient to summarize thoem

here:

a) On 28 July Subject made the intriguing remark,
"tyuremnyy opyt otrabatyvalsya." This %was in answer to my
question about how he:kept track of the days, y

b) ©On 20 July, Subject voluatarily launched into a
long and detailed explanation of how he keeps track of the
days in his present circurstarcegs, A possible cxplanation
for this unsclicited description {8 that Subject had reflected
on the implications ofhiy remark on 26 July,
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c) On 28 July, while I was asking Subject about the

nunber of his Party membership card (which he did not remember)
Subject said, "l don't cven remember my personal KGB nunber. "
I immediately asked Subject when such personal serial numbers
had been instituted in the KGB, and he replicd that be didn't
rcmember, that no one carrvicd them with them but kept them in
thao safe, that they were intended for wartine purposes.

COMMENT: DPersonal scerfal numbers never existed cither
in the army or in the KGB, and to the best of our kmow-
ledge they do not exist now. The only place in Soviet
socicty where such numbers existed {5 in the prison
camps: this was one of the chief gricvances and com-
plaints that the prisoncis made in the famoun’ Yorkuta
uprisings of 1953. ‘

d) In previous interrogantions Subject has described
working In the forests outside of Leningrad for two months
in 1944, The conditions that he descreibed sound much more
like forced labor than that of a military unit,

e) Although tattooing is certainly practiged to some
extent in the Soviet Navy, Komsomol and Party pressures
restrict this to a considerable degree. The number and cxteont
of Subject's taltoos i1s more characteristic of young janilbirds.

f) Subject's account of the handshooting cpisode
supgests one possible way that he might have wound up in
Jjail, Certainly this incident could not have been taken ns
lightly in wartime as he would have us belicve. .

: g) Subject's stourylabout a 15 day sentence in the
Lyubyanka becausce of the venercal discase incident suggests
that this may have been inscrted in his legend to cover slips
stemming from long prison experience, and possibly also to
help him in passing the polygraph.

h) Subject's earlier accounts about fighting at Tuapse,
running away from schocol, etec. also have scveral rcferences
to prison that may be significant. Hc oace referred to the
rilitary unit in which he allegedly joined in Baku as a "penal
battalion”, he returned to the school "under guard,'™ upon
arrival in Moscow he was "arrested,'"

Ted
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MEMORANDUM FOR TUE RECORD
SUBJECT: REPORT OF INTERROGATION

DATE: 3 AUGUST 1965

1. Most of today's session (0945-1130 and 1230-1330)
was devoted to questioning on the structure and organization
of -the MVD in 1953 and 1954. It was originally planned to
touch on this subject only lightly and then to move on to
another topic, but Subject's knowledge wag 50 limited that
1t secmed worthwhile to cover it in considerable depth,

2. Asked to describe what dircctnorates existed in the
MVD under BERIYA, Subject named the FCD and the SCD, which
he said were tho intelligence and counterintclligence
directoratces respectively, Asked 1f he were sure,  Subject
said ho was positive, and that the naly chunge that took
place later was that for a short time, under KRUGLOV, the
FCD became the SCD and vice versa. I “old him that he was
wroeng and asked again 4f he were sure.  He replied that he
Was certain that this was donc by KRUGLOY and that it was
for a short time only. Actually, of course, this change
was instituted by BERIYA and existed until at least February
1954. Thus, Subjcct docs not even know in what directorate °
he worked during the first year of his alleged servico in
the KGB. Previously, becausc Subject had indjcated in a
homework assignment that he was aware that the directorates
had bcen numbered differently, we had assumed that he knew
when and how this happered. This was a falge assunption
and we now have conclusive proof (if more was necded) that
Subject did not serve in the AVD in 1953-34,

3. Subject displaycd a similarly hazy and insufficient
knowledge on all other organizational questions of that '
period. He could not descrite the functions of the 4th
Dircctorate accurately. fiec did not know the functions of
the 4th and 5th Special Depts. He claiced that there was
a 10th Directorate, which was the Directorate of the Kremlin
Commandant (this had actually meried with the Orhrana in
1947, and was called the 9th Dircctorate <ince 1952) . he had
never heard of Spetsbure #1. he had never heard of the
Directorate for the Preservation of Guvt., Treasures, he
knew nolhing about the Jails Dircctorate, he had no notion
of the subordination of the Internal Troops, Convoy troops,
GULAG, GUSHASDOR, the Militia, ete. ctc.
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© 4. Subject did not cven know when the KGB was organized.
He said that it was in late 1954 or cirly 19535, Told that
he was wrong by a year and asked to thin 1 Hubice
stubbornly insisted that he was right. § o

. 5. Asked to” the name the chiefs of the directorates
and scparate departments of the MVD under BERIYA and .
KRUGLOV, Subject was able to namo only nine out of 28, He .
was unable to name the leadership of the Intelligence Directorate,
saying that he rcemembered only SAKHAROVSKIY (PANYUSHKIN was
chicf until 1955). Subject was able to name only SEROV and
ROMASHKOV &# KRUGLOV's deputies. He was ignorant of such
prominent names as LUNEV and SHATALIN,

6. Asked where the Main Directorate of Militia of
the USSR was located in 1953 and 1934, Subject said that
he did not know. and knew only that later it was on UL,
Ogareva. Actually. in 1953-54 it was located next to the
main KG3 building on Dzerzhinskiy #2. ) ‘

7. Asked to describe how he conducted name checks
on a Soviet citizen and on a new arrival to the American
Fmbassy in 1953-54, Subject managed to give a superficial
description of how such checks were done. However, he
resisted every attempt to get him to describe thig process
in detail. and he made scveral blunders which show that he
nmever actually ran such a check himself. For cxample, he
did not know where the records of all Soviet citizens who
have been tried are kept. and attempted to improvise an
answer (completely wrong) that they would echeck with the.
militia about this. Subject correctly said that Archives
were located in Bldg 2, Bldg 12, and on Kirov Street. But
he was completely unable to streotch his limited knowledgo
to provide a description of how these various repousitories
were actually checked. Subject was also asked to describe
how he ran such a check on a Soviet citizen in the 1956-59
period. Here again he was in difficulty as soon as pressed
for details on how the check was run., 1t was particularly
interesting that he did not feecl able to dispute my challenyges
of his information in this peried, evem though he uadeubtedly peionbl,
kncws that 1 do not have tirst hand knowledge of procedures

in this period.

8. Subject was asked to deseribe the KGB idcntity
document that he received when he first entered the KGB.
He was asked if there was anything unusuial in connection
with this docurent at that time. He repliced- that he knew
of nothing unusual. He was then old that bLoth under BERIYA
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and KRUGLOY it was nccossary to have a special stamp placod
in_the pass in order to have froe access to the KGB buildings.
Subject was totally ignorant of this, and was unable to recall
anything about it despito a number of hints and loading
quostiom Actually, this busincss ol the special gtamps wae
thu subject of numcrous anccdotes at the time, and no officer
who scrved intho MVD in 1903 could poussibly lave furgotten

it completely, '

9, Subjcct was asked again about tho personal KGB
number that he had mentioned in a pgfvious sesxsion, HE
replicd that he did not remember exactly when this was
instituted, Lut that he was sure it wasnot beforce 1956,
and that he rcceived his number while he was in the Sceventh
Department., Me said that the numbers were issucd on a

" metal, aluminum dogtag about 2 by 4 or 5 cms, thnt it was

inscribed at the top: VS SSR” (Armed Forces of the USSR),
and below that was the serial number, which in his caso

was E 00 and four digits which he could not remember exactly
but thought were 1033 or 1022, A hole is punched {n this
dogtag, which properly speaking is called a "lichnyy znak."”
The scrial number is also entered in the KGB identity document.
Subject that the purpose of these numher tags was not :
cxplained when they were issucd, that they were supposcd to
be carried with omo's personal documents, but that hce kopt

it in hi1s safe, as did mos t others.

