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2. Reports Psychologist
8. .Psychological Testing Resultsg
A CIA psychologist intervieved NOSENKO and administered a
geries of paychological tests on 9 July 1964. The psychologist's
report, including answers to questions raised by the CIA handlers 5
of NOSENKO is quoted in the following paragraphs. ' :
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"% A comparison of information obtained during this series of

c. Psychological Interrogation:

. Por fourteen days between 3 and 21 May 1965, the same CIA
psychologist interviewed NOSENKO on his entire early history,
from birth until about 1953, when he said he entered the KGB,
The main purposes were to collect additional information on this
period,* to gain further psychological insights into NHOSRNKO's
personality, and to find possible ways of obtaining a truthful
account, ttrough conducted under the. physical conditions of
interrogation, the questioning was relaxed and followed no rigid
outline.- There vWwere relatively few changes of story from pre-
vious versions; at the same time, however, NOSENKO described in
detail some incidents which he has subsequently admitted to be -
untrue, An extract from the psychologist®'s report of these
interrogations is given below,

interrogations with information given earlier and later by
NOSENKO-can-be_found_in_Part IV.
S e
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3. Report by Psychiatrist

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

1. Statement by DERYABIN

a. Introduction

Former KGB officer Peter Sergeyevich DERYABIR has followed
closely the entire course of CIA'3 investigation of NOSENKO and
his information. He took part in the interrogaticns of NOSENKO
in April 1964, January-February 1965, and Cctokter 1966 as an ob-
server and consultant, and he personally questioned NOSENKO during
July and August 1965 concerning certzin aspects of his personal
past and early KGB career. On the basis of his direct, personal
kno#ledge of conditions W#ithin tha Soviet Union and of KGB organi-
zation and procedures prior to his defection in February 1954,

_4supplemeﬂted by continuing studv of later information from a

NOSENKO has said atou: himself and the KGB is purposefully false

l‘varxety of sources, DERYABIN is of the opinion that much of what

or distorted. Although DERYABIN has been able to offer authorita-
-tive comment on many aspects of HOSENKO's story, the follo~ing
-gection of this paper is limited to his remarks concerning lHOSEN-
KO's entry irto the KGB (ther MVD) and his Communist Party affili-
ation, both of shich fall into the period when DIRYABIN «as active
as a KGB (then MvD) staff officer. DERYABIN personally intezro-
gated NOSENKO on these topics in the summer of 1965. Since DER-
YABIN was a personnrel officer of the KGB (then XGB and MVD)in
Moscod, «#ith long experience in Communist Party activities, at

the time NOSENKO claims to have entered the American Department

of the KGB Second Chief Directorate, he is particularly qualified
to comment on these aspects of NOSENXQO's story.

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

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

" 1953. From March until September 1953, DERYABIX was the Deputy
Chief of the section in MGB Headquarters which was responsible
for the security of Soviets stationed in Austria and Germany.
In September 1953 he #as transferred to Vienna, «here he became
Deputy Chief of the section in the MVD Legal Residency respons-
ible for the security of Soviets in Austria. He defected to
American authorities on 15 February 1954.
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DERYALIN joined the Komsomol in 1736 end remeined a member
until 1940, when he became a candidate member of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union; he became a full Party memver in
August 1941. During his Party career he reld a nurber of responsi-
ble posts. Before the war, «hen DERYABIN was a teacher in Altay
Kray, he «as the secretary of a local Komsomol unit and simultan-
eously served &8s a member of the Komsomol Plenum in the rayon
where he lived. From October 1940 uncil November 1941 he was .
Secretary of the Komsomol Committee of the 107th Engineer Batt3lion
of the Red Army and from June 1945 until April 1946 held the same
position in the Komsomol Committee of the llaval Smersh. This was
the unit which had perticular responsibility for counterintelli-
gence work within the ilaval GRU, which NOSENKO said he joined in
1951, " In the MGH DERYABIN war a member of the Party Committee of
the Personnel Section of the Guards Directorate and, after his
transfer, was eiected Secretary of the Party Bureau of the Austro-
German Depirtment of the Foreign Intelligence Directorate. He held
this post from January 1953 until his transfer to Austria in Sep-
tember 1853,

b. DERYABIN's Comments

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

"NOSENKO's Acceptance into State Security®

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

a. It was the policy of State Security to avoxd hiring
the children cf high government offxcxals.

‘ b. Untils STALIN's death in March 1953, KOBULOV, the
man who supposedly helped NOSENKO gain éntrance into the
service, had no influence inside the MGB apparatus, From

; about 1948 until 9 or 10 March 1953, KOBULOV had no office

! irside the MGB or the VD buildings. - I know personally that
in these years KOBULOV worked in Germany as Deputy Chief of
the GUSIMZ (Chief Directorate of Soviet Properties Abroad) **
which was once directly under the Council of Ministers and
later under the Ministry of Foreign Trade. The office was

- located on Chkaiova Street, near the Kurskiy Railroad s . -
| S Station (three blocks from my former apartment).  _ . o "

# See also Part V.B,

®% WISMUT A.G. in Germany was subordinate to GUSIMZ:; for a
further discussion of KOBULOV's role in helping NOSENKO
join the KG3, see Part V.B.
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c. It was physically impossible at the time for HOSENKQ. |
to be recomrended for and accepted into State Security, as he
has told us, all in one month, March 1953, (If one accepts
his earlier version that he had kis talk with KOBULOV in Jan-
uvary or Fsbruary, his account is similarly impossible because
KCBULOV was not then in State Becurity.} It wguld normally
have taken a much longer time, but in addition to this it was
a pericd of reorganization and the personnel staff was nox
actively conducting their work at that time, and peruwanent
staff officers were rot sure that they would retain their
positions,

‘d. In March 1953 NOSENKO was alreadv twenty-five and a
half years old and orly a memdber of the Komsomol. He had rno
recommendacion for Party membership ané could not become a
mexmber for a full year because of his transfer from one ser-
vice {(GRU) to another. 1t is impossible that State Security
would accept him krowing in advance that on his birthday hne
would be twenty-six years old and without either Komsomol or
Party membership. E£ven for the son of a Mirister, the Secre-
tary of the Komsomol Commitvee of the KGB would have to talk
with the Personnel Cffice and would not give a recormendation
for his acceptance, especially for the Internal Counterintel-
ligence {(Second “hief) Directorate. 1In the case of a son of
8 Minister and one «ho is recommended bv KOBULOV, the secre-
tary would request from NOSENKO a recommendation for Party
membership from the members of the Communist Party where
ROSENKO used to work, in this case the GRU. In this way the
secretary of the Komsomol would be sure himself that NOSENKO

would become a candidate membgr of the Communist Party during
the next year,

‘"However, even accepting that despite these obstacles and

. ¢contradictions the KGB would have accepted him, one must also

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

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

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

¢. HNOSENKO said that there was a file on MOSENKO's
father in which compromising material was collected on_ -

. Subject’'s family. NOSENKO agreed that one piece >f 1nfor-b

mation that would-have-been in this file was the fadt that
his maternal grandfather died inr a Soviet prison while under
sentence as a counter-revolutionary.

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

[

‘See also Part 1IV.B,
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e, The shooting incident in Leningrad during World s
War II ard his decertion frowm the Naval School in Baku t
would have played a very negative role in any consideration

of his acceptance into State Security.

£. Subject never completeq h{gh echool in the normal
fashion. -

LT

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

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

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

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

“I asked Subject how he answWwered some of the questions in the

anketa {(entry questionnaire), particularly the questions on his

former wife, her relatives, and on his mother's ancestry.** I

then asked Subject how it was, taking into account his motter's
aristocratic ancestry, the fact that her father died in jail, the
Trotskyite allegations against Subject's father, the fact that
Subject ‘s former father-in-law (TELEGIN) was still in jail, and
the fact that Subject was present when TELEGIN's apartment was
searched--that he had been aczepted into the KG3, particularly

in 1953 during the confusion and changes after the death of STALIN,
Subject admitted that the question was logical, and said that he
could only assume that the influence of KOBULOV and the important
and influential position of his own father outweighed these nega-
tive factors. He also cited his GRU experience in this connection.

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

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

. "glaSS“of'blood”‘at‘a“time;'Although'DERYABIN‘S‘qnéstioning“’" T
covered this part of NOSEIKO's life in detail, there was no
mention of tuberculosis in July and Auqust 1965, DERYABIN's
commert is based on the 1966 information but is included here
for purposes of context.

2%The anketa and DERYABI!N's questioning on this subject are dis-
cussed further below.

© e Ty >
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it briefly to GORBATENKO, and that he had unofficially run a name
check on his prospective bride (which was ‘clean‘'}), and that after
the marriage he had filled out another anketa ir which he included
all the required data on his wife and rer relatives. After con-
siderable prompting, Subject said that he rad indicated that she :
and her parents had heen in France, but that he had concealed the 4
fact that her grandmother had been in German-occupled territory t
during the war. {He admitted that the KGB would have learned this B
in a routine check, however.} I then reviewed for Subject the : ‘
negative security factors mentioned sbove, adding the arrest of | ,
KOBULOV, the fact that his ned wife and her parents had been

abroad, the fact that her grandmotiher was in German-occupied

territory, the fact that Subject was now over-age for the Komsomol i
but not yet a Parcy member or candidate, and the fact that Subject :
received a 15-day sentence for misuse of cover documents and in-
curring venereal disease, and asked if he didn’'t think that his
personnel file had been reviewed in 1954, and if 30, what grounds
there could have been for retaining him in the XGB. Subject said !
that he thought that his file probably was reviewed but that

again the influence of his father had saved him, Subject added

that another important factor was propvably his language qualifi-

cation and particularly his higher education. I pointed out to

Subject that if his second wife and her parents had been abroad

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

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

YNOSENKO 's Knowledge of KGB, 1951.%4

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

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

. ® NOSENKO on other occasions has given various reasons vhy he
told CIA that he joined the KB in 1952. See Part V.B.
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“MVD leadership, 1953-54: Asked to nane the chiefs cf the
directorates and separate departments of the MVD urnder BERIYA
and KRUGLOV, NOSFNKO named nine out of 28. He was unable to name
the Chief of the Intellicence Dirsctorate, saying that he remcm-
bered only SAKHAROVSKIY (PANYUSHKIN was chief untii 1953). Asked
to name KRUGLOV's deputies, NO3ZENKO named only ROMASHKOV and
SEROV, and was ignorant of such prominent deputies as LUNEV ond
SHATALIN. Told that a Secretary of the Central Committee of :the
CPSU was one of KRUGLOV's deputies at this time (SHATALIN), X0S-
ENKO flatly denied that this was possible.

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

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

"The most important cdocument filled out by prospective emw
ployees of Soviet State Security is a detailed personal hiscory
questionnaire, called in Russian Anketa spets:ialnoco naznacheniys
sotrudnika KGB. This exhaustive questionnaire is 16 pages long,
and filling it out is an experience that one is not likely to
forget. A background investigation is run on the basis of this
questionnaire, which itself becomes a permanent and prominent
feature of the employee’s personnel file. NOSENKO remembers

. £41lling cut a questionnaire, but does not know its designation.

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

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

* DERYABIN's views are based on NOSENKO's statements in August
1965. In his original biographical statement (1962}, NOSENKO
sajid that no anketa was required. He implied as much in his
most recent statement in April 1966, after being questioned
by DERYABIN, - This- statement 18 given in Part V.B.

**See remarks above concerning NOSENKO's alleged treatment for
tuberculcosis from 1952 to 1958, ’
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"NOSENKO's description of the secrecy agreemen” that he
signed when entering on duty with the KGB is ccapletely unlike
the agreement that was in use at that time for staff employees,
it may be significant that NOSENKO's description of tha secrecy

that were taken from agjents,

“"NOSEXKO insists that he did not £i11 cut any other formws,
questiornaires, or papers when entering the KGB. Actually, there
were a number of other routine forms that had to be filled out by
applicants and new employees,

“Location of ROZHENKO's Office: NOSENKO says that all his »
entry processing was handled by a personnel officer rnamed ROZHEN- !
KO and his staff. He asserts that ROZ{ENKO's office, which NOS.
ENKO visited several times in early 1953, was located on the 6th :
floor, 8th entry, Building No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Street, In fact, :
neither ROZIZINKO nor any officers or units of the Personnel De-
partment were located in the 8th encry. They were all (including
ROZHENKO) located on the 6th and 7th floors of the 7th entry of
Buildirg No. 12.*

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

"Promotion to Senior Lieutenant: 1In giving the chronology
of his promotion to various military ranks, NOSENKO claimed to
have been promoted to senior lieutenant in April 1953, shortly .

n3 one in the KGB was promoted at this time, NOSEZNKO replied that i
he couldn't say about anyone else but he was sure that he had re-
ceived his promotion at that time. In fact, this is impossible:
all promotions in the KGB were frozen froem the time BERIYA took
over as minister {March 1953} until late 1953.

“yisitor's Fass Procedures: In talking about his first visit
to the KGB to process for employment, NOSENKO was unable to re-
call the procedures employed by the KGB Pass Office in issuing
visitor's passes. Specifically, he maintained that the name of
the interviewer was not indicated on the pass. In fact,. the
name of the interviewer did appear on the pass and the inter-
viewer had full responsibility for the visitor while he was on
KGB premises, While it is understandable that NOSENXO might

“have forgotter the details involved if he had only visited there

a few times more than ten years ago, if he worked at KGB-Head- - - .
guarters for-over -ten-years-—-as a staff officer and particularly. . _
as a supervisor he would have freguent occasion to admit visitors,

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

“KGB Identity Document: WNOSEMKO was asked to describe the
KGB identity document that he received when he first entered the
KGB. He was then asked if there was anything unusual in connec-
tion with this document at that time. He replied that he knew of
nothing unusual. He was then reminded that 2frer STALIN's death
and again after EERIYA's arrest it was nececsivy to have special
stamps placed in the identity documents to validate them. With-
out the right stamp it was impossibie to ente: the ¥GB nuilding.
NOSENKO was ignorant of this and was unable to recall anything
about it despite a numbter of hints and leading questions., Actu-
2lly, during the period of upheaval following STALIN's death and
acain after BERIYA's arrest, all KGB identity documents were tem-
porarily withdrawn in order to have special validation stamps
placed in them, and it was literally impossible to get in the
KGB buildings if one did not have the right stamp. This was the
subject of numerous anecdotes at the time and is hard to believe
that an officer who served in the KGB at the time could have for-
gotten it completely.

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

.said fjrmly that it was already there when he started to work
in the KG3. In fact, this Gastronom was definitely not there as

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

No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Square, and NOSENKO would have had to pass
it every day he Went to work.

“Chief Directorate of Militia: Asked where the Chief Direc-
torate of Militia of the US3R was located in 1953-54, NOSENKO
replied that he did not know, and knew only that later it was
located on Ulitsa Ogareva. Actually, in 18953.54 it was located
next to the main KGb building at Dzerzhinskiy Ko. 2. A staff
officer in the counterintelligence directorate would have fre-
quent occasion to deal with the Chief Directorate of Militia.

"K.1. {Committee of Information): Asked where the Intelli-
gence Directorate of the MVD was located in 1953, KCSENKO replied
that it was scattered between Dzerzhinskiy No. 2, the Acricultural
Exhibition, the K,I. buildirng, and Kiselniy Pereulok. This is

‘a confused &nd incorrect angwer. “Asked for clarification, NCSZ-~ -

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

e 0 O gt o

. H
e % THD
SRS

By

&

. Fe

e ——— R



14-00000
%

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

TOP SECRET

“NOSENKO's Claim to Have Been a Komsomol® Sesretary in the
Second Chief Directorate, KGo

. "NOSEXNKO claimed to have become a member of the Komsomol
Organization (K/0} of the KGB when he entered on duty in March
1953, to have been elected as Secretary of Komsomol Organization
of the Second Chief Directorate in the fall of 1853, and to have
served in that capacity until the fall of 1954, when he was re-
moved becauge he used operational-alias documents in obtaining
treatment for a venereal disease he had incurred. He claims to
have been excluded from the Komsonol, without prejudice, when he
attained his 27th birthday in Cctober 1954,

"Asked to describe how he transferred {rom the Kcusomol Crgan-
ization of the taval Inteclligence Post in the Baltic to the Kom-
somol Organization of the KGB, NOSENKO gave an entirely incorrect
description of this procedure, both as regarda deregistration from
the K/0 in the Baltic, and registration with the K/0 in the KGB,
He stated that he was issued a new RKomsomol registraticn card by
the KGB K/0, without reference to the previous K/O in the Baltic
this is impossible. :

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

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

"NOSENKC did not know who was the secretary of the overall KGB
K/O. The secretary of the SCD K/0 would be directly subordinate

. to him and would deal with him frequently.

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

"NOSENKO insisted that in 1953.54, the maximum age for a Kom-
somol member was 27. In actual fact, the maximum age was 26 (it
was raised later). This point is important, both because NOSENKO
should know exactly if he had served as a K/0 secretary, and also
because it refutes his story that he was excluded from the Kom-
somol for over-age in 1954,

"NOSENKC maintained that all the members of his K/O paid dues
in the amount of 2 percent of their monthly salaries, This is
incorrect, as monthly Komsomol dues were calculated on a sliding
scale determined by wage group: at that time, Komsomol members
earning up to S00 rubles monthly paid 0.5 percent: those earning
50C to 1500 rubles paid 1 percent, and those earning over 1500
rubles paid 1.5 percent. The K/O secretary collects the dues, c T

“and must know the- rxght amount, - "7 T T T oo T T o

“NOSENKO did not know whether or not a Komsomeol Congress

place every year. In actual fact, the 12th Komsomol Congress
which convened in March 1954 was the first since 1948: at this
12¢h Congress a number of changes were made in the Komsomol Rules
(Ustav). A&As secretary of a K/0 NOSENKO would have been 1nvo;ved
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in a good deal of preparatory work for this Congress, which was
a big event in the life of every Komsomol worker at the tixe, and
could not be forgotten.,”

Although DERYABIN's direct knowledge of the KGB ended in 1954,
his detailed information of KGB procedures has been upd

RIS PRI T

it
ABIN
stated: “Asked to describe ‘how he conducted name checks on a
Scviet citizen and on a new arrivael to the American Embassy in
1953-54, NOSENKO gave a superficial descripticn of how such
checks were done., However, he resisted every attempt to get him
to describe this process in detail, and he macde several blunders
which show that he never actually ran such & check himself. For
example, he did not know where the records of all Soviet citizens
who have been tried are kept, and he attempted to improvise an
answer {completely wrong) that thev would check with the Militia
about this, NOSENKO correctly said that Archives were located
on Kirov Street, but he was completely unabie to stretch his
limited knowledge to provide a description of how these various
repositories were actually checked. NOSENKO was also asked to
describe in detail how he ran such a check on a Soviet citizen
in the 1956-59 reriod. Here again he was in difficulcty and re-
fused even to try. He did not even know the everyday term Spetg-
provarka, which means a check for clearance,

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

Otdel (Operational Reports Department - the functional name for

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

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

“NOSENKO states that he knows nothing about the files of
the First Chief Directorate. It is unkelievable that in ten
years of service in the Second Chief Directorate NOSENKO never
gaw a First Chief Directorate file; how else would he be able
to check information on foreigners, especially on American Em-
bassy personnel? The first stage in such a check is an inquiry
to the First Chief Directorate and a check of aay files they
may have on the subject. According to his own account, NOSENXO
should have keen doing this type of thing the whole of his ten
years of service, without regard to whether he was _assigned to
the American Department or the Tpurist Department.™
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Remarks by CIA Handlers

xl -
Introduction inata
gery

[

NOSENKO was talked to and questioned in several types of

circumstances:

, = In five tightly orgenized meetings in 1962 in
GCeneva with limited time available for each of a wide
range of topics, none of which could be ignored but none
of which could be covered in detail.

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

- In routine debriefing sessions after his defection,

l
[ where a specital effort was made not

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

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

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

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

" tions under varied degrees of stress and control.

The features of NOSENKQ's conduct, manner, and techniques

discussed below are confined to those which were clearly and con-
sistently observed by all of the officers involved.

- ooy
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b. NOSENK(O'’s Conduct in Meetings

NOSENKO in brief, superficlal, uncritical debriefings (of
the sort which characterized the 1962 and 1964 Geneva meetings
and cthe debriefings prior to 4 April 1964) was reasonabiy con-
vincing in his manner. For example, on the basis of the hur- .
ried sessions of June 1962 in Geneva, which did not allow tire
for systematic or detailed questioning, the CIA case officer
in commenting on NOSENKO's conduct mentioned "the ease of his
manner, the sureness of his knowledge of matters which he should
have known, and the amount of checkable information he provided.”
NOSENKO seemed to that case officer to be "vnder little or no
restraint as to the amount and nature of what he told us® and
*made a convincing and good personal impression: a vigcrous,
temperamental and vital man.” Similarly, nothing in NOSENKO's
manner caused doubts on the part of the FAI representatives who
took NOSENKO's reports in February, March, and early April 1964.

It became apparent, however, when the cases NOSENKO had
mentioned briefly in early meetings were taken up in detail in
leisurcly debriefings after the defection, that he could not add
facts consistent with what he had said before. He was unable to
recall related incidents or additional circumstances which did
not come to mind in the first telling, despite being aided by
guestioning from different angles or in different coatexts. The
same results were obtained in exhausting his store of operational
leads {(with a half dozen exceptions) and his information on XGB
procedures, installations, and operational methods: Having once
reported on these general topics, NOSEKRKO could ovifer nothing
more when debriefed again, regardless of the method of gquestion-
ing tried. Repeatedly he used the same stories to i1llustrate
his points; new stories did not emerge. 1In a perici of nine
months, NOSEMKO was drained of information™6n nis porsOies and

A technigue NOSENKO has fregquently used to explain his in-
ability to supply details and to forestall further questicning

>ﬂ;has-been to claim poor memory. "Different people have cdifferent
- s of memories,” he has said on maiy Occasions, Or on others:
¥1 %ave'EoIa what I remember.® The case officers who have

handled NOSENKO agree, on the other hand, that he has an excel-
lent memory, although perhaps a peculiar one: NOSENKO did not
always recall most easily those events which had occurred most
recently, or those incidents which were most closely related to
him. He was able, for example, to remember detaiiled information
on the penetration of the Courier Transfer Station in Paris and
to give a long, detailed, and ordered account of the comprcmise
of PENKOVSKIY, in neither of which he claimed ary personal role;
he has been able to name hundreds of KGB officers, to give the
dates on which many of them transferred from one cozponent of
the Second Chief Directorate to another, and to describe their
responsibilities at particular times. Yet NOSERKO forgot where
he himself served in the GRU; he could not consisteatly dis-
cribe the circumstances of his divorce; he failed to provide a
consistent date for his entry into the KGB and fcr his transfer
from the American Department to the Tourist Depcortment in 1962.
Likewise, NOSENKO remembered details of KGB operations which,
like the "ANDREY" case in 1953, took place in the relatively dis-
tant past, but he could not recall the travels, friends, and
activities of his own target John V. ABID.AN or details of opera-
tions against many American code clerks in 1960 and 1961. -
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These limitations of xrowliedge ard quirks of memory were
evident rot only during mee=1ncs when HOSENKO wee being dezriefed.
Trey were also apparent in the interrogations which supplanted
the debriefings. : .

C. NOSENKO's Behavior Under Interrogation

(1) Introduction

In the many and long interrogation sessions there emerged
habits of behavior noticeable us each 2¢ the CIA officers present.
Trese characteristics of NOSERKO were his manner of recounting
events and his cvasiveness, irprovissctions, arnd other defensive
techniques., They are reviewed below.

{(ii) Manner of Recounting Events -

Typical of HOSENKO's performance in the interrcgations were
the following points.

- Talking abour operations he supervised and about his per-
sonal role in the KGB Headguarters aspects of other operations,
NOSENKC habitually used the passive vecice (“it was decided") or
irdicated that he was not alore 1in these activities ("there was
no ascounting on who was working on any code clerk case--it was
GRYAZNOV, XOSCLAPOY, NCSENKO, and also working was KLYPIN, GRIBAN-
OV, " or "We made the decision--1 and KOVSHUK and GRYAZNOV, " or "1 -
and GRYAZNOV discussed this with him.’} +When asked where a par-
ticular conversation took place, he rarely located it in his own
office ("I was in KOV3EUK:s office when KCSLCV called him about
the trip"” or "I was ir KLYPIN's office and he was talking to
KOVSHUK "} . '

- At the other extreme from being impersonal, NOSENKO some-
times quoted conversations in wnich he took part (-1 then said,”
"he said to me," etc.), but it was in just such matters that
HOSENKO most often contradicted himself (e.g.. his relationship
with GRIEANOV and his part in the recruiurent approach to the
Anerican code clerk James STORSBZRG), -

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

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

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

~and a lack of emotion when describing the compromise of Soviets:

who, like himself, had cooperated with American Iatelligence:
POPOV, PENKOVSKIY, and CHEREPANCV: an irability to correlate
dates and events in different operations wvhich he said he was
handling {such as conflicts in the timing of his approach to
W.E, JOENSON and in the date he gave for John V. ABIDIAN's wvisit
to the Pushkin Street dead drop. and conflict between the dates
of his participation in the MCRONE case and his travel to Cuba).
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: = NOSENKO, with a few exccpticns {notably the compromise of
PENKOVSYIY and the AZIDIAN visit to the dead drop site}, could

not supply specific or approxinacve dates for operational activi-
ties during the period of his service in the U.8. Imbassy Section.
Beyond recourse to the phrase "1960, 1961," he refused to estimate
the dates or to associate these activities with the time of the
year or events in his personal life.

{iii) Ewvasion, Improvisaﬁiih; and Other Defenses

In the debriefings before the interrogations, NOSENKO avoided
questicns and topics not of hig own choosing, saying that he would
give full details ®later,” when systematic debriefing began.

When the question or topic came up anew in a later debriefing,
f.e would plead fatigue or boredom and propose: "This morning
we drink; tomorrcw we work.® Prior to 4 April 1964 he provided
only accounts of operations selected by himself; it was only
after 4 April 1964 that he could be constrained to reply to de-
tailed questioning on other matters. -

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

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

he said "only the Firxst Chief Directorate” uscs .iz; when tae
interrogator pursued the point, NOSENRO said he romembered that
KOVSHUK did have a copy in his office, "but an old ope, 1936,
which didn't list ABIDIAN.™ \Under pressure about ABIDIAN'g wvisit
to Pushkin Street, NOSENKO said the KGB thoujht that ABIDIAN may
not have entered the building on Pughkin Street; yet he had earl-
jer given extensive details about how the KG3 had analyzed the
precice number of seconds ABIDIAN had been inside, to'determine
where the drop, if any, might be. As another example, when he
was initially asked about Geosge BLAKE, tl.2 KGB agent in MI-6,
the context of the question was a discussion of Sccond Chief
Directorate operations. NOSENXO lateled it as such ard said it
*was not as important as VASSALL." Later, when the name wag men-
tioned again, he asked: “"Who's BLAKE?"

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

- "wWhat I know 1 tell you; what T remember I tell
you,” or “I den't know," "I carn't axplain,” -- or a shrug.

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

- He must be gecnuine because otherwise “how could 1
have been working with "SARDAR® and °‘PROKHOR'?®" (Johan
PREISFREUND whose KGB cryptonyr was "PROKHOR,” did con-
firm NOSENKO's role.) "How else2 could I-’tell you about
STORSBERG?" *“The KGB would not use a staffer as a provo-
cateur,® nor would the KGB supply infeormation on "live
cases® such as the Paris case (JOHNSON) and VAS3SALL, and
reveal the names of its officers abroad.

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

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

case officer). _Later in the same interrogation session, he added:.
"®1 gee how poor and miserable I'm looking with ragard to ABIDInN 8

file, but anyore who can check in [KGB] Archives will see.® On

5 February he said, "I greatly wish that you will have as. soon

a8 possible an agent in the KGB. It is simple to look at the
oV
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file on ABIDIAN. On the first page is written thet ‘I, NOSENKO,

Yuriy Ivarovich, opened this file' ® On 16 February he said:
will show I am what I say.”
in one hour to a check via such a source.
that “time will show® that he is not a provocateur.

"Time’
On 3 March he rcferred nine times with-
He repeatedly stated

At one point

he engaged in the following dialogue with his interrogators:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NOSENRO:

NOSENKO:

INTERRCGATOR:

KOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

ROSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:
HOSENKO:

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

He're not disputing that you worked for the KGB.
We're disputing that you held the positicas you
gsay you held in the ¥GB,

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

{later in the session)

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

What can the future show?

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

You mean our acguaintances, don't you?

¥es, but maybe your acquaintances can check with
someone, because anyone in the XGB should know
that, yes, there was a LOSENKO.

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

Check someone else, not known te me, so you can be
sure.

d. additional Observations

{1} Inquisitiverness About CIA

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

- Soviet Intelligence defectors.
discussing his own KGB responsibilities:
and I will remember details.”
tiveness--include -the-following:————— —- ==

Freguently he asked, even while
®You tell me about a case,
Other examples of NOSENKO's inquisi-
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- NOSENKO inquired in early 1964 whether the CIA OIfi=
cer who met him in Geneva two years earlier had received a
medal for that phase of the operation.

{ii) Acceptance of Contrary Information from Other Sources

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

{e} Discussions with NOSENKO on His Own Performance

After admitting his inability to respond to questions about
operations in which he said he participated, NOSENKO sometimes
gave a general appraisal of his own performance. He wculd adnit
that it was “impossible %o have such memory breaks" and agree
that his response was neither reasonable nor acceptable ("In your
place I wouldn’t believe it either,® or on another occasion, "It
will look bad to your boss®™). Admitting that the questions were
fair, logical, and clearly put, he acknowledged at least a dozen
.times during the January-March 1965 interrcgation that his per-
formance under questioning was bad and unacceptable.

L_______ ____ FRe also admitted that most of the leads he had passed were

largely useless. Out of the 150-or—so- he said_he _had provided,
he stated that the great majority were "no good,® unimportant, ©F
people with whon the KGB had not worked {("Maybe * ANDREY' becamu

L mot xnterestxng to KGB, changed jobs, and was not so important any

more®; “"some of the agents recruited by the Seventh.Department
weten t meeting the KGB®; etc. He consistently estxmated, how-
ever, that there were about 20 to 25 "good” leads.
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C. Polyaraph Testing

1. Test in April 19€4

Shortly after his defection, NOSENKO agreed to undergo a
polygraph examiration which tre CIA handlers had told him was a
routine part of his defector processing. He was informed on
3 2pril 1964 that the test would he adwministered the following
morning, and that it was therefore advisable for him to get a
good night's rest and to refrain from alcornolic beverages. NOS.
ENKO drank heavily on the night of 3 Apr:l, did nct encer his
bedroom until 0290 hours on 4 April, and following breazkfast az
0730 hours on 4 April consumed several gin-and-torics. Subse-
guently, when NOSINKO thought he was noc beinc observed, he was
seen to remove nis hand from his lips hurriedly.®

Followinrg a medical examiration by a physician who noted
that ROSENKO had been drinking, he was ircroduced to the CIA
polygraph operator. An expe:riernced interrogazor, fluent in the
Pussian language, this polygrapn operator conducted the test in ;
Russian from 1045 to 1515 hours on 4 April. His report is quoted :
belouw,

“The question of Subject's (NOSENKO's} willingness to par-
ticipate in the polygraph tes+« was one of minor consideration,
since he had, on previous occasions., aczeed that he would take
the test. #However, whether Subject wouid continze with the
polygrapn testing if confronted with atzempred deception after
an initial test run, was one of the considered prodblems. Con-
sequently, in order to preclude the possicilicy of Subject's
terminating the test prior to its corpletion: i1t was decided
that a minor deviation from the accepred polygraph technique
would be used during the polycraph testing: specifically, to
insure that a polygraphic recc.Z of 3Subject’s reactions to all
the pertirent gquestions be obtained prior to challenging him on
any significant polygraphic deception irndications his charts
might reflect.,.. This plan was followed throughout the poly-
graph interview...

* On 18 May 1964 a report was received on the chemical analysis
of six types of tablets which had been taken from NOSENKO's
personal effects. In this report, a CIA chemical expert made
the following remarks based on chemical, microscopic, and in-
strumental analysis including the use of X-ray: “Sample No.
4238 consisted of three (3) gray tablets wrapped in a piece
of paper with the name 'Phenomin' written in Russian. Micro-
scopic analysis of these tatlets established the presence of

——- & small amount_of dl-amphetamine sulfate, a large amount of

AFe

lactose, and a small amount of corn starch; dl-a-phetamine 48— ————— - _

a sympathomimetic aqgent employed mainly as a central nervous
system stimulant. The effect of taking amphetarmine as a drug
in conjunction with a polygraph test could exaggerate decep-
tion responses especially for a weak reactor. N5 phenothi-
azine {(a trangquilizer) which is the accive ingredient in
‘Pheromin' was present in these tablets. The tablets do not
appear to be of U.S. manufacture. ...A5 a result of the above
examinations it was established that none of the items sub-
mitted are of the barbiturate family. Although either sul-
faguanidine {Sample No. 4242} or aspirin (Sample No. 4240)
could be used (and indeed nave been used) as secret ink, they
are also rormal medicinals which a traveler might carry, and
there fa nathine ir the farmalatinn of the tabless to suagest

- —iact gt .
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®*Although the Subject had used both alcohcl and some unknown
drug prior to testirg, there is rc guestion, based both on analysis
of Subject's polygraph charts as well as personzl observation dur-
ing the interview, that Subject has attempred deliberate deception
in the specific pertinent areas which are mentioned below in this
repcrt.

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

"According to the pian, the differert phasas involving various
pertinent areas were covereada with Subject polygraghically. Chal-
lenge of Subject’s reacticns was indirect and ‘soft,' On no occa-
sion did Subject even attempt ¢o velunteer any explanation of the
possible causes for his polygraph reactions. He continually denied
and refused o admit that there was anyching tc any of the questions
which were asked of him. when the final test guesticns were com-
pleted and a record was cbtained of all of Subject'’s polygraphic
responses, the nature of the challenge and probing was changed.

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

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

CIA conducted & bolygraph examination of NOSEXNKC on
18 October 1956 on uc subject of Lce Harvey OSWALD, =

8ince the previous polygraph test in April 1964, NOSENKO
had been under close security guard, his movenents restricted,
and i{n the interin bhad bcen interrogated in dectail and accused
of bad faith in dealing with U.S. Goverament authorities.
KOSENKO had not been interviewed by CIA during the six months
prior to October 1966. He had had no access to alcohol or
drugs, his food consumption had been normal, acd his sleep
had been adequate. :

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

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

b.- Results

“Series No. 1

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

2. W¥Was OSWALD in the Soviet Union from 1559 to 19617
Answer: Yes. (No reaction)

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

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

5
f
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5., Was OSWALD recruited by KGB as an sgent?
Angwer: No. (No reaction)

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

7. Other than what you told me, did you'actively parti-
cipate in the OSWALD case prior to 19637

Answer: No. (No reaction)

& L. T s tF T Lo F bt md Vo mea FCULIRT ™
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8. Did you see a photograph of OSWALD in 19632
Answer: Ycs. (Reaction)
9. Was Marinu PRUSAKOVA an agent of KGB?
| Answer: No. (No reaction)
9a. Before her marriage to OSWALD?
Answer: No. {Reaction)
9b. After her marriage to OSWALD?
Answer: No., (No reaction)
10. Did you personally meet Marina PRUSAKOVA?
Answer: No. (No reaction)

11. Did OSWALD have arny kind of contact with the 13th
Otdel of the First Chief Directorate?

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

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. {Reaction)
“Subject's (NOSENKO's) most significant reactions on

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

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

"Series No, 2

20. 1Is the name OSWALD familiar to you?

hnswer: VYes., (No reaction)

b -

Lo 7 - , 'vﬂjg",iZEgj&:

21— Did you ever read the OSWALD case?
Answer: Yes. (No reaction)

22, Was this the fullland official KGB case on OSWALD?
Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. {(Reaction) . ‘ : g

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

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

PP

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

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: HNo. (No reaction)

28, Did OSWALD return to the United States in 19612

Answer: Yes, (No reaction) Subject's reaction
to this question was inconsistent when he
answered ‘Yes.' hence the (No reaction)
notation. However, 1t is noteworthy that
Subject did not attempt to correct the
date of OSWALD's departure to the U,S.:
OSWALD returned to the U.5., in June 1962
and not in 1961. '

T

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

Answer: No. (Reaction)

30. Did you really take part in the OSWALD case in 19597

TTTAnswer:

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

bt

"Series No, 3
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161 Did you personally order RASTRUSIK, io 1959, to

collect material «r NESWALD?
Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

Did you personally talk on the V., Ch. with Mirsk
about the OSWALD case in 19637

Angwer: Yes. (Reaction)

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

Apswer: No. (Reaction)

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

Avswer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

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

Answer? No. (No reaction)

‘Did you receive special ipstructions from the XGB

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

“Subject’'s reactions to the questions so- indicated
about equal ip consistency and significance. .

@
“On the basis of ap anelysis of the polygraph charts

obteined during Subject’'s polygraph interrogation and

‘testing during the 18 October 1966 session, it is [my]
opinion that:

-0

a. Subject was not personally or actually
involved in the OSWALD case from 1959 to 1961 wshile
OS¥ALD was in the Soviet Union.

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

¢ Subjectreceived—speclialinstructions
(from the KGB) about the OSWALD case and what to
tell American authorities about it,*
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VIIT., NOSENKO'S BONA PIDES: ANALY3IS AND CONCLUSIONS

Ao Introduction

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

S T D Sy ey TR

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

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

- I3 there reason to question the general accuracy
aind completeness of NOSENKO's accounts of his situation
. and motivations in contacting CIA and later defecting,
his personal life, milicary service, positions in the
KGB, persoral participation in KGB operations, know-
ledgeability about KGB activities and the way he learned
of them, and his associations with KGB personnel?

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

nature of the information he has provided;—and—for——-
\ other Soviet sources having authenticated his personal
- \ life and KGB career?

In assessing the bona fides of HOSENKO, the classic method
has been used: evaluating his production and sourcing, examining
his autobicography., and appraisirg him and the circumstances of
this operation. These points, with the conclusions drawn from
each, are reviewed below. The cdiscussion continues with a survey
of the sources who have corroborated NOSENKO's background and
status, and this is followed by argumentations on the various
hypotheses which could explain NOSENKO as a source. The final
portion is a summary of conclusions about NOSENKO's bona fides.
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NOSENKO's counterintellicence production includes all of his
information on the Soviet intelligence ard security organs:

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

- thelir operatioﬁél activities inside and outside the
USSR.

For the most part this portion of the paper (as in Part VIII.C,
through Part VIII.P.) folilows a feormat in which the evidence is
summarized, the facts interpreted, and conclusions presented.

2. K3B Organization, Personalities, Methods

Ability to discuss the structure of his service in general
and at least scre of its components in particular is an gzbsolutely
minimal requirement for anvone who claims to have bezern evployed
within that service. At the same time, current inforrzation on the
organization of an intelligence service is of classic interest to
opposing intelligerce and security services.. Organizacional
changes are ind:icators of policy and planning trends in the ser-
vice; shert of a penetration of the service's leadership, such
changes are perhaps the most reliable reflection of changes in
operational erphasis and tactics.

Had NCSENKO's information on the organization of the XGB
been novel in this sense, it would have been of corsiderable
value, while the exposure of this information--although perhaps
riot a major loss to the Soviets--wouléd nonetheless have been
against the KGBE's best interests. NOSENKO's repcrts on the
organization of the KGB in 1964 (Pages 352-358) agres with and
are a logical extension of that framework of KGB organization
newly revealed py the 1961 sources, but this weighs reither for
nor against him as the source: In the absence of contradictory
information, Le cannot be subject to criticism or to suspicion
because his reports show no redireczion of the thrus: of the
KGB. Furthermore, HOSENKO's statements indicating tha:s there-
have been no major changes in the years between the 1939 re-
organization and 1364 are aczeptadie in the light of available
information from other sources. The information which NOSENKO
provided on the KGB's organization therefore neither supports
nor discredits his bona fides.

ROSENKO's information o: some 1,000 Soviets connected with
intelligence and security activities is an impressive achieve-
ment of memory. These identifications, however, must be evalu-
ated according to the damage inflicted upon the Soviets by his
exposure of these personalities. 1In this respect, the discus-
sion must concern new identifications, for intelligence person-
alities previously exposed could not be damaged any further by
a repetition of their compromise. This discussion must be fur-
ther restricted to new identifications of staff personnel, be-
cause the entire Soviet population is available to the KGB for
occasional use as it sees fit, with the loyalty and discretion
of the individual as the only limiting factors: to learm that a
Soviet employed at the U.5, Embassy in Moscow is an agent re-
porting to the KGB is to learn nothing that has not already
been taken for granted, and besides, no action on such infor-
mation can be taken. Finally, the new identifications also
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must be amcng persons who are identifiable ard ancessible, or the
informaticn is useless to Western services ard i1s rno lose to the
Soviers. On this besis, only ¥GB First Chief L:rectcrate as well
as GRU jdentifications merit inclusion ir this -~veluation, since
these are the officers who normally appear atroad end participate
in sgent operations. Although K43 Second CThief Directorate per-
sor.nel have in the past transferraed to the First Chief Directorste,
this is rot a predictable evernt and canrnot e considered in dis-
cussion of currenc damage,

NOSERKO idertificd 165 First Chicf Directerate personnel,

|

L»~ lef 37, there were 24 who eithar rnsided tbroad at the

_time of RCSENKO's d=fection or vere zont enro:zd since that time,*

| Assuming that NUSINKO was cocrect in his idertifications of all

’ 24 members of the XGB wno viere accessible,®” i% cannot Le said
that the nurier is zo large that the sdamoage to XOB agent oplra-
tions was substanticl. None of ROS:iNKO*'s unigun GRU jdencifica-
tions were abroad at tne tine of his defectian v have bzen eince.
These personality identificazions hence do rot serve as evidence
of NOSINYFO's bona fides. At the sare time, his inability to do
further measurable harm to the ¥iB ir. this rejacrd canndot b: held
againet him, either, for he has claired scrvice only in the Second
Chief Directorate throughout his cereer and =0 cannot be expected
to krow a high percentacge of the First Chief birccrorate comple-
ment. Therefore. HOSENKO's intelligesuce persosnalicty identifications
do rnot constitute a factor in finding for or acainst his bona fides.

NOSENKO has been the source of many interesting details and
examples of KGB modus operandi (Pages 359-360), but while useful
for illustrative purposes and valuable because of the fact that
the meterial was easily collatable for study purposes, ncne of
the nmethods described could be considered nes and revealing, and
their exposure in any event would rot prevent their continued use
in the future. NO3SENKO's discussiorn of the only double agent case
in whicn he claimed to have played a rol«, however, demonstrates
his lack of knowledge of the principles and purposes of such an
operation. This case, BELITSK1Y, is a sub*e1t o€ senarate

|

* Cf_tr°se 24, ten were identified by & jﬁ}}“
Sl B.and thercafter, and two becam® pro-minent

insecare KGB operations shortly after NOSENKO xdentxfied them.

W

*#*Cther evidence has contradicted staterents by NOSENKO to the
effert that certain Soviets were not affiliated with the KGB:

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

ﬂ# Legal Residency for months and claimed nearly complate know-

93 ledge of KGB personnel, hz ramed 15 of a K53 staff which he
said totalled ac the most 1B; |

L as many as 55 of the approximately 120 Soviets station-
--ed there-(a proportion which {8 cconsistent with other-areas-
and defectors' estimates). NOSENKO was not entirely accurate
concerning even KGB officers on his own delegation in Geneva,
as noted on Pages 12 and 13, Therefore, the accuracy of
ROSKRIKO's original idertifications, positive or negative,
cannot be accepted without question.
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discussion belcw. This subject, tuo, must be corsidered neutral
evidence in the bona fides assessment.

NOSENKO has shown himself to be both uninformed and inaccurate

in nis answers to questions on KGB Headquarters staff procedures

{(Page 360 and Pages 619-624). He has been unabie to contribute
any new infcormation, although there has been no detailed reporting
on the subject since 1954. (GOLITSYN in 1962 providad some new
material con procedures but was never comprehensively cdebricfed on
the topic.) Thus, information on the more up-to-date forms, co-
ordinaticn requirements, mechanizatjon of records and tracing
mechanisms, etc., could have heen a singular contribution %o our
knowledge; NCSENKO could not describe anything of this sort. When
he replied to guestions about such matters for the period covering
his entry into the KGB, on which orevious reporting is available
in detail, he answered incorrectly cn numcrous points. NOSEHKO's
tendency to improvise when he did not Xnow the correct answer or
when he had forgotten has been characterized by a CIA psychelogist
as the behavior of a pathological liar saving face in a tight
peychological situation. W®hen he could not produce a correct
answer in this arca of reporting, HOSENKO may have improvised
because he is a liar or because he is concealing an ignorance

{based on ot having been a KGB Headguarters officer.

3. Operational Leads

a. Introduction

Consideration of NOSENXO's operational leads must take into
account the KGB positions and personal associaticns {(with attendant
access to information) which NOSLLY.C has claimed for himself. He
indicated thal the bLreadih of his knowledge about KGB agent opera-
tions and development cases increased as he rose from case officer
in the U.S. Embassy Section in 1953-1955 and in the American Tourist
Section in 1955-1958 to become Deputy Chief of the latter section
in 1958-1959, Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy Secticn in 1960-1361,
and finally Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department from 13862 unt%l
his defection. Simultanecusly he established lasting contacts with
his XGB colleagues so that, for examp'e, even after leaving the
U.S. Embassy Section for the second time, in Decenber 1961, NOSENKO
kept abreast of its most important activities. On these grounds
NOSEUKO presented himself as an authoritative source, one who
could detail the successes and failures of the KGB in recruitirg
Westerners--especially Americans--in the USSR over the years irom
1953 through 1963, Repeatedly NOSENKO asserted.that his leads to
KGB agents constituted proof of his bona fides.

b. Operations Involving Americanrs

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

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

T RGP placed Tt ld rocsuliment state prios to his entry into
the VUl (o esai ty 9%, gl Daylo W, 0TI (RCh orypltonym
PANLNEY®) mald lie becuma 4 KGB agent in Novewl.er or December
1953.
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refused to collaborate with the KB, He discussed 14 develop-
ment cases which never culmi:rat:ad in recruitment approaches

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

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

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

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

- The number of American visitors recruited by the KG3
in 1962-1963 was 14, and if there had heen others, NOSENKO
would have known about thom in light of his senior position
in the Tourist Cepertment cduring that period. Moreover, for
the vears tefore 1962, NOSENKO provided leads to 19 other i
hrmerican tourists whom the KGB recruited, plus one who was
serving the GRU when he came to Moscow, NOSENKO also de-
gscribed 18 development cases and nine invectigations in
which the targets were American tourists,

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

between &TE Fia an American tourist with whose

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

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

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

P

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

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

e marad

the USSR,

Other information, howWwever, ccntradicts NOSENKC's assurances . ] g
that he reported on all major cases involving Americans working .
at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow: - :

- GOLITSYN's reports indicate that a U.S. military code
.clerk was recruited in 1960, and other factors point toward
this person being James STORSBERG or possibly William HURLEY
{(Pages 166-182). NOSitKO, the supervisor of operations
against Embassy code clerks in 1960-1361, scated that
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STORSBERG rejected the recruitment approach, and when inter-
viewed on the basis of the NOSENKO lead, STORSBERG conf{irmcd .
this. Both agree the approach was made in the latter part

of 1961. s

L s, i

- GOLITSYN‘s reports cover six other operatipns (Pages
5385-598) which NOSENKO has rnot mentioned: The KGB's recruit-
ment of a female employee at -he Embassy in 1357, the pre-
sence of a code clerk in the IZmbassy in 1960 who was a KGB
agent, an unsuccessful recruitment approach to a2 female sec-
retary at the Embassy prior to July 1960, the KGB plan to
complete the recruitment of an Anericer diplomat following
his reassignment from Moscow in 1959, the KGB's recruitmerc
of or planned recruitment approach to a U.5. Embassy employee
(possibly a code clerk) prior te April/May 1960, and a KGB
officer's trip to Helsinki to accompany an Embassy’code clerk -
travelliing by train to Moscow. (There is documentary evi-
dence to support the accuracy of GOLITSYMN's statements abwout
the last of these cases: see below,)

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

a Tl
year in which NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the American Tourist '
Section. These documents were placed in the hands of the KGB by G
George BLAKE of MI-6 in July 1959 (pefore the end of the tourist A
season) and in 1960; NOSENKO was not familier with any aspects of 3
the KGB operation with BLAKE. :

| Where NOSENKO's reporting

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

¥

| Concerning the rest reportedly suspected by
the KGB--Donald ALBINGER, Bernard KOTEN, and Gabriel REINER-.
none was ascociated with American Intelligence in any way.
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NOSENKO's reporting on individual cases wherein he was a per-
sonal participant or supervisor is not, with few exceptiona, con-
tradicted by information available from other sources. Nearly all
of his statements have proven accurate when they could be compared
with collateral information: In fact, the Americans whom he cited
414 visit or live in the Soviet Union, and many of them are known
to have been of operational interest to the KG3, as NOSENKO said.
The exceptions to his general accuracy of reporting, however, are
of major importance in themselves and in reference to his claimed
positions in the U.S., Embassy Section during 1960-1961:*

NOSENKO Collateral
U.S5. Zmbas2y Security Officer CIA records on the PESKOVSKIY
John V. ABIDIAN, for whom NOSENKO case, in which the Pushkin
was the responsible KGB officer, Street dead drop was used, show
visited the Pushkin Street dead that ABIDIAN visited the site
dropsite in 1960 or at the begin- only once, on 30 December 1961
ning of 1961, Later that sane at 1130 hours. KOZIOV left Hew

day KOZLOV, Chief of -the KGB Sur- York City on the same day,
veillance‘Dire:torate[ went to the travelling via France, at the
scene, ST completicn of a TDY in the

{ United States. (Pages 231-

£|g»'u/‘ 235; this subject is discussed
ox at greater length in Part
VIII1.B,6.)
KOSOLAPOV, NOSENKO's direct sub- | |KOSO-
ordinate, made but one TDY to LAPOV was twice in Helsinki

Helsinki in the 1960-1961 period; during 1960, in March-April

" NOSENKC would have known about if  and again in November. {Pages
- not approved other TDY's in these 186-200}) .

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

Returning from his single TDY to lee [ TEMER
Helsinki, KOSOLAPOV was abroad and KOSOLAPOV travelled on
the same train as his target, the separate days. (Pages 186-200)
Mmerican military code clerk Paul

JENNER: as supervisor of all oper-

- ations against code clerks at the

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

activities.

The KGB knew that the U.S. mili-  KEYSERS reported the recruitment
tary code clerk James KEYSERS, approach immediately after it
whom NOSENKO personally contacted occurred, gnd the report was

in an effort to persuade him to submitted in an Embassy room
defect, did not report the earlier later found to have a concealed
recruitment approach by the KGB. microphone. (NOSENKO stated that

.- ... he was a customer for microphone
intercepts at the time and that
this micrephone was monitored on
& continucus basis by KGB per-
sonnel.) (Pages 213-219)

* An example of NOSENKO's inaccuracy on events during his later
service in the Tourist Department related to his accounts on the
arrest of American Professor Frederick BARGHOORN: According to
HOSENKO, the approval for this KGB action in which he had & per-
sonal part was obtained from BREZHNEV in KHRUSHCHEV's absence
from Moscow, and the arrest was made a few hours later:; BARG-
HOORN was arrested on 31 October 1963, and on that day and the
day before KHRUSHCHEV made public appearances in Moscow. {BREZH-
NEV was not seen in Moscow between 29 October and 2 November
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In addition, a number of Americans--e.g., Walter RASK, Adam
BROCHES, Henry APISSOHN, Herbert HOJARD, Vasiliy VOLKOV, dilliam
WALLACE, Thomas Whitney, and Stanley ZIRING--denied having teen
recruited by the KGB, as NOSENKO said they had been.

The only noteworthy internal inconsistencies in NOSENKO's
reporting on KGB operations involving Americans appear in the
HARIMNSTCNE case, where he has given conflicting information on the -
KGB*s ability to obtain photographic evidence of his homosexuality,
and in his advice on how to identify "ANDREY"--that he was the only |
witness to testify in Roy RHCDES' trial and that he did not testify J
at Roy RHODES' trial but was cnly interviews:d in the pre-trial in-
vestigation once., Part VIII.D. covers the extent of his kncowledge
akout American cases in which he took part perconelly or as a
supervisor. Regarding others to which his official positions did
not give him access, NOSENKO has indicated that it was his per-
sonal contact with KGB colleagues which enabled him to report on ;
nine recruitments (Herbert HOWARD, Sam JAFFE, the KGB agent in
France, the YOUNGER couple, “SASHA", and two unnamed agents in.

Geneva) 1 three development cases (George VAN LAETHEM, Attorney

General Robert KENNEDY, and Stephen HOFFMAN) : three unsuacessful

recruitment approaches {(Richard HARMSTONE, Peter BINDER, and

Collette SCHWARZENBACH)}:; and three investigations {(Thomas BARTHE.

LEMY, Lewis BOWDEN, and George WINTERS), HOSENKO's alleged asso-

ciates in the KGB thus gave him the names of four recruited agents

and sufficient details for one more to be identified by subsequent
investigation, JOHNSOM. All of the NOSENKO leads to developmental _
operations, unsuccessful recruitment approaches, and investigations '
have been identified.

(1i) Damage to the Soviets

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

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

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

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

There is no reason to believe that NOSENKO's information on 22
Americans under investigation while in the USSR could have damaged
the KGB, especially since all of them had left the Soviet Union
before the NOSENKO leads were received {Pages 402-410). 1In an-

- --other-category, -NOSENKO's leads to.35 Americans under development _
(Pages 379-397), there is no means for evaluating their impor-
tance to the KGB because it is impossible to estimate with con-
fidence the likelihood of the KGB recruiting some or any of these : ;
targets; vulnerability and assessment data, when coupled with ?
spasmodic or even continuing KGB access to the target, would be ’
no guarantee that he is recruitable, HNevertheless, following
the criteria listed above, NOSE..XO's statements on KGB operation-
al interest stemming from their homosexuality did bring about the . i
recall of Robert ARMSTRONG and Stephen HOFFMAN from the U.S. T
Embassy in Moscow. - )
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NOSENKO was the first source to report on the KGB recruit.-
ments of 22 tourists (none with access to classified meterials
and on 11 of whom there was previous derogatory information):
four correspondents (one said by NOSL..KO to ha\e become inactive
and on two of whem there was previous derogatorsy information):
the American Express Company representative in MoscoW; a contract
emplovee of USIA who had earlier declared his intent to marry a
Soviet national; and two agents whose names were not known ¢o
NOSENKO but who were identifiable., The latter two agents were:

- Dayle W, SMITH (KGB cryptonym “2NDREY"}, a cipher
machine mechanic at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow recruited in
1953, Despite NOSENKO's statement that "ANDREY" was current-
ly supplving valuable information in Junc 1962, SMITH lost
his access to classified information through retirement from
the U.S. Army on 30 November 1961, or about six months before
HOSENKO first reported on him (Paces 413-426).

- U,8, Army Serceant Robert Lee JOHNSCH, who with his
wife Hedwig began collaborating with the KGB in 1952 and
who made James MINTKENBAUGH an agent of the KGB in 19813
(Pages £27-462), Hedwig JOIINSCN discontinued her role in
the operation in 1953, although ther=after remaining know-
ledgeable of the KGB activities of her husband and MINTKEN-
BAUGH; according to MINTKENBAUGH, who lost access to classi-
fied information in 1934, he had no direct contact with the
KGB after the late summer or early autumn of 1353 (about
three to five months before NOSENKO first gave the lead on
JOHNSON)} 3 JOHNSON was still on active duty with the U.S.
Army and in contact with the KGB when NOSENKO reported in
January 1964 about the existence of this agent,

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

It is debatable, however, whether the JOISOM lead consti-
tuted a serious loss to the KGB., In the first place, if JOHISON
can be believed, he gave the Soviets but one classified document
while in charge of the "Classified Control Center"” at Camp Des
Loges between August 1963 and May 1964. His KGB case officer
later told him, JOHNSON said, that the information he could pro-
vide was not worth the risk involved and that no future attempts
of this sort should be made. JOHNSON also stated that he felt
his espionage work at Camp Des lLoges had not been very profitable
for the Soviets, adding that his case officer had shown dis-
interest in his proposal to obtain for the KGP a top secret
document he (JOHNSON)  thought of greater importance than any
other to which he had access. (NOSENKO indiceted that JOHNSON -
lost his access in the spring of 1963, while at the Orly Courier
Transfer Station.) 1In the second place, as the KGB knew, the
behavior of Hedwig JOHNSON, a mental case, was unpredictable.
Finally, the JOHNSON couple and MINTKENBAUGH repeatedly dis-
regarded the KGB's instructions to compartment their activities
and to observe other routine security precautions. The KGB
seems to have 2voided full exploitation of JOHNSON in the latter
stages of the operation, to have been concerned over Hedwig's

mental condition as early as 1962, and t0 have regarded the
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threesome as difficult handéling problems. Given these apparent

factors, the NOSENXO lead nmay have been consicdered expendable by
the KGB, without loung-lasting adverse effect on the fuifillment

of its overall intelligence requirements,

NOSENKO was the first source to identify James STORSBEFG, a
U.5. military code clerk stetioned at the Moscow Embassy, as a
target who had rejected the KGB's recruitment offer (Pages 165~
185). The information was veceived from NOSENKO after STORSBERG
was discharged from the U.S. Army, and when interviewed on the
basis of this information, STORSBERG generally ccnfirmed NCSENKO's
reporting on the case, GOLITSYN had earlier repcrted cn what may
have been the same KGB opcration, but GGLITSY. Selieved the mili-
tary ccde clerk had been recruited; from what GOLITSYN had pre-
viously told CIA and from later investigations, it seems possible
that the KGB recruited either STOKSBERG or Willlam KURLEY (who
NOSENKO said was nct recruited or approached by thé KG3). 1If it
is rassumed that STCR3ZBERG was not recruited in the approach de-
scribed by NOSENKQO and in the operation discussed by GOLITSYN,
the KGB suffered no loss in the American services learning of
this case. 1f it is assumed cn the other hand that STCRS3ERG or
HURLEY was recruited, the reporting by NOKENXD assisted the KGB--
not the American serv;ces—-by deflectxng security investigations
from a recruited agent of the KGB.

-{iii) Importance or Usefulness

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

- Confirm previous information on the recruitments of
13 tourists and three correspondents;

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

- Remove two homosexuals from the U.S. Embaésy in
Moscow; and

- Identify 32 KGB agents including Hedwig JOHNSON and
MINTKENBAUGH. ® .

One or possibly two of these 32 agents (SMITH and possibly HOWARD)
in the past had been in a position to pass classified infcrmation
to the KGB, and a third (JOHNSON) had current access to ciassified
information and current contact with the KGB; the two homosexuals
at the Moscow Embassy (APMSTRONG and lOFFMAN) presumably also had -
access to classified information. From the standpoint of pro-

_tecting the security of the U.S. Government, NOSERNKO brought to*'

an end the JOLNSON operation and the KGB's poten.xal for recruxf -
ing ARMSTRONG and HOFFMAN, _

Against this product of NOSENKO's reporting must be balanced
the amounts of money and manpower that were necded for U.S. secu-
rity authorities to exhaust and investigate NOSENKO's information
on 49 recruitments, 35 developmental targets, seven unsuccessful
recruitment approaches, ard 33 investigations by the XGB--a total

of 113 operational leads. CIA carried the burden ¢of the debriefing :

and interrcgation of NOSELKO on these cases, but the investigative

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

after their return to the United States from the Soviet Union,
others who had btrcken contact with the KGB, some who were known
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work in the United States was accomplithed moscI} by other
agencies. It would seem, however, that the JOHNSON operation
was the only NOSEIKO lead to be important or useful.

{av}) Remarks

Judged by his major inaccuracies and by the demonstrable in-
completeness in scme of his reporting, KOSENKO is not an authori-
tative or reliable source of information on cperations against
Americans by the U.S. imbassy Secticn end the l2merican Tourist

YSecticn. Proven untxastwortn{ in other categories of operatlonal
tleads, there is no reascn to accept at face value NOSENKO's state-
‘ment that SMITH was the only Mosccw Embassy eaglcyee workinj with
the KGB from 1953 thrcugh 1963; indeed, evideﬁcn to the contrary
exists. The same may be true regarding American tourists and
correspondents in Mcscow, i.e., other racruitments not mentioned
by NGSENKO could have occurred. FPurthermore, with the guestion-
able exception of the JOHNSUN case, the KGB lost nothing of great
value in consequence of HNOSELHKO's leads but gaired an advantage
by occupyirg the attenticn and facilities of American security
authorities.

It is therefore concluded that NOSENKO has withhold infor-
mation on recruitrents of Americans in !0scow, or he is unable to
provide a comprehensive review ¢f such activities because he did
not hold.the claired positions in the U.S. Emcassy and American
Tourist Sections. Either explanation forces strong reservations
about the bora fices of NOSENKO as a genuine scurce, and these
reservations are reinforced by the relative costs to the KGB and
U.8. security authorities of the KOSENKO leads. . By itself, this
evaluation of his production on American cases suggests the possi-
bility that the XGB dispatched NOSEKKQO to report to CIA, and that
the KGB did so for tke purpose of misleading the U.S. security
gervices.
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¢. Cperatiors Involviag Other Westerncrs

({) Introduction

As already indicated, KGSEN¥O's principal knowledgeability
of KGB operations is rclated to Americans in the Soviet Uanion,
With the exception of one Gerran and one Norwegian tourist case,
his only other personal participation in third-national {(i.e., non-~
American) operations stems from his asgtociation with the section
of the Tourist Department concern-d with United XKingdom and Canad-
ian, as well as /Jurerican, tourists. Where he has cormmented on
gources fcr the rest of his tnird-national leads, he indicated
his knowledge was acquired either through conversaticns with
other officers nr throuah his position as Deputy Chief of the
Tourist Department in 1962-1963. Thus he made ro claim for com-
pleteness of his coverage, nor reccéssarily for absolute accuracy
and full details on &rny one case. N> attempt will be made here,
therefore, to compare his infeymaticon with cther sources, excoept
in terms of whether MUSENYO's repoztlwg harmed the Soviets and
assisted hmerican security.

{ii) Discussion

0f the 90 third-naticnal vecruiwment leads {Pajes 474-502},

\22 have not yet-bean positively icentitiud. These cannot be

eévaluzted at all except to point cut that only two gof theio are,
potentially significant, the :AT0 penetrazicn_in. n.Belgium in 1662
(which may_be tbe sare as a._ lead frox another source) and a code
clexK’IH’{h dest Cércan Embassy in /o0sco~ In T95- Without
krnowing the status of these tw? oreraticns at the time NOSEUKO

told CIA abcut them, it is not posstble to measure the value to

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

Of the reraining 68 known or possible agents who have been
identified, '35 were unique leads when NOSENKO provided them. ©No
conclusive investigation results Lave yet been cobtained on 30 of
these, but the majority were said by NOSENKO to be travel agency
employees (guides, bus drivers, etc.). Five of the (30 held
positions of trust in their respective governments; these five
leads are discussed below in terms of potential value to U.S.
security and potential damage to the KGB. ©f the five who have been

intervieved on the basis of the NOSENKO information, four denied
hoanp-xecruited by the KGB, includinggs stgisais (the only one
of those interviewed holding a2 government ¢ ticn), discusased

below. Reporting on the one remaining lead, a Dutch woman, is
unclear and incorclusive--she admitted only to having been gues-
tioned while in the USSR,

among the 35 new lecads from NOSENKO, a total of five had
positions of trust, with known or presumed access to sensitive
information, in their respective governments: .. .. . _ . -

SBQlets whom he suspected of being 1ntellxgence officers,
and in 1964 he reported a social visit in Vienna by
General GORBUNOV (an operational alias of GRIBANOV), whom

L
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Thus of the third-national leads originuting with NOSENKO,
five micht be considered to be 1mpo:tant se-ause c‘ their rosi- )
tion in government. In two cases (@55 TN wE he was :
not able to say whether thete was a recruitment, rowever, while P
a third (assumirg that there wzs no further cortusion on NOSEN- ’
KOs part) cannot ke considered n iTpdrTuac lead because of zhe
Communicst kias of the Indonaegizn Government. position as
an agent or contact loses significance i view 0f ni1s previously
reported support cf o po-e.ful lefrise political faigure. The
possikle importance ol the iead carnot be assessed .
without xrvestxqatxon teSJlta. .

The lelxan VASSALL case (Pages 302.307) was cthe one third-
natiornal lead which HGSENKO hxn:elf considered most important.
He invariakly included this lead when talking about the impor-
tence of his reporting. The EBraitish security services neverthe-
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less V§£E~E211_95~£h2i£_ﬁ2! to identifyirg the source of the
A2miraIty documents identified bv GOLITSYN.

When they received the fragment of NOSENKO information which
focused on the EBritish Exbassy in Moscow, the number was reduced
to VASSALL and ore other. Although the HOSENKO information
apparently confirined the already solid suspicions of VASSALL,
the{ggig~£ggg;LJ;Lxml*nve that the identification would have
beeri Eccomplished withcut this information. The lead was there-
fore not new or exclusive information, and NOSEXNKO himself ad-
mitted in 1964 that he krew that GOLITSYN had known of the case
from the latter‘'s work in the Information (Reports) Department.

Of the identified third-nationals whom NOSINXO said were
being targetted or investigated by the KGB, nori2 held positions
of significance, with the sole excention of the then member of
the British Pagliament, 55  whose personal life
and career the Soviets subsequent Y ttemptcd—-uxth considersble
success--to cestroy through a campaign of scandal.

(iii) Remarks

On the tasis of the auove examination, HOSINKO's information
on KGB operations against third-nationals cannot bte considered a
positive factor in the assess—m=nt of his gcna fides, A8 3 posSs-
ible negative factor in cornsideration of his | pona fides, the in-
significance of NOSINKO's reporting on third- national 1 leads must
be measured against the criteria of his claimed access and con-
trary evidence., In the case of foreign tourists his leads show--
ard he himself has commented--that ﬁuqyﬂug;Lgxrmen*s were of no
particular value; assuming that NOSEINKO was Deputv Chiet cf th2
Tourist Department, he should be able to make such a statement
without challenge. To date no independent evidence of foreign
tourist recruitments has emerged which contradicts him. Opera-
tions against other Western embassies in Moscow are a slightly
different matter, NOSENKO's information, or lack thercof, can-
not be evaluated on the basis of completeness because he has made
no claim to full access to such information or to positions which
would have given him better access.  Except for tiiose he said he
was informed of in connection with possibie use agajnst U.S,
Embassy targets, he has usually sourced such third-national
leads as he did have to particularly close relations with the
responsible case officer. - It wculd not be valid to argue that
a source c¢f one lead should have told him of others, or that he
should have had mcre close friends in the KGB. Thus on all
applicatle criteria, the NOSENKO leads to operations against
third-naticnals must be excluded as a factor weighing for or
against his bona fides.
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4. Technical Operations Against the U,S, Embagay

a, Digcussion

‘In reporting on KGB microphones in the

U.8, Fmbassy (Pages
¢ that time "four

248-269), NOSENKO said in 1962 that there were @t "0 o cions
or five points,“ later adding a sixth, from which t:”V founselor
were heard. They included the offices of the Mini# we ‘

the Military Attachg, the Naval Attache, tl

. Attache, one
o M e icultural

- N N LIPY Y (_}\f‘ "
(unidentified) “State Department employee," and syophune A the

Attache. He also referred to a non-productive mi

4, NOSENKO

. . ~ it
code room but did not count this as one of th hp;hu Kan obtained

did rot supply details of the information whi”
from any of these microphones except to make (el

.qal allusions
offtlces of

to the importance of the materials from those)ln ﬁn: CLroased
the Minister C 11 Atcache, : ’
er Counselor and the Military Kin's "pLagest

that the existence of these microphones was the

In 1964

secret” and that only a very few people knaw Of Lhﬂmo ¢ tho
NOSENKO gave more details and provided a written l“LL;OO and
offices where microphones were actively monitored N

1961.

4 p‘\POﬂr' on

NOSENKO's information on the microphones wou!
the basis of the findings of the swecp team in ‘90“;:gdsgt?::er
ally accurate. W 5 N ro wan W P
Y c te here NOSENKO reported thert wy could be ex-

but microphones were found aud

ible, the discrepal
plained by KGB technical failure to receive the |
they left the point at which the sweepers tortedt whe

proroepts after
o HIOSENKO
Attache's

reported materials were obtained ch as from the ALY
po ain {su nandible, it could

office) and the sweepers found the microphone
ke conjectured that the microphore died betwern ¢4

the date of the sweep in 1964.

not harm the Soviets, because GOLITSYN knew an
one specific microphone, and another earlier (and
promised) source had also reported that the microph
there. The microphone known to GOLITSYN, whan lucal

Howaver,

i1y 1962 and
NOSENKO'a 1eporting daid.
a had geported on .
woliably come-
aned Were

og and traced
would l=ad

back to the point where its wires left the builldind _
to the uncovering of all the other microphones, as P ¢act happen

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

one information

VOSEN ' | oph
N KO was unable to expand on his microp qatatls of the

after his defection. Questioned repeatedly (of

operation or examples of the product of

almost no cperational details* and could supp!y
three generalized examples of their product whil
given in 1962: the unproductivity of the code i(

" One of the few concrete incidents which NOSEHKO
conrected to the microphone operation (with the ®

of the North Wing planning,

document reporting the product from one of Lhs mie

see below)

thdl‘@ m“:' ,-vhunaﬂo he gave
unly the same

j e had already
ym nlsrophones

rg{.'ountﬁd
speption

8 L'a it\ab H‘ a
e ! rophoned?
ann) GOLIT-

GOLITS 1 o T . ‘aQe
ITSYN had already told the same story (Pag hiw dnoument

SYN said he was present during the search [or

and it was under these circums:ances that he |
fically that there was a microphtone in the off
Minister Counselor. NOSENKO in 1962 atresand 1h4

uaH“‘“ BPQCL"
(] ol tha
v thie

microphone was the most important in the Embassy.
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the Minister Counselor‘s dictation, including fitness reports
which NOSENKO said werse of operational interest to the KGB hut
could not say how many of them there were or whom they concerned;
and the Military Attacrne's planning of trips which permitted the
KGB to seize equipment 1in Stalingrad in 1955, Of these three
examples given by an cfficer who said he cuiled all the micro-
phone materials for twdo years, one concerned a non-operating and
therefore useless micruphone, the second concerned a microphone
(in the Minister Courcelor's office already reported by a pre-
vious defector, and the third concerned a well known incident
which took place years earlier (and which NOSENKO should have
larned and halped corduct, according to his claimed position in

1955; LOSENKU said he played no such role}.*

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

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

| reveals sim-

ilarities which may not be coincidental.

- NOSENKO (11 June 1962: see Page 260): 'We are listening
to your Military kevaches there. We krnow where they intend
to travel, what they want to fird out. We know what machin-
ery and what tsrgets interest <tem... Some of the things
they say are surprising. They discuss, among other things,
where to go, what 20 see, what to take with them - electric
equipment or not., And we are hunting for this electronic
equipment and now have permission, 1f we are absolutely cer-
tain that one of your people is taking electronic apparatus
with him on an intelligence trip outside Moscow, to take, to
steal it. We .now have authorizztion to take any necessary
steps to steal it. Because you rnow have improved your equip-
ment. . We stole scme equipmert in Stalingrad in 1955..."

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

It is possible that pboth NOSENKO were
reporting a well-known event, because GOLITSYN reported in
1962 that the 1955 Stalingrad incident was written up in KGB
training materials a3 an example of Second Chief Directorate
work. The training version may have included the role of the
microphone information {although GOLITSYN did not report that
it did), which may thus have come naturally to the attention
of NOSENKO| | However, this would call
into question NUSENKED's allegation of direct access to all of

the microphone product.
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monitored and productive “points” in 1960-1961. NCSEKO was not
able to explain why he would need this list to know the locations
of the microphores when he had been daily receiving, selecting,
and distributing the product of all of them for two years., Sim-
ilarly, it was never clear why NOSENKO di¢ not remember in 1962
that there were eleven points--as the list showed--rather than
the four-to-3ix KOSENKO reported on in 1962,

NOSENKO's account of how the product from the microphones was
distributed and exploited would inevitably mean that all KGB case
officers who had served in the U.S, Embassy Section since the
microphones were installed would krnow of their existenca--despite
any effort to paraphrase and disguise the product as "agent re-
ports.“ NOSENKO norethzless maintained in 1962 that “it is a
tremendous secret thet we are listening to you,"” ard that the
microphones were known to so few that any countermeasures the
hmericang might take on the basis of NOSENKO‘s statements could
reflect dangerously on him as the source.® -

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

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

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

- Although he claimed to have personally pacticipated
in the planning for the installation of audio devices in
the North Wing of the Embassy. he did not know of the ex-
istence or the purpose of the coaxial cables and grill
found there Lty American technicians in 1904. (NOSENKO
insisted that there were no audio devices installed in the
North Wing at the time of its, renovation for occupancy
by Americans.)

! . - HOSENKO knew nothing of the general lines of research
' and development to substitute for or improve the fading

i microphone coverage of the U.,S. Embassy.

b

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

| That they both knéw ot fma—urxzm---J
phones suggests that NOSEKO exaggerated the sensitivity of

the microphone cperation, which had moreover always been
assumed by the Embassy to be active.
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b.  Remarks

NOSENKO's sourcing of his information on electronic opera-
tions against the U.S, Embassy in Moscow was unclear and unlikely.
His knowledge of the location and production ¢f these microphones,
as wall as the existence, nature, and purpoise of other electronic
operations directed against the Embassy, was not ccrmensurate with
his alleged position in the U,S. Embassy Section and his particu-
lar responsibility for audio nperations, Significantly, the
essential element of the information which NOSENKO did report,
the existerce of the microphone in the Minister Counselor's
office, would presumably have been corsidered by the KGB to have
been compromIBEd ETX rmonths earlier, with the def&CTION UL GOLIT-
SYm:—Ulscovery of this microphone, as an outgrowth of action on
GOLITSYN's informction, would have led to all the others. Thus
the Embassy microphones must have b2en ccrsidered by the KGB to
have been compromised before NOSENKO first spoke of them in 1962,
Miled to this 15 the fact {(suppcrted by NCSENKO himself) thac
thi- efficlency of the Embassy microphone installation as a whole
tald seriously diminished by late 1961 or early 1962 due to, first,
rnormal deterioracion of equipment and wiring and, second, the
installaticn of secure roocms and the implerentation of more
stringent security precautions at the Embassy. For these reasons
and in the abserce of any informarion concerrning other forms of
electronic attack against the U,S. Embassy in Moscow, it cannot
be considered that the information provided by LOSENKO in 1962
and 1964 was harmful to the interests of the KGB nog helpful to
Nue n_authorities., NOSENKO's denial of any installations in
the north wirg, in the lignt of the later discovery there of
coaxial cables, the purpose of which appears serious and is as
yet unclarified, and in the light of HG3ENKO's specific claim to
have been responsible for the operational planning for the north
wing at the time it was being prepared for Amwerican occupancy,
would appear *o be purposeful deception,
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5. The BELI&ﬁKIY Case

a, Introduction .

NOSENKO reported to CIA in June 1962 {as ore of the two itewms
he wanted to sell) that ohe of i1ts agents, the Soviet interpreter
BELITSKIY, was in fact a KGB double agent who had been planted on
CTA (Pages 517-323). MNOSENKO said that this was a case run by the
Second {“"Active Line”) Section, but that he personally had a rols
in the management of the case in May 1962 in Ceneva. KNOSENKO was
able to give certain inside information on this case; for example,
he knew the nicknames used by the CIA case officers with the zgent.

b. Discussion

NOSENK2's information, at least in its general outlines, was
correct., CIA had been rurning BELITSKIY as an agent, and the CIA
case officers (alias "Bob" arnd "Henry," the latter from Washington
as NOSENKO said) nad just completed a series of meetings with
BELITSK1Y in Geneva, Important aspects of his irnformation were
inaccurate: BELITSKIY haé been recruited & year before NOSENKO's
date of 1959, and in Brussels, not Lorndon. Also, NOSENKO's claim
that this was & Second Chief Directorate operation aimed at en-
ticing CIA into meetings in the USSR was not borne out by the
history of the cese or by BELITSK1Y's conduct, although it cannot
be excluded that this was a long-term objective which the KGB
still sought without appearing to. KOSENKO's account of the case
thus is not as accurate as could be expected if his own role in
it had been as claimed.

NOSENKO's description of his own involvement is not consis-
tent with observed Soviet practice or with operational logic.
NOSENKO said in both 1962 and 1964 that he had had orders to
supervise the handling of this case in Geneva in the spring of
1962. The reason was that the case officer for BELITSKIY in
Gereva . (ARTEMEV) was young and inexperienced and had not even
worked on the BELITSKIY case before. NOSEKKO was saying in
effect--with the authority of direct knowledge and official re-
sponsibility--that BELITSKIY, a prominent Soviet citizen having
personal contacts with well placed memters of the Soviet Govern-
ment, & man who had beer under the ostensible control of a hos-
tile intelligence service (CIA} for four years, was sent by the
KGB to Geneva for the purpose of recontacting CIA, with pre-
pared information, but that the KGB did not send with him the
responsible case officer or any member of the section responsible
for the operation. Instead, the KGB turned over the responsi-
bility to a young and inexperienced KGB officer who happened to
be in Geneva to protect the security of a delegation and who
had had no prior connection with the BELITSKIY case nor even
local knowledge of Geneva conditions: then, after BELITSKIY was
already in Geneva, the KGB had cabled instructions that NOSEINKO,
who had no need to know of the case and had learned of it only
unofficially from conversations in 1960-1961 with the Section
Chief responsible, who had no experiernce or training in handl-
ing double agent operations, and who was similarly in Geneva
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by chance with delegation security functions, should guide the
other "less experienced”™ case officer.® As NOSENKO showed
under guestioning, he did nct know the contents of any of the
positive intalligence BELITSKIY was to pass to CIA as disinfor-
mation; he did not know BELLTSKIY's Moscow or Gencva pattern

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

c. Remarks

The circumstances above not only cast doubt on HOSENKO's
version of the case and his own access but also suggest that
NOSENKO did not have a theoretical eppreciation of how doukle
agents are handled. The examples he gave of his "guidance® to
ARTEMEV are few in number. NOSENKO also stated in 196+ that he
had arranged the actual introduction to LEILITSKIY of XISLOV, the
TASS man, to provide for BELITSKIY'’s necd of a notioral subsource
for some of his disinformation; NOSENKO by October 1366 had appar-
ently forgotten this event, for he stated unequivocally that KIS~
LOV had had no ccnnection whatever with the BELITSKIY case. NOS-
ENKO claimed to have met BELITSKIY, but did not recognize his
phcto when shown it in 1966,

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

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

i | as early as August 1958, a role in o-Ler 6péra-

tions against American tourists in 1959--including clandestine
search (gee Page 146), and continuous American Department
gervice since then. NOSENKO did not know of the 1333-195%
operational activities of ARTEMEV, although they feil in the
operational area NOSENKO claimed to have .supervised at the
time as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section.

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

NOSENKO's account of his own role in this operation appears
to have been false, and nothing in the available evidence would
preclude Soviet sacrifice of this already tired cperation. Since
NOSENKO provided some inside details of a sensitive KCB operation
which could have been known to only a few, it is difficult to
find any other explanation of NO3SENKO's access to.this information
except that the KGB briefed him about it. )
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6. 58 Investigation=s? : ;

8, Compronmise of POPCV '

(1) Introduction

Fizing the date and cause o tlte compromise of POPOV, the
CIA penetration gource in the CGH. 'iPages 530-534) could affect

the evaluation of NOSEIKO's production, If what MU $

is rasically true, his story of FIiPCV'g compromise :
] is not particularly importart and ‘
has not harmed the KCGB ror mcasurakbly assisted CIA: The KGB

agssumes an swareness by CIA thet it conducts surveillance of U.S.
Fnbassy personnel, esprcially those heving known ¢r suspected Am- :
erican Intelliyence cennections {as with LANGELLE and, WINTERE) .,

If NOSENKFO or the other hand has been incomplete or inaccurate

ir his statements about tie compromise of FCPOV, then his claims

to krowledgeakility on this subject must be gquestioned,

{ii) Discussion

The information from NOSENKD | Jon the POFOV
coermpronise may be collated and sunwmarized in tapular form:
Cause Date Tmolied Source
KGB surveillarce of WINTERS 21 Japuary 1959 NOSENKO**
KGB surveillarce of WINTERS . 21 January 1959 CHEREPAIOV
' document
KGB intercept of WINTERS 21 January 1959 POPOV message
letter - of 18 September
AR R AL AR ]
KGB surveillance of U,S., none

Embassy officer

KGB surveillance of LANGELLE 4 January 1959 GOLITSYN, from ‘
. . the KGB orienta-~ . :
R ’ tion paper on
L ’ the PCPOV case

- - o LA NS X I

KGB agent - pricr to 23 Nov- - GOLITSYN*®®###e«
’ - ember 1957

Under this heading, only the compromises of POPOV, PENKOVSKIY,
and CAEREPAIOV are considered:; there i3 insufficient collateral
material available for an evaluation of NOSENKO's information
on Viadinir KAZAU-KOMAREK {pages 569-570) and Alfred SLESINGER
{Pages 571-515),

** NOSENKO reported that the KGB observed WINTERS|mailing a S

letter which, upon being checked, was found vo be addressed : -
to POPOV: he has contradicted himself about whether the KGB : S
applied metka to this letter. . LA

***POPOV is believed to have been under KGB control in composing
Jthis letter,

B

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

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

year. These facts can be interpreted as follows::

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

- POPOV's status was compromised before his recall to Moscow

in November 1958, probably before his reassigrment from the
Illegals hendling unit in January 1958, and poscibly some time
earlier, The latter possibility is apparent from the Soviets®
knowledge that the TAIROVA couple was under surveillance in
December 1957 (and until March 1958); it is also noteworthy
that, after having met five Illegals in less than one and one-
half months prior to 13 August 1957, POPOV subsequently was
involved personally with only one other, TAIROVA, in October
1857.

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

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

23 November 1957,

{(Footnotes from preceeding page.)

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

*a4bée4Thjg date, which is consistent with that cited in the final
sentence of the preceeding footnote, was derived from the
time when POPOV reported the presence of the KGB officer
ZHUKOV in Berlin; according to GOLITSYN, ZHUKOV was seant to

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

T0P SECRET

LRV W

]_‘4_

Al 4 13l o 5




v
. - an

- aeae

665. ] oY et

(111) Remarks

The completeness and accuracy of NOSENKO! £ on on
the compromise of PCPOV, supported as it is oy the )
%-m

CHEREPANOV document and POPOV's messsge but contradicted by : o

LITSYN and aralytical evidence, cannot be firally evaluated. : ?.z
Only with resoiution of the bona fides of MNCSENKO can a judgment - P
be made on this part of his production. - ~:1§
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b. Cox-promise of PENKOV3E!Y*

(1) Introducticn

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

R R

b
k!
i

‘- )

(ii) Discussion

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

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

PENKOVEK1Y —_ - L Zooue loventer

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

® ‘ #%1¢ does nct seem unusual for severzl sources to have reported
on the compromise cf PENKOVSK1Y: Fresumably this was the sub-
Jject of widespread discussicn within the two Soviet services, o
for it was covered in the Soviet press and ir at least one A
*official report” disseminated by the KGB. Although their TE
differing situations within the Soviet services could partially '
explain the differing versions thet these sources have given,
some of them revertnzless have claimed either direct knowledge
of the compromise or specially informed sub-sources. There-
fore the discrepancies among the reporting of NOSENKO on the
PENKOVSEKIY compromise, the accounts by other sources, and the
facts on the harndling of the case by TIA and MI-6 are portinent
*o the guestion of NOSEKO's bona fidesz.
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DATE 4/’/7/7 '/

LOST/MISSING MATERIAL

THE DOCUMENT OR PAGE(S) LISTED BELOW WAS/WERE MISSING
DURING THE DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW BY THE HISTORICAL
REVIEW GROUP, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF INTELLIGENCE.
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PEIKOVSKIY that ke had visited the cite after he chose it {n 1960, +

although it is poss:btle, especially as he h:d not b2en informed
of ABIDIAN having been gent to chock ssiktle signal from
him about the dcad dron.

- however, makes it clear

gt T S
that the ABlDlnH vislt as rot the’fxrst obsarved activity ;.
8t Pushkin Street to stir KGB investigative 1ntvrest in the "

site. As the report states, when massive surveii.ance of
U.5, Embassy targets detccted an Amerxcan visiting this
address the first time, he ~as not followed inside by sur-
veillants, kut on the second occasion he w33 followed
closely and the surveillant observed *hat he was kneeling
down apparently tying his shoe.* & L2 Went on to say
that, although this was not very unusual, it was sufficient
to arouse suspicion in view of the fact that this American
had been obkserved visiting the fane address on two occasions
for no apparent reason, There i8 no quostion about the
fact that ABIDIAN visited the Pushkin Street drop site on
one cccasion only, and that «as on 30 Decenber 1961, The
reference to this as a gecond visit to this address by an
hrerican from the Dnbhassy is a clear indication that the
KGB hed surveilled the first such visit, which was made

Ly the CIA officer MAMC Vf{“ Jaw:ary 1641, and not by
ABIDI#N, Thus where &L& : e erred by indicating
one American w~ent to Pushxxn Sircer twice, the KG3 nust
have known that MAICNEY «ont there first, in Januarv 191
and ABIDIAN went there next, on 30 December- 1951, gﬁﬁ&g}ﬂ
said that the 24-hour fixed surveillance resulted frem

the second visit, and beccuse of {t PEIKOVIKIY was sib-
seqguently observed to enter the vestikule 0f this address
but did not visit anyone there, It was determined that

no one living at that address kXne~ FINKOVSKIY and he be-
came a target of KGB suspicion and investigation,

The rest of the e story is cémpletely in disagreement
«#ith the facts of the case and does not warrant discussion here,
It must ke noted, nonetheless, that this is the only instance

among all the versions «hich places the compromise ¢n the Amer- .

ican side of the case, and the only one «hich makes a direct
connection between the Pushkin Street deiad drop and the KGB
detection of PENKCVSKIY. (All others attribute the compromise
to surveillance of British Embassy personnel, and NOSENKO claim-
ed that the KGB was unadare of American Intelligence patticlpa-
tion until the operation was terminated.) 1t is also in direct
conflict with NOSENKO, who had no kno<ledge of any U.S, Embassy
official visiting the Pushkin Street site prior to ABIDIAN. In
this regard, NOSEIKO insisted that the date of ABIDIAN's wvisit

* ABIDIAN reported that a woman encered the vestibule behind
him while he was in there, and he knelt down pretending to
tie his shoelacers until she proceesded past bxm and on up the
stairs.

**NOSENKO was not aware that MAHONEY had beer identified to the
KGB as a CIA officer well before MAHOHNEY's October 1960 arri-
val in lNoscow.
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was the erd of 1680 or the very begirring of 1541, <reoreas in
fact MAHQUHEY's visir wWaz in Januery 1901, Despite the errors
relating ro loadings and unloadings of 1ﬂ1cirup <t <he Pushkin
Street locatis= =iter the second (ARIDIAT) visit rhere, this
story franﬁm‘:ztabhshe- KG3 knowlelge of FMIQUZY's casing

of Pusnkin Struet.

‘ Greville ~YNNE's testinmony corcerning his interrcgations by
the #GB elsc f*LrOCUL(H “lr*nngs cortradicrt:ngy the versions nf
HOSENKC, CEIBBFEIR NI LT IR TTNOR AR =ra GRET {57
As irdicated 1n ais Cussiin Of HUSEARG o stury ol the :af:con—
versation vwith DULACKI (fages 536-538), the F.B was con 'irced
that PINKCVSKIY's question about his girlfriecd "ZEP" was an im-
portant allusion and they demanded that #VNNE explairn te, INE
¢ither had forgotten the name or had never known it, arnd he was
urable to tell the KGO who "ZiP® was, The fact that tre 1'GB had
& recording of this 27 May 19%1 conversgaticn showWs also that the
KGB was at lcast sucpicious of the relationship befcre ¢hat con-
versation took place and must have then tacone aware of the con-
spiratorial aspect of the PEINKOVIK1Y-#TNNE relationship by virtue
cf the cryptic nature of that conversation. The additional fact'
that the KGBH surveilled WYNNE to the apartment of an uradentified
cfficer of Britich Intellicence on the samc day the "ZEP* conver-
sation beétween AYHRE and PRLKOVSKIY was monitored 1s evidence
that toth «YNNE and PENKOVSKIY were under strong suspicion of
espiorage as of that day, if not earvlier. HNor could throse sus-
picions have been expleined away by the fact that PIIKOVIXIY ard
WYNNE hed legitimate cover reasons for contact, in view ©Z the
content of their conversation--there was nothing in zheir overe
relationship which required secrecy or aven caution in conversa-
tion.