» 10. It was intoresting that at the very bheginning of
the session, Subjoct declared that he had thought it over:
and was sure that although he had been wrong about Primorskiy

Kray, there had to bo a little Sovetsk in Kalingrad Oblast

that was called Sovotsk® rimorskiy to distinguish it from:
the other Sovietsk, Subject was told that this is nonscnse,
+hich 1t i18. Subject has probably decided that ho cannot -
afford to admit to any substantive errors which cannot be.

explained by just poor memory. : W

from Ealiningruad to Baltiysk., Subject immediately suid that
there was a narrow gauge line that ran from Kalingrad to the
various resorts but insisted that under no circumstances did

it go to Baltiysk.

11, Subject was told that there was and is a RR connection


msgambettera
Line

msgambettera
Line


104-10227-10008

12, It way also interesting that Subjoct ncturned
from tho lunch broak saying that he had tried to think of

—— vther names of MVYD chiefs in tho carly pertod, and that
although ho did not know this from his own service in the
; KGB he knew that Gon., fuu BDOCIKOV, whoso son Boris BOCHKOV

; lived in samo houso as Subject on Ul. Granovskogo, was
Chief of convoy troops ca. 1946-47, ond similarly he know
i of a Goncral NAGORNYY-NASETKIN (perhaps roverscd) - whose

. son ‘Gennadiy was in Naval School with Subjoct in Baku -

; who hud becn Chlof of GULAG at onc¢ time,

Tod

o

L
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‘Nuvail, Schools were intcnded. to v only through.the 9th grade,

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD
SUDJECT: REPORT OF INTERROGATION

DATE: 4 August 1965

1. Today '8 wesgion (0940-1145) was dnvotod almost
entircly to Subjoct's cducationfrom the Zth ‘to'the, 10th -
grados, the period in which he nllcgod]y attended Naval
Schuols in Kuybyshev, Baku, and Leningrad, Subject was .
challenged stornly and repeatedly’, ‘and -ho. grew visibly |
upsot. For the firzt timo in this scrices of inturrogntiuns
Le startced to sulk and the session wagy cndcd wh¢n he vlrtually

stopped nnswcring qucstions,

2. Moscow Special Naval S'honl SubJL:t said that
when ho attended thig sciool in KujBthcv 1t consisted of
only the 7th and 8th classes., It iy quite pougsible that
if tho school wag first croxted -in 1910 *£t "had .only two:'
classes in 1941, . Howaever, Subject insisgtod ‘thiat tho Spocial

Thts 18 ‘quite incorrect; both ARTAMONOV and: GORDFYEV state.
positively that these schools gave the final ‘three ycars of
a full seccondary education: the 8th, 9th and 10th grades. . - -

In talking about the school, Subject gave no more information

he can remember the names of five or six

thaa pxoviously
ho doesn't remember

schoolmates, one or two instructors,

‘exactly how or when he went to Kuybyshev or back, he doesn't

.remembor whore -in Kuybyshev. the school wad Iocnted “Because
of the paucity of his recollections 1t is difficult to

comu to a conclusion about whether or not he was really.
there: Jjudged by 1tself, it scems impossible that he was
there and is unable to recall more; compared tc his story
about Baku it locke good. One possibility, perhaps is that
he enrolled in this school in Moscow, hut dropped out at

. somo point in the first year.

3. -Baku Naval Preparatory School: Subject repeated
his previous story that in the summcr of 1942 he rcturned
to Moscow and through the Moscow Naval Equipage he was
processed to join the. Leningrad Naval Preparatory School
which at that time had been evacuated to Buku and combined
with the Baku Nzval Preparatory School. He said that he

Rl L A TETVS PP
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arrived in Baku in the end of 1942 a9 Jolned the Baky Naval
Propnrntory School which_had a thuccnycar schounl consisting -
of the 8th, 9th, and 10th. grades. Subject way tuld that

this was honscnse and that no Naval prcpnratory-gchoola
offering a threo year course cver-existed ip the Soviet-

‘Union. “He ingiiteq that he Yas. right, and safd that not.

"”ﬁonly;q1d such .schools exist in Lcn;ngrndgana'naku. but also A

In-Sevastopol and’ Viadtvostok, . For'the Tirst time, Subject
‘strubk,a'vory confident .and uvon-uanr093fvo.ntt!tudc, saying
such things Ay, "I know, I wagy there,” and "you are ¢vidently
atsufficiontly well informed abouy these schooly," ete., =
(Actually, ARTAMONOV's tostimony, About tho location ang
'orgunizntion of the Spécia) Niaval Schoolg, the Naval pre~
ﬁnrntory Schools, and the Préparatory Courses 6f tho Naval

dcademieg - which is bdth»logical'nnd consigtent - COmpletélx;

contradicts and rgley out Subjébt“s Sstory,)

4. Subjoct w@s-askcd?to=déscribé his route f}om:Méscow

- to Baku in the summner of 1942; 110 replicd that tie dldn't ) - ‘grli
:

remcmber., . He was then reminded that ordginally ne had R
‘siad that hq;wcnt_djrogtly,'nnd that whea told that tho'RR' Lo
‘linos:wé;b cut, W had made up a story about 3 two-vweek o

No reply, - I then tolg Subject that there wag only one . = i
--POSsible way to get from:Moacpwjto.Bnku at that time and v
- that tho‘clties.through which it Passed were yo unusual

that no one who had made the trip could forget fe. Subject ] F.

.said he_did hot remembor, (The only way was by way of - e T3

Taslikenty) = 5 -7 _ g
5. Asked to name the leadorship of the Chicr Dlrectoratq” ?

of Naval Schoolg and Academies at thit time, Subject satd -
that Vice Admiral RAMIASHVILY was the chiefr, and that hig

deputy was Major Generail TATARINOV., Tpe chief nf the Dircoctorate
.of Educntionul Institutions wag Vice Admiral SUKHIASHVILI,
According to-ARTAMONOV, SUKHIASHVILI was the chiéf or the )
fivst prototype Nakhimoy f8chool which wag organized in Thiligy .
in 1943, The fact that Subject knows SUKHIASHVILI‘S Dame

(which he mentioned for the first time), the character of

the Nukhimoy Schools (a full Sccondary cducatios for sons

of the Soviet elite), and the fact that Subject's story for

this period includes a tri P to Thilijyij With lis father al}l

point to the pOssibility,thnt Subject was actually jn the
Nakhimovy School in Tbil}sl at this time, Subject vill be
questioned further on this at. the next session,

o,

long train ride. Subjbct.loqkud_uhcomforthble #nd mado - o %-'
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6. - -Subjoect again insisted that he touk the military
oath in Baku when he was 15 years old, as did all the other
students in tho school. Subject was told that this was :
inpusytbles—hut contlnuod to maintain that he was telling

"how.it was,'

P . T SubJoct repcated his old story about complettng e
H ' the 9th grade by enrolling in "uxternat" (somewhat simtlar -~ |~
to correspondoncy courses) at tho Mining Institute in Moscow,
Subject gave a complaotoly wrong description of what such a -
course of study congists of, and it is not possible that =
he actually did what he said, For example, he stated that
he studied-at thoe Institute four days a week, for approximately
7 hours a -day; actually, an "externat' student wovld do all
of his.studying at homg. flere, ns clscewhere tliroughout-— .
the gession, 1 told Subject thathe was making things up’
and that if he obtainced his 9th grade certificate by blat
it would be much hotter for him simply to sy 80, but he
- did not avail himqelf of lhc oppnxtunlty. _

—pad

_ 8. Subject. was asked whnt Subjects ho . qtudicd in the
10th grade (in Leningrad). He .replied that he did not
remcmber, and  gave a similar rcply to questions about what
‘he -bad studied in the 9th and 8th .grades.- The sossion was
ended on this noto. Subject was visihly upsot by this time -

- and his answors arc probably moro indicative of his mood )
than of total inability to rccall “hat suchcts arc taught

in Soviet accondary bchools.