- The indication from &y o S shs that the K722 was aware
of MAHONEY's visit to the .nside vest:ioui=z cf the Fuskkin Street
site in January 1961 is not only missirg from all other vercions,
but conspicuously so from NOSENKO' s story: he <laimed to know
everything the KCB knew about this Anerican dead drop site, be-
cause of ADIDIAN'a visit there. NOSENXO on one occasion zaid
that he thougit an Anerican tourist (rot a U.3. Embassy officer) -
might have visited the site a year or twd eatlier than ARIDIAN.,

(1ii) Remarks
‘®

NOSINKO did not know or did not report to CIA that the
only other Arerican who had visitel the Pushkin Strest dead drop
area was MAHOLEY. This fact suggests that either NOSZIKO was
deliberately withholding from CIA information of vital import-
ance in the PENKOVSKIY compromise. 9r he was unaware of the
KG8*'s possecsion of this information, despite his claimed pogi-
tiorn in the U.S. Embasgy Section and responsibility for cover-
age of ABIDIAN. The fact that his story on the PENKOV3KIY
compromise, like the “"official report" of the KGB, does rot
show the seriousness of the evidence in the KGB's possession
as of 27 May 1961 additionally points to his withholding of ine
formation on the subject of the timing of PIIKOVSKIY's campro-
mise, which was definitely no later <han this date. If KOSEIKO
was deliberately withholding information on this subject and
iying zbout the PENKOVSKIY compromise, then he is rot a bona
fide defector. If Le is unaware of the informaticn which the
KGB has in its possession, then he was not in the U.S. Enbassy
Section in 1960 or 1561 as claimed, anrd hence his bcni fides
would be disproven.

TOP SEURET

- o e i ey - rersaa o =

t
t
-
|
i
i

Lo 28

PRI



5ONVH A TERe D sraam,

S

670.

c. Ccnpromise of CHEREPANOV

{1} Introduction

NOSENKC®s stories on the compromises of POPOV and PENKOV-
SR1Y were examined for their accuracy as to timing and cause. In
the case of CHEREPANOV (Pages 548-568), there is no question about
when the so-called CHEREPANOV papers were passed, nor how the KGB
openly learned of the U.S., Embassy’s possession of the papers.
The chief gquestion is the authenticity of the documents tnemselves,
with the subsidiary implications, if they are not authentic, that
the passage of the papers was instigated by the KGB, and that
there could have bheen neither a compromise of nor a search for
CHEREPANOY, as described by NOSEHKO and attested to by hzs travel
authorization {(sese also Part VIII.D.B.).

{41} 7Tt~ Operational Plan in Draft

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

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

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

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

- On the basis of references to LANGELLE and POPOVY,
this pvlan (which is not dated) would have to have been
drafted sometime after October 1959. WINTERS by this
time had been in Moscow sgince August 1958, had been de-
tected in operational letter-mailing, and had been
associating with KGB officers, etc. Neither this
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operational plan nor any other of the drafts included in f :
the CHEREPANOV package cited & KG3 cryptonym for him, and ) -
he is always referred to in true nare, but this is contrary
to the usage in the other operational plans in the package.

It is also contrary to KGB practice, as described by NOSZ-
KO end other sources,

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

In addicion to the above points of form, this same document
contains statements which run counter to rigid KGB practiice and i
which are internally contradictory. especially noteworthy in an
approved draft. One of the objectives arnourced in the plan is
to investigate two Soviet citizens who were detected in contact
with WINTERS in Moscow; one of the two is identified parenthetic-
ally as having gone abroad. This document, if g2nuine, would be
an admigsion on the part of the case offizer, and an zpproval
thereof by his supervisor, that a Soviet citizen who had been
observed in contact with an identified officer of American Intel-
ligence had been cleared by the KGB for travel abroad before the
nature of that contact had been satisfactorily determined by the
KGB. This is in contradiction to all available information con-
cerning KGB travel clearances, which are denied on the basis of
unauthorized contacts between Soviet citizens and foreigners in
the Soviet Union, not to mention Jestern Intelligence officers.
The draft, which corsists of only thres paragraphs, can be sum-
marized briefly by paragraph t0o demonstrate the internal contra-
dictions:

- To establish the nature of WINTERS'’ intelligence
activities in the U35R, six special tasks will be carried
out, including round-the-clock surveillance, metka,
“Neptun-80, " hidden microphones, ocher audio-devices,
and investigation of already identified Soviet citizens.

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

- Despite the statements of the second paragraph,
which indicate that recruitment is out of the gquestion
and which precludes putting into effect the measures
outlired in the first paragraph, this third paragraph
sets forth the expectation that just before' NIHTLRS'
scheduled departure and depending on further accumula-
tion of materials on WINTERS and the prevailing pclit-
ical climate & the time, an opportunity is likely to
arise which will permit testing the possibility of
recruiting him.
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If the]ﬁINTBRQXoperat:on plan were a draft like the others in
this collection, the above conflicting and confuzing paragraphs
might be explained as variaticns jotted down as possible ap-
proaches to presenting a plan for the future, as ye: undecided
in direction. This document, however, is the one which--to
KOSEMKO's puzzlement--had been approved and signed in draft by
KOVSHUK, as Chief of the U.S. Exbassy Section, &merican Depart-
ment, KGB Second Chief Directorate. The preparing case officer,
KUSKOV, had turthermore indicated to the typing posl that it was
to be typed in one copy, which gives the document the a2ppearance
of a draft which had been or was about to be made a matter of
official KGB record. :

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

{1ii) T.e Summary or LANSELLE

A second document, a handwritten note in what NOSENKO
identified as CHEREPRIOV's own handwritirg, alsc is pertinent
to the authenticity of the papers and of NOSZINKO‘s account on
CHEREPANOV, This ie a short swwmary of the operational activity
of the CIA officer LANGELLE, covering the compromise of POFOV,
The document says in port: "In January 1959 a letter with secret
writing mailed by a co-worker of the Embassy of the USA in Moscow,
WINTERS, was intercepted and was addressed to a Soviet citizen,
POPOV, a worker of the General Statf of the Soviet Army. Accord-
ing to the contents of the letter, it was clearly established
that POPFOV was an Averican agent..."

This coincides precisely with NOSENKO's accourt of POPOV's
compromise (see Pages 532 and 663}. Unlike GOLITSYN's recollec-
tion of the official report which he read, there is rno reference
in this document to the repsrt of about 1957 from an agent source
that there was a leak of GRU information: ror is there reference
to the indication that the KG3 knew that LANGELLE had been posted
to Moscow in order to handle & special agent, for this reason
placing LANGELLE under heavy surveillance. If bothk of these
ltems were in the official report which GOLITSYN read, their
omission from the sumary report in what purports to be CHERE-
PANOV's handwriting is roteworthy, particularly since CHERZIPANOV
was supposed to have been in the same office {(room) as the case
officer working against LANGELLE during the time the LANGELLE/
POPOV cperation was investigated by the KGB. The latter posi-
tion should lend authority to CHEREPANOV's version of the com-
promise and termination of the case; yet GOLITSYN--informed
only from the official, and presumably sanitized, account--had
more detail, as well as conflictirng information, on the same
case. While it is reasonable that a sanitized case surmary
would conceal an agent source of a lead by imputing the dis-
covery to surveillance, it seems less likely, ané indeec un-
necessary, to conceal a detection via surveillance by imputing
it to an agent source. In thus supporting NOSENKO and others
as to the cause of PUPOV's compromise, and contradicting
GOLITSYN (who is supported by other evidence accurulated in-
dependently), this document too appears to be a KGB fabrica-
tion, : -

The authenticity of another passage in the sane document is

likewise open to question. This is the desc¢ription of LANGELLE's
two visits to Lenin Hills, which the documents stated were for
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the purposes of casing a drop site srd putting down the dead
drop, respectively. The document further stated that the decad
drop had been put down for REPNIKOV, an agent of American intel.
ligence who had recently been arrested Ly the Moscow KGB. Two
errors of fact in this passage belie KGB practice as known from
mzny SOUrces!

- There is no reasgon to doubt that the KGB observed
LANGELLE on the two occasions of his visicts to lenin Hills,
both times to case a proposed dead dron site. Yoth sites
involved staircases, but they were two different stair-
cases in the same general area of the lenin Hills park.
Since it is & fact that LANGELLE did not put down a dead
drop on either occasion, KGB surveillance could not have
seen him do so. If the KGB nad reason to suspect that he
had done so, but could not locate it (since it was not
there). the KGB would feel the necessity--e&ven pore than
in the case of ABIDIAN and the Pushkin Street drop--to put
24.hour surveillance on the area for a reasonable length
of time, in order to apprehend the agent for whom it was
intended. The dead drop was not actually put down until
7 June 1958 {during twilight), ten days after the sgecond
casing. Assuming the KGB had not stopped its coverage
of the area after only ten days, the CIA agent who did
put down the dead drop must have keen observed <doing this,
CHEBREPANOV's note thus erred by ettributing to LANGELLE
an action which the KGB knew he had not taken and wvhich
the KGB almost certainly knew someone else had taken.

~

~.

. V'\,,. A
- At the time the dead drop was put down, it had not

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

4 -

& the dead drop to REPNIKOV whereas in fact this dead drop

was unassigned by CIlh. .

If this document were or purported to be the official
version of the activities of LANGELLE, in typed or printed
form, these errors in fact could be interpreted as intentional
and part of the sanitization, or part of an effort t¢c make the
KGB investigative work look better than it was. As it is a
handwritten copy, supposedly in the writing of. the person who
intended to give the document to the U.S. Government and harm
the KGB, and since CHEREPANOV supposedly would have had access
to the true facts, the absence of some comment further indi-
cates that the document was intentionally inaccurate and in-
complete.
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(iv)} Remarks

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

There is no sensitive information contained in any of the
documents; that is, they are not worth the risk of stealing
either in helping the West or damaging the KGB. It is further
questionable how CHEREPANOV was able to steal drafts destined
for destruction which are dated August 1958, March 19539, and so
on, if he had not acquired his motivation of bitterness against
the KGB until 1961, as indicated by NOSENKO and other sources.
It is also possible to guestion numerous other aspects of the
CHEREPANOV case, some dating from the earliest known history of
the man and others more recent. This seems unnecessary in view
of the analysis of the WINTERS document and the LANGELLE summary.

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

1. I.atr-oducticn

NOSENKO was akble to provide logiral ana plausible scurcirg
for nost of his Ancrican leads, through his clairad professional
assignments. Auong his foreign leads, thcse to which he had no
plausible direct access have been variously sourced to hearsay
from case officer friends (as with VASSALL, from nis frxend
CHURANCOV) ard irvoivernent in peripheral activi
TDY Lo the city of Vizdinir after the EIE5LH
had been spotted as 21 homosexual during a ViSiC L ¢
able sourcirg by HOSENAO Las occurred in his statements c¢n his
one couble zgent case, four American cases and tnree involving
foreigners, Thney are reviewud pelow because they include th°
most important ieads NOSENKO has provided.

2. Discussion

There are two KGB Second Chief Directorate operations in-
volving smeric.nas which NOSEKRKO has souvced inconsistently or
falsely,

He denonstrated uncertainty in his knowlcdue of the facts
of the "ANDKEY® case (Pages 412-42¢) by making vogue allusicns
to having heard of it in "bits and pizces™ from ¢ rutber of case
officers involved in the case at different timaes; his first know-
ledge of it, he said, was duc to his own ewployment in the U.5.
Exbassy Secticn in 1953-1955, "although I worzed there quite a
Lit later. 3But it was knewn." {In 1362 Le repeatedly dated the
recruitment as "1949-50.") . Cayle 5MITH, identified as "ANDREY",
fixed his recruitment date around December 1953, ¢nd he did not
leave Moscow until April 1954, Since SMITH was directly sub-
ordinate to the office of the Army Attache, which was responsible
for the Embassy's code room, NOSENKO as case cfficer for the Army
Attaches hed a lcgical reason for knowing rore than he claimed
about the case, including the agent's name, MULE, who succeecded

VAN LAETHEM as cryptographic security officer and 3MITH's super-

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

In the case of Edward Ellis SMITH (Pages 468-469), the U.S.
Embassy Security Officer from 1954 to 1255, NOSENKO's ignorance
of the objeciive facts of the case led him inzo statements con-
cerning his own knowledge of the case wnhich cannot be true. In
1962 he claimed to have played a significant role in the attempt
to recruit SMITH, but he admitted after the defection that these
clairs were exaggeratzons designed to make him loscok Letter than
he was at the time. He said the case officer was KOVSHUX, and
GRIBANOV was personally running the operation, but that in a
sense he did play =2 zole:; he was assigred to a phone watch in
suppsrt of surveillance during the final phase cf the case. Once
again it is clear that he did 56t know tre dates of SMITH's
assignrment to Moscow (1954 to 1956) ncr did he know that the
operation he has described tock place between 1 and 5 Jure 1956,
and that SMITH was recalled from Moscow on 8 June 1956. This is
a full year after NOSENKO said he transferred from the U.S. Lmbassy
Section. .
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NOSENKO claiacd to have tad a direct role aa the supervisinrg

_ ‘case officer im the BELITSKIY case in its 1952 Geneva phase. As '1
7 a first-haad source, however, he was wrong aboit the origins of
“‘the operation znd ignorant of the content snd the opcrationsl plaz.

nirg of the 1962 rectings he vas supposedly supervizing. In thisg

‘instance, 88 in the Edward SMITH case, “OSENKO's iiformation ig
f{nsdequate for his sourcing.

‘NOSENKO provided leads to nine KuB operations which had orig-
inated with the First Chief Directorate. £ix of these he claimed
to hsve learned atout through his friernd in that Directorste, GUE.
vho was personally tnvolved in meost of these oprrations.® Of the
other three, two--thie Paris agent (JUINEOXN) and the Brussels/NATO
case--%e said he picked up in bits and pleces frow techniclans of
the Second Chie? Dircctorate’'s Spccial Section who hsd assisted inp
thems, For both of the latter operatiuns, nuzerous coincidences
were alleged by NOSENKO to have enabled him to obtain the fragmen-
tary informavion froa his sub.fources, and he was never able to
clarify what parts he learred from which cf the four technicians
be pamed as sub-sources.

In describing his acquisition of informaton on the rianth
case, "SASHA,™ NOCSENXO has cuntradicted hinself: He first said he
had learped sbout "SASHA" from SHAYYAPIN, providing lergthy and
involved explanations of how he became 2cquainted with FHALYAPIN
at the time of the latter's retiremcent from the KGB in 1962. Later,
vnder interrogation, NOSENKO did not recall his statemernts that
CHALYAPIN was the original source of the "SASHA" story, first
attrituting it to others and-later saying that he could not rézem-
ber wher and from whos he first heard it, but SHALYAPIN and others
had talked about it. This was desplite the fact that by the time
he heard of "SASHA" he had already met and agreed to cooperate
with CIA; furtheremore, when asxed if "SASHA™ was an important lead,
ae agrced that it was 8 serious matter. Except for this one
occasion he Lad consistently failed to appreciate the significance
of such'a lead, indicating that it was not considered importast in
the. KGB.

".Alsc casting doubt on his sourcing of “SASHA"™ is the fact
that, in his first roference to "SASHA" and the Cuban =issile crisis
of Cctober 1962, NOSENKO said he had learred of this Ltem from
SHALYAPIK, whereas later heo said it was rot from SHALYAPIN (but Le
could not identify arother source from whom he had heard this de-
tail). '

®

‘Pogardlng ROSENKO's leads to,
; xllczal zq.Caﬁana-u,

Weslorners.,

the case of

LOSL\hO first saxd is ‘rxend GUK hac told h’~ of the case UN -
officially, GUX havdng been involved in the overation in Moscow.
¥hen asked why GUK shtould be involved ia a Caradian case in 1253
when he was supposedly working in the First Chief Diirectorate's
American Depariment 2gainst American targets, NOSEXKO retracted
his ipitial stateacnt and saild that GUX somehow got in contact
with him, not as a KGB officer but sinply 2s an acquaintance.
Despite the non-official nature of GUK's relationship as thus im-
plied by NOSENKO, G¥ -as ablc to tell him 2ll the operational de-
tails concerning §or except his name. This case has an odd

sAlthough he had met GUK many vears before, NOSENKO indicated that
they did not become -friends until his visit to Genevs in 1962. and
only then did GUK begin to reveal operational detasils to hiam.
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aspect whizh NOSENEC failed to see: e s,uild that this pan had

ccre to Moscew on a Soviet visa issus d cn a s2parits plec2 of

paper, rather than e¢atered in the ~sn's pa<sport, so that there

would not te a ~er-anent record ¢f his: ®rivel tc the USSK. This

inplies, and BEgﬂE[gSLCOfornnd. that he travelicd under nis ruc L ?
nane to Moscow. W $= furthermore confirmed that ke Zad gone : B
as a teurist, enter:ing the UCSR cn a Scviet tour.st ship. In view ‘ 4 f
of the First Chief DPirectorate's operaticnal )'tl%dl:{lon in zhis ; d E
otherwise normal tourist, there wdas an obvious pecessity for coor- ! T 2
dination between the First Chief Directorate's Arcrican Pepartzent ' 3

and the Second Chief Directorate's Tourist Departeeat, 1o prevent
any slippage (such as NOSENXO descrited in the SIU3IN case, when
the CRU failed to ccovsdinate with the XKoF). Yes despite logical

rofessional need-to-know on NOSENKO's part, he first made his own
xnowledge unoificial, and then his subscurce's krewledge unofficial
as well.

o nemte

= % FIRG L 2 uber pressed for a
subsource, he claimed that he had Jttcnded a recention at the Indian

Exbassy in 1553 or 1959 nltﬁ GRIEANOV, and when GFIBANOV 2nld %im ¢5 _— i
take a glass of wine to Eﬁﬁﬁﬁ?}he undcrsuco4 scachow that P M was '
an agent cf GRIBAKNOV's. .

His sourcnn& for the case of the French businesczrzan, FEEGE s
(Page 483), is not unlike that of (EAESHEEEE ile said he had known
that there was a rrench businessman wne was an acent. On one occa-
sici when NOSENKO was duty officer for the Second Chicef Directorate
@ call for GRIBANCV ca-e in and he ashed who was calling. FKhen he
was told it was SRR then he knew somehow tna: this was
GRIBAAQOV's agent.,

3. Remarks

NOSENKO's errors concerning "ANDREY" (particularlv his early :
insistence that "ANLREY” had lecft Moscew years before NOSENKQ en- '
tered the KGB) make it impossible that NOSENKO could have learned
of the case in the way hc later said he did. -

L M
NOSENXO's acccunts of how he learned cf the “Paris agent"'are : P [
vague and vary with each telling; they alsoc depend heavily on coin- '
cidence. It is notewurthy too that he claimed to have been told of
this one¢ operation by no less than four individuals, whereas the
rest of what he learned of First Chicf Directcrate operations in
eleven years of KGB service cane from only two cther individuals.
Furthermore, his knowledge of "SASHA" sterzed fror elaborate and
apparently contrived sourcing which he himself was unable to recon-
struct when pressed for exact details. NOSENKO®s inzbility to
. give any clear and consistent account of how he heard of either the
'Paris agen:” or "SASHA" must be judged ia the liglit of the fact that
he first heard of bcth cases only just after proxising o colle
such inforzation for CIA. because these were arcag tne nost i:por-
tant and the most fortuitous items he ever picked up, it could S
teasonably be expected that he would remember how he 4id so, espe- :
cially since only a little over a year elapsed until his mext
ceeting with CIA. '

NOSEXKO®’s sourcing for theﬁm\nd 3 leads seenms
illogical and fabricated. It also appears znat MUSENKO has given an
inaccurate version of the way in which he would have learned of 4
‘not an Illegal as NOSENKO indicated, but an agent). - ) ,i
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D. Examipation of NOSENKO's Intelligeonce Carcer

1. Introduction

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

The discussion of each period in his career has two cen-
tral topics: First, NOSENKO's own descripticn of his positions,
responsibilities, and access: and second, ac assaessment of this
description from the point of view of internal consistency,
accuracy, and the commensurability of his ksowledge, operational
activities, and performance with his claimed senior and respon-
g8ible posts with the KGB and his rise to these posts. This
assessment is based o2 a comparison of the information supplied
by KOSENKO with collateral information from a variety of overt,
official, defector, and clandestine sources.

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

a. Introduction

[,TEQSEskGTs accounts® of his naval GRU service (Pages 64-77)
have bteen reviewed for their internal consistency and credibility,
and examined for accuracy against information from other sources.

S R
b. Discussion

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

- He studied for the equivalent of 7th, 8th, %th and
part of 10th school years in naval schools in Kuibyshev, Baku
and Leningrad., This would normally have nothing to <o with
military service, except that HOSENKO says he took the mili- ]
tary oath at the Baku School in the £all of 1943, at the ’
age of 16. (According to available collateral information,
the oatii--fcrm2l antrey into the military forces--was at no
time given before the age of 17, and never for purposes of
"show® or "morale® as NOSENKO claimed it was here.) He .
clains to have deserted this school after taking the oath.
Also, he shot himself in the hand only about two months
after starting anew later the same year in the naval school
in Leningrad and never finished school properly.

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

e

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

- He was processed for entry into the naval GRU in
19506. He said he visited the GRU perscnnel cffice several
times for interviews and to fill out questionnaires and
: write his personal history in connection with the required
! gecurity check. He was accepted into naval GRU despite a
record which showed desertion, self-inflicted wound in

+ There is no single account of this period of NOSENKO's life
which can ke examined Lecause KOSENKD has altered the cir-
_cumstances and dates importantly from one telling to the next.
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wartime, drurkenness, venereal cisease, still-valid marriage
to a State criminal's daughter, rejecticr for "MGB employ~
ment, ard 8 bad academic record including failure of a
course in Marzism-leninism just at this-time.
TLs o

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

- In Zovetskaya Gavan’ KOSELKO's job was to extract in-
formation frea American publications reporting naval de-
velopments, Asked in April 1564 for any perscnal account
of his own work, KOSEHKO was able to think of oniy ®"four or
five trips® on small ships to the coast of Sakhalin,®* and
three to Hokkaido, to drop or pick up agents. His own role,
he said, was as a trainee; he was taken along oniy "to iearn
how it was cdone;" he himself never trained or dispatched any
agents, nor did he know the identities cr missions cf any
others. He also could not descrite the ships he had travelled
cn. Questinned on the location of Sovetskaya Gavan' in 1965,
NOSENKO insisted that this city is lccated in Primorskiy
Kray, although it is actually located in Khabarovskiy Kray.**

= NOSENKO said he returned on routine lecave (or, accord-
ing to othoer accounts, because of having contracted tubercu-
losis) in April 1952. hHe then spent two months either in
his parents' Moscow home or, according to other accounts, in
& sanitorium mear Mcscow under treatment for tuberculosis.
He said he was coughing up “"half a glass of biocod at a time.®
(X-rays and medical exazinations from February 1964 have
detected no indicaticns that NOSENKO ever suffered from
tuberculosisg,)

- At this time, the summer of 1952, NOSENKO said he was
offered in ¥oscow an opportunity to attend the GRU strategic
intelligence school, the Military-Diplomatic Academy, but
turned it down because he had already studied most of the
course matter in the Institute of International Affairs; LbLa-
sides, NOSENKO said in October 1966, he failed the physical
examinaticn when sugar was discovered in his faeces.

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

% In October 1368 NOSENKO was asked whether he had ever been
to Sakhalin; his answer was no.

®** This is the equivalent of being stationed for a year in Port-
land, Oregon and thinking oneself in California.

70p SEORT




681.

via Naval Intelligence Points in Berlin, Rostock, and Sasg=-
nitz, but then said this was a lie he told hecause he felt

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

then closing down, and had travelled directly to Baltiysk,

(ks pointed out to NOSENKO, the assignment to the cold,

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

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

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

- In the Baltiysk area, he claimed in 1962, he had
trained agent teams to be sent behind enemy lines in time of
war. Under interrogation in 1964 he changed his description
of his functions, saying he merely prepared training mater-
ials and delivered supplies, never having direct contact with
or knowledge of the agent work. His service there wasg
limited to about six months, since he said he left there at
the beginning of 1953, He either had had cne or two leaves
from there, depending on which telling is accepted: 1In 1964
HOSENKO said that in August or September 1952 he was given
a special leave from his duties in Sovetsk to travel to Mos-
cow in order to formalize his divorce from his first wife;
in April 19466 he wrote that he was divorced during his leave
before going to Sovetsk.

- NOSENKC said he returned to Moscow on his own initia-
tive and against the wishes of his commanding officer at the
end of 1952 and began steps to get out of the GRU. He has
told conflicting stories of where hLe stayed and in what
leave status. 1t was cduring this period, he said, that
his conversation with KOBULOV led him to shift to the KGB.

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

¢. Remarks

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

Certain general aspects stand out, however:
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len 1s

aébo‘ﬂlnﬁ to ail aralatte infornation, not ha:e been accepted

into the naval GRU, orne of the particularly sensitive parts
of the novy. Elther the life history is false, or the GR’J
officer sursvice is, or both,

{2z} 1he story is vague, unsubstantial, and contra-
dictory; no substance Las been added to the base outlines
of the story desplte frequent guestioning. One might expec-
of an educated or reasonably intelligent person some recol-
lection of military service completed 10 years earllier--the
locations where he cerved, whether he did or did not have
TB, how and when he entered or transferred from one place ¢to
another, and what he did or what he experienced,

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

(4) The functions he claimsg to have fuifilled involved
no direct involivement or personal respongibilities; They
gound like the bare outlines of a legend, not iike real life
or personal experience,

That this peried is fictitious is supported by the findings
of the psychologist (Pages 6065-611).,

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

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

TOP"SECRET
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3. Entry into the KGCB

a. Eligibility

The previous section discussed NOSERKO's eligibi llty for
admission to the raval GRU and concluded with the remark that,
on the basis of what NOSENKO has tcld CIA esbout his earlier

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

intelligence., According to information available to CIA from
several knowledgeable sources, the KGB has more stringent entry
requirements than any other Soviet oraanization. The candidate's
family background, personal conduc:i. ard Party or Komsomol rec-
ord must be impeccable. HKOSENKO wculd have American Intelli-
gence believe that in his case the KGB--specifically the offi-
cers responsible for signing their nawes to the approval--accepted
a person whose record showed (a3 noted on pages $79-680 above)
desertion from the armed forces, self-inflictéd wound in wartime,
drurkenness, venereal disease, previcus marriage to the daugnter
of @ state crirunal, a bad acadeénlc record ihcluding Taillre Gf
a‘tUuT'E‘iﬂ*ﬁarxasm-Len1n1sm;'and a prior re;ectlon n by the KGB
itsell. Treunly Thange~since the carlier ryejec tion had beer,
a""6rnlng to NOSENKO, two years of Lngxatxngu*shed military ser-

vice in the Naval GRU,
)

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

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

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

b. Date of Entry

NOSENKO has given a variety of dates for his entry on duty
with the KGB and has provided several! reasons for his changes of
story (Pages 8¢-89}. During his first zeeting with CIA, when
NOSENKO gave a brief personal and prolfessional autobiography, he
said that he had joined the KGB ir February or March 1953. 1In
1964, however, first while still attached to the Soviet Disarma-
ment Delegation and later when reviewing and signing a bio-
graphic history prepared by CIA on the basis of his own account,
NOSENKO set this date back a year, to early 1952. During the
interrogations of April 1964, after naming several other dates,
NOSENKO returned to the original one, March 1953, and has remained
with this version since that time. XNOSENKO has given two Gif~
ferent reasons for this change of dates {(which, he said in Octo-
ber 1966, was conscious deception). In the April 1964 interrogations,
he explained that he had failed his examination in Merxism~Leninism
at the Institute of International Affairs, which forced hinm to
take all hisz exams over again and Zelayed his career: This was

"unpleasant,® NOSENKO said, and he was attempting to conceal it

from CIA. In the October 1966 interrogations, NOSENKO gave a new -
and different reason, He described ho# he had been rejected for
employment by State Security while at the Institute and was trying
to cover up for this because he thought CIA would not belisve

that he had first been rejected and then, later, accepted by the KGB.

NOSENKRO's change of story tock place in 1964 while still in the
relatively relaxed circumstances of an operational meeting in
Geneva; he came back to his originzl account only during the
April 1964 interrogations. NOSENKO's explanations of why he re-
vised the story have been inconsistent and have forced him into
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further inconsistencies. Because of this and, in the absence of
any pressure of any kind (including any apparent psychological
pressure} to lie about his date of entry, the most logical explana-
tion fcr this change is that NOSENKO forgot in early 1364 either
when he joined the KGB and/or what he had told CIA in 19%52.
DERYABIN has comrented on the significance which the date of entry
holde for a KGB officer. tlie expressed the opinion that it would
be unusual for a KGB officer to forget this date,

NOSEKKO was guestioned at length by DERYABIN (Pages 616-619)
concerning the taxing of his entry on duty with the XG2. As a
result of this irnterrogation it was cdetermined that NGSENKO was
unaware that at the timo he said he joined the KGB, the present
First Chie{ Directorate was designated the Secord Chief Direc-
torate and vice wersa. Therefore, NOSENKO would have joined a
component entitled the First Chief Directorate in March 1953,
not the Second Chicf Dircctorate ag he says. NROSENKO did not
know or had forgotren various other facts, including the date
that the MVD was redesignated the KCB, and misstated the loca-
tions and existence of various bhuiidings and offices in the
vicinizy of the KGB Headguarters buildirg in early 1933,

Ir. June 1962 MNOSENKO said several times, in different neet~
ings, that the KGB agent “ANDREY® (Pagecs 413-414) had been re-
cruited and had left Moscuw before he, NOSENKO, entered the KGB.
He estimated the date &8s 1949-1950. XNOSENKO knew that “ANDREY®
was associated in Moscow with RIODLS and when told that RHODES
was there from 1951 to 1953, admitted that the date he gave might
be wron3z. NOSENKO continued to say, however, that “ANDREY" was
recruited before he (KOSENLKO} became a K38 officer, and later
reverted again to his estimate that "ANDREY" was recruited in
1949-1950. Wwher he returned to Geneva in 1964, NOSENKO changed
this story and said that during his 1%53-1955 tour in the U.S.
Embassy Section he saw cipher specialist SELEZINOV, who had come
there to consult on the then-active "ANDREY® case. NOSENKO was
unable to explain how he could have been sure in 1962 that the
®ANDREY®" case was before nis timej, when ne said in 1964 that
this was not so. Dayle SMITH confessed that he was recruited by
the KGB in late 1953, and records show that he left Moscow in

early 1954,

€. Circuzstances of Entry

NOSENKO has consistently related his entrance into the KGB
to discussions he had with General KOBULOV in early 1933 in Mcs-
cow, after returnirg from the Baltic. However, he has changed the
date of these discussions with KOBULOV virtually every time he
has told this story. In June 1%62, NOSENKO said he talked with
KOBULOV at the NOSENKO dacha while on leave in March 1953; during
the April 1%64 interrogations he changed the date to February
1953; in April 1965 NOSENKO said he spoke to KOBULOV at the
KOBULOV dacha in January 1953 while on leave and that he lived
at home and was at the "disposal of GRU personnel” during Febru-
ary and March. Finally, in April 1966, NOSENKO said he first
spoke to KOBULOV at KOBULOV's dacha on New Years Day 1953, that
he was subsequently "resting® at a sanitorium connected with his
tuberculosis of the year befoure, and that he spoke again to

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

from the sanitorium. 1t was at this second encounter with KOBULOV
that the latter promised to concern himself with NOSENEKO's entry
into the KGB. '
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In 1962 NOSENXO described the simple procedure by which he
entered the KGB8, volunteering that there was no need to £ill out
a questionnaire (arketa) as the KGB already had his files fron
the GRU. 1In April 1984 when asked if he had not been reqguired
to fill out any questionnairecs or othar docurents, NOSENKO des-
cribed the anketa and other forms he completed (saying he took
them hone to do so} and his various interviews with KGB per-
sonnel officers. He was interrogated in detail on these claims
by DERYABIN in 1965, to whom he gave descript:ons, albeit in-
accurate, of the varicus forms and of his visits to KGB Personnel.
In 1966 NCSENKO wrote in his autobiography that there were no
talks with KGB Personnel before or after his accepcance and in-
plied that there were no forms to fill out.

d. Remarks

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

On the basis of gererally available information concerning
Soviet realities at the time of NOSENKO's claimed entry into the
¥GB, supported by the expert testimony of DERYABIN (who was in
the KGB, then MVD, in Moscow at th2 time and h:d been himself a
KGB personrel officer until less than a year earlier), a person
with the background NOSENKC has given could not be accepted into
the KGB in the marnner he claims. His health alone would seem
to have precluded this, but in addition, NOSEJNKO descrited a
gseries of incidents in his life equally likely to cause rejection.
NOSENKO's mistakes, changes of story, and apparent fabrications
add to the unlikelihood of his account.

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

enter the XGB.
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4, Initial Service in the U.S5. Embassy Section

a. Introduction

HOSENKO claims to have served in the U.S5. Frmbassy Section of i
the American Department, Second Chief Directorate, during the
period:  from hie entry on duty with the KGB until June 1955, His
targets during these two years were at first American correspond-
ents in Moscow and later American Army httaches at.the Embassy.

NOSE%KO sought to aveoid discussion c¢f his ownlor.other KGB
activity during this period and on occasion he has tried to dis-
miss the whole period as "not relevant® and "cf ne cohseguence,®
NOSENKO has repeatedly said that he "found himself® only after his
initial service in the U.S. Embassy Section. (He varicusly dated
his self-discovery as occurring in 14955, when he transi{s:'od to
the Tourist Department: in June 1356, in connecticn with Mis par-
ticipation in and award for the BURGI case; ana after August 1956,
when the death of his father forced him to pull himseci: together.,)
Before this, KOSENKO said, he was a wastrel and "did not pay
attention to the work."®

b. Work Against American Correspondents

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

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

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

€. Work Against Army Attaches

Regarding NOSENKO's work against American Army Attaches, he
claimed a specific area of KGB responsibility, one for which he
alone was accountable and one about which something was previously
known from U.8. records. Only 20 months at the longest, it is
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the last period in which NOSENKO had no superviscry responsibility
. to divert hisg attention fros personal operational duties.

NOSENKO could not remember when he tooux over responsibility
for the Army Attsches, and he namcd two other KGB officers before
gsettling upon BUDYLDIN as the person from whom he received the
Attaches® files. ¥hen belittling his earlier resvonsibilities
for correspondents, he has sald several times that he had bheen in
that job "only about Six months.” Assuming that NOSENKO entered
the KGB in the middle of March 1953, this would date his transfer
to work against the Attaches in the fall of that year. In dig-
cugging this transfer itself, however, NOSENXO has congistently
gaid that it took place in 1954. Asked when in 1954, NOSZIXKO
bag variously replied “at the beginning of 1954," January 1954,
and YMey 1954. Under ipterrogation in early 1965, NOSEXNKO re-
fugsed to estimate when he took over this responsibility. He has
alwavs said that he turned over these duties and transferred from
the U.S. Embassy Section in June 1955, when the Tourist Department
wss established within the Scoond Chief Directorate. -

NOSENKO has sald in different contexts that as the American
Department case officer responsible for cperations against the
U.8. Army Attaches he received and *‘was responsible for assimilat-
ing the product of a wide variety of sgources on the individuals
who were his targets. He bhas mentioned informati on received from
the KGB First Chief (Foreign Intelligence) Directorate; the
Archives of the MGB/MVD/KGB; micropiiones which were emplaced
about a year before NOSENKO entered the American Department*; a
network of Soviet chauffeurs, cooks, language instructors, and
other agents in the Exnbassy who together provided little usgeful
information; permanent and roving surveillance patrois outside
the Embassy; fixed observation posts next to, across from and
near the Embassy; advance notification of intent to travel by
the Attaches and their itjireraries; and reports from cutside Mos-
cow, includipg surveillance, zgent networks, the Militia, and the
military. The point of collecti ng and assimlilating this infor-
mation, NOSENKO said, was to be able to know what the Attaches
were doing in Moscow ard thereby to control their intelligence
collection activities. Far less important was the goal of re-
eruiting Military Attaches; NOSENKO knew of only several in-
s8tances when this was attempted, and all of these efforts fatled.

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

*0n pome occasions NOSERKO has sald that the microphones in the
Army Attache offices were his most valuable source of informa-
tion on his targets of 1954-1955; at other times he has said
that bhe knew nothing of these microphones until he reentered the
U.S. Embassy Section in 1960; and at still other times he claimed
. to have koown only of their existence during 1853-1955 but not
; where any were located.
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control.* He has also used this-explanaticn to suppcrt his claim

that there werc no recruitments oi nilitary attaches during thxs
period, :

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

NOSENKO knew almost nothing about the personal backgrounds
ard families of the eight ‘members of the Army Attache Office
whom he identified as his targets (Pages 99-1006). Although he was
able to identify each by ran% and position in the "mbassy--some-
times inaccurately--and in a fow cases to describe certain cf
their operaticnal activities, he was unaware of or had forgotten
such facts as:

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

CoW in 1954.

- Assistant Army Attache Ira RICHARDS was a language
student of GROMOKOVA (identified by NOSENKO as a KGB agent);
by RICHARDS' account she sought to elicit biographic data
from him cduring the lessons,

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

NOSENKQO, furthermore, was ignorant of important events, known
independently to CIA, which were within the Sphere of what he
claimed was his direct, personal responsibility:

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

% NOSENKO himself, when giving the reason why he did not know
more details about the U.S. Embassy Section's targets while
he was its Deputy Chief in 19€0-1961, said that as a supervisor
he was too busy overseeing subordinates; hence,. NOSENKD con-
tinued, he could not be expected to remember as many such de-
tails as would be possible had he been a case officer working
daily with only four or five files. In another context, NOSENKO
explained why he was unable to supply the details of planning
and organizing operations against tourists in the period 1955~
i%959; he contrasted operations against tourists, who often
cane and went in a matter of a few davys, to the work against
the Military Attaches and diplomats stationed in Moscow on .
permanent assignments, who could be studied systematicalily and
slowly.
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anything about FELCHLIN'8s backzround, presurably well docu-
mented by the KGB beczuse FELCHLIN had been to the USSR in
two different capacities, merchant seaman and diplomatic
courier, prior to arriving in ¥oscow as the 2ssistant Army
Attache; also FELCHLIN had had prior official association
with GRU officers in Austria, Germany, and the United States,
and he continued to be in liaison with one of them in Moscow.
NOSEMKO could recall nothing about FELCHLIN's intelligence
activities in the USSR or his trips about the country, or
what had been done akout them by the KGB. In speaking of
FELCHLIN's expulsion from the Scviet Union, NOSEKKO reported
the KGB file noted that FELCHLIN had been caught taving
photographs on some occasion, but he did not know that FEL-
CHLIN in June 1954 was arrested in Kiev with another Assist-
ant Army Attache, F.J. YEAGER. (Erroncously identificd by
NOSENKO as an Air Force Attache, YEAGER likewise should have
been NCSENKO's target.] NOSENKEO also did not know that

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

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

he insisted that nobody else was declared persona non grata
along with FELCHLIN. In fact, FELCHLIN was exp—e’fle—a"aiong
witlh Air Force Major Walter McRINNEY, and the Soviets re-
fused to permit the two to leave Moscow aboard the Ambassa-

dor's personal plane until Ambassador BOHLEN himself protested.

Confronteé by his lack of knowledge of the persona non
rata action, NOSENKO said that he cculd not be expécted to
now the details because this incident occurred after he
transferred from the U.S5. Embassy Section to the Tourist
Department in June 1955, NOSENKO was then tolé the recorded
date of the expulsion, 3 July 1954, and he replied that this
was not true.

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

‘Stalingrad from three Assistant Military Attaches from the
.-U.S. Embassy--Major John S. BENSON, Captain STROUD, and

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

" Stalingrad. When NOSENKO was pressed under interrogation to
give the entire story of the equipment seizure~and the gersona
out

non grata action, he said that the operation was carrie
after he was in the Tourist Department and therefore he knew
no more about it. When told that the operation took place
at least a month before his alleged transfer, NOSENKO could
offer no explanation for his lack of knowledge.
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- NOSENKO identified George VAN LAETHEM as an Assgsistant
Air Attache in 1953 or 1954: he was a target of another U.S.
Embassy Scction officer, and an unsuccessful KGB development
operation was carried out against him. NOSENKO did not krow
that VaN LASTHEM was actually an Assistant Army Attache, who
left Moscow in March 1953 and was succecded by NOSENKO's own
target Walter MULE (see above). What NC3EZNKO additionally
did not know is that in Moscow VAN LAEZTHZIM was the Attache
‘eryptographic security officer, the superior of Dayle SMITH
{the subject of NOSE:KO's "ANDREY" lead--see below) and a
friernd of the motor pool sergeant Roy RHCDEE, a KGB agent.
NOSENKO furthermore did not know that on 19 March 1955,
again as an hrmy Attache, and only two years after being
transferred from Moscow, VAN LAETHEM 'was again sent %o Mos-
cow, ostensibly on a PCS assignment but actually on tempor-
ary duty. During this latter assignment, when NOSENKO by
his own account should have been responsible for him, VAN
LAETHEM was in Moscow to review the entire electronics
program at the Emtassy. (VAN LAETHEM's second tour in
Moscow invelved the planned use of the electronic equipment.
which was seized in Stalingrad while VAN LAETHEM was still
in Moscow.) -

d. Addivional Reporting

His information on two other operations involving Americans

was said by NOSENKO to stem from his 1953-1955 service in the U.5,

Enbassy Section. One wac the recrulcment of thé military cipher
rmachire mechanic having the KGB cryptonym “ANDREY" (Dayle SMITH,

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

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

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

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

1955. The other operation was an unsuccessful recruitment approach

to the U,S, Embassy Security Officer Edward Ellis SMITH (see
Pages 468-469 and further comments in Part VIII.B.3. and VIII.C,
above) at a meeting with the KGB arranged through letters which
had been sent to SMITH. This occurred in 1954 or 1955, NOSENKO
said, and in support of the recruitment apprcach, he handled .
the surveillance phone-watch., SMITH admitted to U,.S. authorities
having received four letters from the KGB between 2 and 5 June
1956 (a year after NOSENKO dated his departure from the U,S.
Embassy Section), but he denied having had any personal meetings
with KGB officers.

e. Remarks

NOSENKO's accounts of the 1953-1955 period are confused,
contradictory, and, when compared with collateral information,
incomplete and inaccurate. He has been inconsistent in dating
his shift of responsibilities withir the U,S, Embassy Section,
in dating his departure from the Section (viz., the timing of
the Stalingrad incident and the approach to SMITH), and in dating
‘his first knowledge of the microphones in the Embassy. Having
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few new details of importance on the American correspondents,
NOSENKO has proven unreliable regarding his work against Army
Attaches: He misidentified two (YEAGER and VAN LAETHEM), he
claimed to have almost no information on the backgrounds and acti-
vities of the others; and he lacked even.the most important de-
tails on security affairs involving the majority of his eight
alleged targets. 1In addition, NOSEMNKO has told CIA almost noth-
ing about the work of his colleagues in the U.S. Embassy Section.

The statements by NOSENKO about this period therefore hold
g0 little substance and the manner of his reporting was so uncon-
vincing, that his claim to have been an officer of the U,S.
Embassy Section in the years 1953-1955 cannot be true.
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S. Tourist Cepartment (Jure 1955 to Jarnuary 1950)

a. Introduction :

NOSENKO's activities from June 1955 to January 19€0, his
first period of alleged service with the Azerican-British-Canale
ian Secticn of Tourist Department of the XGB Second Chief Direc-
torate, are described in Pages 167-151. For the purjoses of thc
following diecusaion, it is ccuvenient ¢ divide this period into
two parta. The firse uf these covers the ycars from June 1955
to June 1958, when NOSENEKO said he was a staff case officer,

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

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

hpart frem his gersonal involvement in a nurber of recruitment

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

a basis for FOSENKO to cliaim awarencess of all impdrtint arrests

of spies and recruitments from emong Amer.cin tourists visiting
the Soviet Unicn; it is elso this survice as Caputy Chief ¢f Soc-
tion which KOCENKO cites as a baris for his irnvolvement in the
case 0f Lee Harvey OSWALL ainside the Soviet Union.
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b. The Early Poriod (1955 to 1959)

{i) Gereral

2
]
iz

kecording to NOSIDNKO's story, he wwes among the £ir-8% case
cfficers in the Tourist Dcpartment. He arrived there just as
the Department was beiry formed and took part with other officers
assigrned in the acquisition of an agent retwork from within
insurist, in the establishment of facilities ard methods, and in
generally “gettirg thinys going." Several months later he parti-
cipated in what he says was his first operation against an Ameri-
can tourist. 7This was NGSENKO's btehind-the-scenes (and hence
uncor.firmed) orgarization of an unseccussful attempt to compromise
Martin MALIA (Pages 112-113). NOSENKO's next case (the first
operation in which his participation is confirmed) took place a
wvear later, in June 1956, when he assisted in the hcrosexual en~
trapnent and recruitrent of Richard BURG1 (Pages 113-120). This
vecruitment, which cccurred close in time to the Minister NOSENKO's
- : death, was by NOSENKO's account a turning point in his personal i
: and professional life. With it, NOSENKO began to acquire a sense
of self-confidence and responsibility and began to “grow® from a
: wastrel into an effective and successful KGB officer. As a re-
i sult of thie cperation, the first successful recruitrent in the
then short history of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO first came
inte personal contact with Cencral GRIBANOY. According to ali
" accournts prior to October 1966, when he retracted the claim,
NOSENKO received the first of a series of KuB awards for opera-
tional performance because of the BULGI case--a lotter of conm-
mendation. Within a month of this operation, NOSENYD said, he
was promoted fron the rank of lieutenant to captain, his last
promotion prior to defecting eight years later.
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: NOSENKO's direct operational activity ia the next two years,
i before his appointnent as Deputy Chief of the Section, was des- ;
i cribed by HOSENKO as follcws: Sometime in 1957 he was involved

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

’ {Pages 120-121); after surrounding him with agents, NOSENKO . :
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personally spoke to him. NOSCHKO explained his (unconfirred)
participation in this case, which was not aronj the responsibili-
ties of his secticn, by =aving there w#was no ¥GB cfticer available
who spoke German but| [Eng-
1igh,% & language in WHICH WOGENKU NET TEIT TIUE€RCY. IR 1957
NOUSENKO was also irvolved in the sexuval and blacknarket entrap-
e eadeiE. horwegian journalist (again, not & target of
KOSENKO's section, being neither American, Lritish or Canadian):
HOSENKO has r.ot explained how he care t3 be involved in thia
operation, but he said his role was that of invclving ith
women and blacknarPﬁicers g0 that arsther officer, ARKHIPOV, could

recruit him. as rot identified NOSENKC, but reported on
an individval whose role corresponds to the one NOSERKO claimed
as his own (Pages 121-122). NOSENXO's third operaticn in 1357
was really not an cperation at all. he was assigned to accompany
the British it Brnd the latter's interpreter EJFZWon
a tcur of Soviet publishing houses {Pagz 121). NOSENKO za1d his
purpose was only to watch GREJR > suspected intelligence agent
or officer. His vresence was confirred by WS, who recognized
ROSENKO's phorograph.

Tre .

This is the sum cf NOSENKO's Yepcrted, scretimes verified,
operaticnal role during the three vears preceding his promotion
in June 1958 to the position of Ceputy Chicf of the Americen-~
Canadian-British Tourist Section, hereafter referred to as the
Arerican Tcurist Section. o

The only case of the June 1955-Jure 1958 geriod resulting
in agent ccntacts abroad, and the ong to which KCSERKO ascribed
the greatest importance, was the recruitment ~f BURGI. For this
reason, the BURGI operation is diccussed in detail below, with
particular attention being given to those aspects of the case
which reflect upcn LHOSENKO's own personal role. ’

(ii) The BURGI Case

NOSEXNKO's statements of this operation generally agreed with
that BURGI provicéed to the FBI in 19%37. The part NOSENKO played
in the case, both in his brief initial presence with the two
homosexuals in the Moscow restaurar% o0 the evening of 3URGI's
compromise {20 June 1356) and in the ¥iev events (23-28 June 1956)
would appear to be one ncrmally taken by a KGB staff officer.

The identities of the other two KGob participants in the Kiev
recruitment, KGZLOV and PETRENKO, seem clearly establishzd. There
were discrepancies between NOSLCNKO's and BURGI's versions, but
most of these could stem from NOSLEX0's faulty narory nine years
after the events. {Such discrepancies include NUSINKO's failure
to remember his first Moscow meetings with BURGI: the identity,
role, or even existence of the person "Anatoliy” whom BURGI says
introduced him to ¥OSEUWKO and participated in the homosexual
compromise; whether NOSENKO was at the Kiev airport to meet BURGI;
the locatica of NOSEKKO's bedroom in the Kiev Hotel as compared
to BURGI's; NOSENKO's reference to BURGI's "interpreter® when in
€act BURGI neither had nor needed one; and NOSEXNKO's failure to
remember the unusual circumstances of BUPGI's departure from
Kiev.) Other contradicticns and omissions in NJISENKO's reporting
relate to matters of greater operational consequence:
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= NOSENKO was unable to say when or how ¢he KGB first
learned that BURGI was a homssexual, nor could he remember
who first proposed an cperation agairnst him,

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

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

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

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

i NOSENKO said that in June 1958, when the unit that had : I
formerly handled tourists from all ccountries was reorganized into
two sections, he was promoted from the rank of senior case offi- {
cery to that of Deputy Chief of the newly created American Tourist ;
Section. NOSENKO said that this section was the most inportant !
in the Tourist Department, and that he did not know why he, :
in particular, had been chosen its Deputy Chief but was certain
that GRIBANOV had no voice in the decision. 1 )

d. Knowledge of Section’s Staff and rgent Persornel

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

e. Kncusledge of Section’s Activities

s of June 1958, according to NCSENKO, the work of the
section of which he was deputy chief was "just getting going.”
Its mission was, first of all, to detect Western Intelligence
officers and agents among the increasing flow of tourists visit-
ing the Soviet Union; only secondarily was the section directed
toward the recruitment of KGB agents from among these tourists.
In his new pogiticn NOSENKO was responsible for supervising
other officers in the section in efforts along these lines. Be-
cause of this and because at GRIDANOV'’s request he personally
reviewed KGB information on the use of tourist cover by Western
_intelligence services and KGB counteraction thrcugh 1958 (Pages
; -145-146), NOSENKO made a number of statements concerning these
IR subjects during the 1955-1959 period.
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§ More~
i " over, thanks to collateral holdings, what NOSENKO did and did not
T know can be compared with information from other sources. These
- facts are reviewed below.

b (i) BLAKE

o _ A valuable source of information for the KGB in its planning
’ for the operational activity of its Tourist Department in the
late 1950's and early 1960°'s was the Englishman, George BLAKE
{Pages 146- 147). BLAKE'has confessed that in the surmer of 1959

meeting duzing the fxrst week of June 1959, between represen;a-
tives of CIA and MI-6; | 1
This
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While NOSENKO has displayed some familiarity | |

]he ha§ never mefi-

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

BLAKE in his debriefings, and when specificilly asked in 1962

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

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

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

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

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

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

{(ii) GOLITSYN Document

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

top secret KGB documert | :

[ He

_ particular document was in large parc based, as subsequent

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

analysis has shown, upon the above-mentioned reports submitted
to the KGB by George BLAKE.
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] These years
coincide with the time when NOSENKO claims to have been Deputy
Chief of the secticn which was responsible for monitoring and
uncovering activities of this sort, but NOSENKO has never —en-
tioned them. Furthermure, the annual roports ¢f the section
which NOSENKO would have helped to write, by virtue of his
claimed position as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section,
presumably included all of these cases.
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BLAKE's confession that he passed documentary information
on this subject to the I'GB, but more particularly the intensity
‘6 of KGB operations against tourists at this time as reflected
in the GOLITSYN document and other reports indicate, that this
statement by NOSENKO must be errcreous.

g. The OSWALD Case

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

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

S e i —— —yith-any aspect-cf the CSWALD-case—and_that ne hac heard of
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h. NKOSENKO's Coorational fcrivitics (1930-1979)

|
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{i) General
p NOSENKC appeared in one ogeraticn saortly aftr: keing pro-
= moted to the position of Deputy Chief, the recrui=nient of the
Rt hmerican woman VAFRRIS in Septenber 1998 on the v.sis cf har

romantic involvement with a Soviet male., HARRIS tentative.y
identified NUSLNFO's vhotograeph as thal of one of “wo Soviets
who approacined her in Moscow and £iaid that, of tho two, he was
“Cefinitely the mza in charge.” She dzaried having had further
contacts with the XG3 after leeaving the Soviet Union, In 1999,
BOSENKO said, he also supervised the sexual entraprent ofm i
but did not becoxe personally involvei in the opproach, which '
was ade by his superior DUBAS. Scme time during this year,
ROSENKO said, he recruited tne sccond of his pair ¢f homosexual
agents, YEFRZMOV. Beginning in the grping of 1959 he vsed the
tw~ in a series c‘ successful recrultrent approaches
Eonaand B2y . ‘In the case o SR B2, wWNo _
as a commercial representatz.e i in Moscow, was not the ;
regponsibility cf NOSENKO's sect: on, NOSENKO wes asred to make
the acz prcacn because he was 2 "specialist” in this type of
opera'xon } In 1959 KNOSENKO also uscl? these agznts in opera-
tions against two American guides at <he Sokoiniki Exhibit,
BARAETT and WILLERFORD. Firally, KOSEWY¥D said, in 1359 he

e —— 17 e g g

accomplished the recruitment of the A~crican Expraess Compary e ——
representative in Moscow, FRIPPEL.on the basis of sexual coa- o
promise.

% :
(1i} The Homcsexuals YEFREMOV and VHLXOV o7

There is a preposrderance of horosexual recruitment opera-
tions in NOSENKO's account cf his KG3 carcer. e has referred
to several homossxual agents with when he has worked on spe-
cific recruitrent-entrapzent cperaticns, iut said that he nim-
self was never their cfficial case officer, They inclule
“LUCH,™ “STROYEV," "NIKOLAYEV,® "SIDIaYAK" and KOSHKIYN,., He has
remerbered only a few of their nares znd has supplied ro
pgrsonality inforraticn abcut then. (e identified cnly VOLKOV
and YETREMOV as his own agernts. J

" NOSENKO claimed to have re-recruited VOLKOV, a former
agent (cryptconym "SHMELEV™) aad recraired YEFREMOY {cryptonwm
*GRIGORIY") and to have been theixr scle cese officer from the
beginning of their KGB carecrs in 1957-1958 until they wer=
deactivated in 1363 because they becane too well kxnown. He met
them frequently, directing them in at least a dozen entrapment :
operaticons or cther nomosexual encounters. NOSENKO took then :
with him whenhe transferred to the Amasrican Department in 1960
{but used them in no cperations during 1960 and 1961) and back
again in early 1962 to the Tourist Department (where they were
used only cnce, immediately after his return). He gave a rela- l
tively clear account of the recruitment (Pages 107-108), but: ' i

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

- He does not know the home address, general area :
of Moscow residgnce, family circuastences, job details, ‘




xm\-

VOLKOV and YEFREMOY reported to NOSENHKO in Mosccw on

€93.

- lle said that during the five or six ycars he
handled them, he never was at their homes, necver met thea
in a safehouse (only on the street), and never met either
of then alone without the cother's presence,

- He did not know about VOLKOV's and YEFREMOV's en-
ccunters with and developrent of one Dutch and five other
knericana, independently known to CIA. 0Of the Arericans,
three were CIA agents and a2 fourth was the well-Xrmown
srerican diplomat and author Charles 4., THAYER.

- He told about VOLKOV's and YETEFMOY's compromise
of Robert IMREETT in 1959 {Page 126) but did nct know that
they had met BARRETT again in 1961, shkortly befoie BAPZETT
was recruited on the basis of the 19%% comoromise.

- He did nct know details of whvy or how VOLKOV and
YZPREMOV €irst came into contact with their wmost recent
target, W.E. JCHNECN, nor how they set up the compromige
which led to LOSENKO's entry as a "police official®™ under
the name Yuriy Ivanovich RNiXOLAYEV (Pages 289-293).

(iii) Eomoszexual Entrapiee:t Operations

Luring 1959 NCSENKO said he made recruitment approaches
to five U.S. and British citizens cn the basis of homosexual
entrapment operaticns involving the agents YEFREMOV and VOLKOV.
All five approaches were successful, and the four Westerners
who have row Leen identified have, in turn, identified WOSENKO
in one way or another as the recruiting o:ificer. With the ex-
ception of the FRIPPEL case and the horosexual compromise of
BARRETT and WILLIRFCRD. (which did not resul% in approaches dur-
ing NGSENKO's tour in the American Tourist Section), these were
the only operations in which NOSENKO tock part in 1959 and
they represented, in fact, the caly recruitments by the section
during this year, NOSE!NKO said. He claimed repeatedly in 1962,
1964, 2nd 1965 that at the end of 1359 he received a cormmenda-
tion from the KGB Chairman for his recruitment of the five homo=-
gexuals and FRIPPCL (discussed separately below). In October
1966, he admitted that this claim was untrue.

In discussing the §XEFDD case (Pages 123-124) NOSENKO had
forgoiten details which, ircm his confirmed participation, he
certainly once knew. He said that (as with tha ] 7 Ccase~~
see below) another case officer (IVANLOV) hed the file raterials
on the target before he did. NOSENKO stated tnhat his agentcs

homosexvality and then "IVANOV and I and pcssibly GUSKCV, the
Secticn Chief, reported this to DUBAS," Chief of the Tourist
Department. NOSELXO couid ro: remember the arrangements for
taking the pictures, ncor in what Moscow hotel ‘the photography
took place. When ¥ E2ont to Leningrad, NOSENKO wa3 sent

there to approach ain, flying alcne (as in the B case) .
All Leningrad arrangements were madde by the local KGB. Asked
why he was assigned to the casa, NOSENKO replied: *I was told
to go." Asked why IVANOV could not handle it, he answered:
®*He was not considared capable,® his English was “not bad but
he didn't have enough operational expericrnce.™ NOSENKO did
not remexber who wrote the reguest for permission to make the
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“on this apprcach (Pages 125-126). The d;sc?%
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approach fmaybe 1 did, or maybe I dictated it to IVANOV") or
whether £ fwas staying in the hotel where the lLeningrad com-
promice and approach took place. He nemed the Leningrad case
officer, FEPFLETCV tat said that he, NOSENY.O, made the re-

cruit‘ent said another man was presant.

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

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

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

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

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

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

of the Uzhgorod KGB, whose name or other date he has also for-
gotten. KOSENKKO said he dJdid not report to Moscow about progress
and plans on the case from Uzhzorod or other stops in this
operation, nor obtain permission to travel alcne with the agent -
to Lvov and Minsk after the recruitment; the local XGB's in
Uzhgorod, Lvov, and Minsk did that, he said. NOSENKO could

not describe KGB arrangements and support in Lvov and Minsk,
where he said “the onlv thing I needed was a car from the air-
port to the city." 5 - gaid they travelled by train.)
Likewise, ROSEKKO was‘unable to describe the KGB procedues

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

(iv) The Agent PRIPPEL

FRIPPEL (Pages 129-135) is the cnly American citizen with
whom NOSENEO ever had more than fleeting operational contact
in his whole KGB career and is the only foreign agent he claims
to have run for more than two mestings at any time in his car-.
eer (with the exception oi (HRZHKEE, rages 201-212, and “PROKHOR,*
Pages 173-181). 7The American Express Comgpany representative
in Moscow, FRIPPEL was not recruited so that he could report
on American tourists visiting the Scviet Union, or on official
and unofficial Americans liwving there, but in hopes of learn-
ing about approaches being made to members of Scviet delegations
visiting the United States. With a weaith of reporting assets
in Moscow, NOSENKO said, the KGB did nct need him there. When
FRIPPEL was reassigned to New York City, however, there were
no plans to contact him through the local KGB Legal Residency.
FRIPPEL is idcentified by KGB cryptonym in the CHEREPANOV papers
as a suspected American Intelligence agent. That FRIPPEL was
considered such by the KG8 is confirmed by statements of a self-
admitted KGB agent in contact with the American tourist ROBERTS_
in 1962, '
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NOSENFKD said PRIPPEL was his agent and sald, repeatedly:
®I recruited him.myself.” 1In 1962 no other KGB officer was
mentioned by NOSENKO, who qucted from & number of his conver-
sations with PRIPPEL. In 1964 NOSENKO gaid he and CHELNOROV
*hzd carried gut the recruitment together,® but NOSENKO was the
case officer. According to FRIPPEL's account, CHELNCXOV was
the senior officer in the recruitment and in the later meetings.

NOSFNKC never met PRIPPEL alone while FRIPPEL was stationed

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

‘wipit to FRIPPEL's hotel room during PRIPPEL's visit to Moscow

in the summer of 1962 and a short meeting in Odessa where FRIP-
PEL was on a cruise in February 196). (Both of these meetings
took place after NCSENKO, in his 1962 contacts with CIA, had
exposed FRIPPEL &z a KGB agent.) According to FRIPPEL, in the
February 1963 meeting. NOSENKO phoned someone to ask whether |
he cculd accept FRIPPEL's invitation to board the ship; the
answer was evidently no. NOSENKO denied this, insisting that
there was no onc in Odessa superior to nim, and as a Deputy Dle-
partment Chief, he would not have to ask anyone anyway.

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

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

FRIPPEL said he was gueried by NOSENKO and CHELNOKOV only
once concerning U.S. Embassy personalities, specifically on
BOWDEN and WINTERS. NOSENKO, who claimed case officer re-
sponsibility for Embassy Security Officer ABIDIAN in 19€0-1961
as well as for PRIPPEL said the two did not know each other;
in fact, they met socially several times. NOSENKO could re-
call nothing which FRIPPEL ever reported to or did for the KGB,
dismissing the subject on several occasions with: "He never
gave anything of value.® The only question NOSENKO posed
when he care to FRIPPEL in August 1952, FRIPPEL said, was
wvhether the agent krew "what the newspaper editors he was es-
corting were going to ask KHRUSHCHEV in an interview. Accord-
ing to FRIPPEL, in the February 1963 meeting NOSENKO posed
no guestions and merely made polite conversation until FRIBPEL
excused himself.
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During the early 1965 interrogationa, HUSENAO volunteered:
®1f you had been clever you csuld have made me werk insile the
USSR; you cuuld have contacted me throush FRIPPEL..." KCSENKD
was azked in October 1366 whether he had expoctel or hoped CIA
would attempt to establish zmontact with nim insice the USER
through FRIPPEL. e strornjly Jenied this.

iatagiy

=

i. Remarks

HOSZEKO claims &5 have particirated directly or indirectly
in every recruitnent operation with lmerican tcurists in the
" years 1955-1959. iis presence in K52 oparaticens during this
-period has scmetimes bLeen ccnfirmed, but not always did these
cases involve tourists of the three natisnalitiss--2mrerican,
British, and Canadiin--fo: winich KROSENXO said his section was

responsible: . n

Years Name Nationaligx' Status in USSE Confirmed
1955 MALIA Pricrican " Tourist No
1986 Amarican Tourist Yes
1957 German Commercial/Tourist Ho
British Tourists (under in- Yes
‘wvestigation)
Norwegian Qrasi-cfficial visitor Mo
19538 Anerican Tourist Yes
KFAET Armericar. Tourist No
1959 kaerican Tourist Yes
British Tourist No
British Tourist HNo
British Resident Yes
: hmerican Tourist Yes
BARRETT American Temporary Resident No
WILLERFORD American Temporary Resident No
FRIPFEL (to 1963) American Resident, later tour-
ist Yes

This tabulation of 15 cases shows a higher number of operations
involving hmerican {six) and British {three) tourists than any
other categury, but it nevertheless interminjyles citizens of
other nationaliti=s and having differen: status in the USSR.
FRIPPEL and %ere neither tour 1sts nor (eccording to them
and NOSENKDO) used against tourists; EESGNIIE Sty
£rom continental Europe; BARPETT and WILZ hRFUFu worked in Moscow
{ . for several months. The tabulaticn also shows that, according

i to BOSENKO, his operational work was ccensideracly more intensive
i in the time after he becane Deputy Chief of the section than,
before, when as a serior case officer his administrative respon-
sibilities presumably would have been far less demanding.

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

- In the BURGI case NOSENKO did not have knOdledge
of the extensive background information on the recruitment
target which the KGE pcossessed at the time of the approach;
or of other significant details in wha® NOSENKO described
as an operation of greatest importance to the American Tour-
ist Section and to himself persorally. In addition, NOSENKO
has admitted lying about his having received an award for
his role in the recruitment of BUR3I,

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

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

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

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

. Similarly, while familiar with some but not all of the opera- .
tional activities of the homosexual agents VOLKOV and YEFREMOV,

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

Fourist Section case officer; he has been unable to provide

rudimentary background information of these two individuals,

who allegedly were prominent in operations of the section.

NOSENKO's statement that he retired the files of VOLKOV and
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‘YEFREMOV because they were too well known is incompatible with
his other reporting to the effect that neither took part in an
operation botween 1959 and early 1962,

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

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

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

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

The foreqoing paragraphs suggest the conclusion that NOSENKO
a8 not a senior case officer or the Deputy Chief of the Ameri-
an Tourist Section. While the methods of the Tourist Depart-

ment are not independently known in detail, it is conceivable
that what NOSENKO did on behalf of the KGB (not necessarily the
American Tourist Section) could have been accomplished by a

"Principal agent. These cohclusions do not cast doubt about

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

assassination of President Kennedy.
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3 6. U.S. Embassy Scction (1969-1961) 0

a. Intrcduction ;

i From January 1960 until January 1962 NOSERKD claims
= to have been Decputy Chief of the U.S. brbassy 3ection of
the American Cepartment, KGB Second Chief Directorate,
under KOVSHUK. 9This period (described in Pages 152-285)
is the most significent in NOSENKO's account of his KGB
careor for a number of reasons: .

ksl

i

s

o g g 0.

- The section is the specif{ic unit workirg against
the U.S. Erbassy, by NO3EN:0's cwn staterzats the KGB's
most important counterintelligence tzrget imn the U3SR, {
Y Its operations (characterized cn Page 152} directly :
E sffect American security. Th2 section has the twe-
¥ fold purpose uf knowing of and ceontrelling all access
of Embassy personnel to Scviet citizens and of collecting,
assimilating, evaluating, and usirj informac.en from
& all possible sources to recruit Americans stationed
in Moscow,

VAR

it

- MOSENXC's position as [Deputy Chief <f thic sec-
tion provided him his access to rmost of the rajor counter-
intelligence information e has regorted, inciuding
recruitnents of {oreic¢n embassy officials and micro-
phone operations against the U.s5. inbassy. Most impor-
tant, it provided KLOSENKO with his authority for
stating that there were no successful recruisnents
of or agents among official Americans in Yoscou for
this two-year period, cr for a time both pefore and
after, (This is the same point made by iadirection in
the CHEREPANOV papers; yet this view is cuntradicted
by information from GOLITSYN. Although the latter d4id
not serve in the U.S. Embassy Section, he kncéw mexbers
of it and gave leads to KGB overational interest in
and possible recruitments of official Americars in the
Moscow Embassy during this period. Some of these appear
to be related to information items NOSENKO has provided.)

A i e

- The apparent importance of NOSENKO's information

on this period contrasts sharply with that from other

¢ periods. His accounts of recrultments in the tourist
field covering the five years prior to this assignment
and the two years follcwing have bzen checked thoroughly

: and not one of them represents a renetraticn of any

! government; none hac access to classified information;

s most were ipactive, suspect, or already known to

4 , Western counterintelligence organs.

F N N

‘e = NDSTNYO0's work against the U.S. Embassy is con-
! 5"“:;33;2 firmed by Sy, Re@pand less directly by other Scviet S
: . sourced reporting to ClA and the FBI. It is denied by -
GOLITSYN. {GOLITSYN has said that NOSENKO was not in ;

the section during these years.)
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b. Entry into the Section

KOSENKO has given a detailed account of how he came to
be transferred into the U.S. Embassy Scction, but he has
never given & precise date, usually saying “January 1960¢
or "at the beginning of 1960,

As described on Pages 153-154, the shift was made at
GRIBANOY's insistence and against NOSLNKO's own personal
wished. GHIDBANOY told NOSENKO during a personal interview,
at which KHOSENKO voiced his objections, that the transfer
was part of his {(GRIBANOV's) plans and was nrimarily to put
new life into operations against American code clerks, the
primary target of the Second Chief Directorate. GRIBANQOY
did not tell him why he, instecad of another, had been
sclecied for this job, although NOSENKO had the impression
it was becausc of hils achievements in the Tourist Depari-
ment. {(se¢ Part VIII.D.5.), NOSENKO's transfer could oot
kave been a result of his close personal relationship with
GRIBANOV or because his father was a friend of GRIBANOV's:
NOSENX(O has admitted that he exaggerated the cloreness of
his relationship with the Chief of the Sccond Chief Directo-
rate and most recently (February 1965) said that he had few
personal contacts with him outside of work: NOSEXNKQ has also
said that his father never met GRIBANOV,

NOSENKO initially said that he relieved nobody on
coming into thce scction. He eventually recalled, however,
that BAKIHVALOV was hie predecessor but left the scction
before he {(NOSENKO) arrived. NOSENKO's confusion on this
point, his description of how he assumed custody of certain
flles from BAXHVALOV although the latter had transferred to
another department, and the opportunities NOSENEO had to
name BAXHVALOV as his predecessor before he aeventually did
so are described on Pages 154-156.

c. Functions as Deputy Chief

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

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

in the years before and after this period., He has alsc_said he
has told CIA all he knows of these activities. I¢ was on this

basis that he was able to say in 19653: “Tell Yr. ¥cCone
that there were no recruitments. 1 was there.”

When NOSENKO reported for duty, he and KOVSHUK agreed
on a division of supervisory duties within the section.
KOVSHUK was, in addition to his over-2all responsibility for

S
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the section’s operations, to supervise in partiéular opera-
tional activity against American diplomatic personnel assigned
to the U.S5. Fmbassy. XNOSENKO had been specitfically instructed
by GRIBANOV and American Department Chief KLYPIN to concentrate
his efforts on the supervision of operations against the

most important American recruitment target., the code clerks

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

been none since the early 1850's.) According to the agreed-
upon diviasion of labor, NOSENKO also assumed cese officer
responsibility for John ABIDJIAN., the Embassy Security offi-
cer (identified by NOSENKC 25 a CIA officer. buc actually a
CIA cooptee). Additionally, he was responsible for maintaining
the section's file on factors pertaining to the physical
security of the Embassy and for receiving and disseminating
materials frowm the microphones concealed in variocus U.S.
Eabassy offices. These were functions held, NOSENKO said,

by his predecessor DBAKHVALOV and were turned over by NOSENKO
at the end of 1961 to his successor GRYAZNOV: Apart from
these duties, which apparentliy were routipely assumed by

the Deputy Chief, NOSENKO supervised, during the early part

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

Avmed Forcos Attachos in Muscow; in Uctobee 1966, NOSENKO
reported that he was personally regponsible during this

period for the operatioml activity agalnst Kaval and Marine
officers in the Naval Attache’'s office.

d. Kbowledgeabllity as Deputy and Acting Chief

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

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

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

|
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NOSENKC knew that his immediate supervisor KOVSEUE had per- ;
aonal contect, urnder Ministry of Foreign affairs ccver, with soce
U.S. Ezbassy offizers and was aware that one of thege had been
WINTERS.' He knew no detalls of XOVSHUK's contzcss wx-r\HINTEQa,
nor that his own friend KISLOV, as well as his Iriend and fow- P
quent source of operational 1n£or~ation LOPUXHOV, were also in d !
touch with E}N”ERSEIVHe could not remember who e.se KJVERUK
knew, cr what RKOVSHUK was dolng with them, or why. NOSENKO

- knevw neither that William MDRRELL (declared to the Scviet Govern~-
ment a8 a CIA officer) belonged to CIA nor trat KOVSHUK, who
was aware of this fact, was In personal contact with MORELL,

Unlike KOVSHUR, ARTEMEV, KOSOLADOV, BORODIMN, BIRYLKOV,
KRIVOSHEY and many other Second Chief Direc:oratc officers,
HOSINKO riever had any direct contact, even for cultivation
or zssessment, with any Mmericarn oificials, e*the: statzioned
in the Embassy or visiting the USSR. However, his English
had been proven gcod enough to gquaitify him particularly for
tourist recruitients and his 0perat*ona‘ flair ncd been tested.
(1t was this which caused him to be picked for tnc DPEA,

b3 anc other approackes and the cnly i1easorn why he,
an ingilich speaker ,rvlu havc been s;;c;a;ly sulected to
worix on the German¥ who spoxe me Engliss.”)

DERYARIN and other defcc:orb {rom the XGB have stated
that the deputy chief of a section working ageainst 2 Isreign
exbassy in Mosccw would be responsible for acproving and
retaining mcnthly schedules for the planned use cf safehouses
by the section; that hc would discuss agent rmeeting schedules
with indivicval case officers and approve and retain 31 list
of planncd agent meetings for each case officer on an indi-
vidual basis; and that he would approve the acquisition of new
agents and new safehouses and their transfer from one opera-
tion to another. DBy contrast, NOSENYO first did not list
these furnctions arong his responsibilitries and later denied
that he had them. NOSEINKO did rot understand the questicn
when asked whether he had any responsib:ility for supervising
the use of safehouses in Moscow (Page lv2) and scid that as
the agents and the safehouses belcnged to the case cfficers,
they could use them when and how they liked without informing
aryone; only when they were meeting an active development
agent was it necessary to report to NOSENKO and this only
after the meeting. NOSENKO said that, while he was Teputy
Chief of the section, three or four subcrdinate officers had
safe apartments, but he did not remerber the loca%icn of any
of them. Neither NOSENKO ncr his subordinates GRYAINOV and
KOSOLAPOV had such apartments, instead using less secure
"meeting apartrments® (which are used in the absence cf the
full-tize occupant). WKOSELKO was able to locate his own
*neeting apartment® {which he said ne brought with him when
he transferred frcm the Tourist Department and later took :
back with him to the Tourist Department) by street and could
do the same for GRYAZNOV's. He was not sure of the lccation
of the apartment used by KOSOLAPOV.
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e. Xnowledgeapbility of U.S. Embassy Phveical Security :

According to NOSENKO, he maintaincd the file on physical
security at the U.S. Embessy, and it contained detailed
floor pians and photograpns of the installation. XNOSENKOD was
unable to give the location or the floor of the office of
any single individual or component of the Embassy. including
those of the Ambassador, or his own targots (ABIDIAN, the
military code room, and the State Department communications
Foor).  NOSKNKO satd that all wmportant Rebassy offtiva
were located in the "zone of securtly,” which he han vartoualy
reported as the “seventh, eighth, nitnth, snd tonth floors,™
or "seventh and up,"” or the "top four floors." NOSENXO did
not remember how many floors there are in the Embassy, nor
was he even sure how many floors were included in the restric-
ted areca. (The restricted area in fact consists of the top
three floors, the eighth, pinth, and tenth.)

f. Knowledgeability about American Intelligence Personnel

g Knowledgeability of EGB Code Clerk Operations

As his main task, the prime reason he was moved into
the U.S. Embassy Section, NOSENKO alleged, was to supervise
the operational work against American code clerks. 1In this
capacity he closely guided the work of case officers CRYAZNOV
and KOSOLAPOV.* NOSENKO shared an office with his two sub-
ordinates, and the three were within sight and hearing of

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

in the American Department and was a specialist in code

clerk operations. GOLITSYN said that KOSOLAPOV had about

ten years' KGB experience and, like GRYAZNOV, was specializing
sgainst code clerks in 1960.
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one anothcer and used a single safe, which contained files t;*’“*
on tho American code clerks and the agents involved with them.
NOSENKO said that he carefully directed the work of GRYAZNOV

. and KOSOLAPOY during these two years, discussing their cases
with them, taking part in operational planning, and approving
or disapproving all operational measures. NOSENKO originally
asserted that he had also read and studied all the files
kept on the American code clerks; under questioning on indivi-
dual cases, however, he retracted these statements and said
that he zay have skimmed some of the files, that he did not
study apny of them, but that in any event he rcad all the
currcnt incoming materials on the code clerks from microphones,
agents, and the like and then routed them to the case officer’
concerned. ’

g - vy e e
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CIA has two tvpes of informution against which the re-
ports from XNOSENKO can be compaved. The first consists of
the detailed cebriefings of code clerks returning from
Moscow, administered routinely by the Departmaent of State
and the military services; it also includes the special de-
briefings and interrogations of the Departmnent of State,
the FBI, and CIA as a follow.up to KGB opcrational activity
which has become kpown from various sources, On this basis,
CIA has accumulated a considerable amount of collateral
information on the activities of the U.,S, Exbassy 3Section
involving Unitced States code clerks during the poriod NOSEN- :
KO said he was its Deputy Chief., The second type of infor- '
mation is the reporting on KGB operations by GOLITSYN who,
from contacts with U.S. Embassy Section officers in Hoscow
and Helsinki, was able to provide several lcads to what he
sald were recruitecd American code clerks. GOLITSYN's infore
mation thereby directly contradicts NCSENKO's statcment that
the KGB had no successes in its code clerk recruitment opera-
tions from the early 1950's to the end of 1963, and none of
the subjects of GOLITSYN's leads have been positively identi-
fi=d. Some of GOLITSYN's information has been generally
substantiated by other sources. 1n one case, this confirma-
tion has come from NOSENKO himself, whose information on the ;
STORSBERG operition, onthe agent PREISFREUND's role in it, l
and on GOLITSYN's knowledge of KGB usc of PREISFREUND pre-
sents an explanation of one and possibly two of GOLITSYN's l

. leads.* Another of GOLITSYN's leads, that concerning an
i operational trip by KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki jin order to estab-
| lish contasct with a code clerk, is confirmed by documentary
: evidence that KOSOLAPOV did in fact travel on the Helsinki=-
‘ Hoscow train with sn American code clerk at the time and
under the cover GOLITSYN reported. NOSENKQO denied that such
& trip was made by KOSQLAPOY,

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

*As discussed below, there are important differences in the ]
accounts of GOLITSYN and NOSENKO, particularly regarding the :
outéome of thisg operation. .
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' his lack of information conceining & sixth (GARLAXND) is
’ discussed in detail in Pages 166 through 219. NOSINKO's

: information on 2 number of other cases, less important in
his opinion, is described in the tabulation of American
case leads glvern on Pzges 364-410. Certain of these cases
gre further examined below to determine whether NOSENKO's
knowledge equates with details which the deputy and acting
chie? of the U.S. Embassy Section could reasonably be
expected to know and retain.

= R SR e 6 0ty o ¢

{1) The STORSBERG Case

: ’ The operation against STORSBERG (Pages 166-185) was,
3 . ~ NOSENKO said, the must inportant case he had as supervisor
of code clerk operations. The KCGB, while able to break
certain State Department ciphers, had had no success with
military cryptographic systems, and therefore NOSELRKO
“dropped everything for a year” to involve himself with the .
development of James STORSBERG, tirmilitary code clerk at |
the U.S, Embassy. The following facts are pertinent to an ;
evaluation of NOSENKO's story of trhis case.

i NOSENKO originally raised the STORSBERG case indirectly S
at his first meeting with CILA on 9 June 1362. He told how '
GOLITSYN, during a visit to the American Department in 1960,
at a time NOSENKO was on leave, had requested permission

to use a U.S. Embassy Section agent, a Finn, in his o#n opera-
tions in Helsipki. During his discussions in the American
Department, GOLITSYN learned that this Finnish agent was 4
being used in operations against Embassy employees living ip ‘
America House. NOSENKO said that the KGB realized that
GOLITSYN had passed this information on to the Americans
following his defection, for the regulations governing

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

3
z
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Later in the 1962 meetirgs NOSENKO gave a detailed
summary of the Fipnish agent’'s involvement ip the unsuccess-
ful recruitment attempt against an Americac military code
c¢lerk. NOSENKQO, without naming the Finn or the American,

. said that he personally conducted the recruitment confron-

i tation with GRIDBANOV present. These early accounts were full
of quotes of what NOSENKO said to the American and vice

: versa., descriptions of the American's reaction to the confron-
. tation, and stateuents of NOSENKO's admiration for the Ameri-
can despite his refusal to work. Following his defection,

; NOSEXKO recounted the case in even greater detail, in fact,

g in more detail than he gave for any other case. He identi-

; : fied the Finn as PREISFREUND ard the American as STORSBERG

3 : and described ard referred to the case wnenever possible

. . (over 50 times). W%hen asked for dectails of other code clerk
- : cases, for example, he repeatedly diverted to discussion of
the STORSBERG case to illustrate how the KGB operated against
code clerks in general.

A i - Ll

A

After defecting NOSENKO denied that he personally con-
fronted STORSBERG. He said that his personal role was limited
to directing STORSBERG into the hotel rooa where the approach
was made; after first saying that he had never claimed any
other role, he admitted that he may have been "painting"

i
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hieself {exaggerating) ip his deseriprnions of 1962, This
aduission came only after the tape of NOSENKO's 1362
statezents had been played to him and he had successively
said that (a) it wss not his voice, (b) he was drusk in
1962, (¢) the CIA case officer in Gepeva had made him
nervous, and (d) CIA probhably spliced various pieces of
tape together to make this false one, Still, NOSENKO
said, he directed the entire operation from beginning to end,
and it was his most important case. IbGterrogated further
concerning his role in the STORSBERG operation im October
1936, NOSENKD said that he had rever read the KGB file on
STORSBERG, which was held by GRYAZNOV, .

Eh v

GOLITSYN, as NOSENKO reported, didvisit the American -
Department, did request permission to use PREISFREUND operaw
tionally in Helsinki, and did report this to CIA in late
1981 following his defection., GOLITSYN also reported that,
in denying his request, KOVSHUK told him that PREISFREUND
had recently been used in the successful recruitment of an -
American Embassy employce, possibly a military man and pos=
sibly a code clerk or diplomat; therefore, KOVSHUR said,
PREYSFREUND  could rot be used for six months or so in other
operations, for otherwise the Americans might become suspi-
civus, NOSENKO has not reported these details, but has said
only *that GOLITSYN was instructed to drop interest in PREIS.
FREUND becausc PREISFREUND belonged to the American Department
of the Second Chief Directorate,

NOSENKO volunteered at his first meetving with CIA that
he was on leave ocutside of Moscow on the occasioca of OLITSYN's
visat to the Anmerican Department., Since defecting he has
irzisted with absolute certainty that this visit took place
in the late spring or cavly summer of 1961 and has described
his lcave, wherc he went and with whom. GOLITSYN's passport
and CIA travel data show that GOLITSYN was un TDY in Moscow
in January 1961.* Told this, NOSENKO said that it is untrue,
that he recalled being told of GOLITSYN's visit after his
return from leave in July'1961,'and that he was certain that
ke (NOSENKO) was in Moscow in January 1961,

NOSENKO has indirectly confirmed that the operation of
which GOLITSYN learned during this visit to ths A=merican
Department was the operation against STORSBERG. He did so by
bis assertion that PREISFREUND, his own agent, was uscd in
only one ovperation, that against STORSBERG, Thus, as to the
outcome of this operation, there is a conflict betwcen NOSEN-
KO's information and that earlier provided by COLITSYN.

There is also a conflict between NOSENKO's statements that
tke recruitment approach took place some tim> after May 1961
{XOSINKO's dates have varied frow June to October 1961,
STORSBERG . said it was in October 1961) and GOLITSYN's state-
ment that this approach had already been made in January 1961
when he learned of it.

GOLITSYN provided & second lead which NOSEXKO appears
to confirm and which may be related to the STORSBERG case.
GOL!TSYN said that during a visit to the American Department

*GOLITSYN has based his asscertion that NOSENKO was not in
the U.5. Embassy Section in 1960 and 1961 partly on this visit.

e e e
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in the spring of 1960,% he lcarned from GRYAZNOV that he
(GRYAZKOV) had devecloped an operation against an American
military code clerk to the point that the KGB was 99 '
per cent” certain that 4 recruitrment spproach to this code
cleark would be successful., GOLITSYN said that CRYAZNOV

told him that this would be the first recruitment of a mili-
tary code clerk (as contrasted to a State Department code
clerk) in the histury of the American Department. There

were only two persons meeting this criterion who were in
Hoscow at the tine GOLITSYN placed this visit, STORSBERG

ard MURLEY; the superior of STORSBERG, HURLEY perforaed
hack-up cryptographic duties in STORSBERG's absence. If
NOSENKO's report that there was no developaent of or approach
to HURLEY can be accepted, this lcad from GOLITSYN would
apply to STORSBERG rather than HIRLEY. There is a conflict
hotween NOSENKO's information on the STORSBERG case and this
second GOLITSYN 1ead in that GOLITSYN described an operation
which vas in its final stages in the spring of 1960, wheresas
NOSENKD {as well as STORSBERG) asserted that the STORSBFRG
op::ration was just under way at this time and was long and
drawn-out. : -

{(11) The JENNER Case

Apart from the STORSBEPG operation, KNOSENKO has been
able to supply the greatest amount of detail concerning the
operation (also unsuccessful) against the State Departrent
pouch clerk Paul JENNER (Pages 186-196). This case developed
as a result of an idea originated by NOSENKO himself shortly
after ne arrived in the U.S, Embassy Section. Because of
the ivaccessibility of American code clerks to the KGB in
Moscow, it was NOSENKO's plan to send a KGB officer %o lHel-
sinki in order to strike up an acquaintance with & code

‘clerk entering tho Soviet Union aboard the Helsinki-Moscow

truin., The first (arnd last) time this was attempted, NO-
SENKO related, was in March 1960, whea the KCB learned that
JENNER, listed as a "secretary-archivist” and thus assumed
by the KGB to be a code clerk, was scheduled to transit
Helsinki en route to his assignsent at the U.S. Embassy in
Muscow. Undor NOSENKO's supervision KOSOLAPOV therefore
travelled to Helsinki and boarded the same train as JENNER.
Addit jonally, GRYAZNOV took a KGB female agert to the town,
of Vyborg, on the Finno-Soviet border, and placed her on the
same: train. Both KOSOLAPOV and the fcomale agent met and
spoke with JENNER en route to Moscow, and the girl gave him
her telephone number, asking hia to call her. After JENNER's
arrival in Moscow, both KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNGV subnitted
written reports to NOSENKO describing the contact= on the
train, Although the KGB later found out that JENNER was only
& pouch clerk, not a cryptographer, he was considered of
interest and when JENNER falled to telephone the female
agent, the two were brought together in a "chance mceting”
at the Moscow airport, JENNER would have no part of the
agent's invitations, however, and the operation therefore
went ng further,

#¥hen NOSENKO was told of the GOLITSYN vwisit in May or June
1960, he denied that it took place, saying that he reces-
sarily would know if it had.
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JENNER reported to the Security Officer at the U,S,
Embassy upon his arrival that he had been contacted by two
Soviet students from Vyborg, a young may and a woman, on
the Helsinki-Moscow train, He also reported having been
given a telephone nuzber by the girl and later reported
having been recontacted by her at the Moscow airport.

. [ KOSENKU identified KOLOSOV's photograph a&s that
of his subordipate KOSDLAPOV. (NOSEXKO earlier said that
he did not know whether KOSOLAPOV used an alias forthis
trip, what that alias might have been, or whether KOSOLAPOV
had an alias passport: he agreed that he would have had to
authorize such a passport.) When he was told] ]
that KOSOLAPOV did not travel on the samc train as JENNER
and thercfore could not have met and talked with him as
WSENKC had reorted, NOSENKO refused to belicve 1t; he in-
sistnd that he had read the reports of both KOSOLAPOV and
GRYAZNOY, and that the events were c¢xactly ns he described
then, .

(1ii) The GARLAND Case ??“};

GOLITSYXN told CIA after his defection that while he was
stationud in Helsinki, probably in November--not ¥arch ..1960,
KOSOLAPOV travelled to Finland under alias and comnmercial
cover in order to make the acquaintance of an American code
clerk on the lPelsinki-Moscow train., KOSOLAPOV's arrival had
becn announced by a cable from KGB Headquarters to the
Helsinki Lepgal Residercy. According to GOLITSYY, the Legal
Residency lcarned which train this American was to board and
succeeded in placing KOSOLAPOV in the same compartment with
him. GOLITSYN saw KOSOLAPOV board the train with this Ameri-
can. Later, when another American Department officer visited
Helsirki, GOLITSYN asked him how KOSOLAFOV's operation with
the code clerk had gone; from the officer’s refusal to answer,
GOLITSYN assumed that it had been a success.

I |KOSOLAPOV made a second
trip to Helsinkl ip November 1960, again under the XOLOSOV
alias, ! JKOSOLAPOV left
Helsinki by train on 16 November 1960 and that one -{ his
travelling companions on this train was G/RLAND, who was
en route to Moscow to assume his duties as chief of the
State Department code room at the American Embassy (Page
198), There were no other Americans on this train.

Told that KOSOLAPOV had made a trip to Helsinki in
Yovember 1960 and had travellcd to Moscow on the same train
as an American code clerk, one of his own targets, NOSENKO
said that this could not be, He agreed that, as in the case
of KOSOLAPOV's trip to meet JENNER, he would pecessarily
have been involved in the planning of such a second trip
and would have had to approve arrangcments and correspondence
in connection with it. Even if such a trip took placc when
NOSENKO was out of Moscow, he said, the details of it would
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have been knowno to him upon his return, and he would not

N

e

have forgotten about the trip. (1a fact, CIA travel records show

that KOSOLAPOV arrived in Helsinki on 12 Noveaber 1860 and
that NOSENKO le ft Moscow for Ansterdam, en route to Cuba,
on 15 November.) NOSENKO has not changed his position that
there was ne such trip.