S LR A oA et Ts e

9, In- thn middle of’ the 504510n, as -a chango of paco -

Co I asked Subject to tcll me the locations of all thé regidencos

i of KGB ofticers that he could rccall. Subject was able to
recall about 12 different buildings inhabited by KGB ofricors. ’ "
and although he did not give the cxact addresses his locations g
and descriptions were generally correct. What was interesting
was that on every casc he pegged the building to the name
of a KGB officer, most of whom play a prominent part in his
legend: KARETNIKOV, PETROV, KRUPNOV, CHURANOV, GORBATENKO,
GRIBANOV, A.S. KOLLOV /ARHAROV hUT\RFV CuELhOKOV Scrgey
GUSKOV, Gcorg ZHUKOV, KOVSIHUK, YAKOVLEV, :

Ted,
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9 August 1965

SUBJECT: Rcport of Intorrogation of 6 August 1963

1. Today's sossion wgs from 1000 to 1200 and trom ‘ SRR 4
1305 to 1410.; As plunncd, I started the sossion by sum- A Y
. marizing for Subjoct the results of the first six suvygions, - .
: . ligting for him approximately twenty pointd# on which he had )
- failed badly: i (Summary list attached.) At first Subject
attenpted to contcst the. points as I cited thom, for oxam- - - .
ple, on tho vartations in the KOBULOV story, and on the . -~ o
locution of ROZHENKO's office, but. when I. gavo him the L. -
facts ho did not challenge thcm ‘and he listenced to most of R
_ the litany in silence. I told Subject that the results of LT e
. ) those sossions -had confirmed further the' previous findings, 3 ;'«f e
E I asked him why ho continued to cling to his legend, and fgn T : o
: reminded him that he- had turned down the opportunity = - ;T- ' -
: of fercd to litm last spring to. changce his mind while we o
still could take steps to preserve his opcrational useful-- : 1":1“
]

Pres SRR

ness, 1 said that this opportunity was ‘now past, but thnt
1 did not want to conccal from him the fact that he still:

" had knowlodge and information which. could be usoful to us.
"Howover, thore was a timo 1limit. even to this. I reminded ‘
‘him that he had beun out of circulation for a long time ‘ e o
and that many things had happcned in the world -and especinlly L oL aF bl ge5
1n tho Sovict Union during this time; for oxample, KHRU= . - ot ;

SIICHEV was .no longer in power (Subject 8 comment, a8 oX= R
pected, was "Thank God!'). Other changes had taken place. - b
I1f Subject did not make up his mind to tell the truth, his 5
490 duys could easily turn into 4000, and he would not be-

of intcrest to anyone. 1 told Subject again, that he had

nothing to fear, no matter what he had donc in the past,

that we would not prosecute him for any past crimes, no

matter how bad. If he were worried about reprisal from

Soviet security organs, I told him that we were just as

capable of keeping his confession secret as we were of keep-

ing sccret the fact that we kncew he was a provocateur for

a year and a half before his defection. 1 prounised him
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that he would bo given normal living conditions as soon
.as he startcd to cooperate by telling the renl truth. (A
complete transcript of this part of the scssion is being
done. for the record.) . . ' -

2. As expected, Subjéct's only response to all this-
.was that he had told the truth--with allowances for mis- -
takes on minor points of detnril owing to forgetfulness--

- and that he would continue to tell nothing but. lHe said

-that despite his gricevances-over his treatment he cone
tinucd to be willing to serve American Intclligence in any
way he could, short of returning to the USSR, of course.
He complaincd that I denied-and contradicted everything
hoe said, great and small, and said that he -could sce by
nany remarks that I had made that I thought that he had

-never scrved in the KGB as a staf! officer but hﬁd_perhapS'
" been an agent for the KGB, This, he.said, was completely

excluded, and 1 should know that it is not possible for
tho KGB to rccruilt the son of a minister as an agent, I
replicd sinply that 1 knew of several cases whero not only
children of ministers but even more important pecople had

. served in this capacity.

3. Anothcr interesting remark.that Subject mgdeﬂwns ‘

that Le fully appreciated the fact that his knowledge was. *.

rapidly gotting dated. - Hec mentioned that this applied not

~only to his knowledge of the KGB, but also to.what he. "

knew about promisrient members. of the Central Committee of
the CPSU,. I said that he had not provided anything of

‘interost -on this subject, and he -replicd that there had not .-

been an opportunity, implying that there was much that he
had to offer in this field. 1t is planncd to cxplore his
‘knowledge on this next week. : : . ;

4. Subject complained that we had not checked his
tory sulficiently and pointed out .that thousands of boys
had studied in the same schools as he had and that we
sliould be able to gel confirmation svncwhere. Here he made
an interesting remark as follows: "Incidentally, when 1
first camec here I understood from somcthing that Mr. Peter
Bagley said that you have operational contact with a Spar-
tak KAZAKOV. ELe was also in the Baku Naval Preparatory’
School with me." .

L

o

s ity

i
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‘the internal passport nystem, Subhj

N’

N

3.

S. Subject was questioned in some detail about his
dutics as a SCD officer on the big public holidays. Sub-
Ject's description wag generally accurate, and even quite
good as long as he kept his.answers peneral.  When forced
to be more specific he made a number of mistakes about. the-
procedures involved, such as insisting that instructions '
for the holiday were issued by the chief of the department

.without the pﬁrticipation“ufﬂa-ﬁth Dirocterate officer,

about the preparation of ‘the duty and puest lists for
passes, which lead me .to conclude that, he did not stand
duty therc as a KGB officcr.  He was unable to remenber a
single delegation that he had becn assigned to watch, al-
though he malntained. that he ‘had pulled such duty every '
year since 1957. Howcver, on the basis of *his otherwicse
very good familiardity with Red: Square and the procedures
of parades there, I would concludc that he has attended
more than one such event as a guest, or perhaps with his

father.

6. After the luncheon break, 1 started to question
Subject on his first marriage. As before, Subject was

unable .or unwilling to remecmber any of the data that woulq; N

enable us to pin this story down. Hc does not remember’

- exactly when ho‘met_Tclegina,”the_datc of Tclegin's arrest;“

the date of the marriage, the location of the ZAGS office
where the marriage was registered, or cven the year of -

and for this reason the

birth of his wife (1928 or 1929): Subject simply made no =

cffort to answer  these questions,
questioning. proceeded. to Subject's firSt.passport;

7. Asked where and when le received hfs_tirsf intefnal
passport, Subject said that he thought it was in Moscow in

early 1944 before leaving for Leningrad. 'Reminded that this.7 

was a change from his previous story that hc had gotten

his first passport in Leningrad, Subject replied that he

hadn't remembered it, and that--in any case he also got a

passport in Leningrad. Asked to describe the purpose of
cct's. answer would embar-

rass any real SCD officer. He insists that all Soviet

citizens over the age of 16, excepl those on active military

service and prisoners, have passports.

8. Asked to describe thc surroundings of Ul Narodnaya,
where he lived from 1956 to his departure, Subject’s answer

e

PP,
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j : -was in general quite good.  As boforé,zhe was. unable to ‘
e hame correctly the ¢ity rayon in which Wis reridence was ;
located,. : ’ SR SV 4
! 9. Asked . to describe his entry into the Naval Pre- o
! paratory School in Leningrad in 1944, Subject at first . ;
i gave a vague and unsatisfactory answer, and when pressed .
i for dotails he became-irritated and said that RBis father i
L. had arranged it all po blatu...'Tpe scssion was ended on =
i this note.’ _ : T : :
: |
: ) .'
H i ¢
: 5] 3 ;
, E i =
e

i s o st i
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. ;fﬁ/ List of Points Reviewed with bubJC(t an 6 Augnst'

; / 1. ABIDIAN and other oporations (simply n-rcmlnder). ;

i . ;

: 2. chlstrntion in Moscow-upon arrival from tho Baltic 1
1 ". . orn loave. E . V. - . ; y

f 3. KOBULOV VAhHRUSHEV and the recommendation to thb_ !

' MVD _ R

4, Pxocedurc ot issuing visitor's passes td’thc MVD

: _ bulldings. , e : . . C

; : o 8. :Uncscorted access to the 4th Entry to. scu KOBUIDV. o

i ' : :
g 6. Location of PO?HENhO 8 offico. The 9th Entry, IR ‘

) — . : o R s ‘

L 7. Anketa :

'; a. ‘Dogsnft know i{é‘numd;. ' é

{ '?: b. Filled out in 2 copibs}'“."‘ .= '  f:"T fJ“"“J ”;1

_? ] c. Filled out only the-ankntn nnd uutobiography i;

: d. Filled out nnketa at hume SR o ;" ‘xig i ced -

. e. 'Doesn t know ‘the lichnyy lxstbk'gg uchety
: kadrov; R ‘

f. PosluZhnoy §pisok;

g. Secrccy agreement;
h. Size of the ankcta.

8. How to run a name check. Mixed up the various archives
and was unable to de%cribc correctly how to check a.

Soviot citizen or a forcigncr.

9. Doesn't know entry date into MVYD.
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6.
10. Did not take an entrance medical oxam.

y,pnrtluulnrly‘when

11. Doesn't know his salary correctl ‘
whken they restored. -

they stopped paying for rank and
rank pay. _ _
12.  Mixed up the two Genoral SAVCHENKO's, and doesn't
know about one of them at all.. . = . -

i .7 13. Gastronom..

14, ‘Service in the Baltic:

a. Sovotsk;.- - o , .-‘.7-3:‘ R E I

b. Railroad tv Baltiysk; .

ST e T el Doesn't know Chief of Intelligence, -4th

- e ' ~ Baltlc Fleet; ® e '
d. Doesn't know cnmmnﬁding officer of his MRP;.
',Now.sdys~hdlgpqnt only 4 months there; - - - e

f. Doosn't kﬁéﬁioloméﬁ?ary geographys - - E ) _
Primorskiy Kray instead of Kalinlngrnq,_L;;Qia.-*n

Oblast. | BRIy

15. Doesn't know in what dircctorate he servod,"tcb'or,-A.
' SCD; doesn't know when or why they were redesignated.

16. Wife's relatives were in France. Logical, but doesn't - L
i know why there was no data on them when ran name - ",
‘check.’ ’ ' — - SREE L

17. Knows the basic structure of the NVD in 1953, bdbut.did
: not nome almost half of the directorates and depart-
! ments. Doesn't know the functions of the 4th and 5th
: Spetsotdels, or how the spetsotdels used to be called.
Doesn't know the deputy ministers under KRUGLOV,

18. Konmsomol:

a. How a socretary is clected; _ 5

b. Regulations;

¢. Namo of the Komsomol Secretary of the MVD;
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L o ,\
* J" 2"" =& ‘.,' ~
o g "
I ‘”’;/,
) : 7.
.t !
L d. How he registecred and doregistored; E
i H . s » '. ’ .‘
i, 0. Age; ﬂ :
P ‘ .
g'_ f. \Membership dues; :
! g Konsoﬂol Congress. !
. . !
; 19. Docsn' t know abnut upcrinl thmph un ‘MVD pas:os under -J_" o
: . PERIYA and kRUGLOV. Cuuldn t have vnturud bulldlngs. L o
"L '§ 20. Docbn t knOu dato or evaon yuar when - KGE oxgantaod
- T 21. Educntion" ' » - E_
' a. The tnp to Baku; i
- b. 'Throe yoar courso of study in Naval Propnlﬂ-
- © v tory qchool'* 7 , o
:>-1-, f  - - c; E\tonston - Correspondence courses nt Mining i
§ s U ey Instituto; B . :
-l ; : j- 7 d. Doesn't knov uhat uuijctu taught in Bth,nn
e - : E . 9th, or 10th grades. ] N
A
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T Attachment to 6 August 1965
Interrogation Report - '

SUBJECT: Transcript of ln@drrogntlon.(HXCbet)

~'you, you were to

" onco to somc degrec some important operati

- opportunity

6 August 1963

/v-

Well, perhaps I spoke a-little too loud, but I find I

have no other way -out, beeause 1 can't buy what you are

saying, and no one wants ‘to wasto timo by pouring water

from one pitclier -into another. I only want to say fur-

ther, that would 1t not be~bett0r--5pcaklng'uut.of friend- -.

shlp,_fnr,you‘gq‘drop'this’unllrc lepend-=start acting el

tho part of that which-you reatly are, and start to form 7

a rcal fricndship--lor which it {15 #till possible, at _

this time, to find some basis; somc basis--as of now...

ft is 111l possible to find. As you werce told before--'

you romember, latcr, when that tall fellow spoke to

id that §f vou wcre to begin to tell the

11 the truth--and to influ-’ 5
onal activities 5 O

rations of , T vue

1 am spoaking-

truth--you: had a choice-to tec

and decisions which are concerncd with opu
the KGB--a participant . of which you-aro. -
to you seriously, so listen well.

“That's all T am dotng, listening:

You turned down the opportunity at the time when you
might still have been uscd operationally, when it was
possible to burn ? (provalit'). somc of KGB's opora-
ticns--which would-all. have put you in much better cir-
cumstances than those. in which you are now., You turned
down this opportunity. Tho time has now passed. The

to exploit the situation operationally now
because all the operations which were in
ave elther reached tho end,
Therc is no longer any pos-
sibility of your participation or assistance to us in this
work, because, after our conversation with you, when you
refused to tell the truth and so on, our to cooporate, wo .
had to make several decisions, and after making these
dccisions and carrying out some opcrations you aroe no

docs not exlist,
any way connected with you h
or are approaching an end.



msgambettera
Line


104-10227-10008 o | |

’ﬂzﬂf’f?‘r*ﬁ? “‘ﬂ“—he--._._ sirdas sufvenans

T
a./'

o S
e
’ ' 2.

However, to

.5;’ longer of any operational valuc whatsocver.:
;/ toll the truth, and I don't want to conceal this from
R . you--you still possess gomo operational fnformation
: which miihkt bo useful to us. No onc takes this away from
also a deadline, one which . o

. you... But ftour this there 18
is approaching very quickly. I think the tlme is soon
coming when we will -have absolutely no interest in you
A ; whatever, and not only we--but anyono e¢lse as woll.
e , . This 18 a serious matter. 1 woild like to remind you--as
you have said. yourself, that you have been here .now 490
days and during this time yreat many changes have taken

place all over the. world and cspecially tn theo Sovict
Union. h ' :

N: A great many!- _ _
Including the fact ‘that there 15 no more KHRUSHCHEV--for )
~ your lntorgatlon. S S

N: Thank God! One scoundrel less!

. T: 1 expected this answer--and ynu can . imagine the conse-

’ quences which took place--after this--not only as a
.member of the KGB, but as an ordinary’ Soviet citizen. 1.
want to tell you. thnt I don't throw words around,  {
am carrying on a very serious talk--this- happened somo -
time ago, during the time that you have becen. here. Whon .
I mentioned all that I did about tho operations and all L
that, I had a good basis for {t. Wo have donc a great : i

-7 . . deal of work since you are hore.

N: ‘I 5hould thSnP so--hc “he ho.

As you were told beluxc--thcac arc my last vords to you,
you will not be punished for being scént over hero, bo-
cause our Government system doesnot work like the - T
Soviet system, .and you will not be punishcd for those
crimes which you might have committed before--including
murder, or what have you,--o[ coursc 1 spcak of extrcmcs--
.such things may not have taken place, necessarily--not
for having been sent--not for not speaking the truth in
ything which the KGB may be

the heginning--not for any
holding over your head which makes you afraid to speak.

In this matter .1 have specific authority und I am
authorized to say this to you. "You are heing offcred an
opportunity to start a normal .life. ‘However, as I told
you before, this opportunity may also cexpire soony and
then the 490 days, speaking between us--may turn into
4,000 days.  Decausc there is no other way . out. Even

o o

e,
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if you wero not a counterintellfpence worker you know
that Intellfgencs wurk is war. Further--tf you arc
afrald of what you will be doing, how you will Le occu-

pled, of your Jifce--that s, afraid of a #trike sgoainst -
you from the Soviot Organs, or afratd of nomething clse,

you may rest assured that your (nnf"'*lun can bo kept,
secrot, just aw we kopt sccrot our pames with you begin-
ning in 1962--until the timc whon you linully camc to

us. As you weroe told before--woe wore aware of this. .In

addition, and as 1-1old you before, wo knew about this
oporation but did not tell anyono 1huut 1t. Only a -
narrow circlo of pcople knew about {t--and if this nar-
row circle did not know about it things would not have
happened the way they did.  So, we are able to save your
11fo and to help you start anew; no opce will reproach
you for what you did in the. past, for coming here, nor
for what or who you were and so on,
a9 a human being. This is all Ilwanted to suy to you.