{iv) The MOROXE Caso

Like the STORSBERG operation, the MORONE case was menw-
tioned at NOSENKO's first meeting with CIA; he cited it as
an example of a technigue which NOSENKO introduced for using
third nationals to obtain access to American code clerls who
were reluctant 1o establish contacts with Soviet citizens,
According to NOSENKO's most recent version, given in esrly
1965, the KGB learned that MORONE and & Marine Guard (BEGGS)
planned to travel to Warsaw on leave. KOSOLAPOV thereupon
drew up an operational plan, edited by NOSENKO and KOVSHUK
end approved by CRIDBANOY, proposing that a ferxale agent of
the Polish UB be introduced to MCRONE on the Yoscow to War-
saw train for the purpose of obtaining comprorising materials.
KOSOLAPOY arranged with Polish liaison officials in Moscow
to have such an agent sent to Mouscow, mct her wvhen she
arrived, and briefed her on the uvperation, She was then
placed on MORONE's train together with a KGB technician
shose task it was to obtain tape recordings of the compro-
msce., Events went according to plam: MORONE -~ct the girl
and was intimate with her on the train, but when the teche-
nicianr reported to NOSENKO the day after the train arrived
in Warsaw, he said that the tape recordiungs werec of low
quality and unsuitable for their intended purpose. 1In a
further atteapt to acquire coopronking material on MORONE,
KOSOLAPOY later brought the UB agent to Muscow, and on this
occasion photographs were obtained of thelr intimacies in
a doscow hotel room. Still, the XGB felt, there was not
enough blackmail material to ensure recruitment, and it was
further planned to have the America House maid IVANOYA
ettempt to lure MORONE to a room in Moscow where truly
comproaising photographs of intimacies with a Soviet citiw
zen could be obtained. Possibly because they noticed MORONE's
interest in IVANOVA, NOSEMKO said, the Americans ordered
BORONE out of Moscow before further steps could be taken.

Although NOSENKO provided a considerable amount of
detail on MORONE's trip to Warsaw, there were numerous
variations in his different accounts. In 1962 he said
that he had handled the entire operation himself, including
telephoning ¥Warsaw with the request for the girl: he also
said that the UB obtained compromising photographs in Warsaw
and that several months late; the female agent was brought
to Hoscow expressly for the purpose of introducing MORONE to
a Soviet girlfriend. This, NOSENKO said, was successful and
MORONE was sooa having intercoursc with a XGB agent. W®hile
still in place in Geneva on 1 February 1964 NOSINKO gave a
differcnt version: "We,” he said, arranged for the girl by
a dispatch pouched to the KGB advisor in Warsaw, moreover,
the Poles, who had obtained compromising photographs in Warw
Saw, sent the KGB only pictures of the two kissipng, keeping
the best ones for themselves, and this is why she had to be
brought to Moscow, NOSENKO told the FBI later in February
1864 that compromising photographs had been obtained in ¥War-
sa¥ but no recruitment was attempted because KHRUSHCHEV had
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given instructions that no actions were to be taken which

might embarrass then existirng good relations with the United
States. When in February 1365 it was pointed out that MORGNE
arrived in Warsaw on 14 December 1960 and that NOSENKO left

for Cuba on 15 Ncvember 1960, KOSENKO revised his story of

receiving the pkrecnal report of the technician to say that

he had perhaps read the technician's report after returning ;
from Cuba in Jecember 1%60. T

In accounta given since his defection, KOSENKO has con-
gistently named KOSOLAPOV as MORONE's case officer. KCSOLA-
POV drafted tne plan for the operation on the train, discussed
it with NOSEN%0O and KOVSHUK, met with a U3 official in Mcscow
to arranue for the agent, met the agent on her arrival, and
briefed her on her assignment. NCSENKO has not been asked
and has not volunteered who specifically placed the agent
on the train. Records show, however, that MORDONE left Moscow
on 13 November 1960, arriving in Warsaw on the l4th; from

12 to 16 Novemkber 1960, KOSOLATOV is confirmed to have been

in Helsinki, apparently in conrection with an operation in-
volving the Axerican code clerx GARLAND (see above). It is
also noted that| JNOSENKO, the officer
supervising tnis (as well, presumably, as KOSOLAPOV's trip

. to Helsinki), left Moscow on 15 November 1960 with a dele-
. gation going to Cuba.

NOSENKO has been questioned concerning the KGB agents
in contact with MORONE and what was learred from them. He
reported that an Egyptian agent visited America House, met
MORONE there, but did not report anything of interest con-
cerning him. NCSELKKO also mentioned IVANGVA, a maid at
Anerica Bouse, who knew MORONE and whom the XGB wanted to use
to lure MOPONE into a comprcmising situation (see abovej.
NOSENKO said thar he, himself, had met with IVANOVA several
times to discuss MCORONE, but that he could not recall any-
thing specific of irnterest or use that she reported concerning
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him. Another agent who may have reported oun MORONE, NOSENKO
said, was an East Geraan girl sent to Amcrica Hevse to pose
as &n Austrian; NCSENKO was not sure wiat she might have
reported or when this was, other than it occurrcd when he
was working sgainst MORONE and that It was durirg ABIDIAN's
tour in Hoscow, for he had core to America llocuse to queation
the girl.

Various repurts indicato that XONONE was involved in
illegal currency speculation with the Egyptiar agent and
that on at leas® une occasion the Fgyptian introduced MORONE
to a Sovict female, with whom MORONE was intimate. KOSENKO
did not know that MORONE was also involved in illegal cur=
rency dealings with ERma mpshon NOSENKO has identified as
KOSCLAPCY's 2gent a:d who, he sald, was involved with apd
reporting on NOSENKO's target ABIDIAN. NOSENKO did not know
that IYVANDVA once incroduced MORONE to a2 Soviet female, with
whom MORONE was intipate; additionally MORONE was reported
by a nuasber of his co-residents at America louse to nave been
intinate with IVANOVA herself {(which MORONE denied)., Some
of these suame Amcericans reported also that MNORONE was inti-
mate with UMANETS, another KGB agent identificd by NOSENKO;
MORCHE hiuself said he kneow UMANETS "well.” Finally, the
incident iovolving the East German girl posing asg an Austrian
involved the code clerk ZUJUS, not MORONE, and took place
after NOSENKD claims to have been transferrcd frem tne U,S.
Embassy Section:; she was intervicewed by ABILIAN'S suco- ssor,
HONTGOUERY, ‘

{v) The KEYSERS Case

The approach to KEYSERS is the only time during his
scrvice in the U.S. Embassy Section that NOSENKO claims to
have had dircct contact with an American stationed in lose
cow, (NOSENKO said on ono occasion that this was the only
face~tu-tace c¢acounter he could recall:; and, 2n another,

that it vas possible that STURSETRG--thc only other possibilitye-

may not havc seen hia on the night he was approached in the
Voscow hotel.) KEYSERS therefore is the only independent
American sovice who could onfirm that NOSENKO was involved
in opcerations agalnst Ancrican Eabassy porsonnel in 1960 or
1961. MNOSENKO himself poilnted cut, however, that this cop=
tact was of very short duration, and that it was possible
that KEYSERS would not recognize him. This was the case:
KEYSERS failed to identify NOSENKO's photograph and described
the officer wno approachced hinm as & man considerably older,
shorter, and probably of a much heavier build than NOSENKO
was, Although NOSEXKD was able to provide a descriptioa of
this incident, he did not know much about the overall KGB
case againsgt KEYSERS and a number of discrepancies have been
noted. ' :

In 1962 NOSEXKO first reported the approach to KEYSERS,
without naming him, but saying he was the successor to STORS-
BERG. Since dcfecting in 1964, NOSENKO has continued to
identify him as STCRSBERG's replacement. In fact, KEYSERS
was sent to Moscow as an assistant to the Embassy medical
officer; he also worked in the office of the Air Attache as
2 collateral duty and for a short while in 1961 was under
training in the wilitary code room 8s a "back-up" crypto-
grapher for STORSLERG. STORSBERG's replacement in ¥oscow
wvas ZUJUS, )
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On 24 sand 28 January 196%, before the defection, KO-
SENKO incorrectly ramed ZUJUS, who he said was STORSBERG's
replaccment, as the target of this operation. On 2 February ;
1964 KOSENKO called a special meeting with his CIA handlers E.
to correct this mistake. He said that, in fact, KEYSERS )
was STORSBERG's replacement, and the approach had been made
to hiw. (Thus NOSENKO had forgotten the pname of the one
American Embassy official he ever approached.)

g e,

In February 1965 XNOSENKO said that the KGB belleved
that KEYSERS did not report the receipt of the defcction
letter ecd that there was po indication that he had from
microphones or telephone coverage of the U.S. Embassy. In
fact, KEYSERS reported the letter at once in the office of
the Military Attache, where a microphone was discovered in
1964. NOSEXKO had earlicr said that this particular micro-
phone was being monitored around the clock by the KGB.
(XEYSERS' homosexuality and drinking problems tad also
been discussed widely in Embassy offices. NOSENKO was
unawsre of these discussions.) \

KROSENKO did pot know correctly where or how the KGB.
delivered to KEYSERS the letter which preceded the sirport
approach which NOSEXNKO claimed to have made.

(vi) Other Code Clerk Caces

Frark DAY: KOSENKO identified DAY as a State Nepartment
code cleérk and the target of either KOSCLAPOV or GRYAZNOV,
As with all other code clerks, NOSENKO was asked whether he
knew of eny interesting irnformation about DAY, whether he
knew of any of DAY's friends in Moscow, or of nhis travels
inside and outside the Soviet Union, etc. NCSENKO answered
"no" to all these questions. l¢ said that the KGB had no
derogatory information on DAY, was upnavare of sany vulner=
abilities he might have had, and that no operational mes-
sures were taken against him. Records show that DAY was in
Moscow froa xay 1960 to October 1961. In July 1961 he tra-
velled to the Caucasug with his friend, the U.,S. Agricul-
tural Attache BROWN, | DAY
later reported that the two were under surveillancé by five
persons at all times on this trip, that on ore occesion they
found four “"repairmen” ip their hotel room upon returning g
unexpectedly ahead of schedule, and that another time during :
thig trip an "attractive and available Soviet female' was
placed in their train compartment.

John TAYLOR: NOSENKO said TAYLOR was a State Department
code clerk ard the target of XKOSOLAPOV. NOSENKO did not
know of TAYLOR's previous service abroad or of any back-
ground information the KGB might have had about him., He
described an operation against TAYLOR which centered around’
his intimacy with a Russian maid (a2 KGB agent) and his sym-
pathy toeards the Soviet Union and its people. XNo Ccompro-
mising photographs were obtained of TAYLOR and the maid,
however, and no sapproach was made to him, possibly because
the KGB did pot want to jeopardize the more important STORS-
BERG case by creating & “flap.” According to TAYLOR, he was
intimate with his meid from about September 1960 until the '
beginning of 1961. On one occasion thevy were intimate in a
“friend's apartment” in Moscow. NOSENKC did not know that
the maid told TAYLOR she wes pregnant or that TAYLOR ‘offered
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ber. money for sp abortion. TAYLOR left Yoscow in February
1861, sheress the spproach to STORSBEERG ses reported by
KOSENYO snd STORSBERG to have occurred four to oight months
afterward.

Maurice ZWANG: NOSENKO identiflecd ZYWANG 83 a State
Departrent code clerk who was “actively worked on” during
the 1960-.1961 period. An Fgyptisn sgent., wvhose nme NOSEN-
£¥0 did pot recall, introduced ZWANG to e fermsle KCB agent
in 8n atte=apt to obtsin compromising phctegraphs, but the
agent did not like ZWANG and refused to huve intercourse
with him, At the time XNOSENKO left the U.E, Embessy SeCw
tion im Japuary 19€2, there was no further aztivity sur-
rounding Z¥ANG. The K(B had no agente ip contact with hism,
and tLere wos no vulnerzbility data concerning hiam. ¥hen
ZWANG wag interviewed by the State Department afiler returuing
from his Yoscow assignment, a polygraph erxanuinstion indicated
that ZWANG hzd had intcrcourse with his Russian rsid, else-
vhere identified by NOSENXO as 8 KGD agent; Z¥aNT5 sdmitted
visiticg the maid's apartment several tizes hut denied
intimacies. [In Xarch or April 1961, er Igyptian intrcduccd
ZWANG to arnother Soviet female; Z4ANG also reépitrted visiting
her spartrent on several occasions, but again denied having
had intercourse with her. ZWANG was regported by various
other Americens stationed in Moscow to have been aciive in
currencw speculation and blrckzarketeering with the Egyptisn
and m“d agert of KNSOLAPOV according to XOSENKO.
NOEZENKD sas unaware of this.

TOP SECRET
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L, FRespons.bility for ard Xnowlndie of “8IDE N

KOSENLO s231d toat, s8s Deputy Chief of the 1S, Imbtassy
Sect.cn, he was cirecily sesponsible, ws case officer, for
all coverage of the Embassy Seccuraity Officer Jobhn ¥V, ABIDIAX.
This was NCGSEiHEU's only individual target responsibility,
end no KGB officer shared 12 with him. NOSENKO ssid thsat
he opencd the KGR File orn ABIDIAN before ABIDIAN's arrival
in Moscow in early 19462, and that he turned tnis file over
officially to his successor, GRYAZRNOV, whep transferred from
the U.S. Exmbass: Section at the end of 19C1. [t wos NOSENKO
who wrote the K5G8 plarn for operationc agzinst ABIDIAN {n
about October 19592, ATIDIAN, sccording 16 NOSENKRJ, was cone
sidered by the KOB to Le 2 Cla officer and, s LANGELLL's
sucressor, vas also considered to be the most important
counterintelligence target in the Embassy. ABIDIAN was thus
made @ spocial target of surveillance fronm the day of hiy
arrivel in the USSR; this =wcant he was slweys under surveil-
lance by soveral teams uf the KGB Seventh (Surveillance)
Directorate. The intensive coverage of ALIDIAN includdd
£a2il censorship, telephone taps, and agent re~orting; it wes
instituted, NOSENKEO said, "in the nhore that he rmiyht lead
the KUB to arotnher PCPOV."™ ABIUDIAN was detectied, NOSENKO
continued, in tirre letter-mailings--all to agents already
under KGB control. ilo was scen to encer & sustaected doad
drop site on Pushuin Street, the significance of which dlid
nout become known 10 the KGB until later, wnen it was learned
that this site «is to be used by PENFOVSHIY. In tne hostile
interrogations of earty 1965, ROSTNHO agreed {hai ue was the
single peorson 1o the KGU respoprsible for knosing everything
possible about LIDIAN,

NOSENKO said he krew nodhirg ahbceut ARIDIAN's personal
background, his educatio:, his studies 1 Fraice, his njili-
tary service, his date of erntry into the State Departrent,
his State Departmcut rank, his previous foreign assignments
with the State Department, or his status as & Foreign Ser-
vice Reserve, Staff, or Officer status (FSR, ISS, FSO).
NOSENKO snid he 1:ied to lcarn these ithinygs, but the informa-
tion was unevailable in the Second Chief Directourate c¢r in
KGB Central files. and although he reguested information
from the First Chiefr Dircctorate, nothinsyg was received., The
only information the KCGB had op ABIDIAYN, insofar as NOSENKO
knew, wasg that conteined in ABIDIAN's visa request and in
& rcport from onc of the Legel Residencies in the United
States; the report provided a basis for believing him to be
a CIA officer.

KNORENKO was unaware of the meaning of the initials
¥SR, FS5, and F50. V¥When asked whether he had checked the
Department of State Biographic Register for informstion on
ABIDIAX's background, lie replied the: this document wes not
available to the U.S. Tmbassy Section; he subsequently.

recalled that tlhere was an old copy of the Biographic Register

“from about 1956 in KOV3HUK's office, but Thai it contained
no ianformation on ABIDIAN.

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

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

e D o

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

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

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

et = s e g

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

NOSENKO said that he did not know who were ABIDIAN's
close American frieads in Moscow or his friends and profes-
sional contects among forcigners therc.

NOSENKO said at the ernd of the January-February 1965
interrogations concerning ABIDIAN that thw reason he knew
so little about ABIDIAN was because he was “worklng badly”
as ABIDIAN'S case officer. The reason for his poor work, he
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s8id, w»as that he had to councetitrate un supervising 1ie work
against code cierks ard therefore had very Little tire
1eft for ABIDIAN (sce abov> concerning ¢ode clerksh.

In 1962 NCSENKU correctly described 2all of L o three
clapdantive lotter wailines carried out Ly ARIDIAN v Mos-
cow He zlso proviced ac-
curate information cp CIV Jelior-railings in general.
pointing out that none Lt all were mailcd for & vesr and a
Lalf after the arrest of LANGELLL in (ctober 1959. (No
letters were mailed froa 22 Fehrusry 1960 until 1 April
1961, when ABIDIAN mailced his [irst one,) SOSEXKO explaincd
that the KUB coazpletely contrelled this activity through the
use of metka, & thicf powder spplied to the clothing of
foreigners in the USSR; a tracc is lcfr on anything coning
into contact with treated aress, and this can be detected
by special machines through vwhich all mail pesses.  Despite
the fact that all of ABIDIAN's letters wore mailed to KGB
double agerts and would thereforc have becut detected ehyway,
it was mctka, NGSENKO said, vwhich in each case 1dd to their
initial  identification, After his drfection NUSENKO described
how the mctka had becen applied to ABLUDIAN s clothing (and
honce to the letters) by the apent FLn0OROVICH, 2ho began
working as ALBIDIAN's meid several months sfter ABIGIAN Br.-
rived in Moscow in March 136U. NOSENKO insistcd under inter-
rogation that FEDOROYICH was the >3nly agent who had 2ccess
to ABIDIAN's arartment, that he, NOSENKC, hzd perscnally
briefed her on the application of metka, and that he was
surce that ABIDIAN's letters were dJdefected by means of metks,
From a CIA debriefing of AKIDIAN, btowever. it appearys Thal
FEDOROVICH did rot begin wovrking as ABIDIAN's maid until
some time in July 1961, wherecas ARIDIAN mailed his first
letter in Voscow on 1 April 1961 and “is sccond letter on
2 July 1961. ABIDIAN's third letter was xmailed on 1 Septem-
ber 1961, after FEDOROVICH bhegan tu work for him.

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

NOSENKO's account of the visit by ABIDIAY 1o the
PENKOVSKIY déad drop site on Pushkin Street in Mosocw is
described in deta:l on Pages 231-225. Iu suamary, NCTENKO
reported that at the end of 1660 or early 1961 XGB surveil-
lance followed ABIDIAN from the U.S. Embassy to Pushkin ‘
Street, where ABIDIAN wos noted to enter 8 residentigl building.
Upon exanination it wes decided that this was 2 likely
dead drop site, and a stationary surveillance post wes 8S-
sigued to watch {t. After three months, since nothing sus-
picious had becp noted, this post was removed. Tne true
significance of the location did not become known to the
KGB until after the arrcst of PENKOVSKIY in 1962, NOSENKO
sald he was still ip the U.S. Embassy Section arnd was ABIDIAN's
case officer whep this event took place. He heard of it
while sitting in KOVSHUK's office on the day it haprened.
visited the site the fullowing day with V. KOZLOGV (Chief of
the Americen Department of the XuB Surveillance lirectoratel,
pleced the original surveillance report in ABIDIAN's file,
and discussed the results of the stationary post with KOZLOV
on an almost Jdaily basis during the first montih ard periodi-
celly thercafter until the post was removed. It was ¥CZLOV
whe t?ld NOSENKO trat after three months the stsztionary
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surverllance had heen dincontinacd.  NOSENYOD did nor tell
ClA avout this i-cident in 1362, he seid, beciuse ae krew
that the watch bLad bewn dincontinued and thot nafiing Sus-
picicus had becn nouted; therefore. he thouzht the iaciceat
would rot Lave been of tuterest to mevican Intelligence.

%OLLKEO has stressed that ALIDIAY s3s onder spozial
surveillance by a® least o survedllorce tesms 5t g1l tizes
ard t.at, ©d the a&y Le visiied Pustkip Streetr. SLILTAN was
under countinucus watch froa the goment he left ihe inbassy.
NOSENLC has Loer able to ive B daterled descrintion of
ABILIAN '8 movezent to the dead doop site,

dvspite the special curveillance coverage of ADIDIAN,
RNOSENKU sgi1a, he was unawnee of any uLusudl sovements uy
ABIDIAN during thne deys immediarcly preceding his visit
10 Pusnkin Street. MOSENKQ said ths: ke knew definiitely
that surveillance had reported nothing unususl during this
period apd that he was surce ABIDIAN had nor eludod the sur-
veilia:ce 2% arny time cduring it. Ar-cording to CIlA records,
three dave before ABIDIAN woent to Fushkin Street in response
to indications tnat tre dead drov had been loaded. 38IDIAN
left tme U,S, Lambasey in his privste car for Spasso ilouse
at about wire o'clock in_the evening: at atout two o'clock
the next rorning he and HARKLER {(CTA Chief of Station}! went
in ABIL1IAN'S car to check the tElephoune pole for the signal
PENKOVSKLY was to ledve us part of iis sigral that the drop
had becn loaded. Two Jdays before ABIDIAN went 1o Fushiin
Street re drove 1is car to the sravtment of Air Force Captain
DAVISSN; he agein checked the telcphone pole from & wirndos
in the apartzcot and then walked by it on foot. NOSEXNKO
adentificd GARDLER as a U.8, paval officer but pot as a CIA
enplovee {sce atove).

Asked why, ic his opinion, IBILTAN went to Fustkin
Street at the tise he did, NCSENKO replied that ia about
B60 an Anericen tourist or delegation mezber had gone to
this address. 1t was the "opinion of the Secourc Culef
Directorgte’” tnhat this Anerican had selcected the site as @
dead drop locetion, nfnd that ASIDIAN wert tnere merely
to check the suitadility of the site for this purpoise. lun
fact, ABIDIAN scut to bushkipn Street in respanse to what

sppesred to be & prearreuged *telephone signal freoam PENKOVSKLY

signalling tkat ae had lonaded the dead crop there. It has
been confirsed that FoNROVSEIY did not give this signal

and, tecsuse of the circumstances and type of signal given,
the possitility of coincidence hes been ruled cut. CIlA has
therefore concluded that the signal came from the KGB.

The Pushkin Street dead drop site was proposed by
PENKOVSKIY himsclf in the August 1960 letter through which
he initially contacted C1A, There 18 no record that a
“tourist or delegzation mcuber” visited this eddress. The
only known visits by Anericans to the building on Fushkin
Street--the only ones having any connection with 1ts use
as & dead drop. locaticn--occurred on 12 November and 4
December 1960 when the ClA officer MAHONEY checked the
address froa cutside, and on 21 lJanuary 1261 wvhen HMAHONEY
cntered the building asd dhocked the specific location of
the dead drop. AAHONEY is knpown to have been i1dentified
to the KGB as a CIA officur btefore ariiving in Moscow ard
wags tte target of heavy surveillance throughout his tour.
(NOSENXO did pot know about WARONEY or his Cl1A status.)
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NOSENKO s date of "late D60 or carly 1941 18 inrorrect,
slmost exactily by a year. ACSENKC said he turicd ABIDIAN's
file over to GHKYALNOV about 24 Deceamber 1261, ABIDIAN
checked the Fushkin Strect dead drop vn 20 Tocoepber 1961,
NOSENKO hes described his gerticipation in e approach to
tho American tourist W, E, JOUNSON ss iar}:"nir:" "right after
returnirg to the Touriut Departrent in 16 Becsure
NOSENKD 's participation in this cese was cont‘xaed by UOHRSO\
and because the approsch to JOHSSCN took place on 5 January
1662 (:e reoported it to the U,S, Fsbassay at once), it cear
be said with certainty that NOSENKU's ertire story of his
own participation in the surveillence of the Pushikin Street
dead drop sit¢ is false. ANCSENKO: (a) could not have
visited the desd drop site with KCZLOV (who in anv event
was not ip Moscuw at the time); (b) could ot have placed
the originel surveillance report in ABIDIAN'E file, .
which GRYAZNOV hcld as of 28 December 1961: (¢)  could not \
have received slaust dully reports from XKOZLOV for about s
month snd periodic reports thereafter; and (d} could not
have ncglected to tell CIA of ABIDIAN's visit to the drop !
in 1952 on grounds that the surveillance of Pushkin Street {
had been discuntinued after three months without anything
susplcious bairg noted. (XOSENKO was in Geneva on 15 March //)

‘.
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1962, only two snd & half months after ABIDIAN checked the
derd drop.)

NOSENXQ has refused to ademit that he lied aLout his
part in this {rcident. The page containing tne contradice
tions listed in theo preceding paragraph weg the only poge of
a “"protocol' wafich MNOSENKD refused to sign durirng the hostile
interrogations of early 1965. 1In October 1959, ewnen he was
again askod whether he went to the Punhkin Street dead
drop site with KOZLOV, NOSENKO said that he could no: remca-
ber whether he had gone there st all,
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3. Responsibility 61 Supervising Military Attache Operations

On 29 January 1965 NOSENKO told his interrogator that

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

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

KOSENKO -had previously been questioned in detail on
his resoxsibilities in the U.,S5. Embassy Section, and had never
boefore mentioned this one. NOSENKO told CI.N in June 1964
that when he reported for duty inm the U.S, Enbassy Section
ip January 1960, DRANOVY was the responsible case officer for
the Naval Attaches and Marines. Soon after his own arrival,
NOSENKO said, DRANOV was transferred from the section and
his recponsibilities were taken over by BELOGLAZOV, who had
earlier been assixting DRANOV sgainst these targets.

NOSENKC said on 20 October 1966 that immediatelv upon,
or at the latest a few weeks after, arriving in the U.S.
Embassy Section, he went on leave for a month. Either
immediately before or right after this leave KOVSHUK told
him that he would be responsible for activities against
the Naval Attaches. DHANOV was retiring and gave NOSENKO
the files on Naval and Marine personnel. This was NOSENKO®s
first mention either of the leave period ir early 1960 or
of having had case officer responsibilities for personnel
of the Naval Attache’'s office in Moscow. (At the same time
he said that he had lied about going on leave in November
1960.)

NOSENKO was reminded on 25 October 1966 that he had
said in 1965 that 1o 1960 he was supervisor of operations
against all U.S. service attache personnel. NOSEWKO re-
plied: "I took the files only on the Navy, but I was working
on [supervising] all of thea.”

NOSENKO has never volunteered details of specific
operational activity he handled as the case officer for U.S.
Naval Attaches or supervisor of operations against all
attaches in early 1960. He said that Yarine Colonel DULACKI® g

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

g Which he has described in detail (see Page 488)
after he was relieved of these functions.

T0P SECRET
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k. TDY to Bulgaria and the LUNT Case

In the spring of 1261, NOSENKO said; four months after
returning from Cuba, he was told unexpectedly that-in aboug ..
8 week's time he would leave for bulgaria to consult with :
the Arerican Department of the Bulgarian MVR concerning
operations against the American Legation in Sofia (Pages
279-283). NOSENKD flew to Sofia in early April 1961, where
he was met by A.S. KDIZLOY, an advisor there and a former
emplovee of the Second Chief Divectorate whom NOSEXNKO had
known at KGB Headquarters. NOSENKO remained in Bulgaria
until zbout the middle cf May. Wwhile there he discussed
both general matters and particular cases with the Bul- i
garians, gave several lectures on operations against Ameri- !
can installations and personnel as well as against tourists, -
and finally directed the successful homosexual operatxon
against the American Professor LUNT.

B et

Aside from being told that he would be advising the
Bulgarian service cn operations against Americans at the N )
Legation in Sofia, NOSENKD apparently received no preparae e
tion for this trip. He said in answer to specific questions
that nobody told him what he was sunposed to discuss with-
the Bulgarians, that he did not meet with the Bulgarian
liaison representatives in Mosccw before leaving, and that
he knew nothing of the organization, personnel, area of
responsibility, o1 problems of the American Departmernt of
the Bulgarian service before arriving in Sofia.

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

- code clerks, ABIDIAN, and the military attaches) and despite

the fact that KOIZLOV was permanently assigned as an advisor
in Sofia., NOSENKO described KOZLOV in another context as a
“very experienced officer” and has said that KGILOV was . Chief
of the American Departrent until 1953 and then from June 1955
until sometime in 1958 was Deputy Chief of the Tourist De-
partment, Second Chief Diregtorate. (KOZLOV, assisted by .
NOSENKO, had recruited BURGI in June 1956.) Asked why KOZILOV
could not have advised the Bulgarians, NOSENKO said that he
was too busy advising on higher levels and had been away

from active operations in Moscow too long. .

A gt et e s

NOSENKO gave only a general description of his duties.
as an advisor on operations against the American Legation.
On the other hand,:he accidentally became involved in a homo-.
sexual entrapment operation against an Amesrican tourist who
was visiting Bulgaria, and he has described this operation
in considerable detail. (NOSENKO's previous speciality was :
tourist operations, particularly those involving homosexual . ' ]
compromise.)

NOSENKO's story about his role in the LUNT case changed
greatly between 1962 and 1964, During the first meeting -
series he described in detail how he set the operation up .
and what he said to LUNT when he personally confronted the
American with the evidence. Since defecting in 1964, how-
ever, NOSENKO has said thkat he took no personal part in the
approach itself, that he remained in his office, and that he
merely advised hOh to set it up. (A comparison of his account
and that of LUNT indicates that he was not on the scene at
the time.)

v e -



g S

oy

&

- s 0 v 2

727.
" NOSENKO said that the Bulgarian scrvice hecane avarve
of LUNT"s homosexzual tendencies only after he =aw LUNT's
name or hecavdit mentioned; he recognized the name as that. of
a professor who had been assessed as a homosexual when
garlier visiting Moscow, and traces with the XUBR Second Cbicf
Directorate confirmed that this was the same man. In state-
ments rade -to U.S. authorities after the approach, LUNT said
he had had hozosexual relaticns st least five difrerent times
with a Bulgarian during an earlier trip to Sofia. LUNT
gave this Bulgarian travellers®’ checks, which the latter
planned to sell cn the blackmarket, was on one ovccasion
stcpped on the street with ain by a Bulyarian civil pelice-
man, and corresponded with airm in the interim between his
first visit wnd the one during which the arproach tock place.
LUNT had written the Rulcarian hemosexual that he wzs retyrning
to Sofia vefore arriving on the second occasion,

The U.S. Visa.and the Cuba Tuy

NOSENKO said that in October 1960 he was ussisned to
sccompany a delegation of automctive speciaiists cn a visit
to the United States but thut when this trip was cercelled,
he wont on [DY to Cuba (lages 274-278). after he had com-
pleted arrangements for his passport and had submitted his
true name to the U.S. Ermbassy for a visa, the Soviets were
informed by U.S. authorities that the d: lngatxon could not
then be accepted in the United States. At about the same
time, a delcgation of nickel industry experts was being
readicd for departure to Cuba. At {irst, NJOSENYO explained,
it was not considered necessary for a security officer to
accompany this delegation to a friendly country, but at the
last roment, two days before the delevation was scheduled to
leave Moscow, the Central Committee of the Communist Party
demanded that such an officer go along. Because there was
no time to do otherwise, NOSENKO was chosen for this job
since he already had a valid passport and authori:ation to
travel abroad. Visa arrangements were made for the transit
countrics and NOSENKO left with the delegation, returning to
Moscow in mid- or late Deccember 1060,

NOSEXKO's U.S. visa request submitted to the U.S. Em-

bassy in Moscow on 29 October 1960 was his first use of this

name in connection with ¢ravel abroad. (Ho travellad to
England in 1957 and 1958 as NIKOLAYEV, NOSENKO saiz, because
he had used this name with Yritish citizens SERE , ;
in the Soviet Union; a$ .a> suspected ot deing an 1nte1-
ligence officer, NOSENKO was exposed under this identity.

He applied for U.5. entry:under true name, however, despite
the fact that he had also used the NIKOLAYEY pame with
Americans; one of them was FRIPPEL who, according to the
CHEREPANOV papers and ore other source, wcs suspected by the
KGB to be an American intelligence agent. NCSEYKO further
explained that he could not use the name NIKOLAYEV because
the automotive delegation cover he plarnned to use in the
United States conflicted with the sports/cultural cover he
had used in Great Britain, and the KGB feared that this
would be ncticed when the American and British services ex-
changed notes. The proposed sutomotive cover, however, con-
flicts in the same way with the Ministry of Foreizn Affairs
cover NOSENKD used, again under true nane, in Geneva in 1962.

T0F SECR ET




CGETY L L.

e e e

TOP SECRET .

725.

ROSEXKDO matd that the decision to send him to Cuba
was made two days before the delegation left Hoscow because
& security officer was required avd he happened to have a
pessport and authorization to travel. .The delegation left—
Hoscuw on 15 November 1860, and therefore this decision
was reached on 13 November or thereabouts. NOSENKO, who
had been transferred to the U.S5. Embassy Section in order
to supervise and revitalize operations ageinst code clerks,
the Section®# most important recruitment target, conscquently
ieft Yoscow on the day that MOROXE elso departed by trainp
for Warsaw and at a time thet his subordirate KOSOLAPOV was
in Helsinki (12-16 November 1860), apparently in connection

- with an operatior ageinst John GARLAND,

NOSENKO has given widely divergent accounts of the
purpose of his assignment to Cuba. 1Ip 1962 he related in
detail how he had been sent to iunvestigate how the Cuban—
intelligence service was operating agselnst Americans sta=
tioned ip Havana, particularly intelligence officers. and
described what he did to fulfill this mission. Sipnce 1964,
however, NOSENKC bas claimed merely to have been the security
officer with the delegation.

TOP SECREY
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1. Personal Handlirg of Agents

¥hen MOSENKO trassferred from the Tourist Department
to the Americen Departmcnt, he took slong a number of the
sgents he had used in tourist opersticns with bim: YEFREMOV
and VOLEOY, FRIPPEL, DMITRIYLV, and RYTOVA. During this
period he also handled LEVINA, @ librerian and lanpguage—

“teacher at the U.S, Epnbassy who was turned over to him by

U.S. Embassy Section case officer MASSYA ipn 1960; and
PRLISFREUND and guiifiim vho were used ip code clerk opera-
tions. These agents and NOSENKO's handling of them are dig-

cussed below.

{1} YEFXEMOV and VOLKOV

NOSENKD continued Lo mect with these two homosexual
ggents during Lis two years as Depury Chief of the section.
Hle did not use them in any way, however, accordirg to his
account. The ocly cootact of the t=o known to CIA was &
mecting in 1961 with BLRRETT. 1In 1959, while in Yoscow and
2 Ci® agept, BARRETT was compremised by YEFREUVOV and VOLROV:
iz 1961, csrortly after an upparently chence neaoting with
then, BARRETT was recruited by the KGE on the basis of the
materials obtained in 1359. NOSENLO descrited the compro-
sise cf BARRETT in 1959 eond knew that he had been recruited
in 1961.° He did not know of BARRETT's contacts with YLFHE-
HOV and YOLKOV in 1961.

(11) FRIPPEL

NOSENKO said he continued to handle FRIPFEL during the
196u-1961 period, despite the fact that he never provided
anything of value, because he and CHELNOKOV (the Chief of
the Tourist Dopartment who was always present at these
cecetings) “"kept hoping he would give sumething.” FRIPPEL
left the Soviet Union in Jenuary 1961, but XOSENKO continued
to be registered as his case officer,

.

(111) DUITRIYEV

DUITRIYEY, a specislist on Jepan and Thesilsnd who
spoke Jepapese and English, had teen NOSENKDO's agent during
the 1955-1960 period, DUITRIYEV was then caploryed by thre
Japanese Exhibition in Moscow, and NOSENKO did not indicate
how he was used in tourist operations., NOSEN:O did not
describe any operational use of him in 1960 or 1961.

{iv} RYTOVA

RYTOYA was BOSENKO's agent in the Tourist Department
after 1956 or 1957, at which tize she was employed st the
Russian Permancnt Exhibit in Moscow. An English speaker,
she reported any interesting information concersing visitors

to the exhibition. NOSENKO has not referred to any KGB operea-

tions in Yoscow im which she participated during his service
there.

{v) LEVINA
LEVIXA worked as & language teacher and librarisn at

the American Enbassy and NOSENKO handled her becsuse she
had a number of code clerks in her lenguage classes. BHe
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et with IEVINA a putber of fimes, bit she never reportcd .
‘anything ipteresting and ves never uncd directly in opere- i
tions  involving tihe Arericana. She =23 fired froa the '
Eabassy it tlLe end of 1960 or early 19sl.

(v1) Johen PREISFREUND

As described in Pejes 173-131 and discusscd above,
PREISFREUND was, NOSENKO said, recruited by KOVSIHUK in 1980
ard was bhapdied bf‘NOSEHKO in the operstion against James
STCRSBERG, [oth NOSLNKO and PREISFREIUND said that this was
the only operation in which he tonk part. NOSINKC suggested ,
to CIA that PREISIREUND would be able to attest to his . T
description of this case, and CIA interviewed PREISFREUND :
in Helsinki and Stockholm during the suzmer of 1965, PREIS. .o .
FREUXD's account gencrally agreed with NOSENKC's ond he was é::;;;;;;:f
able to supplvy a considerable esmount of personzliity und
backgrourd information concerning his former case officer.
From PREISIREUND's menner during these interviewg, the nature
of his responses and statements, and his actions gfter the
interviews were completed, there was no resgsonsbie doubt
that he remeincd under KGB control while meeting the CIA
representatives.

was first targctted agaxubimAncrxce Pouse tn General, but
was then used only in the development operation against
ZUJUS, the successor to Janes STCHASLERG as militzry code
- clerk in Moscow, @&IEThupet and developed ZUJUS, but nothing
had come of the operction at the time NOSENKO transferred
from the american Department. No other use was made of this
ggent and there was o approach to ZUJUS, NOSENKO first
suzzosted that CIA actempt a “"false flag” recruitment of
: : ,) neme fur this purpose' he pro -

vided CIA with &= ,.3”
contact could be esta : . i
iike PREISFREUND, could verif) NOSENKO's positicn as his
handler in the ZUJUS operation (Pages 208-212). CIA inter=-
: vieved ZUJUS, who vaguely recalled havirg met Gia [
i recall his name and denied that his relatlonsbip”wx h &
vas as close as NOSENKO reported.

B s s
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. &t various times that this took place in January 1962 and
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. Transfer to the Tourist Department

Some time in the fall of 1961, NOSENKO said, he heard

of GRIBANOV's decision to promote himto the position of R
-Deputy Chief of the entire Amcrican Department. NO3ENKCG,. .. =

however, knew that his chief and friend KOVSHL® wanted the

job. and that FEDOSEYEV (Chief of the Department) also favored .
KOVSHUK for this position. Realizing that his own appoint- 2
ment would therefore place him in a difficult position ard
wighipg to avoid this, NOSENKO spoke to the Chief of the
Tourist Department, CHELNOKOV, about returnirg there. At
CHELNOKOV's suggestion, NOSENKO went to GRIBANOV with the
request to be returned to the Tourist Department as Chief
of the American Tourist Section, wiih the understanding that
he would be made Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department

upon the retirement of the incumbent. BALDIN, in July 1962.
To this GRIBANOY agreed. NOSENKO said that GRIBANOV did

- not discuss with himhis reasors for wanting to appoint him

Deputy Chief of the Axmerican Department or for appointing
him Chief of the American Tourist Section, nor did he discuss
with NOSENKO his personal requirements for these positions.
On one occasion, ip early 1963, NOSENKO said that it was
because GRIBAKOV "thought I was a tough guy, a good case
officer. Ip 1959 I saw him often and was involved ip a lot .
of questiors which were reported to him." According to

his most recent version, NOSENKO was officially transferred
from the Americap Dé&partment at the end of December 1961
and reported for duty in the Tourist Department on about

3 January 1962,

KOVSHUR, who was also a candidate for the job as DNeputy
Chief of the American Department. had earlier held this po-
sition, according to NOSENKO and GOLITSYN. lie hiad been per-
sonally involved in many of the more significant American
Department operations during the previous decade. These in- ;
cluded the recruitments of RIODES and SMITH (the latter one i
of NOSEXNKO's most inportant leads. according to KOSENKO) ; ‘
the handling of SHAPIRO; the attempts to recruit STCRSBERG,

STOSE, -and YANNHEIM; the development of the ClA officer
'lNTERSﬂ and the xnterrogation of LANGELLE in connection with

he POPOV arrest.

By contrast, GRIBANOV's original candidate forethe job,
NOSEKRKO, was present when KOZLOV recruited BURGI,and himself ;
recruited HARRIS and five homosexual tourists who visited i
the Soviet Uniop in 1959. Furthermore, NOSENKO's perfor- P
mance as Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy Section. as he
admitted under interrogation, was "not good. "

NOSENKC has given many contradictory dates for his
“transfer to the Tourist Department. In 1962 NOSEXNKO said

in February 1962: ip 1964 he timed the transfer as falling
some time between 15 and 20 Japuary 1962; and in February
1965 he arrived at the date of 2 or 3 January 1962, after
it was pointed ovut that he appeered in the approach to W.E,
JOHNSON on 5 January: (On this basis, he said that the
official order wes issued about 25 December 1961 and that
he turned over his files to his successor GRYAZNOV several
days later.) NOSENKD contradicdted this latter estimete,
however, by saying that he was in the U.S. Embassy Section
for the entire period of the three-month surveillance of

v e e et s ————
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the Puslikin Stroet dead drop, f.e.., until late Harch 1962,
and by his insistence that he had roturned to the Tourist ‘

i

Department by the time GOLITSYN defectud; he placed this ov
15 January 1862 aad refused to belleve the correct date of
15 December 1861. .

p. Remarks R
Por no single responsibility has NOSENKDO substantiated

his alleged service as Deputy Chicf of the U.S. Embassy
Section in the vears 1860-1961. His stetements about the
appointment to and transfer from this position have been ,
inconsistent; bis comparatively narrow experience and his . i
acknowledged falsehoods about a personal relastionship with
the Chief of the KGB Second Chief Directorate, GRIBANOV, .
dispel the likelihcod that these pcrsonnel sscigonments were i
made in the way he claims. BRepeatedly he has becn contra-
dictory about his activities during this two-year perlod,
shifting his story to suit the occasion and ignoring bow
each succeeding version made all of his ciaims increasingly
incredible. The limited extent of NOSENKO's information
betrays 2 lack of familiarity with details on the duties,
targets, and most of the cperptions which he has ascribed :
to hirself; in a certain few instances, however, such as :
his description of ABIDIAN’s route to the Pushkin Street dead
drop, he has recounted events just as they are known from
other sources to have occurred. Nevertheless, where col-
lateral information has covered the few subjects on which
he provided details, it has almost invarlably contradicted
him and showed him to be ignorant of significant facts.
The reporting by NOSENKO thus was s> superficial, so in-
conplute, and 5o_t demonstrably erroneous as to suggest. without

e - e . -

resefvation that he never gerved as_an officer in the U.S._~ | —
EnbassY“Section,'zuch less as its Deputy. Chief. All aveil-
‘able evidence, eéxcluding that from certain Soviats who were

’ CIA and FBI sources (see Parts VIII.H. and VII.,I. below),
combines to foramulate this conclusion.
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7. Tourist Deportment (1962-1964)

a. Introductinn

NOSLNKO ajreed during tne interrogations at the beginning
of 1965 that he must have reported for duty as Chief of the
- American Tourist Section on about 3 January 1962.%* In this
job he was responsible for planning and supervising KGB acti-
vities against all tourists of American, British, and Caradian
nationalities arrivirg in the USSR, and his duties also encom=-
passcd preparations for the coming tourist season (Pages 225~
287).

PR

EES .

In July 1962, in conformity with GRIbLANUV's intentione,
NOSENKO was promoted to the position of Deputy Chief of the
entire Tourist Department; it had a tavble of organizaticn of
close to 100 staff officers, was responsible for handlingy cpera-
tions against all tourists to the Soviet Union, and mairtzined
the facilities used in these operations. A year later NOSEUKO
received the title of First Deputy Chief of the Departnent, a
"paper” promoticn as there was no other deputy. During this
pericd in the Tourist Department, in addition to his supervi-
sory duties (concerning which he has nrot been questioned in
detail), NOSENKO took personal part in approaches to several
tourists, organized and directed the arrest of an American
tourist on howosexual charges, and met with a number of agents.
It was his serior suparvisory position that involwved him in two :
of the most widely publicized cases of this pericd, the arrest
of BARGHOORN and the case of OSWALD. ‘

b. Mbseinces from Yoscow-

During his two years in the Tourist Department, NOSEXKO

was availaple to perform his assigned duties only part of the
time. ‘After arriving in the American Tourist Section and after
‘the approach to JOENSON on 5 January 1962, NOSENKO spent sev-

eral weeks “"getting the feel” of things by talking to case offi~-
cers, reviewing repcrts of the section's activities during the
previous two years, and discussing plans for the up~coming tour-
ist season. In mid-February he began preparations for his assign-

et it 5 2

5 ment to Gereva with the Disarmament Delegation. NOSENKO has . —~——---—7"""
said that this involved discussions with the Eleventh Depart- ’ e
ment of the Second Chief Directorate, responsible for arranging S M

for security coverage of Soviet delegations going abroad, as o
well as with the case cofficers responsible for the investigation ;;_—1~"”"
of suspected American agent SIIAKHOV. NOSENKO said that he did- ;

this on a part-time basis in addition to his regular duties,

but has noted in another context that these preparations required

sufficient time to make it impossible for him to take a personal !

part in the recruitment of BIENSTOCK in February 1962, On

15 March 1962, NOSENKO arrived in Geneva, remaining there with
the delegation until 15 June, when he left Geneva by train to
return to Moscow to reassume his duties as Chief of Section.