- Botween us--spcaking. from tho heart, as’'1 said to you -

bofore, I was there before-~1 WUrkcd therc--und now 1
am here, and am worhlng hore. '1 don't want to oither
boast. about anything or compluin about. anything--I work

" Tiko nll tho rost of. tﬁo people who are. herc--have the

same rights. It ‘is ntiGther matter--who was I, how did
I got herc-=-you know this, perhaps, -- this convuraﬁJ
tion is just betwecen us--I am just expressing my opinion
to you~-perhaps thu tlme nus. come to shake handb and e

bogin to . .. . . -

You want me to talk when 1 have nothjnr‘tn gay~--you

:refuse 'to belicvo in my cducation, my training in

the fchcol--my work in the KGR--you refusc to holieve

'fanythlng.

You will be received
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‘SUBJECT: Rcport of Interrogation for 9 August 1963 -

-

10 August 1965

1. Today's session (1100 - 1200 and 1245 - 1400) was -

dovoted primarily to questioning about Subject's divorcn ,
and socond marrtage. In this context, a number of other sub-
Jects were touched upon in passing, and at tho ond 1 put

sonc further questions about the organization and 'leadership -

of tho MVD in 1953, . g

2. At the beginning of the session Subjcct said that
he had boen thinking about my questions on the naval prepara-

‘tory schools and that he wished to remind us that Felix

KRUTIKOV, who was recruitoed in France by cither the French
or Breitish Intelligence Services and later arrested by the
Sovtets for thig, had also studied at the Baku Naval Pre-
paratory School and that since ho undoubtedly gave somoc bio-
graphic- data to his caso officors we shpuld at least be able

" to confirm the existenco of the naval preparatory school in-.-
this way. - . - ' '

) 3. In questioning Subject nSout'hls divorce, the ques-
tion of the territorial subordination of Sovetskaya .Gavan

" quickly came up. Subject said repcatedly that it was in

Primorskiy Kray. (Sovctskaya Gavan is, and always has been
in Khabarovskiy Kray.) When I told Subjfect that he ‘was mis-
taken, he was quito upset. At first he insisted that he wasg
right, then he shifted to a position that he was pretty sure
he was right but that he really had no occasion to kiow be-
cause it wasn't includcd in the matl sddress, which was:
Sovetskaya Gavan, V. Ch. 90-176. Subject did not know how
many krays therc are in the USSR (thcroe are stx), nor could
he explain the difference between a kray and an oblast, and
whatever the rest of his ceducation, his knuwledge of geo-
graphy is rudimentary. - As with Sovetsk, ft is virtually
impussible to make a mistake of this magnitude if you have
actuully served 1n the placc. In contrast to the Baltic,
Subject evidently has learned some descriptive facts about
Sovetskaya Gavan which he scemed oager to tell me, however,

I cut him off.
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In discussing the prnccdufos involved 1p getting

his divorco,‘Sthcct displayed a peneral knowlecdge of how
this is done, but broke down on g number of specific polints,
It is difficult to Say that he was nover divorced, but we -
Mmay certainly conclude that he was hot divoreced at the time
and under the circumstances that he descrilbes. Subject's

divorce is §0-woven in to his legend of scervice in the Naval
-GRU that it is impossible to isolate 1t. Eycrythtng in

this period sounds wrong, and it must he significant'that
this is the period in his life story that has becn subject
1o the most variation during the difrerent jnterrogations.
Subject continues to say that he published the notice of
intention to divorce in Sovctsknya-cnvan in 1951, but is
"unable to remcmber the name of the newsSpaper or the date

or month’ ¢f publication. The choice of ap obscure newspapeyr

in the Far East for the publication of this notice isg theo-
retically possible if wo assume that Subject wag actually ..
serving there at the time, but is particularly significant
in that woe would have the capability of checking it 1¢ the
notice had been Published in onc of the Moscow bapers. Sub-

Ject did not hame correctly all the documentsy required- to

file for a divorce, he could not remember the.dates of the.

various hearings, he doei not.rcmcmber_@hat People's Court .-

of which Moscow city rayon ‘the first hearing was at, nor
does he know where the City Court of Moscow is located. Sub-
Ject continues to Ssay that he did not racceive a divorce

certificate, and that the diverce was Simply entered into

- his military identification booklet. Subject was unwilling

to estimate the date of the divorce morc%prccisely that sum-
mer 1952: asked why he had previously told the sStory about
returning from the Baltic for the divoree, Subject was uyn-
able to give an explanation. . ! :

S. Asked why he had S0 much leave in Moscow in 1952,
Subject again became entangled in the question of military
leave procedures. He does not Appear:to-know, and impro-
viSed some false Statements about, the correct amount of
leave coming to an officer serving in the -‘Far East, and the
normal -procedures for registration in Moscow while on leave

' Status. Sinilarly, Subject at first said that he did not

report his divorece to Naval GRU. Reminded that Personnel
would be intorcstcd, Subject Improvised alittle story about
"mentioning it" to them. Al} this- tends to confirm previous
findings that Subject did not cver serve as an officer in
the Navy. (In this connection, tt is striking - that ipn

e Mty Bornn Mo aom

gy
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Subject's language there

3.

A8 rot the slightest hint or trace

of pnaval termlnology or slanz, cven when discussing the

navdl.sqhools.) The only officer in Naval GRU Headquarters
.1n Moscow with wvhom he seems to have had any pcersonal cone

tact i3 tho Chicf of Pbrsonncl, KOLOSHIN; e claims not to -
.remember the names of any othcr’officors there. Asked about

how he deregistored from
skaya Gavan, Subject agai
and had simply been picke
skiy” upon arrival there ’

6. Subject was show

the Komsomol organization in Sovat-
n sald that he hadn't deregistered

d up by the K/0 in "Sovetsk/Primor-
on the basis of his transfer orders.,

n an cxemplar of the Liuhnlx,Listok’-

po Uchetu ‘Kadroy ‘and asked 11 he had over seen. it betforg,
. He Tmuediate y said imporpqntly, "Yes, yes, I know thtg docu-

ment. I'ye_secn it in peraonncl files. But don't believe
I ever filled ‘it out myself.” Askoed where, wlien and in
whoso personnel files he had secn the document, Subject was

totally unable to give an

adequate answer--the best he could

manage was "I think it was for civtlians..-interpreters,.
and 80 ‘forth"--and Tinally gaid that he didn't think that

the KGB used the document
response is as noteworthy

at all. Here Subject's initial

7. Sgbject,wus‘qucsiloncd about his secbnd marriégé.-
He has changed histstory_slightly and now says thnt'hc lived

to the final registration

-with his wife at her parents apartment. for ‘two wecks prior

at ZAGS is Subject's'asscrtioh-thht-

. he did not have and was not ‘required to prodice a Certificate
". of Divorce. This is 'not-possihle. Subject brovided a com--

plete guest list of ‘the pa
question, he said that KORE
‘party was for . close friend
was a close friend he simp

8. .Siubject was then
MVD structure in 1953. He

Ity at the dacha. In answer to my
UIDY was not invited because the

s only, and that although VAKHRUSHEY *
ly wasn't there. : ]

askédru few further questions about
wag again unable to recall any of

KRUGLOV's deputies except SEROV, Asked what CC/CPSU mcaber
was appointed’députy to KRUGLOY ut this time Subject was
completely baffled, caid he didn't know, and finally said
that I was evidently making a mistake. (It was SHATALIN.)
Subject continued to insjist that when he Joired the MVD the
CI Directorate was the SCD. A ked where the Intell Dircc-

‘torate was located at the time, he repliced Duilding 2, the

Agricultural Exhibition, the K.I. building, and Kisclnyy

as the fact that he does not know .f
‘. the purpose of tho document. ; T e .
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Perculok. This 18 a cunfused and Incorrect answer,. Subject
seems to think that the K.I. Luslding jis somcthing scparate
from the Agricultural Exhlbltion'bullding--nctunlly it 1y
the only building there usod by the KGB. Asked tor clari-
fication, Subject satd that he nover visited the K.I., and
nevcrfﬁisitod'ghovFCD building st the Agricul tural Exhibi-~

“tion. Thus, he also socmed to be unaware that the K. 1. : ]
hagd not existed since 1951, - Asked who- was the Chief of the = -

Intell Dircctorate under KRUGLOV :ind SEROV, Subject replied

- that he know only SAKHAROVSKIY, but dJidn't know whon SAK~ .