{He said that he had no deputy chief in this position, and it

is unclear who performed these functions in his absence.) Thus,

e e

ﬁ, according to NOSENKO's account, of the six months he was Chief i
. | i
g ® This date was settled upon after he acknowledged that his ;
E approach to the American tourist W.E., JOHNSON must have &
&f occurred on 5 January, §
g i
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: !
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of the American Tourist Section, he wa3 in Mostow only three:
months ard for nwch of this time was involved ih breaking in
or his rew job or in pireparing fcr his temporary assignment
abrozd, YNOSINKO said ne hed "no acconplishments” in this }
period., . :

In the fall of 1962, NOSENKO woent nn leave for a wonth in
Soch! with his wife e¢nd mother. WOSENKO has estimated that 38ix
months of 1963 were spent on various temparary assignments in
tte Soviet Union outcide cf Moscow, plus a ornc-manth's vacation
in 1¢53, From 15 June 12€2 to Tus artivael in Sencva con 19 Janu-
ary 1964, a period of 18 months, UHOZENKO was absent from KGS
Headquarters for eight months. Thus 1n the neriod 1962-63,
holding supervisory positions, NOSELRO was absent or "reading
in" for about 13 months, cr alout SO percent of the time,

Ce Persoral Participation in Cperat

Laonsg

u

HOSENKO had direct operational cortact with three hmericans
during 1962 ard 1963. Two of these {the approach to JOHNSCN
and the interrogation o hARGHOOKY) were unusual in that they
were provocations wWithout any attempt to recruit the target;
NOSENKO could nane no ciher examples of such operations. In
both cases, the victim of the provccation has verified NOSENKO's
presence. The third cate, the re:cruitaent approach to BRAUNS,
was unsuccessful. Additionally, WOIZfNKO supervised the homo-
sexual ccmnr0T1<e ot kCAhx, who was closely vied in withgliHRi

gensitive source and relsated.

{i}) The W.E, JCHNS"ﬁ Provocraticon

JOHNSON {(Pages :£89.293), NO3SENKO said, was in Moscow as
a tourist in early Jonuary 1962 ard was considernd for recrult-
ment, but a decision was made thzt he was nct worth the eflort
as he had rno access to classified naterials and lived too tar
from the KGB Legal Residencies in wWashington and New York City.
(JCHNSON's home was in Texas.) Severa: days after this deci-
sion Was made, poscal 1ntctcepts showed that JCINSON: was writing
abusive letters concerning tne Soviet Union. They were “"so
bitter” and critical that the KGB decvided that something had
1o be doae to stop him. At about the same time the KGB received
an indication that JOHIZION was a rnomosexual, and it was'decgged
to entrap him on this basis and force him to promise not to
write any more letters or criticize the USSR in articles when
he returned to the United States. The compromise was effected
by use of NOSENKO's homosexual agents, and NOSENKO was able to
describe the confrorntation scene, his second meeting with JOHN-'
SON, and JOHNSON's frigntened telephore call to the U.S, Embassy
reporting that NOSENKO had recortacted him.

NOSENKO told CIA in June 1962 that he had taken part in
this operation "in January." ¥hen he contacted CIA in Geneva
in 1964 he had a scrap of paper on which was noted JOHNSOW's
nare and the date "5 January 1962, This was the actual date
of the approach, but NOSENKO insisted that the date bore no
relationship to the name, and that the approach to JOHNSON took
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place in the summer of 1962, a fact he recalled distinctly be-
cause he wore no overcoat. It was only when confronted with
ofgicial U.S. records that NOSENKO agreed in early 1965 that
the apprcach was in January and recalled that it was made
immediately after NOSENKO returned to the Tourist Department.®

NOSENKO said that when JOHNSON first arrived in Moscow
there was consideration of recruviting him, but that there was
a decision against thie as he was of little intelligence value.
Then JOHNSON mailed insulting letters which were picked up
through postal intecept, About the same tims thcre were indi-
cations of homosexuality. Then the operation was mounted

. against him. This implies a very tight time schedule. JOHNSON

arrived in Moscow on 31 December 1961; NOSENWEC said he reported
for duty as Section Chief on 3 January 1962; JOHNSON reported
his first contact with NOSENKO's homosexual agent VOLKOV the
evening of 4 January; and the approach by NOSENKO was on 5 Janu-

aty-

Although NOSENKO implied in 1962 that his homosexual agents
VOLKOV and YEFREMOV: were the ones who criginally detexrmined

; JOHNSOh s} homosexuality, he said in 1964 only that there were

signs.” ™ NOSENKO did not know what these indicacions were or
where they came from. JOHNSON reported that he first met the
agent VOLKOV on the evening of 4 January when the latter sat
down at his restaurant table; on this same occasion VOLKOV in=-
vited JOHNSON to his hotel room the n2xt day. The fact that
VOLKOV joined JOHNSON uninvited anc set him up for the approach
without leaving the table suggests that there had, in fact,
been signs of his homosexuality beforenand and that operational
plans had been laid by tihis time.

NOSENKO hasg described the caution taken in other homosexual
entrapment caseg and has named several which were called off
because of a risk of scancdal. 1t is, therefore, unusual that
the KGB would take this risk merely to force JOHKNSON, an
American and a Baptxst mxnlster, to stop writing 1ﬂsu1t1ng let-
ters and articles.

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

({4} The BARGHOORN Pfovocation-Arrest

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

¥ How NOSENKO's self-stated and confirmed participation in a'
Tourist Department operation on 5 January 1962 carries
implications for his account of ABIDIAN's visit to the
PENKOVSKIY dead drop is discussed above.

)
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described in cetail the selcctiun of BARIIOCAN as & hostege for
ANOV (the KGB officer ar;n{tnﬂ ch rtiv befo-_ in New York
& i (e1hg > W&o the plasring
of the provocation, otlzl | TrPitiling BAIGHOORNM
which were not related to the prowocation, DAXCEOORN'8 arrest .
in Moscow, and the early ctag2s of his interrogation. Except
for some varlaticn in datcs, MOSENKO®e accounts of BARGHOSRi's ™
movenents and of-the sequence of evente in the provocatzo1-
arrest matched t@g;_gf BARGHOOPN. This case is in two ways
zimilar to the approach to W.E. JOHNSON: It was an operation
in which there wags_no thought of recruitment, and DARGHCOM! wasg

able to identify WNOSENKO as a participant.

BARGHOORY regorted that the day after his arrest he wasg
guestioned by the same officer who had interrogated him the
evening before abcut the “compromising materials®™ which had
been planted on him, With this officer on this one occasion
was his "chief,” whom BARGHOORN subsequently identified by photo-
graph as NOSENKO. HNOSLNKO has sald that he was told.by the
Chief of the Tourist Department that GRIBANOV wanted him (H0SENKO)
present in the interrogatxon room at the time when BARGHGOPH
2dmitted that he had the. compromising information in his posses-
sicn at the time ¢f arrcst. NOSENKO did not kncw why hig pir-
ticular presence was needed or deasirca, tut he complied des;ite
the fact that he did not want to reveal his face to BARGHOOPN
as he kncw BARGHOORN would be releazsed. LOSINKO said that he
stayed in the intcrrogation room only wuntil the intaerrogating
officer sccured this auamission and then he left. BARGHOCRY
has reported that NOSENRO attended one of the interrogaticn
sessions, that this session covered only biogreépnic and bzacxground
matters, ard that the ccmpromising dsruments ard his possessicn
of them had been discussed the previous evening, right afrer his
arrest.

In describing the planning of this provecaticn, NOSEXKO
told ClA that the suggestion to provide BARGHOORN came {rem
GRIBANOV, who took the idea of arresting BARG!HOORMN %o KGB Chair-
plan SEMICHASTHYY, but did not divulge t> him thot it would Lbe .
based on provocation. 7his was on the Jay before the arrase,
SEMICHASTIYY agreed with the idea of the arrest ard secured
permission to carry it out from BREZHNEV, as KiRUSHCHEV was
out of Moscow at the time. Relieble scurces show, however,
that KHRUSHCHEV was in Mcscow on 30 October, the day when SEMI-
CHASTNYY allegedly called BREZENEV, and was also there on 31
October, the day ¢f the arrest. BHEZHNEV was not seen kty
Westerners in Moscow from 29 October until 2 November 1963.

+{iii) The Avproach to BRAUNS

NOSENXO said he perscnally approached the American tour-
ist BRAUNS (Pages 293-295) shortly after returning to Moscow
fyom Geneva in 1962. BRAUNS had lived in Leningrad until World
¥ar II, had left with the fleeing Germans, and had eventually
settled in the United States, where he was a technician working
at an "interesting company making computers, adding machines,
or other instruments.® NOSEWKO had originally instructed his
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subordinate KRUPNOV to handle the case, but KPUPNOV was not atle
to get anywhere with BRAUNS and in the middle of the approich
called NOSEUKO fcr help. NOSEUKD went to the Mcscow# Hotel where
KRUPNOYV and BRAUNS were talking, and he eventually secured-
BERAUNS' agreement to cooperate, against threat of imprisonrent
for treason on the basis of his wartine flight from the Soviet
Union. BRAUNS left Moscow the next day for Leningrad, and be-
cause NOSENKO felt the recruitment was “shaky,” KIUPNOV wasg '’
sent after him to consolidate the agreement. DBPAUNS refused

- o sece KRUPNOV however, 80 again KJOSENKO went to help him. It

was clear to KOSENKO, hcwever, that BRAUNS was s8¢ frigh+encd
that he would never work for the KGB; NOSINKO thereupcn decidad
to terminate the case, and BRAUNS wad sent on his way.

NOSENKO could not recall his position at the time he approached

BRAUNS, he did not know why BRRUNS had vyisited tlL. Soviet Unicn,
and he was unable to name any Sovist citizens with whom BrAUNS
care into contact while in the USSPR. EBRAUNS, in fact, had spent
almost a week in Moscow before the approaci was macde.. During
thie time® he spent his days with an Inturist tour and his ¢ven-
ings with an cld girlfriend he had known tefore the war. She
had been writing to BRAUNS in the United States for ahout a year,
telling him of her unhappy marriage and i-pendiry divorce.
CRAUNS hed written her of his intention to vigit the USSR, and
che travelled specially from her heme in Lenincrad to Moscow to
spend this time with hinm.

According to the account given by BRAUNS, the man (NOSENKO,
acceréing to HNOSENXO) who jeined him and his original interxrrc-
gator in Moscow was the person who first epproached him in Lenin-
grad. This suggests, if correct, that it was NOSENKO who was
sent there to consolidate the recruitment, not KRUPUDY. BRAUNS
wag unable to-identify HOSENKO's photograph but expiained that
he was so frichtered that he prcbably cculd pot recognize any-
one involved. Other aspects of his story therefore may ke ccn-
fused.

{§v} The Arrest of KOTEN

NOSENXKQO said he supervised the homosexual provecation anc
arrest of American tour guide KOTEX in 1963 and the develop-
ments in the case were reported to him (Pages 298-302); he was
not in face-tc-face contact with KOTEN. UHOSENKO explained that
KOTEN, a member of the CPUSA, had freguently visited the USSR
since the war, he3I numerous suspicicus centacts there, and was
considercd possibly to be a "plant”™ (presurably of the FBI) ir

He Cormunist Party. Prior to his arrlval in-1963, a*”;*ﬁyqﬁfﬁ

50 al.egal Residency reported :h KCTEN was in contaL-A
witn an s=portant SR et in ¢ that he was carrying
the addceczs of relatives of this agent with w.im on bis trip,
end that he intended to visit them. ©n this basis, it was
rons;dered that be mxght have the m'sexﬁn cf xnvns lqatlna

1% AS 1t wae su;pcctwa LTOT €2ri.er trxpa tha* KDTEY
was a homosexual, the KGB planned to compromise hix, arrest
. him, break him, and provide time for ¢he €ER agent to make his
escape from the United States. KOTEN was arrested, but the &ER
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agent refused to lcave the United States, and when the CPUSA
protested the arrest of one of its members, KOTEN was rcleased.

FOTEN was a long-time Communist, and there are no apvarent
reasong why the KGB should doubt his loyalty. His hOﬁoeoxuality
was well-known to hls acquajintances within the CPUEA, and at
the time of his trip to the Soviet Union he was acting as a tour
guide for the New York firm “Afton Tours,” which is owned by .
SVENCHANSKIY. ({NOSENKOD said that SVENCHANSKIY, alido a Commuiiist,
was his own agent at the time of KOTEN's arrest.)

NOSERKO was able to give & consx_erab‘
ing data on the "important aqent" f2 .
This aarrt had been 1dex:.fxnd G}

e a”\cun* (‘f idnrt- &

i A

The fact that KOTEN had bLeen arzested on chargaes of homo-
sexuality was leaked by Inturist to pruss scrvices two days
after the roported date of the arrest, resulting in wide pub-
licity in Western newspapexs. ('*ha U.S, frbassy was nc* noti-
fied cfficially until zwo days laler.} There was no apnarent
reascn for this extrenrciy unusu2l step by the KG3, which can
bz assumed to manipulate Inturist for operaticnal support pure-

POBES.

After the CPUSA had protected the action, XOTTH was re-
leased {rcm priscn, Hz was told that the incident was a mistake

which had been corrected, that h2 was free ro go anywhcre he
wantod

in the Soviet Union, and that rne ¢2..d return anytime,
e the{ig;aaert has since repatriated to the Soviet

d. Agents Handled by NOSENKO

When NOSENKO transferred from the U.S. Embassy Section to
the Tourist Department, he took with him the two homcsgsexual
agents VOLKOV and YEFRZMOV, PREISFREUND, BEXEE and RYTOVA
{Pages 287-289). The homosexuals he used the day after his
return, in the operaticn against W.E. JCHNSON. This was their
first operational use since the fall of 1953%; they were rever
used again before beinyg terminated at the end of 1962 or early
1963, NOSENKO said, because they were "too well known,® PREIS-
FREUND was considered compromiscd to kmerican Intelligence
folleowing the cefection of GOLITSYN, so he also was never used
again, although NOSENKO met him sccially when PKEISFREULND re-
turned to Moscow on business trips as recently as 1%63. During
the first part of 196z, on instructions from KOVSHUK and the

"-Chief of the americcon Department, NOSENKO continued to meet

with Eﬁﬁfﬁu who was still involved in the development of ZUJUS,
the american code clerk. NOSELXO last saw &3 Lefore going
to Geneva in March 1562; WEISS left “he Soviet Union to return
to Syria while NOSENKO was away. RYTOVA, NOSENKO said, had
been his agent since 1956 or 1957. Some time in 1962 she moved
from her position as an instructor of Greek at the Institute
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of International Relations to a position in the school of the
CPSU Central Committee and ceased agent work. Althcugh she
wag inactive, NOSENKO continued to be registered as uer case
officer until 1964, when he defected.

(L) PRIPPEL
Having left his assigrment in Moscow in early 1961, FRIPPEL

(pages 129-133 and’ Pary VIII.D.5.) returned several times to

the Soviet Union in 1962 and 1963, NOSENKO, who remained his
case officer although PRIPVEL now lived and worked in New York
City, met him each time. FRIPFEL said there were three such
occasions, in February 1962 when he met once with KOSEUKO and
CHELNOKOV in Odessa, and two later times in Moscow and Odessa,
when NOSENKO came alone, NOSENKO denisd that he mét PRIPPEL

in Odessa in February 1962 with CHELNCOKOV, but said that he met
twice with him alone after retuznxng to Moscow from Geneva.

The first of these meetings was in the summer of 1962 when FRIP~
PEL was accompanying a group of American newspaper editors tour-
ing the Soviet Unicn. FRIPPEL said NOSENKO called briefly at
his hotel room to enquire what questions ‘the editors planned

to ask KHRUSHCHEV during a planned interview. When FRIPPEL.
gaid he did not know, NOSENKO departed and FRIPPEL later re-
ported that he did not see NOSENKO again on this trip. {NOSENKO
8aid he called again after the interview to learn the ®"reactions
of the editors.) The second meeting was in Odessa, when FRIPPEL,

. visited the Soviet Union as a guide on a tour ship. According

to FRIPPEL, it was on this occasion that NOSENKO apparently made
a phone call to ask permission to go aboard FRIPPEL's ship, and
it might have been at this ‘meeting or the earlier one that
IOSENKO told him something of his personal background. (PRIPPEL
knew a considerable amount of information about NOSENKO's father
and family.) NOSENKQO denied the possibility that he would have
to request permission to board the vessel and said that if he
had told PRIPPEL anything about himself, it was when' he was
drunk. Both FRIPPEL and NOSENKO agreed that FRIPPEL provided
no information of value during any of these meetirngs.

{1i) SVENCHANSKIY

NOSENKO has cited SVENCHANSKIY, KGB cryptonym "ANOD,® as
an example of the Second Chief Directcorate’s use of foreign
travel agents to signal the KGB when an interesting tourist is
about to visit the Soviet Union (Pages 295-298). SVENCHANSKIY
was recruited for this purpose, NOSENKO said, in 1961 and used
to send open~code signals to the Tourist Department by marking
visa applications whenever he spotted anything significant.
Some of SVENCHANSKIY's signals had been,considered, NOSENKO
said, "of definite operational interest.” 1In September 1963,
NOSENRKQO took the case over from the previous handling officer,
NOSKOV, and his name was listed in SVENCHANSKIY's file as the

responsible officer.

NOSENKO first said that he had read SVENCHANSKIY®s file
and then changed this to say that he had only skimmed it. He
met twice with his new agent, once in September 1963 and once
later in the year. On both occasions, NOSKOV was present.
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NOSELY.O said that at the time SVENCHANSKIY was recrulted
in 1961 that, because SVENCHANSKIY was known “o0 have had con-
tacts with AMPORSG in New York, there was some suspicion that
he might be an FBI agent. NOSENKO was unable to be more pre-
cise as to tnhe basis for these suspicions and, when asked how
NOSKOV had resolved them, was able t0 say only that NOSKOV
*felt™ that SVENCHANSKIY was not an American agent,

NOSENKO knew little about SVENCHANSKIY's background from
the one-volume file kept on him in the Tourist Department: He’
did know that SVENCHANSKIY was recruited in 1961 on the promise
of commercial favors, that he had 2t one tine been detected
in blackmarket transactions in the USSR, and that in addition
to his travel agency, SVENCHANSKIY ran a Russian~language book-
stcre in Chicago. FBI and CIA records show that SVENCHANSKIY -
has becn erployed by a series of registered Soviet Government
organizations in the United States since the early 1930°s,
that he was released from his position as a United lNations radio
officer broadcasting to the Soviet Union in 1952 when he failed
to answer questions of the Senate Interral Security Committee
concerning alleged subversive activity, and that both his travel
agency and his book store are affiliated with registered Sov-
iet agencies, Inturist and Mezhkniga. &Allegations on file of
SVENCHANSX1Y's Communist sympathles and probable Soviet espion-
age activities cdate back to the Second World War. 1In August
1950, Harry GOLD linked SVENCHANSR1Y to the Soviet espionage
network in_th ] The FBI has re-

: J Tc time bzen tre
cC xuent;al ’ﬂcretary of GOLCS, the ®"director of Soviet egpion-
age in the United States.” (NOSENKO knew that someone called
Sonya worred for SVENCHANSKIY in New York, but said that she

is not a KGB agent and was not the one who marked the visa

"applications.)

e. The OSWALD Investigation

As First Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO -
said, he was directiy involved in the investigation of OSWHALD's
actfvities in Minsk which was ordered after the assassipation
of President KENNEDY {(Pages 136-144 and Part VIII.D.S5.)}. It
is from his role at this time and his reading of the Minsk KGB
file on OSWAID that NCSENKO derived his authority to state that
the KGB "washed its hands of OSWALD® after his attempted sui-
cide in the USSR, that there was no attempt to recruit either

" OSWALD or his wife, and that KGB interest in OSWALD while he

lived in Minsk was restricted to passive observation.

€. The CHEREPANOV Investxgatxon

Part ViiIi.B8.6.c. contains a discussion of the CHEREPANOV
case, in which NOSENKO claims to have been involved in Novem-
ber 1962 while Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department.
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g. Remarks

-t

leaving aside NTSENRO's unsubstantiated cluims to super-
visory jobs in the Tourist Department in 1962-1963, when he
indicated he was absent fros KGB Headquagters nearly half of f,: .
the time, bis persoral role in operations and investigations i*l -t
|
i

of the period appears artific{il in sope instances and im-
plausible in others. NOSENKO'’s knowledge of the origins of

the JOHVSOY case is incomplete, the timing conflicts with other
activities trabuted to himself, the expressed purpose of

tne compromise in unigue, and the outcoms peems to have little
consequence beyond cnabling JOHNSON to confirm that NOSENKO
appeared in it. Although BRAUUS may have been in a position

to corioborate HOSEXXRQ's appearance in that operation, he has
.ot done so and his statenents contradict NOSENKO on the part .
the latter played. So too Jdo the statements cf BALRGHOORN, who ' ;
recognized NOSENKO as a person who was seen briefly during the :
interrogation scssions; certain facts from other sources con-
tradict NOSENKO on cne important cetall (KHRUSHCHEV'S presence
ir. Moscow} of the EARGHOORN arresce, exolaxrod as_a reta11>txon-
hostage acticn for events in &3 HENTY ARy f§4h i:

A B NOSENKO'S inforimatisiumint o5
Communxst hOTSW seems sxrply to have conf‘*med :

B i SR ..

information on the bacAS?u” I 2 mcperation 13

fragmentary, lacking even the most impcreant facts kriown froxm

‘several, mainly overt, scurces; his attendance at nmeetings

with SVENCHAKSXIY was confined to the two times when the .

original handler w2s also present. 7The position of NOSENKC in

.the FRIPPEL and OSWALD cases is discussed in Part VIII.D.S.

In summary, NOSENKO's operational work was not comrensurate

with that of a Section Chief and Deputy Department Chief, nor

with that of a case o0fficer, regardless of rank. Wherce the

participation of NOSEXYO in Tourist Department activities has

been or might be confirmed by other sovrces, it is therefore —
- unproven that he was in a supervisory position in the KGB or (t::::;;;h

that he was even a case officer. . _——
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E. Examination of Other Aspects of NOSENKO's Biography

1. KGB Awards and Ranks

a, Awvards

At various times since contacting CIA in 1962, NOSENKO
described a series of awards and decorations which hzs received
over the years for his performance of duties in the Second Chief
Directorate (Pages 313-321). lie claimed to have received the
Order of Lenin, the Order of the Red Star, and the Opder of the
Red Banner; he said he received & special commendation from
KGB Chairman SEROV for his role in the BURGI recruitment and
the same award in 1959 for his recruitment of all of the Ameri-
can or British tourists recruited that year by the KGB (three
British and three hmerican homosexuals). NOSENKO told of a
number of other commerndations which he received--almost one a
year--for his "general good work.® 1In October 1966 NOSENKO
said that he never received any awards for his KGB operational
performance, only a medal for satisfactcry completion of 10
years of KGB service and a Red Army anniversary medal.

b. Ranks

NOSENKO's descriptions of his various rank promotions fol-
low a similar but more complicated pattern (Pages 322-326}).
He has given two separate sets of circumstances for his first
promotion, frcm junior lieutenant to lieutenant. According to
the first of these, the one NOSENKO adhered to during 1964 and
1965, he was promoted to the rank of lieutenant while serving
in the Far East with the naval GRU at the beginning c¢f 1951,
NOSENKO explained zhat the required time in grade is scmetimes
cut in half for cfficers serving at this undesirable post, and
that this is why he was promoted after only six months of
active duty. In 1966 NCSENKO said for the first time that he
did rot enter on active duty until March 1951 and that his
promotion to lieutenant was in mid-1952, while stationed in
Sovetsk, on the Baltic. In all his accounts, NOSENKO has said
that he entered the KGB with the rank of lieutenant as this
had been his rank in the naval GRU,®

During his first meetings with CIA in Geneva during 1962
ROSENKO claimed then to be a KGB major and said that he had
already completed the necessary time in grade for a lieutenant
colonelcy. NOSENEKD gave an apparently accurate description
of the structure of his salary as & major (so much for rank,
so much for longevity, etc.) and pointed out that he was fill-
ing a position {(Chief of Sectisn) normally held by a2 lieutenant
colonel. On contacting CIA agaln in 1964, NOSENKO claimed the
rank of lieutenant colonel. He gupported this claim with the
TDY authorization issved for the CHEREPANOV search,®* Wwhich

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

t* See Part VIII.B.7.c. for an analysis of the CHEREPANOV
case,
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gave NOSENKO®'s rank as lieutenant colonel and was signed by
GRIBANOV himself and testified to it by his signature on the
"official biograrhical statement”™ prepared in Frankfurt.

The first major change in NOSENKO's story of his promo-
ticns came during the interrogations of January 1965 when he
volunteered out of context ard for no clesr reason that he hed
never held the rank of major but rather, because of a scrics
of administrative slip-ups and GRIBANOV's advi=2 and help, had
jumped éivectly from the rark of captain, which he received
in 1556, to the rank of lieutenant colonel in late 1963.
NOSENKO was later to claim that he had never said in 1962 thas
he was a major.”®

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

€. HCmarxs

NOSENKO's admissions regarding his awards and premotions
directly affect his seclf- portraxture as a successful and rapidly
rigsirg KG3 officer. They also have a ke € the
alleged reasons for this rise § - it was
GRIBANOV'sS favoritism. NOSENKO ailrm ¥ inxed GRI-
BANOV's name to each cf the awards he earlier claxnﬂd to have
received. In most cases it was GRIBANOV who ceCided that
NOSENKO should get a particular award; in the rest, it was
GRIEBANDY who physically presented thce award to NCSENKO, The
same is true of NOCSENKO's account cof his rank premotions:
GRIBANOV, NOSENKO said, had promised him that he would be pro-
moted directly from senior lieutenant to major in 1959; when
the Personnel Department nmade a mistare and only vromoted
NOSENKO to captain, GRIBANOV adviscd him to accept this rank
and promisced that when he had conpleted sufficiers time in grade
for promotion to maior, GRIBANOV wculd sce to 1% that he was
proroted directly to lieutcnant colopel. Ihis is what happened,
NOSERKD said in 1965, and after he received his rank of lieu-
tenant colonel, GRIBALOV called him in and congratulated him,
On the basis of NOUSEXNKO's admissioas, there is aiditional rea-
gon to guegtion his relaticnship with GRIBANOV.**

NOSENKO carried with him to Geneva, against ¥GR regulation
and for no reason he could explain, an of£ficial %238 document
listing him as a lieutenant colonel and signed by GRIBAXNCOV him-
self as well as by ‘wo provincial a2uthorities. This suggests
strongly that the lie concerning NOSENKO's rank was not NOSZKKO's
alone. (If, in fact, as pointed out above, the CHEREPANOV
papers were fabricated by the KGB, then there was no genuine search

" for CHEREPANOY and NOSENKO's document is alsd fabricated and

not a mistaxe as NOSENRO claims.)

% This change of story coincided clcselv in time with a change
in the information reported by Hael Shortly after NOSENRQ's
defection mhad said that remarxs by his KGB assoclates

that

Foaan.

%% NOSENKO's retractions and changes of story concerning his

personal and cperational relationship with GRIBANOV are
discussed elsevhere (Pages 327-3136).
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2. Affiliation with Communist Party Organs

a. Introduction

NOSENKO drifted into the Komsomol, he said, in 1943 or
1944 without giving the step any thought whatsoever. All of
his friends at the Baku school were joining, s0 NOSENRO did
too. He remained an indifferent member of this Communist
youth organization throughout his school and university years,
in the GRU, and during his first year as a KGB officer. On
arriving in the U.S. Embassy Section of the American Depart-
ment in 1953, NOSENKO told CIA, he was appointed Secretary of
the small Komsomol Zrganization of the Second Chief Director-
ate, a group of about 17 members.

b. Discucsion

NOSENIIO was questioned by DCRYABIN on his duties as Kom-
somol Secretary (Pajes 623) and, although able to give a super-
ficial account of trese functions, was found o be unaware of
certain basic information which DERYABIN felt a person in this
positior should have. Thus, for example, NOSL:KO provided a
description of the system of levying dues on XKcmscmol members
which was substantially inccrrect and was unaware that a Kom-
somol Congress (the first in nany vears and therefcre a major
event) had been held curing his claimed tenure 2s Secretary.

NOSENKC said that he held the position of Xomosnol Organi-
zation Secretary until the late spring or early summer of 1954,
when he got into trouble for naving used official KGB alias
documentation to coanceal the fact that he received treatment
for venereal disease contracted from a prostitute, Immediately
atter this incident, said NOSENKO, he was removed from his
position and a "strict reprimand” was placed in his Kom-
sornl file. Several months thereafter, on the eve of his 27th
birthday, NOSENKO was forced out of the Komsomol because he was

too old. For over a year, until January 1956 when NOSENKO was

admitted as a candicdate member of the Communist Party of the

" Soviet Union, he was the ornly cfficer in the KGB who was neither
~ & Komsomol nor a Party member. NOSINKO's account of his expul-

sion from the Komsczol on reaching his 27th birthday is con-
tradicted by the official Statutes of the Komsomol in effect

at that time. These regulations stipulate a maximum age of

25 years and NCSENKO should therefcre have been forced cut at
the end of October 1953, upon reaching his 26th birthday. This
wag explained to NOSENKO, who insisted that he remained a member
until he became 27 years old and that no special exceptions

were made in his case.

c. Remarks

The fact that NOSENKO is incorrect regarding the age limi-
tation makes it doubtful that his account of the venereal
disease incident and his removal from the Komsomol Secretary-
ship is true. The date which he gives tc this incident is
after that on which he should have been expelled from the Kom=-
somol. (Additionally, NOSENKO's descriptions of the veneral
disease incident, his use of false documents, and his subsequent
punishment by the KGB and the Komsomol have been inconsistent;
see Pages 80-81).
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The evidence that NOSENKO lied about this particular
aspect of his first tour in the U.S. Embassy Section further
suggests tha® his entire account for this period of his
career is fabricated (Sece Part VIII.D.3.).
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3. Schooling
a. Introduction ‘ -
. There is relatively little reliable collateral irnformation
concerning NOSEKO's gchooling up until 1950. Other than what

- - .. - he himself has reported, available information consists of overt!
‘press releases pertaining to the Minister NOSENKO's career {(and.
giving his location at various times) and comments by one KGB
officer and one defector. NKOSENKO's own account, together with |
references to these other sources, is summarized below, {

With the exception of minor variations in dates, attribut.- f
able to memory, NOSENKO‘'s. story of his early years until the !
‘beginning of World War II, when he had just completed the sixth -
grade in Moscow, has been generally consistent in its various
tellings. Moreover, his accounts of having studied in Lenin-
grad and Moscow agree with information concerning the positions -
and moverents of the elder ROSENKO during these years., In con- !
trast, the pericd immedietely following, during which NOSENKO ¢
allegedly received his early training in naval matters (s char-
acterized with freguent changes of story, contradictions, and
admitted falsehood. '

b. Discussion

In 1964 and 1663 NOSENKO recalled that he enrolled in the
Moscow special naval school in the summer of 1941, immediately
after the Germans attacked the Soviet Union, and was evacucted
with the entire school from Moscow to Kuybyshev in September
to begin studies in the seventh grade. (An article in the Sov-
iet Army newspaper Krasnaya 2Zvezda (Red Star) on 14 Jenuary 1967
confirmed that seven special naval schools were established in
the Soviet Union in April 1940. Ore of these was in Moscow,
However, to be eligible for admission, one had to have completed‘
the seventh grade. The article did not indicate that the Moscow;
school was evacuated.) In April 1966, HOSENXO remembered that 1
he did no% go to Kuybyshev at this time but rather had been
evacuared o €helyabinsk with his mother and entered the sewent\
grade of a regular school.

In keeping with his respective accounts, HOSENKO said imn

1964 and 1965 that he returned from Kuybyshev in the summer of

1942 and secured admission to the Leningrad Naval Preparatory
: School, aleng with which he was evacuated by train to Eaku in
i the fall of that year. In April 1966, after inserting the year
spent at Chelyabinsk with his mother, NOSENKO moved all events
up a year and wrote in his autobiography that he entered the
Kuybyshev school in the fall of 1942 rather than the fall of
1941. NCSENKO also wrote at this time that he transferred to
the Leningrad preparatory school and travelled to Baku in the
fall of 1943, not 1942.=

e 8 s Er e

* Describing the reasons for his transfer to the Leningrad Naval
-Preparatory 3School, HOSENKO explained that the Moscow special

naval school was evacuated further to Achinsk in Siberia and

_ ‘that this was farther from hcme than he wished to go. The

! Red Star article menticned above said that the special naval
schools were all closed in 1943, however. The special school

- -apparently therefore was not transferred further to Achinek,
-but was shut down.
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’qain to acconmodate the added year in Chzlyabingk, NOSENKO .
said in 1966 that he spent half a year (actually, according tu '
the rest of the story, about thrze months) in Baxu before run-
ning away from schocl back to Mescuw in Jesnuary 1944, In

from Cctober 1942 until January 19{4. Earlier he had also
glver expanaive and charging accounts of his escape from school
to join the Soviet front against the Germans at Tuapse; noW he
admitted that this was a lie. By cutting the time he was in {
Baxu from 15 months to about three, KOSENKO algo admitted im-
plicitly that his accounts of the hasic- trainirng he received
in the preparatory school, of the swmier he spent working at
the school rather than returning to Moscow on vacatica, arnd of
his ®"certainty® that he cclebrated his 15th birthday in Baku
were also false.

NOSLNKO has been relatively consistent in recounting the
events of 1%44. 1In 1364, 1965 and again in 1366 he told of
studying as an “external” student in Moscow to complete his
ninth year of schooling and of rejoining his classmates from
Baku when the naval preparatory school returnad to Leningrad
in the auturn of 1344. On several occasions during 1%64 and
19€5, NOSEKXO described how he and his classmates spent QOctcber
and November 1944 working in the woods near‘Lerningrad before
beginning their tenth grade studies late in the year; hLe omitted
this account from his April 1966 autobiography.

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

AT R

The earliest collateral information Specifically cuncern-
ing HOSELKO'*s educational backg ,
acreral cericd described =~ﬂ"°.

the Sovxe* havy de‘ector nRTAWONOV saxd he attended & naval
preparatory school with NOSFHKO during the period 1344 to 1946,
ARTAMONOV, after NOSENKO's defection was publicized, said he
had xnown a scn of the Minister NOSENKO in the naval school in
Leningrad from 1944 to 1946. He was then shown a picture of
HOSENKO and confirmed this was the man. However, acccrding

0 NOSENKO's statements, NOSENKO would have been about two

g
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classes tehind ARTIMONOV, and wouid have beoen ar the school
for only about two months. It 1s conceivadle ttrat the presence
of the scn of the Minister of Shipruilding would be widely known
in the school and later remembered, but &0 would that son's
self-inflicted wound ard disappearance, which ARTAMONMOVYV has not
mentioned. It is unlikely, moreover, that ARTRMONOV could (20
years later) reliably recognize a photo of a person who had been
there such a short time and not in ARTAMONOV's class. {(NOSELRKO y
claims not to have known ARTAMONOV nor to recognize the name.) :

R

In all accounts, including his 1962 statementsy, HOSENKO
has said that he entered the Institute of International Rela-
tions in Moscow in 1945. His descriptions of couurses, events
and fricnds are as vague and unsubstantial as his accounts of
his earlier schooling. He has given various dates for his -
graduation and has explaired that he did so to cover up the
fact that he failed his finz2l examinztion in the subject of
*Marxism-Leninism, * of which he was ashamed, HOSENKO inost re-
certly ciaimed that he 1eceived his éiploma in the end of the
sumrer Of 1990 N R S I P TR

c. Remarks

ROSZNKO's own admissions, a2t well as the small amount of
collatersl informaztion available, make it clear that auch of his
sccount of his education has Yeen false. The reasons for tnis
are not at all clear and perniaps, in fact, therze {4 no logical
explanaticon. The CIA psychologist «ho tested and questioned
HOSERKO about his youth sucgested that, under corditiors of
interrogation, he may lie for no other rezson other thar his
need to save face., Thas view is an accurate descripticn of
HOSENRO's behavior when questioncd in detall on thig and other

cpects of his pre-KGB life; it is nct so with regard to ques-
tioning on his intelligence carcer. Nor does the psychologist's
view appear to explain why NOSENKO forgot or was unwilling to
tell Cii about an entire y<ar of his life, particularly such a
significant one, after consistently and apparently accurately
(judging from the Soviet press accouunts cf the Minister's
activities) describing the years preceding it. It is rot
apparent why NOSEWKO originally voluntecred the story of his
travel to Baku in the fall of 1942, when this was untrue, or
why he said that the Moscow Special Naval School wag evacuated
to Achinsk in 1943, when he must be aware that the school was
closed, if he was there,*

* The possibility that NOSEHKO is not the person he claims
to be (and with a completely false life history, or one
lived Ly some=one else) hLas been examined carefully, but
no clear conclusion can be drawn on the basis of available
evidence. .

TOP SECRET
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F. Appralisals of NOSENKO, his Motivation, and Other Opera-
Tiopal Circumstances

1. iIntroduction

Appraisals of NOSENKO the man and of his motivations
zust be founded, as with any source, on factors which are
often {mmepsureable, but fewer reservations need be attached
to an appraisal of the other circumstances affecting the
course of events in Geneva in 1962 and 1964, These opera- -
tional circumstances cap be analyzed and evaluated in much
the same manner as were KOSENKO's production, sourcing, and
blography for they are tangible pleces of evidence. In the .
next portions of this paper are presented these appraisals,

. which draw chiefly upon Pages 603-641 (for NOSENXKO the man),
Pages 20-29 (for his motivations), and Pages 11-19 apnd 30~
43 (for the operational circuzstances).

2. HNOSENKO

The CIA specialists who sssessed NOSENKO foubnd him to
be of above-average intelligence, cne of them saying that
“"his effective intelligence is more cleverness than intel-
lectuality, more shrewdness than efficiency.' He is capeble
of good memory and, as illustrated hx bis repesting certain
facts in e XEme gejuence, capable of whaf appears to he
good memorization of details. On the other hand, there were
numerousg internal cont¥adiciions io NOSENKO's recountings
of various events, he himself claimed an odd or poor memory,
and he was the oxceptionsl defector by having been totally
debriefed within a relatively short period.

Parts VIIL.D. end VIII.E. discuss NOSENKO's truthfulness
with reference to his Soviet Intelligence ard personal
backgrounds. llere may be sdded other observations by the
ClA specialists: NOSENKO can exercise deception cleverly,

PR he improvised and was evasive under interrogation, and he
has 8 “remarkable” disregard for fie truth where it serves
hig purposes. The results of the polygraph examination were
that NOSENKO "attempted deliberate deception.”

The gaps and errors 1in,NOSENKO's testimony therefore
do not seem attributable to low intelligence or to consis-
tently poor memory, but to a conscious attempt to mislead

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

£ . the EGB and if so, why he was chosen. Regarding the latter
q, point, it is noted that a CIA psychiatrist observed: *"This
P 5‘ man is capable of playing & role and playing it effectively,”
St . ;8and that a CIA psychologist stated: "From a distance NO-
S . ; SENKO looks very good [ to his KGB superiors] as a possible

e o- penetration agent, but close up he leaves much to be desired.”
S It was "close up,” in the CIA debriefings and interrogations,
"f’ that NOSENKO displayed an ipability to explain the gaps and
wiee errors in his reporting. :

A )

LAY .
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3. WUotivation

Part of onec's motivation for such a drastic act as
treason or defection may not be wholly coascious, ind there
may be underlying causes which any source aight not want
or be able to admit cven to hinsclf. Thus, what XOSEMKO
said about motivation need not be taken at face value, and
for this reason the whole question of hLis motivation must
remain 2 minor weight ir the overall asscsszent of bona fides.

NOSENKO has tried to present s meaningful explecatlion
and has changed or adjusted his story to this end. He
initiglly insisted that he had no ideological motives but
simply wanted to '"make a deal" in order to get out of
trouble; yet thisclaim is open to question: The gmouat of
operational money which NOSENKO needed to replace was hardly
enough to have driven him to treason, especislly since
there were friends in Geneva like GUK and KISLOV who might
have helped him make up his loss. Furtheraore, oply twp
days after CIA had rescued him with the funds., NOJEMNXO
spent ‘the CYA moncy in snother drunken debauchery (gith the
same companlon) and came back needing more. The discre-
pancy between the degree of the necd and the scriousness of
of the act was so evident that the CIA case officer commented .
to NOSENKO at the outset that there must be some deeper
explapation for his act. Thereupon NOSENKO asdded new
reasons: His distaste for certain aspects of the regize,
his resemtment of KHRUSHCHEY, and his liking for Smericans.

~m

By his defection ic 1964 NOSENRO chunged the ccurse of
his life, although he had said in 1962, forcefully and
unequivocally, that he would never do so unless in acute
danger. In 1964 he could give no coherent explansticn for
the change of heart and in October 1866 he denied, for the
first time, that hehad said in 1462 that he would pot de-
fect. His only motivatiop was that, having risen to the
level of Deputy Department Chief, he would not get to travel
abroad any more. (This contradicts NCSEXNKO's 1962 state-
ments: anticipating imminent promotion to Deputy Pepartment
Chief, he said that he would lIeave the USSR at least once

@8 year in the future.) For no visible reason NOSENKO seems

to have abandoned a purportedly successful and promising
career, an undisturbed vamily life and children of shom

he was fond, cast shame on his father®s memory zud his re.
maining relatives, and departed forever from his ose country.

His own unease concerning his motivation evidently con-
tinued until, in 1965, he wrote one cohesive expla-ation.
No part of this statement was ever boroe out by his conduct,
attitudes, remarks or reactions. He appeared, whepever his
reactions seemed spontanedus, to dislike the United States,
to have po interest in it politically, culturally, or
scenically, and to preserve 2 preference for the USSR. A
CIA graphologist commented on NOSENKO's "strong emotional
ties to his traditionsl background," while a CIA psycholo=
gist reported: “Emotionally he has not defected in spite
of his attempt to intellectually rationalize that he has.*
The psychologist also said that it is "almost impossible to
determine his true loyalties and true beliefs.™

T()\JSLRET .
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4. Operational Circumstances

8. Presence in Gepeva (1962)

¥hen he came to Geneve in mid-March 1Q62b \OSEHYO
was & newly appointed Section Chief in the KGB ‘Second Chie?
Directorate, bavirg held this position for two months. . ;
He birmself scknowledged to CIA that it eppeared strerge
for the KGBY to send a new Section Chief on an erxtended trip
abroad unconcected with his own wurk. Iis rcasons for being
in Geneve have varicd and to some degree contradict ons .
snother: The Disarpament Conference was not expected to " -
last more then "a few weeks,” but NOSBIKO did not tegin his ‘
wvork egainst SHAKIOV {onc of the main reazsons for Lis being
there) until six weeks after arrival; GRIBANOV played a
role in his TDY, but NOSEZV X0 Jater denfed this; ttere were
in 1962 '"aew rules® rceguiring & staff officer to accoapsany
2 Sovict delegetion, but in 1963 NOSENKO said he 'did not
renember such reculations. He was pernmitted to go to Geneva
in 1962 anrd 1964, as well &35 to Cuba ip 1950 and Frgland
in 1957 and 1958, uander no supevvision or restraiunt despite
Lis claim to 3 record so bzd that he w%u8 not clearcd by the

KGB for persancnt postling to Ethiopia in 1360,

b. Fresence in Geneva (1964)

NMOSENKD said on oune occasion that GREIBANOY was cne of
tliose who asllowed him to cozme to Geneva in January 1¢64,
&8s a versonal favor;* he later not only denied this but saad
in 1965 that GRIBANOV krew ncthing about the TLY. He re-
ported the 1264 TDY might, btecause of his new position,
be his last trip to the Wesi, hence the “favor™ of his
superiors to permit him this last trip; in 1462 NOSEXNKO
said he had the assurance that as Peputy Deperiment Chief
{which he knew he was about to tecome) he would in the future
cone to the #West at lcast once a year. Also, NOSENKO could

-not explain why & First Deputy Departmcnt Chief, if allowed .

out of the USSR as a “"trest.” would go atroad for a2 conference

which could be expected to last many weexs, probably months. :
This question is compounded by the fact tbat NOSENEO would :
be needed in Moscow: He said that 8 KGB conference to plan :
the handling of the tourist season was to be held at about

thig time, and he stuck to this story even aiter admitting

that the telegras recalling him for this XHoscow conference

was an invention (sec below).

c. Access to XGB Residency and Availability to CIA

NOSENKO in 1962 routinely visited the XGB Legal Resi-
dency in Geneva every weekday mornirg, although be cleimed
that he had ne reason and that it is noreally forbidden (es
other sources hive confirmed).*¢ Woen asked how epd why he

sc'sltive source

rxp in the face or derogatory 1nformatxon as one cause of

.GRIBAWOV s dismissal.

% NOSENKO said he did not visit the KGB legsl Residency in
london more than once during his visits there in a similar

cag;city in 1937 and 1958, nor during his trip tc Cuba in
1960.

70P SECRET .
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did so ip Geneva, NOSENKO has given differect answers at
different times. His stories of simply "dropping in and
hanging arourd” for lack of anything better to o gare
uwnacceptable in terms of known or likely Soviet practice.
His explanation that it was due to TSYMBAL's auspices or

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

NOSENKDO had a full day free for meetings on 11 June

e
1962, although thereafter he limited meeting times to shortes fﬂ{

aad shorter geriods until his departure. This seemed

natural at the time since he would presumably huve his own
responsibilities and would need to be seen by his Soviet
colleagues io his proper surroundings. However, in 1964

he seemed not to zave any official responsibilities or any
cells on his time: IHe was willing to spend all his time in
mectings with CIA. Althouygh this could be explained by the
fact that he planned to defect anyway, it nevertheless would
have inavolved unnecessary risks to a geruine source about

to becone a defector., Ho showed no concern at the time,

but later (ip 1966), he said that he had been in fact afraid;
it was for this reason that he invented the Moscow recsall
telegram, in order to hasten oils defection and put a&p end

to his fears of getting caught. It is, of course, impossible
to make conclusive judgments on Soviet practice, but one
would expect, 1f NOSENKO were not engaged in security duties,
that he would be required to participate for cover reasons

in more of the Soviet delegation's official activity. He
said that apy absence could be explained as “security duties,”
since everyone on the Soviet Delegation knew or suspected
that he was a KGB officer. This unconcern for the suspicions
of other Soviets conforms neither with obsérved Soviet
practice por with reports from other sources that Soviet
intelligence and security officers under cover go to some
pains to hide their true affiliation.

HOSENKO explained the contrast between his freedom
and savailability in 1964 and his limited free tine in 1962
by the fact that in 1964 he had no personal friends ip
Geneva; in 1962 both GUK and KISLOV expected to see him ip
his free time. (This story does not explaip his ability in -
1864 to get away during conference workircg bours; neithker

' GUE nor KISLOV affected this in 1962.)

d. Timing of 1962 Contﬁét

ROSENKO had been in Geneva for three months in 1962
when the incident which brought him to CIA occurred: it
was only two weeks before his departure. He came to David
HARK only 10 days before leaving. This had tte effect of
limiting CIA*s time with him. NOSENKO's contact casze only
about 10 days after CIA had completed, in the same city, 2
series of meetings with BELITSKIY, a Soviet interpreter who
hed been recruited and handled as an agent by CIA during
earlier visits to the West. NOSEYKO, as one of the two
primary items he wanted to "sell” revealed that BELITSKIY
bad beep under KGB control from the outset (Page 517).

0P SECRET .
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e. W¥Willinagness to Meet CIA

Although in 1962 KOSENKO claimed that he wanted to
gell only two specific items for the moncy he had lost, and
ther. disappear, there werc indications from the outset that
he erpected and planned to come back for further meetings
with CIA. At this first meetin3 he called attention to
certain information in his possession about POPOV, hinting
that he would tell it later; even as he protested his unwilling-
ness to continue meeting with CIA, he was giving ample
detaiis about himself which would inevitably have compro-
mised him to CIA and forced his future ccllakboration. Beforea
he finally agreed to return for nmore mecetings, he said:
“Mayte 1I°'1l]l meet you again Monday® (two davs after the firse
peeting). NOSENRO refused, despite repcated inducerments,
to meet on the intervening Sunday. In fact, when he did
return on Honday, ne said that he had spent Sunday with
friends, drinking and "discussing recent USSR foreign policy
roves and speceches Dy KLRUSIHCHEV.® .

f. 7%re Recall Telegranm

NOSEXKO's confession that he fabricated the story of
his having ‘ec“ urugnt1 resaitaed te Unsoow by a telegran
g TR g B ¥ Cif O e T R 4

possiule'lrtexpfetatxoas.

= There was a telegram, but NOSENKO®s nind has
slipped and he is no longer able to distinguish between
fact and fencv. This, however, is not borne out by
kis general conduct n>r his performance under interro-
gation in 19€6.

- There was, in fact, no telegram. (This is borne
out by Special "f_elliCﬂ:CG.) T“hus, the irvantion was
APLS X et BAOL not NOSEKEOD's but the
S; Lhe TG DI1efec NoSENKO to report to CIA that a
telegram was sent; ana LCSENKO made an errcr in later
admitting that it was not.

g. Remarks
The operatxonal clrcumstances so far rev;ewed poxnt
out the facts that: .

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

- 19¢64;

- He had unusual access to the KGE Legal Residency
and an availabiliiy for meeting CIA that seemed to -
impinge upon his security;

- He was willing to return to mectings with CIA al-
though having at first said that therc were but two
iterms of information for sale;

- He was ®"in place®™ as a CIA source for the last
six of his 100 or so days in Geneva in 1962, thus
restricting the amount of time he could provide continu-
ing reporting on the local Legal Residency; and

- After 12 days in the same status in 1964, he

forced the defection by the KGB recall telegram, which
appears to have been a fabrication.

T0P SECRET
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Teken tougecther, these facts suggest the possibilities
that the KUB sent NOSENKO to Geneve on both occesions for
the purpose of contacting CIA, that the KCGB wented the
opportunity to gauge CiA's reactlions to the walk-in ip 1962
end to the defection plans in 1954, end that the KGB guid. d
NOSENKO after contact wes established in both years.

A further examination of the operationsl circumstances
in Geneva lends credence to these possibilities. During the
1962 meetings. NOSENKO would frequently enswer CIA questione
by saying: I will have to think sbout that tonight,™ or
“] will have some time tonight to jot down and prepare a
good answer for you," or "I don't want to give you sn answer
to that right off--1 am afraid to mislead you." He would
return to 8 later meeting with the informstion, after having
visited the Legal Residency. 1In 1964 there were other
exgzples of what may have been backstage guidance by the
KGB: .

~-He called for an urgent special meeting to cor-
rect sumething he had said in an earlier meeting.
Initially NOSENKO had nemed ZUJUS instead of XEYSERS
s the U,S, Embassy code cierk whom he had personslly
approsched. in 1861. This seeaed remerkebly urgent snd
important to him at the time, and in retrospect this
case gains special importance: It was the only time
he claimed to have had direct contact with s U.S.
Embessy staff employee during his alleged tour in the
American Department in 1960-1961. 1If he could not
remember this one pname, it might cell his entire story
into gquestion, It is hard to find gsnother explanstion;
had he simply made & careless mistake, with his cus
t omery indifference to names and dates. NOSENKO would
be unlikely to mull over what he had said st the meeting
nor to bother about correcting & minor misstatement,
¥uch less would he feel compelled to cell an emergency
meeting to do so.

~He csme to meetings with "chance' items picked
up &t the Legsl Residency. esch of which would require
quick action and the commitment of sssets on the part
of CIA ip Geneva. Also, NOSENKO originally said in
January 1964 that he wanted to defect right away, but
various steps taken or plenned by his ClA handlers
kept him in place for a time. Each step, however. was
quickly negated~--usuglly at the pext meeting--by some
information NOSFNKO had picked up by chance.

~He asked, out of context spnd without sny explepna=-
tion, whether GOLITSYN had told CIA that the President
of Finland was a Soviet agent, and later could not
coherently explain where he had heard this, why he had
not told CIA sbout it in 1962, and why he had asked.

In addition. the Soviet reactions to the defection were
unprecedented and contrasted sharply with, for exsmple, the
Soviets® svoidance of publicity concerning GOLITSYN's defec
t lon in 1961, The post-defection actions by the Soviet
Government created publicity which had the superficial effoct
of underiining NOSENKO's guthenticity, establishing him as
8 public figure, confirming that he had s family, and veri-
fying that his defection was of alsrming consequence. These
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reactions seen purposcful in light of the approaczh in Paris

in 1966 of a Soviet photographer to Paris Match; the photo-
grapher passed photographs of NOSENKO's wife and children
as part of a proposed story to dramatize the abarndoned
fanmily of a “top Soviet intelligence officer” whose defecc-
tion had caused the "biggest blow ever suffered by Soviet
Intelligence.” Therf is no independent press in the USSR,
no Soviet journalist®lllowed to publish as he pleases, and
the Soviet Government in the past has shown no predisposi-
tion to dramatize defections from its most secret agency.
The photographer can only be presumed to have been acting on
RGB instructions,
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G. Scurces Supporting NOSENRO

1. Introduction

Ti:e preceding portions of Part VIII. present an
analysis of the NOSLIRO case without giving -letailed con-
cideration te information about him from Soviers re-

_porting tc CIA and the FBl. Uecause their :vidence generally

runs counter to the results of the foregeing analysis, is
is revicwed hoere geparately so that the concentrated examina-
zion of NOSELNKGC wculd not ko diverted Ly aside: as to the
authenticity and reliability of these Soviets. A3 indicated

S o g

belcw, tie CIA and FBI sources who have éirvc:lv gycocrted
NOSENKO's intelligence baskiround are e et 3
e ¢ and the Jdofeerors g

NBi¢ £xc.pt CLLITSYN claimed o bnow oo tursonilily or
to have worked with hRim, and LOUDNFO Lvnt'\dxchcu GOLITEY
by saying they hazd rever ret. Jom: of them, as woll as
CHEREP/NOV, suzparted NOSENRO fndirectly »JlO'"h overlapping
inforration on specific XGB cperationy, but th's asgect

of their reporting is reviewes in Purt 11X,

2, Corroboraticn of KOSENKO'M Intelligence Career
R 7 B
b= .
The statements o(«%thc sources confirm thag:
KOSENKO was & KG3 office: wilh access to sensitive information:

ey TR A Yo g IR Y
R sai i .‘:CS:’....(O was 4 KGB luutgnant colonel (later
changed to ceptain), a friend and protege cf the head

of the KG3 Sccund Chief Directorate, GRIBANSV, who
approved M.S:NFO" (196G3) TDY ty Gereva. 2,

b ; ‘APH “ﬂ NCIELKD

wis a Kuiu chxef with a-co§s to dotaris on- KGZ opera-
tions againss bL: U.S. Zreassy, ant was most zecently
Daputy Chief of the Tourist Cepartment.  tic also stazed
that NCSENXO, with his information on U.S. Exbassy micro-
piiones and KG3 opefat1onq involving cotrcspo"dents and
tourists, was “"more valuuwle (o American intelligence]
than PENROVSKIY, - .‘COSEN(': "o.:". o tremendous harm

to the KGZ,* Gl i e EHREDy, and morecver, tha
KGB "will not be able to opcrat; normally tr cwo years®
(f.e., until 1968). IHe described the repercussions ia
the KGB caused by NCSENKO's Jefectiosn: new X5B regu-
lations to increase secucity, the dismisgsa: of many

KGB off xcers l.Clbsl g _CRILA Hov and the recall 2f ~any

RT -szv.. . L _'. ’, ; Jp y ‘.,‘ . ‘ f "‘ . e e
Wmuhether NC3 IKO cauld ke a tn..'.,‘ i.2.. a

rovocateur, Egﬁggﬂlex-xussed the convic.icon thig
m-‘ ~.:"( o by :" { "..( - g 3

@ ataced that ..uaL‘IKO had attenied the GRU'S Mili-
: ary-Diplomatic Acacdemy (NOSENKO has indicated he de-
clined the ooportunxty to enroll in this strategic

intelll gcncn schcol in the early 1959°s.) ‘Afterwards,
'.‘r""(.,..!rl .y NOSLNKO served in the GRU and them entered

Adand GOLIT .

e e e B i

P TR

o e co————  qg— +

sensitive source
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- Accordxng to-?}i- vl
gence.® His defection bxoughc about the recall of a
KGB secretary from Geneva, the rumored transfer of scma
60 Soviet officials from assignments abroad, and the
dismissai of KGB personnel including NOSENKO's friend
GUK, whc had recommended the TDY to Geneva. In addi-
tion, ERATTGe reported, immediately after the de-
fecticn a —uprescatative o‘ the Exits Cormission of
the CPSU Central Ccmmittee went to Goneva to
the Sovict Goverument employaees there. GRS
said that NCOSENXO had been tried in absertia in Moscow
for treason and sentenced to death (see¢ Pages 46 and
342% .

- GOLITSYM feiled to comment waen snown YWOSENKO's
name 1n 1067, anC thoere 1s O ITTOrt—YE NI €ysL having

Bpsiia el NS

“—K‘—‘—T*‘Tv o v
meryxongu AT RN AT S go)s T ENE_neS5tern pPress anacunces
ment o0 t.a¢ cefecticon in 1964, owven *ﬂau,h ;2 had namecd

pconle Knoen T Tim in the Amorican T TADITULRTCE the
KGB Second Chiel Directorctic. \S‘ZL_I“”ﬁffl* LLiLCtlﬂg
GOTTITYN 316 tha% ne nac visited nis Deparcrzent in
1960 and a2t tne turp of the yvear 15€0-1961.) After
NOSENRO defected, GCGLITSYYN was given a swary of
NOSENKO®s Liography. ‘hereupon GOLITSYN reported that
NOSENKO was a KGB cfficer whom he firvst met in 1953 and
last saw in 195%7. Frem 1953 to 1957 or 1958, GOLITSYN
stated, NCOSENKG was in the U.S. Embassy Sceticn of the
American Department, resgonsible for coverage of U.S.
militarv porsonnel and later either for others in the Mcos-
cow Fmbassy or for correspondents. As of 1953, GOLITSYN
said, NOSIUKO was a serior officer in the Tourist Departnment;
as of 1960, he was definitely not irn the American Depart-
ment. GOLITSYN added that GUX, CHUEANOV, and KASHCHIYEV
were friends in the KG3 whom he shared with NOSENKO (see
Pa=cs5 343-344). !

XGB friend SYIRIN thar NOSENKO was a i

"civilian®; he had nevertheless provided informavion on "

mxcrophcnes in the V.8, f~bagsy and had **used c0ﬂsiderab1e 1
damage.” GONS i Y
roborated certais non- Intexllgen-e «Specss o:

background.

3. Remarks

LIRS UALD asice, | Jhave certified
that nogﬁ X0 was a senior KGB officer, anw all asserted or
implied that he had access to information valuable to Ameri-
can Intelliqence--the microphal, i H i

one item in comnon,K GETEE
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e L, Most of them have described the serious repercus-
sion- cf NOSENKO's defection. The possibilities with regard to
the accuracy of | |reporeing are:

First, they arc correct. 1If so, the foregoing
aralysis i3 in error,| and
HOSENKO is what he claims to be: a génuline Jefector
whose previous positions in the XOb enabled hir to
divulge all 1mportant detatls on Opcration; against
Westerners, milnly Americans,

Second, they are misinformed. I1f so, the fore-
¢oing analysis is correct, they may be valid sources,
and NOSEHNKO has always been under KGB control,. For
this to t2 true, it would have leen nccessary for the
KGB 40 dispatch NOSENKO with only a haghly restriceed
rumber of FOR peisonnel (including CRIBRNOV) aware of
the actual circumstances of the oneration, The K33,
ar the same time, would hove propassted within and out-
side of the Soviet Intelligence ZServices the fiction
that NOSENKO was an actual but aisloyal KGB officer
arnd would have r‘unorced this fabrication in various

eDOUL the suviiity of the .03s Of NUENKED, etc.).

Third, they have leen purposefully misleading.
hnerican Intellicence for their own or KG3 purposes,
If =0, the foregoing analysis is correce, | ]

{ [have participated in a KG8 consplraZy o
EUppoOT wona fides of NOSENKO, a KGS-controlled
source.

These possibilitles are discussed further in Part IX,

© e e -
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H. - Alternative Explanations

1. :Introduction

- “parts VIII.B. through VIII.P. have discussed the
inaccuracies, self-admitted contradicctions, inconsistencies,
and incompleteness of NOSENKO's reporting about himself and
the KGB. Collectively, these irportant flaws in the story
of and by NOSENKO make it necessary to choose an explanation
for his actions and the nature of his information. There
are thgee alternatives:

Pirst, NOSENKO was a KGB officer but {a) has
a faulty or selective memory, has embellished or
boasted, or his reporting has been influenced by a
combination thereof; or (b) he is insane.

Second, NOSENKO lied about himself in order to
save face, .

Third, NOSELKO has misrepresented himself, either
on his own or at the instigation of the KGB.

Each of these mutually exclusive alternatives is discussed
below.

2. First Alternative

According to one postulate, NOSENKO was an-cofficer in
the KGB but has a faulty memory, has a selactive memory,
and/or has embellished or boasted:

a. Faulty Memory

NOSENKO himself has repeatedly appealed for understanding

that "different pecple have differcnt memories® and that

his own is “funny,” and this is supported by his forgetful-
ness and errors concerning events he is kn» inderendently
to have lived through, such as the BURGI and €& g cas~s,
But it cannot be said that he is, in geneval, "very bad with
names,” because he hac almost total reczll of names and
positions of hundreds o€ KGB officers in the *aerican and
Tourist Departments. Fe has a good memory for feces and
rarely failed to recognize photcgragphs of pecple he claimed
to know. He remembered consistently details about certain
operations (the compromise and investigation of PENKOVSKIY,
the surveillance of ABIDIAN to Pushkin Street, the JE~NNER'
case, the arrest of BARGHOORN, and the search for CHEREPANOV,
to cite a few examples). NUSENKD was precisely accurate in
his recollection of most of his dealings with CIA personnel
from June 1962 onward.

b. Selective Memory

Although having a selective memory is probably true of
nearly everyone, a CIA psychologist has described NOSENKO as
a psychopath who would register each passing event only in
relation to its effect on himself at that moment. This

would inevitably make him indifferent to the chavracteristics

of other people, for example, and to the sequence in which
events transpired; the aspects important to him might ot
appear 8¢ to a more objective observer. Such a person would

-+ ECRET,
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suppress unpleasant memories and would have no real appre-

ciation of or respoct for an "objective truth." Hisg re-

porting, like his perception and hig memory, might therefore re———
. seem distorted. He right recount events according to kis .
mood of the moment. Thus, fo cxample, if real attachments il
to family or friends is irposaible for a psychopath, there b

be an explanation as to why NOSENKO cannot easily remember E - )
his childrens' birthdays, why in 1962 (or 1965) he appears

to have lied--or been indifferent to the truth~.-about his

older daughter's schooling, and why he cannot recall when

bhe first married., 1In theory this hypothesis can explaip

any sberration, sinco it involves the unknowable. 1In its

most extreme form, by describing NOSENKO as one unable to

discriminate between fact and fancy, it would encompass and

explain away the facts that his story is obviously untrue

and contradictory in major ways; that his account of his

personal and professional life and his rendition of the.

information he knows are so vague and unsubstantial: that

he cannot (and/or does not care to) remeuber or recount

how he did the things he did., Host important, it woula

dismiss any conciusions based on NOSENKO's testimony siace

nothing NOSENKO said could be taken seriously. This hypo-

thesis, however, is unsupportable because of several

factors.

First, NOSENKO claims_ that
he quickly rose to high supervisory responsibility in a
counterintelligence organization which is known to require
attention to detail. He would have risen in the KGB while’
overcoming the black marks in his file: scandal, indiscip-
line, negative background factors, and bad Party record.
NOSENKO admits that his performance was not good; he was
inattentive and inactive and almost none of his operational
activity was carried out unaccompanied. That his rise re-
sulted from his father's influence or GRIBANOV's is untcne=
able, for his father died in 1956 and GRIBANOV's patronage
{itself open to the strongest doubt) would not and could not
be dispensed upon such & mental case. Mental aberration to
the degree which would explain his poor performance under
CIA interrogation would pecessarily have hindered his per
formance of KGB duties, denied him special privileges, and
and hence cost him the carcer which NOSENKO has claimed for
himgelf.

A second faétor negating this hypothesis of a psycho=
pathic personality is that such & person could be induced
to recall certaipn details with the help of discussion,
questioning, and reminders, whereas NOSENKO's vague and hazy
reports seem to represent the absolute limits of his memory
or knowledge. Years of questioning have not succeeded in
dredging up any new details or incidents. Even when reminded,
he could not recall, for example, one of KOSOLAPOV's TDYs to
Helsinki, the details of the seizure of electronic equipment
from the U.8, Army Attaches at Stalingrad, the correct date
of GOLITSYN's defection, or the presence of KHRUSHCHEY ip
Moscow at the time of the decision to arrest BARGHOORN,

Another factor is the impossibility of applying this
hypothesis to the totality of NOSENKO's reporting, If the
hypothesis holds that some. things are important to him and
others are not, and that he therefore remcmhers the former
and forgets the latter, it is_refuted by the inability o,

TOP SECRET
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find a catopgory of information about himself which he con-
EIsfently remembered nor any that he consisiently forgot.

I what is important i{s his cwpn direct experiences, for
example, it is odd that he rec8llcd the operations of others
better than his ovwn; he remcmbered the pames of hundreds of
KGB officers, but could not recall names of his own agents
and people involived in his ouwn career; he could recocunt’
details of the PENXQOVSKIY investigation, in which he did

not participate, but not of the discovery of American spies
among tourists, such as McGOWAN, for which he was respbnsible;
he remembered details of the 1955 MALIA casse in which he

did not meet the target personally but forgot details of the
1961 KEYSERS case in which he did., If it is the importance
tc him of recruitment operations against U.S. Embassy em-
ployees which permitted him to recall some details of the
STORSBERG and MULE operations, it is not important enough

to help him recall some of the other details which were
equally pertinent to him personally; and it is not selective
memory which made him forget almost every detail about CIA
personnel in Moccow and KGB actton against them., If it is
gaid that his parental fa=miiy is important to him ( hence
his memory of his father's funeral and the names of his
urcles and aunts), it is odd that he cannot recall detalls
about his childhood. If drinking with important people is
meaningful to him, it would explain why he remcmbers one
GRIBANOVY evening with sharp clarity, but it does not erplain
why he cannot{ remember the other two times, not even in what
sceson of the ycar or in what restaurant they took pleace.

Finally, with reference to the "selective memory" hypo-
thesis, it is precisely in matters NOSENKO said he remembers
best and which he told most confidently that the majority of .
inexplicable contradictions arise. Nothing could shake him
from his claim to have been directly responsible for ABIDIAN
or on his story of the Pushkin Strcet dead drop, among
numerous examples.

¢. Embellishment

The third possibility is that he has simply embellished
and boasted, while underlying his story is a core of truth
somewhere near what he has reported. XOSENKO has, after all,
admitted many "white lies' and boasts ("painting™ himself, as
he called it). Also, in the interrogations there were
repeated signs that he was fabricating and improvising, often
in ways which led him into more coniradictions and further
admicsions of white lies. Perhaps. then, according to this
hypothesis, he simply invented, on his own, various aspects
of bhis career. Perhaps he dated his entry into the KGB

-earlier to make himself seem more experienced, and invented
his service in the American Department to make himself more

interesting to American Intelligence. Perhaps he was only
& principal agent, not a staff officer, bu¢ learned enough
from his operations and from his handlers to think he could

"pose as one. This hypothesis would certainly explain many

of the dubious aspects: ‘the story of his career, his lack
of information on KGB staff procedures, his ignorance of
major KGB events and scurces, the degree of his relationship
with GRIBANOV, etc. This theory, however, founders on &
pumber of points: o
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«The validity of the information he his provided.
To get such information he would have tu be a KuB
staff officer, must have worked in b th the A=cricsn
and Sourist Departements as he says he did, a=zd au<:
have Lecen & fairly senior officer with broad respone
sibilities (in view of the number of Tourist Depaziment
operations reveiled by naze in his 1964 rotes). To
pame a few other exarples frous among hundreds possible:

{a) NOSENKO not only knew the identity of a KGB
double agent agaiast CIA, BELITSX1Y, but gave checkable
dotails from inside the case, including the nenes by
which the CIA case officers identificd thezscives to

the double agent;

{c} Hle identified several Americans recruited or

approvached by tne KGB in operations iun which he said
he did pot directly participate, including “ANDREY™
(Dayle S¥ITH), Scrgcant Robert JOHNSON, and Henry

SH%PIHO'
{d) NOSENKO krew inside informaticn on Americars
in Moscuw, ingluding operational sctivi-

at the :rabasey
ties of Johr ABIDIAN,CWINTERS) mailing of a letter to
POPOY, the homousexuality of two diplomatic officers,

etc; wrd
{e) 'He krew certain details of the story of Alek-

sandy CHEREFANOV which would not have been available
outside the KGB staff.

Thus there would no! be any great neced nor nuch TO0n
for eabellishrent.

~The mafirnations of others. He sppearcd before
BAPGENORN and ctke® KGB targets as a "chief," 33

' <at Fe was a Deputy Department Chief in
that his defection was a severe blow to Soviet
that he was more important than PENKOVSKIY,

and s0 on. A Soviet journalist told Paris Match that
RS ENKO's defection was the hreatest T~?§”°ver suf!ergd
by Sovaet Intelligence IR & : Y
reported the recall to soscow of many &ACD staffers as
a result of the defection, and these officers did

indeed return to the Sovietr Union.

the XCB,
Intelliigence,

Thus any embellishment must concern only minor details such
&8s his rank, which he has slready admitted.

d., Coebination of Above

Another possibility might be that NOSESKO's poar per-
formance was due to a combiration of bad semory, gsycho-
pathologically selective memory, and embellishment. While
this theory is intrinsically more logical ard might correct

and round off some obvious weaknecsses in any one of the

T eonfirmed NOSENEO's uwnusual T
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individual th-ories, it canrnot cxplain the countersarguzents
digcussed under corponent yarta Rbove,

e. Insaaity

It might e poustulates that NOSENYO went insano ard that
thig was the cause not oaly of! his scemingly unmotivated
contact with CIA i5 1962 btut of sbortconings in his story.
However, NOSENXKQ thereafter isandled seniur RGB functions
well enough to be prormoted and 1o be .perritted abrnad in
1964; he ras bYeca exciined periclically by a CIA psyciolow.
gist and a ClA psychiairist; he has bron in contact over
considerable perialds of time and uvnder varvicvyg degrees of
stress with oxperienced C1A and FBI perscnnel; e has naine
tained hig equilibrium under difficult circurmstances. Nore
of the fcregoeing results in an irdication of !rn-anity and
there are countless other nrgunents which would irnvalidate
this hypothesis.

3. Seccond Alterpative

It has also been postulated that NOSEXNKO is a psycho- e

path, is what he says ke 1s, bhut that ror psychological
reasons &nd while under interrozation, he dia not want to
t¢ll what he &new. By this line of reas~oning, NOSENKO has
lied for no other reason thkan to save face; by dwelling on
the inconsistencies in NOSENKO's statenments, the interro-
gator merely caused nore inconsistencies or elso received
the false answers tnat NOSENKO did not know or did not re-
menber the facts. Under interropgation, hewever, NOSENKO
recallcd and repcated what he had preoviousiy said in the
less inhibiting atmosphere of the relzxed debriefings prior
to 4 Aprii 1904. This alternative explanation
thus does aot account for the factual contradictions in
NOSENKO's rcporting tieforc the interrogations, such as the
errors in dates, in sourcing on the “ANDREY" case, in de-
talls about the Pushkin Street dead drop, otec. 1t also
fails to account for KRUSENKD's retractions about his rank as
lieutenant coelonel, in the face of the ¥GB TDY travel autho-
rization which shows him to be a lieutenant colonel, and
about the tclugran rccalliﬂ' hin to X358 Hend1uar’crq in
Januarv 1961, & : - Al e T
ok ‘hb suszestiorn .tat NOSENKO lied to
save face Conscquently cau be dismisscd,

4, Third Alterzative

The only other postulate is that NOSLNKO is not what
he claims to be, in which casc his nisreprescntation was
done e¢ither on his own or as part of a KGB operation.

if he is misrepresenting himself on his own, there are
{even ip theoory) orly twoe possibilities: He is rerely exage \
gerating {discussed above, under the "First Alternative") or
he is a2 fabricator. He cannot be 8 fabricator, however, since
the Soviets have certified him in many ways; including his -
diplomatic status at the Geneva Conference, Soviet o?ficial
protests and Sovicet Embassy confroptation in Washingtoan,
Soviet afficials’ remarks in various ereas of the world, and
reportis “Jor his KGB status and
isportance, I - . .

” 5’ ut..CqEr
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There remains the possibility that WOSENKO has misrep-
resented himself and is a witting part of a KGB operation. This
hypothesis could accormodate the argument that the KGB would
not dispatch a KGB staff officer as a double agent against a
hostile service becauge, whether or not the argquzent is valid,
NOSENKO (as indicated in Part VIII.D, above) has not proven his
claim to having served as an officer of the KGB. If he has
been and i{s now under KGB control, it would esppeéar that he was
being built up for years to look like an officer and was shown
to Westerners in certain rccruitment operations.* This could
explain NOSENKO's revelations to FRIPPEL and others about his
family and background; the otherwisa pointless W.E. JOHNSON
case, and NOSENKO's acpe2rance in the BARGHOORN interrogation.
It could explain NOSLNKO's unaven memory and performance under
detailed questionirg: Much of what he should have known by
personal experience could have been mercly memorized as part
of his KGB briefing. Hothing in NOSENNO's production (see
Part ViIl1.B. above) would preclude his being a XGB-dispatched
agent. That he was a KGB-dispatched agent was the conclusion
independently arrived at by the CIA specialist who administered
a polygraph examination to NCSENXO in april 1964,

4. Pemarks

The first alterrative above has been rejected while the
possibility thac NOSENKO on his own micrepresented himself
is unacceptable. The remaining possibility is that NOSENKO
has been manipulated by the RGBS in an operation directed
against American Intelligence.

His American Department service in 1960-1961 was not supported
by any such "shcw® appearances--he did not insist on the

truth of his claim to participation 1n the KEYSERS case,
which, morecver KEYSERS gould not confirm; PREISFPEUND is an
unreliable witness; andf .i5 not accessible to
interview.

S A
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1. Summary of Conclusions i

CIA hes considered every major aspect of the NOSEXNXO
case four thoe purpose of reaching a definlitive corclustion
aboutl the bone fides of this zap aho s2ys he is n KGH . {
officer-defcctor culilaborating with Aacrican Intclligence. ;

As this point-by-point analysis has denmonstrated,
there is no reason to accept any of NOSEXKO's claima to
a carcer as an officer in Soviet Intelligence, to authority
concerning the rangoe and degrec of KGB uperational successces
in the USSR (particularly with U.,S, offictals and private '
citizens), to accurate knowledge regarding sajor security
cases in that couatry, or to cooperation with Arerican Intel-

ligepce.

1t would be sufficient proof of his mala fldos to
verify that NOSENKO lied about a single wigrent of his
cerewr in the KGB., lic canno?! have hc:n truthful in saying
that he was the Doputy Chief of the U.S, E: bagsy Section,
Azerican Departacat, KGR Seconw Chicef Directorate. in 1960.
1861 and a Deputy Cntef in the Tourist Depavimoent of the
same dirnctorate fronm 1962 untit als defection. Nuzerous
indications pake it doubtful that NO3SFNKO, as he contended,
Lelongea to the naval GRYU in 1951-1952, to the U.S, Embassy
Scetion in 1853195 and to the American Tourist Scetion
in 1955-1959. He was unable 1o support his alleged staf?
officer status in the KGB, providing incomplete ard inaccu-
rate information un his sub-gources and on such topics as
Headquarters staff procedurcs while making illowgical statge
zEents on modus operandi. Neither a supervisor nor, proe
bably, a case officer, it rcmains dubious but poussible that
e wzs & KGB principal agent whose speciality io the past
waS conpromising Western hoaosexusls, Whatever the capacity
in which NOSENXO served, it was mot in the KGU ranks, holding
the KGB titles, or with the KGB honors he has ascribed to
hirsclf, ard this {act is cuough to prove the falsity of
his claims to being a génulne defector.

B e L T

There is no question, hosever, that NOSENKC has had
the benefit of inside information froa the KCL., lHe has
gaid so, othur sources have said so. the Sovie: Governsent's
reactions to the difecction ipplécd ns puch, an? his roports
contain details which could have coze cnly from the KGE.
He was intrcduced into several operations, the first as 5
eariy as 1938, in & position appcaring “scnior™ to known XKGB ?
staff officers. He has provided data on organization, per-
soneel, and methods ccoplencnting and supplenenting that froa
others affiliated with the KGR, Purposecfully nisleading
about hinself, NOSENKO has also beoan deceirttul in discussiag
the comproumises of CHEREPANOY, PENROVSKIY, and porkaps PORDY,
aithough hore wis reportineg oftc\ c;rre‘atcs witn that from
several s ea e )  Analysis shoss
‘that —='NOSENAC and others to t.e contrary -—- CHEREPANOV sas
& EGB provocateur, PLNKOVSKIY was detected at the latest in
early 1961 pot 19532, and POPUOY was probably uncovered earlier
thas January 1939 because of & EUB agent rather than survetil-
lance. NOSENKO thus has mot mercly misrepresented hinself bdut
has practiced deception under KGB guldance. Appraisals of
NOSENKO's performance under interrogatios, his alleged motiva-
tion, and the operational circumstances support this view,

R
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Furthermore, it is tho only acceptable oxplanation, among
the alternatives, for what bas trasspircd mince contact with

CIA began in 1962,

CIA's conclusion sbout the borna fides of NOSENKO is
uneguivocal: ile is a dispatched zgent cuntrolled by the KGB,

Part IX contains a discussion of the impiications of
the forczoirg conclusion for the Soviet scurces who, & BD
R Y L G A% e, have corrcborated the bona
®ides of NOSENKQ, ——
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'éosltlons he claimod contradicts inforwmation reported to CIA

> . e%e conclusion that NOSENKO did not serve in the KGB

and the FBI by |
rtector COLJTSYN LBk

ser g

fthat NOSENXC hels erator

g

pesitions in the KG3 Second Crhief Directorate.** 1f the con- :
clusion rf this study of NCSENXO's beng fides 15 accurate, none N
53F€§.ources can be correct, cnd they must therefcre be HE
either mrsinformed apout ROSENKO or purposefully misleadirng. i

[ Ak aadody & oy BT AR Sl
could have Leen innocently misinformed about HTBLNKU zfter he
defected, 1t is necessary tc consider the ways ih which the KGB
might have createl end suppirted a legend for a courterfelitc KCB
officer—Gefestor like NGCOENKO, Tr2 ¥3B mijht have accurplished
this by the following mears:

- NO3EINKO's legend would have regurged the KG3 to
brief hLim in depth on nune:ous cases and various targets
whick he would be free to discuss with CiA. The KG3

weulid also have to familiar:ize nim with KGP staff organi- N
=sticna! structure and proceduwes, ' " &-d K3B officers

promirent in his storv le.g., GUX, KCVEETK, TST¥BAL, .
GRIEANOV) so that he could not only recesnize their ‘
prosographs bur also leri reality ©o his remarks atout

them. NOSENKO would alsc have to visit KG3 installations

and otrer areqs which appeared in his legerd.

#s%#That these preparations were imperfect, cor at least that
NOSENKO imperfectly mastered his briefing, was shown 4in
his performance urder interrogation.
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T 7 = Aother phise of the praperations vo:ld havs boan
HOSTNIN'g actual end dorvinitiadle participstion in (pera-
vl - tioss, eceaingly a8 8 X5B o‘ticer. Preauvmably this would

bs dene 80 that Westerners (8.G., BARGIOO2N, FRIVPEL, ard

W.E, JOMGN) could *ort.it; that they haé zean HOSENKO in
some such role.®

- The KGB presumably would have restricted the number
of ite officers aware of szme or all of the oderational
plany it would ronetheleszs ke faced with the problem of
how pukblic krowledge of LTUSENKO's defection right affect
others in the service, KGB officers aproad uninformed cé
the operational plan micht be indiscreet with foreigners,
in meeving Westerrn double agencs, or before micropheres in
their hoces and offices, n:kung such remarks 2s "I never
heard of this man NOIKIKO” or speculating close to the
mark. 7%hus the KFB *trf* ha-\ tr ed tn erpIle rhn roma
fi1des of NOSENKC ST TERTE B ATEx
N e : Ta BE.
ruamors zoout his autF:WCICLEI {thes on’ tne ,art of tre
limited feow4 awire of tle facts of the case), by recalling

55 cfficers from the poszz in the vest (oate“slb‘y ) 7
cause they were Krown to NOSENKC). uy annsurcing the whole-
sale dismissal oI those respornsitie wnciuding GRIBALQY
{(althzush in fact they ray have routinely retired cr may
havae been removed from the mairn stream of KGB Headcuarters
activxt esi ard Ly nan., ceneral announcenmerts within

e the de fn'rlo'\&&
=4 R

P 5 A D R S ® Furcher.
TOLE, SN2 1T 1S COmAdN 20Virt pzky-.‘e t2 nare a bad ex-
ample of Jdefecrtors, such anpuunierents might be cxpected

to denigrate ROSENKO 3s a "pad character 'wizh venereal
disease: an odd Parcy record, self-inflicrted wound, etc.,
in his packground. The K32 might a150 have taken pains
to support LOSELKO further by having Wertern Intelligence
sources, notabiy doudble agents re:zcgnized by the KGB to
ke sich, told cf the seriousrness oi the defection.

[ ]

were unwittirng repctxlxc*s of wise: Ly S92
or whether =2helr reports constiztuted ;uyposeful passag e of KC3
disinformation. ® :

K]
. &
@

B s e i

* It :8 noteworthy that such participation was limited to Tourist
Departrent operations. NGSENXO di1d no: claim physical partici-
pation 1in any cointacts with american n-r.bacsy officials dur.ing
the periods 1953-55 cr i960-£1, except for MULE and STORSBERG
(where his claired roie was uncheckacle since it involved osnly
Tolding a door) and KiYZER3 (which KEYZERS did rot confirm
ard on wnich NOSZNKO did nct i1nsist, admitring that he doubted
KEYZERS would remember or recognize hm.
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i:""-".--{"i-f ¢ mve ulso cornidered b-ocauu thcy
ugk ﬂﬁ;& Tlap &osn'r-'o g_sme extent, slthough by seying he was a
ipugo’ civilian, FHEIRPPEED contradicted his claim to KG3 etaff

LV officer status. A number o! en c-ra\ corre;atlons beween tha

4 " NOSENKO case ard the HEEIRE
tosrcos | operations are then reviewed.
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}He final seCtxon of Fart xx is a
surrary of conclusions slbout the relationship butveen the NOSENKO

- case ~nd‘*he refnxxing_ahggi_biBWbY GOLIT3YN,
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Cantero et Coneevees M L s el wag s e bastoobut SOoL1rsy

gave oo dbnJdioatlon nar oo cuygntze o Lhe naowe,

AL e 902, attor I ats ancitial mesringy wath ROSENKO
and pecauw o of the targe overiap 0o NCO3LNKO's inlormation and con-
tacta woue GULLUTETH's, moe ol the Ola caqe offlecrs whes hau et
UAEIN 1 Gemea cerh o woth GOLITTSON 0 0nbaln 18 Cormnenins On St
OF L00 LoSPHRD Ll ok, SIRITSYN woes tedd teoo ClA Lad roccive:
OoavitUar i an oanoayasug lelier cthoon sep i tend Cnr‘ﬂl“ informs-

ULy theee PO (O IV S S SEREY. W md s GOLITHYID thige

' ot 'y S T 1S SRR O S T RS
R V2 N R AN b (R S It IS IV IS R S I PP
' £ T T R A . PILLIN Pony sy D Ltoas from BOSLGHO
. SRy Uy e ol vl i U Geedaa U f
Ter Lo & et L, o Do L Taesm WS S
foca an tames i Godos Dorewtor e torsennel whiem the
) [N cenid S e Conu) HOSLBKY, sno
PRGN R o ' oLl U 2y sy 0N rocours,
T PR N GULY D T T e et o Ty o une AleRSanoy
: eyt v REGTT L, Wi o D Mgl et su g s Japas when
ot R B S T Tt T FOTOU I SO AP DO
[P Vil v h, Lot Ly bt e e st ficd as KG3
e teno weat Sewt w3 TRUL Tar crer MU SaLITSYY sasd
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Nept, e Could sLy o oat S AR LIV B RN RS LERI- S (B 4 C SR PR
inowhat Re Mol Loon; ne ot Lo s s 1l ngormatitn on Ui
Case. 1L wWus POL 9§ Vel U2 LIT. - :

On 30 Feiovusgy 1968 NUSILRO's usreotion t:v g the Soviet Dis-
armament delesat:on 1n Genevy, Swatsoriand wan cubliciced, anclud-
ing his FGB afivizairon,  wondn GOLITS N hoar i Dni3 nows he inoeda
ately rocalled the June 10wl Tlorter® frea Switierlone ond linsed
LOSELXG to 1v; e thereupon stuated thaer ae reciileod NOBENKU as 2
member 0f tae Scvcond Chief virestorsne wWorkiIng wqannst Awcrican
crtizens.

In 31 Felsuary 1ved GOLIUVSYN rasse! ! i noocaad sty of his
participation in interr gt ons of ILETIAD, andd e this time he
w1s given scre bickgorurd on the cao ad st tnuication of CIA's
yeservasions about LOSENRD'S Lona 1rlos. over the next several
noutns GCLITSYH was provided Wilh mii€iilas ‘veu tue 1962 and 1964
meetings with NOSENKG 1n Switecrland, and at nls request was
supplied withh aoll the wvairlavle biograpghaic davs 20 NOSINRO to
as8ist mam in analyving Libe operaitisn. On 29 Juee 1964, GOLITSYN
was interviewed in dotasl on thu subject of KugkENtad.  He confirmea
KOSENKO's adentatly s the oo of the former Miriswev ot Shap-
building und said tnat he was a KGS otlicer whe nad worked in the
Awerican Department and the fourist bep.itment ot the kGY's Second
Chicf Diractorate. He aas shown o photagrena of %NI8EGNO. (ot
buried in a pheto sproad, But sznelyl cnd Dl cfhontrpaoa 1t as g
photugrapls 1 the mun he bpew.  Ac this vire v gove the information
ahbcuc NUNEIRG whach 315 Sureeirized bolow.,
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The NUJEIKY case hus not heen discussed with GOLITSVI sincn
the 22 June 19€4 intervied; thus he has ﬁét Leen questioned
further on the circwastances which led to the encounters with
HOSENKO described by him, nor have the results of subiequent
detailed reinterrogstions of KUSENKO - discussed at length in
the foregoing sections of this paoper - been made available to
him for revievw, analysis, or comment;

2. Resume and Discussion of Information®

Anerican Departmont - 1953

NUSLIKO has said that he entered the KGB in i‘:rch 1953¢*
and wias first assigned to the U.S, Embassy Section of the imerican
Department of whit Js now the Second Chief Dircctorate, XGB. le
statad thit his duties from his entry until sometime in 1954, per-
haps about June, wer? to work on files of American cérresponients
on porranent assignment 4o Moscod and to meet with the Soviet
citizens who were agents or informants re§0ft1ng on the corres-
pondents to the KGB. o

GOLITSYN stated that he met NOSENKO irn the Arerican Depart-
‘ment of the Internal Counterintelligence Directorate®®® a couple
of times in 1953 when he, CULITSYN, was there on other matters.
GOLITSYN had earlier identified his own job between Becenber
1952 and April 1953 as Chief of the american 3ector, Counter-
intelligence (Ninth) Department, FPoreign Directorate, under the
Chief Intelligence Directorate (formed in December 1952 and re-

organized in April 1953). From April 1953 until his departure

L.

® The relationship between the reporting by GOLIT3YN and NOSENXO
on specific operastions is shown on Pages 594-595, with comments
thergon appesring on Pages 647-659, while in this scection are
a discussion and an evaluation of what GCLITSYN sald about

HOSENKO'*s assignments in the Sacond Chief Directorate (see
Pages 343-344).

®® ,mong the various dates civen by NOSENKO for this entry. March 1953
has bean given mora often than others and is more consistent with
the reat of NOSENKO's story.