HARCVSKIY bocame chief. He sald thut he knew thut betore
BERIYA, LESNOY, SAVCHENKO and cven FEDOTOV had scrved in this

Job. 1 asked Subject a.direct question about PANYUSHKIN,

and he said that. he had heard that he served 'tn. the MGB at
ono timo, and thon latur became Ambassador to America, and
afiter that a CC workeir. Even in this context, Subject did
net realizo that PANYUSHKIN. was Chief of the Intoll Direc-~
torate as of July - August 1953, It is increasingly apparent
that Subject's prepavation for his legend of service in 195%-
1954 was limited to his work irn the Amcrican Deépartment and
that it did not occur to the KGB ‘that we might question Sub-
Ject in detail on information already provided by myself and
other defectors. ' : e Mew , ° ' .
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11 August 1965
SUBJECT: Rcport of Interrogation of 10 August 1968

~ 1. Today's session was, from 1100 to 1200 and from
1300 to 1500. It was largely devoted to a review of Sub-

~ Ject's militavy ranks and awards, but inevitably a number

of relatod toples were touched upon.  Subject was also
questioned about his fathor's funeral, and about membeors
of the praesidium and the Sovict Government Kenexrally. .

: © 2. Subject was first asked when and where he first
entered on activo military scrvice. He said that aormally
pcople were-called up at the age of 18, and I told him that
the age-was 19, but 18 if the person has the equivalent of
a full sccondary cducation. He said he was never called
into the army, but received a deferment because he was a
student at tho Institute of Intcrnational Relations. In

. June or July 1947, -at the c¢nd of his sccond year nt-tho:n_fi.g.

Institute he received the rank of Jr. Lt. of tho Reserve, "

as did all his classmates. He received his first voyonnxxvﬁi

bilet (VB) at- the end of 1945 or carly 1946, at the . ;
rayvovenkomat for his place of residence at Ul Granovskogo, !
he said he thought it might have been Krasncpresnenskiy d

rayon.(thjs is correct, and is the first time he has cor- ;,2:.

rectly mentioncd a rayon in which he lived). This was an

ordinary enlisted man's VB. In 1947 this VB was rerlaced i

with an officer's VB. In neither casc was Subject able to
elve an adequate description of how the documents were
issued, nor did he have any idea of what was in them. He
does not know in what branch of sorvice he was (except °
that it wus not the navy), what his sostav /category/ was,
or his MOS. He sald that the. military registration desk .
was located in the voyenkonat, whereas prior to 1938 they
were actually located in the Militia Sections. :

'

3. Subject saild that he first went on active militaiy :

service when he entered Naval GRU. This was iu October
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! : 1950, although the processing had started in the spring.
! Ho durc istered from the rayvoycnkumat in Sceptermber.
i B He left for the Far East Sumcdintely.  Quostioned about
o -. the procedurcs involved in processing for his cdeparture,
; “Subjoct was totally unablue to describe tho correct docu=
i ments and procedures, and even said that he travelled in
E “ . civilian clothes. 1If Subject had ever becn a naval offi-
o cor anywhere (or for that matter an officer in any branch
" .ot scrvice) hy could cagily have invented sattsfactory
answers 1o my elementary questions; instead he appeared to
be improvising answors on tho basis of very 1nadrquato
knowludgo.

: 7f;*_f"" ' 4. Subjoct gave the Iullowlng (hxunology of his - ) ¥
, ° - - .military ranks: e o S B

! July 1947 - Jr. Li. of tho Reserve - ) ‘ _ ,
P g October 1950 - Jr. Lt. . ) . R

Py : ' : April 1951 (whilo in Far East) - Lt.

L= - i April 1953 (in MVD) - Sr. Lt.

' October 1959 (KGB) -~ Capt.
_October—"ovcmbcr 1963 (Kbn) - Lt, Colunel

f ; In no 1n~tanco does ho remember who sipgned thr ordcr of hls

: promotion to a new military rank (normally, one would :

: . remcember at least a few)., I told Subject that it was im-- . ;
: . -posaible for him to have been promoted-in the ¥VD in: April : O L
' . 1953, 'or at any timc in March-June and cven later in 1953- . B LR it

oo because not one single person in the MVD was - promoted at.

this time. o looked astounded and at first seémcd unde- o
cided what line to take, but finally said that ke couldn't . . ;
say about anyone c¢lse, but he was surc that he received T
hig promotion at that time. (1n fact, this is excluded.
All promotions were held up from Beria until la'c 1953.)

5. Subject said that he was put up for capfain in
1956, but that the promotion was blocked by LYALIN--who
was deputy chairman at that time and a.member o the pro-
riotion board--on the ground3 that Subjecct should be made
to wait becnuse of shortcomings in his work. Subject o
said that he was proposecd for major in 1959, bhut only re-
ceived: captain. At that time, he was promiscd by GKIBANOV
that he would be promoted directly to Lt. Colonel the
next time around, and this happened.: I told Subject that
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this was impossible, and potnted out to him that not. even
the astronaut GAGARIN had Leen able to skip u rank. Sub-
Ject simply insisted that this iwm whatl had happoned. He
said that he didn't know why he should have rotton such
spaecial treatment, and could only supposc that allowance
was made for his long stretch as a Siv Lt. and the fact
that he was a deputy chicef of departmont, (SubJoctfs
story does not hold water-no mattcer how you turn it;" even
if his career had proccedod normally he would ‘not have -

been‘cligible for Lt. Col. before 1964.) Asked why he had‘;

_previously told us that he had been a major (in‘tho,autb-_
bilography prepared in Frankfort), Subject said he did not
think we would believe the truo story, b ’

6. Subject was theon questionéd bfiofly.on_thc.famous',

VD incident.  HNis story about thoe investigation of this -

- incident does not conform to normal practicoe in ‘such casos,

and_is not believable, Still worse is his nccount of the
consequences this incident had on his Komsomol'sthnding.
Mle maintaing that tho vz gkaniya (punlShmcnt) was removaed
from his record in October IQE%T Just a few months after
the incident.  This is ncver done in less than a year,
ospecially for such a serious offense. " His explanation
that this was done to enablo him to lcave the Komsomol he-
cause of age without a black mark on his record is wimply -
absurd: for a KGB officer to leave the Komsomol because

of ago and without entering the Party is a blaék mark fn

1itsels, and would inevitably mean cxpulsion from tho KGB.
Subject was completely unable to describe the proccdure
involved in _turning fn his Komsomol .card. ' }Heo admi tted
“that he was the only member of the SCD who was not cither
in the Komsomol or the Party, but maintained that no one
had ever oven talked to him about. ft. :

s .

7. Subject said ho received the Tollowing medals
and awards: .

‘Medal for Victory over Germany - 1945-46
Medal for Defense of Moscow - 1945-46
Modal 40 Years Soviet Army - 1957
Medal 3rd Class, for Honoruble Service,

10 years - 1962 or 1963 '
Order of Red Star - end 1961

In regard to the Medal for Honorable Service, 10
years, Subject first said he received it in March 1963,
then corrected himself and said 1962. Asked why not in
1960 (it takes into account both military and KGB service),
Subject said he didn't know why it wns so lave, that it
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Asked what he recetved the Ordcr of tho Red Star tor,
. L - Subjoect ‘was extremely evasive. He claimed not to remembor
o " the oxact formulation of the order, and yerhaps slipped.
when he-said "For cxceptional performance of mission.” -
W¥hon I asked him what mission, he said that it was Just for

good work in gonoral,
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. was pereonnel's fault, podsibly becauso of the reorganiza-
: tion of the SCD. Theso are nonsensical) snzwers, and {t '
. 18 obvicus that Subjeet I8 unsure about when he should have
B { rdccived this medal, remembers the previous iptcerrogution,
! and is being careful. . ,
i : S ;
i

Subjcct also sald that in. 1959 hLe wan put in for the
Order of the Red Bonner because of nis tourist reciuitments,
but did not get It, probably becausse he was transferred to
the First Department at the time. ™ Remfpded about his pre-
vious boasgts about the Order of Lenin, bhe raid that it was
L . : promiscd to him in 1963 hut he did not reccive i1t.  Sub-~
S Joct did not say what 41t would have becn for. ‘ s

L : : 8. I asked Subjoct if he had attended theopening of
. aast the Dzerzhinskly Memorial jn front of the KGB Lbuilding,

. ' Subject quickly said that he wasn’t thers and that he . .-
i ‘didn’'t remember when {1t was oponed or where he was at tho

i o time. He refuscd to estimate whether this took place ...

i : under BERIYA, KRUGLOV, SEROV, SUELEPIN, or ZEMICHASTNYY,
and lookced uncomfortable when remindcd that it wa¥ a very W

- big event, attended by DZERZHINSKIY's wite and son, #mong’ e e
others. (It was opcned on 20 December 1958--the 41st . T T
birthday cf Soviet Statc Sccurity--and was attendcd by . -t
KHRUSHCHEV and all othor praesidium mechers. : : : .

9. Subject was asked to-descrite his father's funcral.
This he did in a satisfactory manrcr. Asked where he had
come from to attend this funeral, Subject replicd that he
was in Moscow all tho tiwe of his father‘e illness from
May 1956 until his dcath in August 1956 with thco exception
of a fcew days TDY in Kiev (this would be tor the BURGI
case, about which Subject will be questiuncd ncxt time).
Of possible interest is Subject's remark, appropos of noth-
ing in particular, that the portrait of himx fathcr that
hung in the House of Columns and was published in the papers
at the time of his death was not a ycoud likcness. :
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10. Some time was spent questioning Subject on .the
residences and private lives of the Saviet -hesrarchy,
especially those who lived cither at Granovskly or Scrafi-
movich Strootsy~ The rosults were inconclusive: Subject
did not make any mistakes, nor did he have any sensational
revelutions.  Asked what residences he personally visited,

- he said only BULGANIN, KOSVGIN, MALYSHEV, TIMOSHENKO,

MIKOYAN5(dacha)3,SHCHERBAKOV.. Subject said he did not know
where KOBULOV 1lived in Moscow, ; R .

11, At the end of the session Subject was reminded
that previously he had satd that he recefved his first VB
in. Leningrad. He admitted that this was wrong, but said

he got some sort of documents connected with hin schooling

through the-voyenkomat in Lentingrad; however, he could not
remember what documonts they were. : t

Vo GEoditee oW Seheed
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12 Aujrust 19635

SUSJECT: Rcport of Interrogation for 11 August 1965

1. Today's scession was from 1310 to 1500. Subject’
was questioned on the types of filos used in the KGB, on
cable prouceduree, on Bldg #2, and finally was tested on. his

knowledge of underworld slang.

2. Subject was questtioned in constderable detatl about
the different types of files that exist In the KGB. Asked
what such files .he remembers, Subjoct replied, "I will list

for you all the files from 1953 to tho present time, includ-

ing the changes."” He was not ablc to do qui te that, but

he did have a protty good familiarity with the different
typcs of files. IHowever, he did make some ‘mistakes--such
as affirming that the files on Sovict citizens who corros-
pond abroad aro kept. in the 6th Department of OTU--and .
almost all his answers rang of mcemorization rathcer than of
first hand, duaily experience. Ag usunl, he Had difficulty
in answering spccific questions. He was weakest on ques-

tions which involved a knowledge of procodures in the 1953~ .

1954 period--such as tho delo formulyar, agenturnoye delo,
and lichnoye delo formulyar. He was unable to describe
the format and broakdown of a liternoye delo, although he’

" knew its purpose woll cnough, and when pressed on this he

said that he never handled one pcrsonally, although he was
responsible -for an annox to ono. Conclusion: Subject's
knowledge of this topic is largcly memorized; howcver, ‘some
limited direct experience cannot bo oxcluded. -

3. Subject was asked what KGB directoratss and depart-
meuts are located in Building #2. Hc replicd the FCD,
Border Troops, leadership of the Personncl Directorate,
leadership of the KGB, part of the 9th Dircctorate, and
part of the 3rd Dircctorate. I cannot judye whether this
is true now or not, but it is certainly possible. _What
was interesting was that Subject said he did not remember. -



msgambettera
Line


104-10227-10008

Pea gt o

-’

Va . 2. [} - -
and refused to puess when any of these elements--such as the
border troops, for example, moved into Building £2.

4. Asked where the 8th Chicef Dirvecloruate was located,
Subject said he didn't kaow, cxcept that they hLud something
beyond Kuntsovo, and something on Komsonmolskaya Pl.  One
would expect an officer with 11 years' scrvice in the SCD-
to have a better idea than that, and it's possible that the
KGB considers (this sensitive information. Asked to describe
the procedure for writing a cable, both abroad and within
the USSR, Subject gave an udequate generalizoed answer but
did not sccm to be aware of the use of cryptonyms, He bad
never hicard of the "Book of Black Magic," which was the
cryptonym book uscd in the FCD for all cable traffic with
the fiecld, and hc deniced that any cquivalent book or system
was used in the SCD. _ R

5.. I started asking Subject the meanings of various
KGB tcrms and words, and then continued without break or
comment into a list of crimina) slang. Heve Subjcct made
an astounding showing: he knew the corrvect meanings of 34
of the 43 words I asked him (I did not know the meanings
of many of these words mysclf~-J took the list from the
book Concentration Camps of the USSR, Munich 1955). jore-
over, most of his "don'tl know's" camec at the end of the
list, when he was cbviously starting to woryry about tho
implications of the questions. At the beginning he simply
answered, then he answerced, adding "but that's thieve's
Jjargon,'" thon hc gave three different unsolicited explana- ]
tions about why he knew the words: (1) In 1951 he made a : o ES
trip to Smolensk with a couple of criminal agents from _— ‘ L
ihe Department of Criminal Scarch; (2) He knew somc of the . B
words: from - Naval Prep School;- (3)."Literaturc nowadays is o
full of these cxpressions," and specirically mentioned
reading the book Petrovka, 38 in 1963 (qddly cnough, Poetrovka,
38 did rot come out uutil January 1964, probably not unti
after Subject's departurec from Moscow). 1 made no comment
cither obout the questions or about Subject's explanations,
but simply continuced through the list. ile tinally started
answering "don't know." '

6. As we were leaving the house, the puards 1eportcd
that since returning to his room Subjcct had sat on the
cdge of the bed, helding his face in his hands.
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SUBJECT: _Report.of Interrogation for 12 August 1965

1. Today's session was from 1030 to 1200 and from
1245 to 1435. Subjects covercd were the ‘Richard BURGI
case, working hours in the KGB, number and location of
KGE dining rooms, Leningrad naval prep school, and the
hand=-shooting incident. : o '

2. Subject was questioned-in detail about certain
aspects of thc BURGI case. He claims to have been the .
case officer responsible for handling ull the paper work
on the case, and to have assisted A.S. KOZLOV in the re-
cruitment. Dcspite the fact that he was supposcd to have.
been the only Hqs case officer handling the case from its
beginning, Subject was completely unable to duescribe the

- origins and planning stages of the operation. It is. obvi-

ous from the c¢ircumstances of the casc, from BURGI's testi-

mony, ‘and indeced from much” of what NOSENKO himeclf says

that the operational proposal must have originated in the
FCD: FEURGI had never been in- the USSR before, but the KGB
knew a great dcal about his life history (acrording to
BURGI), and they certainly knew beforchand that he was a
homuseéxual. Yet Subject says that he ran the namc checks,
which were blank, he does not remember whethcr or not there
was a cable from the United States about BURGI, and if so, -
what was {in it, ho has no idea when or how thc KGB learned
that BURGI was a hemo, who first proposed an entrapment
operation, or what the ops plan was. He.insists that it
was the SCD that first raised the case with the FCD, and
that he went with GUSKOV to talk to FEELISOV, Chief of the
1st Department, FCD,.-about it, but he cannot remember what
was discussed except in the most general terms. He main-
tains that FEKLISOV spelled out the specific meeting
arrangements which should be given BURGI in New York at
this meeting--which took place before BURGI had even been
approached, much less recruited; this is absurd. Subject
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wax uncomfortable and uncasy during thibs part of the quog-
tioning and took frequent reiuge in "Don's remember.”™  In
discussing the Kicv phase of the opuration, Subjcect was
cqually weak on all questicns which pertaincd to planning,
communications, and behind the scenes arrangements: . he
doesn't know what instructions were given to the survelil-
lance team, whethor or not BURGI's room was tapped, etc.
Subject did .not oven know that therc was trouble with
BURGI's visa, and that special steps bad to be taken to .
cexteind it for him. Subject claimed o much larger role in-
the actual recruitment than BURGI desceribey, and he de- -
liberately -falsified certain aspects which show him in an
agent light: - for example, he clalms not to remcmber that'
he was introduced to BURGI. in Moscow by tho homosexual agent
"STROYEV,"™ and he was careful to say that although he :
stayed in the samc hotel as BURGI in Kicv, hce was on adif~
ferent floor and BURGI didn't know he was therc (BURGI
£ays he was in tho next room). There can be no doubt that
Subject did not participate in thig operation as a case

officer. -
3. Subject repeated what he had told prc&iuusly about

“the New York sequel to the operation. ! Asked how he had

lcarned this, he replied that he and USKOV Iearned. this
from FEKLISOV, because they were interested. Ho admitted
that this was unusual, and that FEKLTISOV shouldn't have
told them. Pressed, he threw in KOSOLAPOV for good moasure:
KOSOLAPOV' was working in the New York Napravleniye of the
1st Department, FCD at that time, knew of the case, and

told Subject that it had ended. . : - -

4. ' Subject was asked what the working hours were-in
the MVD when he first started to work there. He said it
was 1000 or 1030 to 2400 with a break from 1700 to 2000.
Asked when this changed, he¢ said he thought §t was about
a year luater, in 1954. In reality in MVD Hqs up to August
1953 the hours were 1100 to 2400 with break from 1700 to
2000. The hours were changed by MALENKOV in Aupust 1953,
Subject said he did not know who changed the hours or why,
Subject gave the new hours correccetly. (lis mistake on the
old heurs is another example of the lack of preparation
that was given (o the 1953-31 period of his legend.

5. Subject was then asked how many dining rooms there
were in the old part of Building £2. le replied that there
were four: in the basement, on the first floor, on the '
eighth floor, and the general's dining room bctween the
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: first and sccond floors. In 1933-51 there were only three--

the one Subject -deseribes on the fivst floor did not exist
and it ls very unlikely that it has been added.)  Asked
2 . ahout dining rooms in the new tuildinmge, Subject replied
24 ' that hc did not know how many there weve, and that he had
i nevor ‘caten thore. This is an a~toni~llnk remavk for
someonce - whu was supposced to have worked: 11 years in the SCD.
There 1s anly one restaurant in:the new building, and it is
at the main entrance on. the first7flooer, right by the ele-
; - vators. I then asked Subject if he had cver ridden in the
E clevator in tho now building;, and ke satld ho hud not. -Asked
about Bullding 12, Subjecct =aid he kavw only of the diotetic
“restaurant, and that ho had never eaten there (there are
two). : e » . ; '
6. Ashkod about attendance at the KGB Club, Subject

again said that ho practically never went except. to meot-
ings, that he had been only ore on KGB blxthdny, that bhis

wifo had been only pnco or twice.

- 7. Subject was qucblioned bricefly about study’ 1n : ) '""é
Leningrad in 1944-45 and thé hand shooting incident, but T :

nothing ncw omergod: his story is just as terrible as . S
ever. I asked Subject ‘a2 few questions about clemontary ) 3
‘naval subjects and he was barely able tu uxplntn tho dif- -

n 7 5

ference betwoen a battleship and a cruiscr.

s . 8. As planned, I concludgu by rowding SubJect a ver-

" batim transcript of what hé said about. this period of his
life in Geneva. on 25 January 1964. . Subjcct smiled at some -
points, contested others, and did ‘not secem disturbed by - L
the contradictions., I c¢nded by remindlng Subjcect that ho . w3

did not haveé much time left.

el A s

i 9. P.S.: I asked Subject shat sort of a lapel pin
(znachok) he received upon graduating from the Institute
of International Reclations. He immediately repliced that
he had received one, but mugh later, in 1957 or 1908 when
he was serving in tho Tourist Department., I asked him if
he were sure, and he said he was, and recalled going with
BELIKOV to get it. He described the pin. I then recad him
the decree establishing these pins tor all higher educa-
tional institutions, dated Jaruary 1961. Prior to that, so

! . far as I am aware, only Universities ana military academ-

: ies had such pins. Subject insisted that he rcceived his

: in 1957 or 1958. (Upon returning we checked with KAZNACHEYEV,
: who graduated from the Institute of International Relaticns
in 1956. Ho sayvs that there were no such pins in his time,
and he never heard of them leing insmtituted later, although

he knows that the universities had them.)
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17 Auguwt 1965
SUBJECT: Rcport bf.lutcrroghtion'for 13 Aungust 1985 -

d : - 1. Today's session lasted only from 13 to 1530. As

: : tho purposo of the session was primarily to pat Subject in

: " the proper framo of mind (apprehension) for the confrontation
scene tonight, Ted asked only a fow questions at the begin-
ning, and used most of the time to deliver a fow final re-
marks and to give Subject a lust opportunity to say ﬂnmcthing

sonsible. : ‘

2. Ted told Subjecct that thceve was no secse in continu-
ing because he insisted on contradicting all the facts in ,
an abgurd way, and that this would be the last time that he. ;
i ~ (Ted) would talk to Subject. Ted told him ne had only a few
: " hours left. Tud asked Subjcct if he knew why “the doctor” ~ '~ 1 .o
; - (Gittinger) had spont two weeks talking to him, and when he - :
: ‘ gaid "no," Tcd told him:that it was simply to establich By :
’ whether SubJuct was rational or not, hecause aone of us :
could belicvo that he expected his answers to be taken seri- :
ously. However, the doctor had found thatl ke was sane. ey

. 3. Ted told Subject that the only thing he seumed to o
know anything abiout was prison slang. Subject laughed--he . L e e
was apparently precpared for this jab--and agaiin mentioned. : T
' literature, this time citing "One Day in ‘the Life of Ivan
P Dcnisovich." Ted asked him when he had resd Petrovka 38
' and he -said in 1963. Subjcct mentioncd that the author of
: this book, Yulian Semcnovich SEMENOV, had bery an opera-

i ~ tional contact or agent who had submitted the manuscript

i : of his book to the KGB for clcarance; however, he had read

i ~ the book when it was published. Ted then told Subject that
the book was not cleared for publication (pnipisana k
echati) until 6 January 1964. Subject then =aid that he

must have read it in draft, although he dida’t remember.

He could not remember the name of the case vificer who- had

handled SEMENOV,

¢ e et e AL
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{ there wetoe R pumber of inter-
~=guch as Subjeet's family 1tfo, .
n--that he had not even touched ugon. .

sC in continuing pecause of Suijct's
11 thu truth. Today was his last

chance, and if he didn't chooso 1o tell the truth he would
be .of no furthor uso and no onc would cven wnnt to talk to:
him. Subject roplivd that ho had only 1old the truth, was

not lying on any point, didn't intend to 11u, cte.  He sald.-
that he und Jdidn't believe him and could only

hopo that ' v would prove us WIONL. Ted told
Subject tha .and ended the intervexa-|

tion. !

ubject tha

Ted told s
ant topics

gnific
childre
ro was no u
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esting and sl
his wifo and
pbut that 1 he
obstinate rcefusal to te

lerstood that we
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t ho was sorry
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