\A.
: 3,
Sty

teehte 1o nnw magicnated the KGB Second Chief D!rectorntB.-.’odzzv;‘ 'y
TR
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for Vienns in Uctober 1953 GULITSYY ‘was Deguty Chief of the

kmigre secter, Countarintellicence vepartment, Foreign Int2lligenc:

Department, Foreign Intslligence Dirsctorate., GCOULITSYN has not

£

fndicated the nature of his responsibilities in =ither of theze
poesitions which would have necessitited his visiting the American .
Department of the Internal Counterintelligence Lirectorate, although

certain activities of corwaon interest with the latter would appear

- logical. KUSENKO's description of his alleged duties with corres-

; pondents, however, did not encompass his having official contacts
i with represencatives of any component of the C:ouﬁtf:tintelligence
Departrent of the Foreign Birectorate. According to HNOSENKO®'z
description of the location of his claimed office in the Arerican
Departmr;t. and his dcscraiption of the duties of the co-worrzers
he said shared it with hin, chance contacts there with such a
representative would have been precluded. EIven by NOSENKO's account,
then, an encounter between GOLIT3IYN and himself could not have
bean in the course of interdspartmental liaison betwszen their
respective units, nor could it have occurre:l in NHOSEKO*'s office.
GOLITSY¥*s lack of reporting on KCB operations against American

g oorréspondents {other than his conversation with KOVSHUK in 1956

or 1957 about Henry SHAPIRO) is further evidence that his business
‘_1n the hzerican Department was unrelated to NOSENKO®s claimed

activities at that time, and GOLITSYN's own statesment on the 1953 o
encounters implied that his meetings with HOSENKO were accidental.
Fleeting as their contacts would therefore have been, it could
have led GULITSYN to make the unfounded assumption that NOSENKO ~
was a member of the staff within the american Cepartment.

hmerican Cepartment/Tourist Department - 1955-1960

HOSENKO stated that he transferred from the American Depart-

ment to the Tourist Department in June 1955, and remained in the

Tourist Department until 1960, becoming a deputy chief of section
there in 1958,
GOLITSYH, however, insisted that NOSENXO remained in the

A  American Department until at least 1957, or possibly as late as .- i

S B ’
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LOSLL AU s true position in the wnerican Depirtnent in 1357 or
1358. GOLITSM did not indicate how he acguired his knowladge
on this aor «hy the KGi subéequently would have Lean unable to
deterroane that a2 had., I€ %his acce3s to this information was in-
decd that ramote (as GULITSN's as:ignment in 1357 3nd 1958 vwould

indicate - se= below), it is readily appirent that it could 1like- ,

-

-

wise be sonewhat garbled., COLIT3YN was unable to explain the
fact that HOSERKO's physiéal presence in exclusively Tourist
Deparinent caseg had been (»sitively established through photo ‘\
jdontifications made by several of the individuals involved, who
met SOLEIKO a3 early as 1956, »
From 1955 to 1959 (the same years when HOSENKO claimed to
have b=cn in the Tocurist Cépaztnant) GOLITSYW was enrolled in
the KCB Higher School. le was detached from the school, in the
period January-ilarcn 1959, in order to écther material for his
thesis. At that time GOLIT3?N spent just under two months in
the Tourist Department,® but GOLITSYN's work aid not involve him
in any day-to-day operational activities of this department, He
has reported having "occasionally® met uosé:xo in 1959: slthcugh
he did not specify that it was 3t precisely this time, it seems
probable that it woulé have been. GOLIT3YN said that he asked
BOSEHKO in 1959 where he w2s working and NOSZNKC told him the
Tourist Department. Again it appears from this that hgs ancounters
must have been brief, superficial, ind not work-related, hence
insufficlent for GOLITSYN to arrive independently at 3 well-founded
conclusion as to KOSENKO's sctual staéus and function with the

Touriet Departrent.

*In describing his own and others® responsibilities inm the Tecurist
Department, HNOSENKO has made no reference to this ﬁnit having a
formal or regular relationship with the KGB school or to students

from the school having heen detached to the department.

TOP SECRE"
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infonaztizn et wyilsnle to GOLIY u‘c _ ‘ Ll

Tho detuiled interrogations ol WNLGRIKG nul:'.':g.:'ornl:\ﬁ ?Ais.cloa_lngsv._" k
to KGB positions betwenn 1953 and 1964, did not toke plice until
any months after GULITSY: made his Jtatenent, and they werrn: Laand
upon all collatersl information knownrre-lat!nq to each phase, None-;'. -
of the results of these interrogitions was madn available to
GOLITSYN, so he was not aware of the countlrss pﬂinté on which
NOGSEXKO contradicted known facts and revealed his ignc;tanc_e of
activities vwhich were carriéd out by the KGB during his alleged

o ' __ tenure in t_Mepcrtments. .

3. Coments on GOLITSYN

Several factors influence the evaluation of GOLITSYN's 5Eate=
ments on ROSENKQO;

‘A - First, as statad in Part VIII.I., it is concluded
that NOSENKU did not serve in the KGB positions hs elaimed.
GOLITSYN's testimony verified this conclusion insofar as
NOSEHKO's élalms abcut service in the U.3. Embassy Section
of the American Department in 1960-1961 are concerned. blore-
ovar, in 1962 GOLITSYH concluded that .the KGB "letter-writer®

, (actually NOSENKO) was under KG3 control in su.‘.iu,tting infor-
3 ' mation to American Intelligence. At issue, therefore, i3 the
evidence from GOLITSYN to the effect that NOSENKO was an
officer in the Swerican Department (until 1957 or 1958, .wﬁa.reas
g HOSEIKG sald he was reassigned from the department in 1955)
and in the Tourist Department subseguantly.
; - Second, GOLITSYN made no cormment aﬁout or identification

of HOSENKO prior to the public announcement of the latter‘s

defection, despite many previous opportunities to do 80 (e.g..
in discussions of GUK, CHURNIOV, and KASHCHEYEV) ard despite
GOLLITSYli's proven excellence of memory for names and tasks of
KGB personhel. GULITSYN gave little detail on the circum-

stances of his encounters with NOSENKO, and he has not been

questioned further about them. Neverthcloess, as indicated im

the foregoing 't'emaiks on the circumstances in which the two

4 R
men could have met, it seems apparent that any contact vould e -
Tf‘;.‘,--_ hava been brief, infrequent, casual, extra—ofucln. and? SE LEI}
g o

[ Al

- Theitl v RSV YE SO S SR S PP TR TS T 39 of o0 y'F =3 eXP LTt T IR S glv P £3. M



Ay, wmmmm B

he following dx&cuﬁqion conﬁiderg‘fquTSF$::,infor@atiojﬁ
ahout KuISLRU in Eoﬁjunct{onww;th NOSENXO}s'déniai utbuﬁ ﬁgvtnq. i
b2en in contect with GULIWSY.L.* vossible cxplxngtlonz for . i
GOLIT3SYN'3 having referred to thelr cncounter§ but haQ!ng'nis-'- »
iacntified NUSINKO ' s posltions in the KCE are: First, GULITsY
could have er:nd; second, GOLIT3YN cculd have lied for personil
roisonsy and third. COLITS could heve lied st the direction
of the KGB because he (like ROSENKO) {is under #G3 control, To
examine esch of these points scparstely:
- GULITSYH could have erred. Apart froe ta= dontial
by HU3ERKO, who is an unreliable source, there 13 no eviricnce
to r~fute COLIT3VI's staetament that he and XCS2KO met in
the Jmerican vepartment in 1953 and in the Tourist Dipartment
in 1958 or 195%9. (1he conélusigﬁ§§iiafbrt VviiI.I. about
NOSFNKO's bona fide3 co not rule out the possibility that
-=-  he vas physicdlly prasent on occasion on the pramises of the
two departments in these yoears, aithouéh not in the capicities
that he has claimed.}) The nature of gﬁeir encounters, however.i
tould have heen such thit GOLITSY. erred in assuming - becsuse ]
%os:nxo wis gecn on or near the premises of the two departments:
and because NOSENKO told GOLIT3Yd in 1958 cor 1953 that he was
in the Tourist Department - that KO3SEIKO was therefore an
officer of these gpecific elements of the 728 Second Chief
Directorate. Thus, if GOLITSYN met NOSENKO as he said, he

mistakenly identified NOSENKO a3 belng a menber of the staffs

y of the /merican and Tourist Departments at these times,

- GOLITSYN could have lied for personal reasons. He may

have belicved that to say he met NOSENKO or to say he knew

* There is insufficlent information available to reach a conclusion :
about, ©r ~ven specﬁlnte on, why HOSINKO was so certain GOLITSY:i's '
defection occurred in January 1962, as contrasted with the fact

:: that i{¢ took place on 15 December 1961. :
i - .
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'Husﬁdku'ﬁ 50q1t1¢n”‘1n thh KUY would 444 ‘uthenticity to

hlq asarlier cvalu. tion o( Lhw "UJLJK" 1n(ornatiow of 1962

to hisg. contrau;c'ionw of HUSLITKU' 8 st:rnments co;ce:njnﬂ
service in thn U 3. Dmbassy aﬂction andd the operations of
thut section, and to his contention that the KGB would try
to counteract his {GOLIT3YN's} ianformition by spreading
purportadly suthoritative but purposefully misleading reports
on the same subject matter. In swwmary, COLITS/N's intention
in lying about HO3NKO cquld simely have beeq t¢ udd greater
crndibility to his expressed opinion that NJS£30 was u 10D
provocateur.

- CULITSYYN could have lied 4t the direction of the KGB,
an explanation that is examined here for the sike of ccmpleteness
and not Lecause Cla has any reason to kalieve GOLITSYulis under
KG3 control. This evplzanation would mean that COLITSYNW,
although offering purtial confirmation for NOSZKO's claimi,
directly attucked the bona fidns of :nathe; KGB-dispatched
agent of allegedly comparable grank ane knowledgeability. acting
under KG9 instructions, GOLITSYH would have sought to undermine
HOSENKO's acceptability, recardless of the fact that NOSLNKO
8aid he was ptqviding reliable and compr~hensive information
about KGB operations against smerican officials and tourists'
in the USJR. At the sume time, NO3NEC was not giving an
account of thelr relationship that wae consisgent vwith COLITSYN ‘s,
by implication NOSEIMNXO wag distorting or diluting thé earlier
reports of GOLIT3YN on KGB operations im the Soviet Union,
and HOSENKO was seeking ﬁo gain acceptanée by CI\ equal to that
experienced by GOLIT3YH. According io this hypothesis, two
sources under KGB control - each striving for acceptance -
deliberately guve conflicting storiéﬁ of their -alationship,

angd each tried to undermine the bhona fideos of the other,

GULITSYN explictly and HOSEIKO by implication. Thia explanation
is 80 illo~‘cal, as well ¢3 so detrimental to the KGB, that

it must be rejected from serious consideration.
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‘“he ‘choic-. thus secms to lin betwoesn tho first two cxplana:lons

for CA/LITJ{N'S misid'mttﬂc«tion of ULIINR0, one un unnetstand :hlc

etrof of 1ssumpt ion dr.\\.n from thoir fes chincs 'Jncounters, tho

other e misguided uttempt thet had no sinister goals, In either

cuse, GOLITSYH's testiwony does not contribute to a determination

of the status of NOJSENKC within the KCB as of the yeors prior

to 1960.
There are two explanations for LOSENKO's denial about havino

met GULITJYM. Ono explsnation is that they verc never in personal

contact, thce KGD was aware of this fact, and - unprepirad for

GULITSYH's statements to the contriry - the KGB briefed NOSZWKO

sccordingly. If in this particular instance NOSENKO told the

truth and (as discussed above) GOLITSYN did not, no additional

or differcnt conclusion cian be drawn apout the bona fides of

NOSENKO and his clainms of service in the KGB. The second explenation

is that, aos GOLITSYN said, thess encount.ets.did take plece in 1353

and again in 1958 or 1959, but becuusa of thelir casual and £1e§-tinq

nature, NOSENKO (unlike COLITSYN) has not remembered them,.
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Resume of _intorigrson®
fovording te CObLiT3YR, he petsonally meg HUZELKG 1wo or

three Limern a0 B0, Wit le vinisting the U 8, Emla.asy incLion of
the Auegican 1h pttmeit, o component of the fntcrnel oecuaty
directorate, und «gain sn 1958 and 19%2., On the other hard,
HOSEURO «was wrable to idoutafly COLITS'AI's photograph and he denied
ever havirg seen nim GOLITEY suil chat GUK, (HURANGY. and
RASHCIEYEV were t2i0nds of NOSINKO as veell as of cwiarivi, (NOS-
ENKO claimed ro hee i friendly terms with each of elv o three

KGH off1rersy; tv whnowledged, hodeveg, that his sceuaintance |
with UK had lees meeresy casual uresl HOLENFG 'S threc-month TDY
1O Cuneeva an 1240 wlacn eeric them the bost of frinnuds,)  From i
1953 1o 19097 o 19WA cULITOYN said, HOSENKO was o eanc of ficer :
1o the- U8, Baleaciy feataen, then 8ienniereced 100 o her Posg et -
Depai tucnt . whiegss b was o Seniotr caa- o faeeg 30 199 10O YN !
Stuted uneejaaverdily 1hat RBUSERFD wan not 8 Depucry Vlael of, the i
U.S, hagsssy 5003100 0 othoerwise soiving in that seetion or an )
the Ancricanr Lepariment. o5 of the vime he (COLITSYN) .onsulted

with various otficers there in April-June 1960 and Januasry 1961.°¢
COLITSY spoke thern with officers wiven HOSENKO ciaims as close
colleaguers 1r Jud ng FOVAHUR and CKYAZIGV and would doutzless

have krown 1f NO:#UKO woete supervising or otharvise involved in

code clerk oprravions.  In summary COLITSYN <o2robot 1ted some

of NOSELKZ s 3lleand ¢icsignzent in tie RKOHB S¢cond Chi:f Direcrorate
tut not all ot tham wile RCSENKO contradicted GOLUT YN by saying
that the wwo men iiad rovegr not

|

3. tomments on il ISYH

From Decemi.ct 19352 until Apral 1953 COLITSYN was “Thicf of
the Ame: ican Dosk  Jounterintellicencn Depactmene, Poreign
Mirectorate. Fob (vl MGB) and for most of the periond from,
January =0 March 19%9 5o was on TDY ceaining assiguunents ¢ the
Second Chisf lnretozate In cthe figsr jub ar least SJOLITSYN
presumaoly would have hiad regulat <eatings with the U S. Embossy :
Section, and periap:. also 1n the second he would have been in !
conLart with the Joupint Lepartmens, 1a which NOSENKO laimed
Lo have lrzen then serving PDospite thiy  and deaprie has
proven excrllience of mangy for the fauwes and tasks ot Kb
personnel, COLIFSYN never mentioned NOSFERKO wn debraefings
during the years 1962 ond 1963 nor comcuted on his name on
the two occasions vwhen 1t wWas shown to him. although he had
NUMELOUS OPPOrtunITICS L0 MEeLvion ha™ 1n conneceson wirh the
rames of THURAITY, PASEHTHEYRV, ang UK,

,'_‘-fhr: rémx&.nhlp between the reporting by COLITGYN and
ROSENFU on specific operations 18 shown on Puqe:n 594 -595,
With coanmaents Li.wreun appearing on Puges 647-659 shale 1n
the section which follows below are a discass:on and an '
evaluation of what GOLITSYN said apout NOSERKO's assignments
in the Secord Chief hrectorate,.5 desctibad on Pagyes 3143-344,

ters stated i Pagt VII1.1., howewrr. 1t 18 NOt credible that
NOSENKO served 1n the U8, Embassy Section in 19%1 5% or
ta 1960-10c% .
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There woul:ldl appeat to br: ro reasen why ROSEIIRO, 3f he hiad
ever ot fULETSYE, shouwld noe Lave zald £0 10 Koeeracen Intelite
gencs jeproesentot ivern. ®  Jo heve doter 1o would hnee gqaven HOSEKO
conciete support for nis ol ims ot Koy sewff service, which he
knew 10 be in quustion., 2 the contrary., however, hOSIZKO consis-
tently denied any contact and ronufactured a deronstradly false
story Lo c¢xplein his own clsence during COLITSTH s aduitred visit
to the sccrien in which NOSEGO clawms to have scerved in January
1361, Ser Page 183, zecons footnosie. )

On tre other hand, COLITIYN's claim must Lo reasured against
the backeround ond circimstan~es of his statemsnes. In the ab-
sence of any comuents atour or sdentiticaticon of KUSENKO by GCLIT-
SYW praor to the pubilic annuuncoment of his defrction from the
KGR, and 1n view of the arvourt of infaimarion made avairlable to
him from HOLENIID matorials prior Lo 5Lts abing any statoerents
about his alleged acquaintance with him, COLLITSYY 5 "identifica-
tion” of HOSENKO as & WKGE staff officer known to him personally
cennot bo considered as phiitelieOus Or unceniaminated' information,

The weight of andependent evidence againct LCESENKC's alloged
service in thoce positicns wittch GOLITSYN corrolorated, combingd
witn the conflict Letween GOLITSYN s and LHOSENKO's vestimony about
their personal anjyuaintenieship, Makes 1t inpossitle to accept
GOLITSYH's verification of LOSINKO's clairmed KGB status during
any stage of whe: latter's carecer.

*It is not likely that he would forget it. Direct relationship
with or knowledge of a defector would be interesting and im-
portant to remsining KGH officers: oven if temporarily forgotten,
post-defection reminiscerces would alinost certainly bring back
memor ses of such recent ar? dizect contacts as GOLITSYN relates.
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2. WNWOSFNKO'& BRackground and Career

Date of Infbrmation

/
“15 F'.-brt:ary 196‘ (PC"’
pcrtei to/the FBI on
iz uohgar) 1964)

10 Yubruary_!964 (Pe=
ported Lo the FRI on
N FoDcucr, 1964

[}

LG Felruary 1904 (Fe=
poarted to the FRI on

i2 ¥February 1364)

W% Febpuary 1964 (Re-
rorted te tpe PRI on
20 Februsry 19641}

Y FY Pl

\a*

- EERETE L L NSV 2™ Lo RPN o . 17: = 1 N

~
.-. .1(

DY . FERRISL AL

S ogeriraviac, (o s
P R
. %.r,l £
, identified h}'-m

FTa S LRI R 1

Information Peported b

NOSENKO wus affiliated with the KGR for approxi=
mately 16 vears, since abecut 1917, arnd wua3 an
employee of the Sccond Chief Directorate in
Moscow. His tather, now dead, was a Deputy to
the Prime Minister of Lhe Soviet Union and also
Minister of the Shipbuilding Industry. There

1s a shipyard named after NOSENKO's father in
the Ukraine.

The pliotograph which appeared Ln . q NWS =
pPacers 1s not that of NUISENKG, e e
\xrkcﬂ with NOSENKO ‘Cr sevprwl )Q'lo in ¥FGB
Headguarters,; he described NOSLNKO as a person
wha lixes o he faGHLOﬁably druﬂf A at oAl
times and s fond.of women, by natare o iricendly
indsvidual and generally well-lhiked by his feie
low worxers. NOSENKO worked in the Second
Chiel Lirccturate,

el

TOP SECR.
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-4 #8 4 "clean®” Soviet diplomat at
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{Reporten

\%qg *We FBI
on 20 Febru. 19064)

J (Repozted
S~ .0n 22 Febr

{Poported

the FHI
194%)

-,

e

(24

/

o CIA by
1 rebruary

s 5, g : >
o AT ?-‘-‘-gg';sﬁzx 3

Sy g, T g

> R:u..,_~ “ias asked ﬁﬂwﬁ?‘
iSELNESQactually defecied

whether he felt
whether” ha félt

'gr the sofection might Le a "trick? by the KGH, ?1"ub_,u 4
X Wreplied that from his own knowledge of \Gi®

18 matter, he was convinced that NOSENKQ's
cdefection was not a "tyick® by the KGA.

NOSENIO worked agajinst personnel stationed at
the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, and with his help
agents woere developed among theése Amoricans, 7
It is assumed by the KGB that he isg familiar Eg;
with the number and location of microphones in ca
the U.5. Embassy, t};

=

Prior to NOSENKO's defection he was Deputy to
the Chicf of a departwent in the Second Chief
Directorate, While working in the Se
{Survcillanca} Dirpctorate in Moscowy o
on three geparate occasions pacticipated in

conterences betwaeen "ipportant paopla®™ of the

Second Chief Directorate and the Seventn Dircc-
torata,. NOSENKO was present ath?l% of tthe.r
Althcuyh NOSENKO was a Deputy Chief he hoelld g
only the rauk of captain in {he KGB, -‘-c,
attributed this (the disparity between job and
rank) to the influence which GRIBANOV exerted

oin tha behalf of NOSENKO.'

nth

L e e s
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DATE ‘i!"‘jﬂ ",7"

LOST/MISSING MATERIAL

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

DOCUMENT NO. DATED:

OR

PAGE(S)> 777

FROM:
CIA JOB NO. .

BOX 1\10. Ree | ' ¢
A

FOLDER NO.
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) Because of his long tenure in the KGB, NOSENKO ¢
u,fs s :ould ?avc ? graa;ddoal-of impirtaﬁiiinformab
oo . ion which he cou impare to inte geance
’wq‘)“-‘ﬁb" agencies of cthog voungncs. Cartainly, he
would be acquainted with many XGB employees
’ and could identify them. He also would be
intimately acquainted with a large number of
foviet agents working ingide the USSR against
Ame=i1can and Hritish nationalec.

1764 (To-
ha FBT on
964)

3

i

{

'
il

10 Fe
porron
1¢ iebruar

The Lilk of LOSORKO's knowledse concerning KGB
activitize would ravolve around the intelli-
gence operstions of the KG3 in Moscow and also
Y6 perccnalivien wnxV1nq in luadqnurtors.
NOSTLK s wns aise wnQoubtedly familiar wath all
KG! peuvicnalities in Sencva® and cerrainly knew

o

somy KGR puessonaiitics 1a cther countries,. | -
[ SWAE

1) EMuary 1964 (Pe- A AW - dipd &2 NOSENKO had baen b 5;
poartad the V81 on the Seouia “haef L cetarato for about 14 years é})
2o ledrd } and was J(qvuthUJ Wwith atmost all of the om- 4
/ plow-f‘s of this directorate., He was awarc of &‘

the structuLe oi the KCL and rnows miany »Derson- )

el of the 1r~* thc[ Dircctorate.,

‘i?%?y?:gnaﬁ{ ; ;ﬁ s ;'E}#;
g:-.,.r,z., S e e

&a’nm.-.mf °,,z;-' Vi wx,_v; MW LGEKO,
as peputy to thoe ob: e‘ Gt the wourist Department,
had in his possession a telephone dircctory
which listed the names of some 10,000 KGD em=-
ployecs in Moscow. Only Chiefs and Deput i

of Departmentsahiad these phone books.** VZ‘?;‘
v ‘ﬁtﬂ"ﬁ é\xpx cssed the opinion that“Nud

i vl gy
. R X ST e
b 'ﬁéﬁﬁ 1W?””£”ﬂu
RO P a'i - 4, ‘n.z&. D m »‘ ‘-
= -::‘_ o Ao Bt D, ot L 1BV Q_%

Srphe R R Ry AR S | Mis ;dﬁ.-.

a ek 5 ( ,wﬂ?ﬁgf“f 7 |
J;;?ﬁi?;::y {ﬁ?’ o ' _*aﬁaéﬁ;! .f}fﬁ &;'ff;“*";yéﬁggy g




{(Reportyd to the
FB1 on } h 19¢4)

23 March

779.

is much mure valuable to
was Olcg PENKOVSKIY becan

the FBI and CIA than

First and Second Directoratcs of the KGB end

is familiar with soc many
both in Moscow and abroac
that PENKOVSKIY was able

and Britich Intelligenceiwith a lot of informa-

1. & e
to furnish American

tion concerning defenose goecrets of the Soviat
Union, but NOSENKO is much more knowlednsable

in intelligence and counf
tions of the KGI.,”

erintelligence opera-

NOSENKO krows many of the chiefs and deputies

of the KGB directcra.es

nd dehartments at KGB

Headqusrtoers 1n Moscow,

Tu KEG3 headquarters

trhar: are four sepirate dining cooms for per-

sonnel who work there; o¢

rescerved for chiefs and (eputies of departments,

Because of this fact, NO{

¢ such dining rocm is

ENKO has a vast know-
the KGB.*

*  NOSLNRQ voluntecred for the first time during the January-March 1965 interrogations that he had eaten

occasionally in the ®chiecfs® dining room."

He had not mentioned this dining room earlier.

iso of the fact that he
knows 80 much about the methods of work of the

4dndividuales in the KGB




ot A B et m e L o

: : {Report to the FBI on
v i 27 March X

20 May 1 (Ro-~
portted to
on 21 May

108 3 et

Report
by the
11 June 1

Sea above; NOSENKO did

not mention these directories.

®There seems na

‘the KGD & Lr” A

rnimous opinion among the iy

smithat NOSENKO... could do
nount of harm.” NOSENKO

in his position as a ddputy chief in one of the
departments of the SeP?nd Chief Directorate

would have been entitle

d to have one porsonnel

directory of approximaﬂely 30 pages setting
forth the identities c{ all of the supervisory

officials in KGB leadq

also have had a 200- pn*u directory listing by
1

name and telephone num
file umployees working .

. wee two direc
American Intelligence,
damaged for the presant
to come,?

Tha KGB was lucky that
40 microphones in the {
Actually, about 200 mig
by the Soviets in the E
quite sure that NO3ENK
furnishing 1nformation

1 by some €

to the Amercicang which
resulted 1n the microphones being found., It

arters. NOSENKO would

er all the rank-and-
’ﬁfcow. The opxnxon
'GB “chiefs" @ ok
0s NKO were merely a
cories available to
the KCD would be saverely
and for several years

L%

TP SECRET

the Amcricans found only -
5. bEmbassy in Moscow.
rophones wi.-r concealed
mbassy. € nscels
Was8 resLs e for

il a

wus his opinion that NUSENKO knew only the gen=

eral location of the 4¢

microphones which were

found and does not have
romaxnlng ones., g

AL

any knowledge of the




v

Ul Yev.-

P

(Reporte;\§h§2;?,rﬁi
on 22 June 1

{Reported \to
by the ¥3I
Fabruary 1

)

A

b

The aencral consensus among (KGO cmployocsﬂ!Z!P
is that in ¢the future the KGB will

re toeling srharply the effects of NOSENXKQO's as-

cape to Americien Intelligence. NOSENKO is con-

gidered to be vastly more important than either

GOLITSYN or DERYABIN. This opinion appeare to

be based on geveral factoruy: First, MNOSENKO

worked against personnel stationced at the U.8,

Embasay i1n Moancow and wztthis help agunts were

Jevelope:d among theue Amexricans., Soecond, it

1s assurmaed by ¥GB personne] that because of

his closeness to the U.S. fmbassy in the post,

MOSENKCO would also be familiar with the numberx

of microphenes which hed bien installed in

the mbussy by the KGB and|the locatiouns of

Lhese microphones., ‘Inird, |as a Deputy Chief

of o depariment, NOSLNXC would normally have

rad access to a telephone |lirectory listing

all personnel in all directorates of the KGI in

Moscow. AaAnocthor foctor, which is a forwmiduble

one 14 the m.nds of other tcn cmployeca, iu

that NOSENKO travelled in & rather influcntial

ek 1l LR

. Wy

R P ]

these comments cited as reasons for MINLNKO
being an "important catch" for American Intel-
ligence, but GEEEpmnIPRETH noe onc in tha
KGB really knows exactly hpw much information
NOSEN¥O had concerning the| XGD.

Th2e amount of damaga causey by NOSENRO's de-
fection is "unpredictable.] NOSENKO knew few
employecs of the First Chlef Dlrectorate worke=
ing abroad, but knew many Luch vmployces scrving
in KGE Headquarters by virpue of sceing them in
the dining room which is riscrved for chisfs

and deputy chiefs of KGB dipartments.
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14-0000Y

P o

(paported ¢ F3:

on 5 May 13€4:

G \,.‘.5

?Ls'ﬂ,i r 335* i Ev- w;z
! P e ey *w

g fs o ».._4"1‘
&@h: 1%’!\‘\?_; ":{g

s have boen establishod by the CPSU
for the yULpU;CS: ta; to duetermine why KCU ocme-
ployces such as DERYAUIN, GOLITSYN, and HOSENKO
defoected while sorving abroad; and (b)) to attempt
to clininate "weak" KGB employees and lmprove the
efficiency of the KGR,

| L A

Al InvesLigatinyg commission 0f the CPSU Central
Cowmttro: chorking inte the circumstances sure-
“rounding NOSENAO's defection has thus far been
rusponsible for the expulsion from the KGB of 15
Second Chicf Directorate employeccs. These in-
clude GRIPANOV, who was also expelled from the

CPsSu and was stripped of his rank of lieutenant
general.  GRIBINOV has been given a very small
pension, like an ordinary Soviet citizen. This
drastic action was taken sinde the primary re-
sponsibility ror the defectian was placed on .
GRILANOV. Tt was rcalized tqat, in addition to .

= mot e

G N ovi-dm & e W

baing Chief of the Sec;?gggn&ﬁw Directorate at
R I ; ; R A Y o e ey

. M‘;:&a—.-—u-u,..:... s CHISSRENEE st as--)
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See Paqes 327 336 1n which NCSEXNKO's descripuion of‘hxs.relatxonsth with GRIBANOV . is

787.

‘in KGB Headguarters sometim

the time of the defoction,
sonal friend of NOSENKO and
treated NOSENKO as a proteg
steps to further NOSENKO's
1t was ‘vlt that GRIBANOV s

Three of CRIUANUV [ dupucxe
from the KGB, one of whom w
BANNIR Of the 11 other
torate Cnployees oxpelled,
have been personal friends
of them were found to ha»u
dotails of nner e

a KGls Olfluur statvaonced Iin
leaving for Moscow becausce
mission had detcrnxncd that
of NOSEMKO and GOLUBEV told
had heen assigned to the Wa
dency. GOLURLV had himgels

gubsuvguently NOSUNRO and GO
ferent assignments within t
did not assuciate with one
of their daily activities.

S R R

|

GRIBANOV was & por-
had more or less

¢ and had taken many
éarccr within Lhe KGB,*
mould have been awara

3 were also cxpelled
@8 a Major General
$econd Chief Direc-
§ome were found to

f NOSENKO and some
Fonfided to NOSENKO

reh they were working,
P .M. GOLUBEV,

iashingron, would be
Lhe investigating com=
GUKX, a mutual friend
NOSENKQ that GOLUBEV
khington Legal Resi-
worked with NOSENKO

b in the pust, but
SUBEV were given dif-
Ec ¥GB and thereafter
nother in tho course

discussed.

NOSENKO

o NOSE‘\D Ldentxfxcd GOLUB TV by name an photograph as a First Chief Directorate -counterintclligence officer;
who had served in New York City urnder United Nations cover in 1960 and 1961.
met GOLUREV ain 1959 and know nothing of his earlaier carcer.

said that he first

Because GOLUDEV had at one point been assigned

to Geneva with the Soviet Disarmament Delegation, NOSENKO went to ham in 1962 for a briefing on Foruign

Ministry personnel
in KGH Headquazfexs in 1963,
intelligence |

in the delegation before his own assignment to Geneva.

NOSENKO said he last saw GOLUBEV

At that time GULUBEV was assigned to the New York Direction of the Counter=

Department as fong as he had known hini,

‘upastment of the First Chief Dircctorate, and NOSENKC said that GOLUBLV had been in this




et i §

{0F &
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It is common knowledge among KGB employees that
GRIBANOV was cxpelled from the KGB and CPSU and

is now on pension, partial rather than full, as

a result of the NOSENKO defection. When NOSENKO
was being considered for assignment to Geneva

(in 1961), a summary statement of his activities
was prepared in the Decond Chicf Directorate and
sent to GRIBANOV. This summary contained con-
siderable “"compromising information” concerning
NOSFENRO; 1f acted upor properly, i1t would have
removed him from connideration for this trip.
GRIB/JNOV read the summary material, ran a line
through «ll of it, and added the notation: "Sond
h:m to Geneva,.”  The gencral feeling is that
GRIBANOV was willing to overlook a lot of HOSENKO's
deracicneins because of GRIBANOV's long-time
trionduship withh NORENRC's father.® ¥
B R S B e e e T,

(Reporzed to by e
FRY on 2% Junua )5)

GRIBANOV has been dismissed from the PGB, ex-
pelled from the CPSU, and is presently living
on 3 small pension. His dismissal occurred

(anortcékta\czé\:?
the PRI on 8 Feliwe

e

ary 1965)
immediately after MNOSENKO's defcection.*t In ] ~r 23
addition, aot less than 50 other punople were Jdis- R
missed, many of whom were close fricnds of GRIBANOV. ‘-3x$
Most of these were from the First and Second Chlef 1
Directorates, with the majority from the Sccond F;}
Ch:ef Dircctorate. The present Acting Chiefl of 25
the Second Chief Directorate is a Major Gaeneral o
BANLIK, whose appointment has not yet been approved L
by the Central Committee of the CPSU. Ona of e
his deputies is a Major General (F.A.) SHCHERBAK. Eé;
|

- NOSENRD sa1d thut.bhis father and GRIBANOV were not acquainted.

** GRIBANOV was reportcdly in operational contact with a senior Western diplomat in Mosdow as recently
a3 late autumn of 1964, At that time he turned his contact over to another KGB officer.

wosea gt
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10P &

Carly Jund™]965 (Rc=-
ported Lo CI1

by the
FitI on 29 Jnéz\iyuﬁ)

Major General BARNLIKOV is currently tempoarary
Chief of tho Sceond Chief Directorate, having
replaced GRIDANOV who was expelled from the XGB
~hecause he supported NOSENKO in his carcer,®
GRIBANDV i3 working in a small city outside
iloscow 23 the chief ©f security at an importe
ant military plant ond is noew a "nothing.”

After the dodection of NOSENKO the KGB conducted
. Ldtens.ve investigition to detcermine which
=mnloyeas Ynew him and the nature of their rela-
“.onsghip., Duving this TAPABRIN was questiconedg
Y saidd he knew HOSELKD, hut eonly casuvally and
anoy besause 0 Lawited contacts within rhe RGB.
She rvesticatinon ceterinined, however, that
ToiAaBELN and GRIBALGT were {ricnds socially and
that TARALKIN attendmd several parties at which
NOSENYD wan presens  firls invited by NOSENKO
wore wiro thore mm:scribvd one such b
party. Thevealter, TAGHRIN was afforded a hear=lagt
104 ared was awcused on willfolly concealing
vital infourmation, As a r2sult he was expelled
from tho KGB and the CPSU and was depraived of
all ponsion rights, v+

*|

BeskNie said that it wes SIRME
that to the best of kis knowled S aid no*t know that he (NOUSENYOY was making this trip. Never-
thalecs, NOZHVKO said sl LRREER I v GRTBANIV might be filred trrow the KO3 a4 a result of his defection
becaugahe was rosponsibis Sor tashing me ahead."  NOSENKO sud Lhat 25NNIKOV would not be punished because
he had dore nothing other thaa surpoct hin as a candidate for the 1964 Goneva assignment (sce Pages 333-334).

NOSENKO repovted that TARABLIN was Chief of the British Deparutsent from 1953 to 1963, at which time he bo=-
came Deputy Chiecf or "Swrvice No. 2," the reorgawnized Counterintelligoncs Depurtment of the First Chiof
Divectorate,

NOSELKO 8aid hu saw GRIBANOV threo timen sougially during has KGB caresr:; on each occasion TARABRIN was presont.
NOSENKD reported that he provided ygicia for SRIBANOV and TARMIIN at parties io 1962 and 1963, but not in 1961.
He could not recall auy detaile of the 1962 party fe.y., who the girls were, where they went, what they did,

etc.). He was, howaver, able to deseribe the 1983 party, whlen took place in October or Novamber, ln con-

siderable Jdetail #W Y ﬂrnﬂ;‘gg—. PR R, ST o Ty
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b. The Conpromisc of PENVOV3IYLY

(1) 1lutiroduction

‘ a28 and NOSENKO agree on only cone aspecet of the
PENKOVS5KIY compronise (sce Part VIII.B.G.b.): They both
attribute thr initial compronisc to ¥G8 survoillance. Al-
though SEEEEED ¢ % report ogrees with NOSENKC that

the KiR ’carnﬂu 01 nﬂe:xcan participation in the operation
only after PANKOVSKIY was arrestod, §¥8Psubsequent reports
contradict this by tying the comprorisc dircctly to surveoile
lance of U.S. Embausv personnel visiting the Pushkin Street
dead drop site. = > story of the events steonaing from
the coopromise of the utad drop site is at odds both with

(ii) Discussion

; ) morort m%mﬂv"--trc aon*th
a!tcr the KGB terminated tne operation-=indicated that the
KGB had been aware of PENYOVSKIY's involvement with Aperi-
cans, and sgpccifically with the CIA officer JACOB, for atout

two and one half months prior to the arrests, This state-

ment is inaccurate concerning JACOB, witn was a last-minute
substitute for the servicing of the Pushkin Street dead drop

on 2 Kovember 1962 and who never bhefore had personally par-
ticipated in the opecration. «%REENEM statenents otherwise @ -
agree with NCSENKO's subsecqguent report and the "official

report"” regarding KGO igrorance of the role of American
Intelligonce in the PENKOVSKIY crse.

! :port or. the case, howevoer, is contrae
dictory to his first repvrt and to the othe: sources: He

gets detected a visit to the Pushkin Sircet sit° by an

American, and that the resulting 24-hour surveillance of the

site caught PENKOVSKIY visiting the sanc location, whereupon

he was arrested and confessed. CI! however, has nNo evie-

dence besides the statoments L = that PENKOVSKIY ever QSE
went to the Pushkin Street sitc after it was visited by CIA
personnel.

In fiffees> reported at greater length about

the roie of Pushkin Sireet in PENKOV3SKIY's compromise. At

this time he explained that the American had visited Pushkin

Street not once but twice: surveillance had obscerved him oo

boeth occasions when he went inside the cntrance, but followed

“him inside only on the second visii. The survelllant who -

entered the buildinz rceported that the Asmerican appcecared to

be tving his shoe; although this was not unusual in itself,
SSmcontinucd, the ract that it was the second visit to

the same address for no visible purrpose causcd suspiclon,

and as a result the KGB installed a closed circuit 1V camera

to provide 24-hour coveragc oif the site. PENKOVSKIY was ob-

served checking it {(sce preceding paragraph): an American

was observed loading a dead drop behind & lobby heating unit

(radiator); the KGB tagged the dead drop material with a

radioactive substance; PENKOVSKIY was observed unloading the

dead drop and procecding to his office where he secreted the

TP SECRET
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mater:ial an 2 concealzent arca ir his deuk; the £30 alsgo
contanued in sarveslicane of the deg? doyr vite, observad
PENKUVEXKIY lod the <24 Lyop, and o szerican

(JACOB) vho c2me to unlasd Qit,  TLYNIOVS:  then corfroated
with grotosraphic evidence of the load:ings and unloadiags and
covld offer niy defeoers: Tais report s the caly fndicaticn

the EGY hind sitveilled tre itwo
vinils {v ihe PesTois Streor site mode Ly U.5. Exbussy of-

? ficers: '.-hxlvmrvpurl stated “hit orne Azeridain
visited tne site teice, in fact {vo diflcereont Americars
“acited the site once cach, VAHONLY on 2) Jarvary 19€1 ard
ABIDIAN on 30 Deocenbor 18961,

.
th

{iv} Remar

The Pushrin Streau dead drep was never used for communi-
~cation to PINKOVSKIY. end in fact was loaded only cnce, ¥hen
the KGP cidl suo and activated it on 2 Novenmber 1962, thereby
apprehending JACOB. UWorcover, the first vizit to Puskkin
Streect, in Januvary 196}, predated anvy rersoral contact bet.
veen PENREOVSHEIY and '« :tern Intelligente, either American or
British. Thus, report on Ancricans visiting there
is only partially as_curate. and the use of thsse “surveilled”
visits 23 an explanation for how the KGB detected PENKOVSKIY
is ungurportable. In reporting incorrectly or thiag matinr,
T T T Bt covl have orved rivrely fecause his sub-sourcaes (one -

unnamed, the nthe: apgoreniily J2zpite the conflict in &

' repcreing iiout his position) rezesatad erréonecus informa-
ticn in h.s prcecnce.

BEREED reorihnl . arce €3 reveal that the
¥GE wa:z owir: of the i dros oag eally -as
21 Jarnuary 1v5l, whon . Av there= ¢
fcre has cdzwracted £y .y showing
RC2 awareress of o 7T ! i , Zead drop
s:te 11 renths bmicre SLIDTA RS @ v2- before
PERXIYSRIY finzlly succieood in establiching parsonal contact
with Wesgtern telliceice services. It was che fsBIDIAN visit,
RNOSENRD said, wnich first arnuse:s! RSY in:zcrest in *he site at

Pushrin Ssroze.
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i Introgudiiorn

. \
¥While in general terma corroboratins VOSZNKO's claims to

service in both the GRU and the YGB, |

which are incompatible with the stateonente by LOSENKC on
his intelligence career. AlthouCh =n: 38 prolific a reporter on

ROSTNKO as @i mmpermmmmnyn mE o, s had several topics in
cormon with NUSENKO:  ¢U .’, PEARCVESKIY, CHERErAICY, SHUBIN,

SLESINGER, and the contacts retween the CGRU off icer BOLSHARKOV
Attorrey Ganeral Fobert FEHIDY un Hran compared with
KOSENKO's information, the repdrts
PELNKOVSKIY, arnd CUIREPANOV ere interloc

;e

I IFOPOV was conmpromis
after his return to Moscow from East Derlin in November 1
ard in conscquence of KGBE surveillance.

- CHEREPANCV and MOSENKO likewise agree about POPOV'
corpromise,

TR concurred with NOSINKO by indicating that

this statement by BT rrTERRy

detaxls on t‘n compromnise of

and

on the case of FOPOV,

ed
958

38

CIEREPAIOV was a genuinc source of Lrnrzcan Intelligence, and

NOSENkO liave indicatod thet thld comprom se resdlied from
GB surveillance of PENKCVIKIY's British contacts in Moscow.

Presented below are @07 s remarks about NOSENKO, followed
a review of the topics conmon to these two sources.

2. Statements on NOSENRKQO

Y

When discussing LOSENKO for the fu‘st tine, msaid

z i Sope that they were n onallv acguainted, but
var1ouc persons" in Moscow ha

spoken to him apout NOSENRO, The statements by W

As a young man, NOSELKO attended NOSENKO said his entire ser-
the CRU's Military-Diplomatic vice in the GRU, in the years
Acadeny (MDA) and then was in 1950-1953, consisted of duty
the GRU Irformation Department-- in the Naval GRU, first in

in 211, perhaps a year of service the Far East’ and then in the .
in the GRU.* Baltic.**®

- * Until the late 1950's, the course at the MDA, the strategic
*intelligence school of the GRU, lasted for four years; more
recently, the course has been of three years® duration.

**During the 1950-1953 period and before, the daval GRU was
separate from the rest of the GRU,

0P SE°
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< | NOSENKO
on the latter‘'s background are compared in the followxng tabulation:
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: 810.
NOSEZHKO

A “very urdisciplined person®
while in the GRU and "not very
good, " NOSEIKO was to have been
diecharged from the GRU.

-

HOSEXNKO's father, "a very in-
fluential person in the Ministry
of Shirpkuilding,” was able to
get NOSINKO transierred to the
KGB.

NOSESKO was “an impdrtant boss”
in the ¥KCB {directorzte or
deperzmert unknoum).

NCSENKD's statements abcut him-
self durirg the 1950-1353 period
appear to acree with the evalu-
ation, but he has caid rothing

about facing discharge by the
Naval GRY,

His rransfer fros: the YNaval GRU
to the ¥G3 in 1353, ROSNKO
said, w23 at the (nitiative of
KGR General KOBULLY, e friend
of hie father: «t.o elder NOSEXRKO
was Minister of Shipbuiiding.

Pocording to NUSEIRDO, his most
recent Kt3 tiels rrior to de-
fecsirg was eputy Chief,

Tourist Department, KG3 Second
Chief Directorate,

e stated that NOSENKO gave ‘verv, vary goxd information®
to the onited States, having had "great access” to K33 information
which irncluded "all means of KSP cover a*c of people in Moscow,
Cempophone systems in the embassies, etc. ite J.5. Enbassy, &5
foaont inued, had found micrcphones on the basia of informatior
“that NCSENKO had provided.

3. Parallels with KOSENKO's Reporsing

a, The CHEREPANOV Case

{i) Summary

:a“.;.-‘:"';

One of the two ways in which .A,p-i.r"" has cortotorated NOSENKO

the KGB;
vhich returned them to che Sosiet Ministry of Foreign Aifairs
(MFA).; the MFA turned the papers over to the ¥GB, which traced
them by analysis to CHEREPANOV: meanwhile, CHEREPANOV had tried
to flee the USSR, but he was captured near the Turkisnh border and

..R:_?A.‘ ov c‘.ve so-we papers to the U.y. --—.bassy in Aoscow,

executed. In every major. respect, therefore agrees with
NOSEYNKO's version of the case. When asked whetner the CHEREPANOV
incident might rave heen "a fnck“ by the KGS o emcarrass the
U.S. Embassy, §rifes replied that it was definitely not.

The second way in which has certified that CHEREPANQV
. ] was a geauine source is irdirect,

L‘l‘Ke NOSENED amd == -—Of the
CHEREPANOV documents, Fag irndicated that KGB surv-.llance
of a U.S. Embassy officer crought about the compromise of POFOV,

|

{ii} Remarks

As stated in Part VIII,B.6., the CHEREPANOV incident was a
KGB provocation against the U.S. Embassy, but it is conceivable
that statements suggesting the contrary could have been made

permm - & e o
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b. The Conpromise of PEMKIVSKIY

S0 dates orn thie compronise of PRIKOVEKIY are at vari-
ance with KCSEZIKO's er.d they discgree on wnecher the ¥GB knew
Arerican Irntelligence to be involved in this operation befcre
JACOB of CIA was apprenended &t the Pushkin Street deed drop on

2 Ylovember 1962. Seoth eo'rces stated, hovevwer, that curveillance
led to the detection of PENKCVSKIY, although ccain they diff.r on
the person with whom PEZOVIXIY was firet seen by the KGB: vigE-
caid this individual was the British busireccwar WYINME, while NOS-
ERKO said it was the Enclisnwo=an Frs. CHISICLM,

According tuCREER gy PLNNOVSKIT had been working oprnly
with WYNNE, expliaining tnat he was trying to <:zvelop WANE, and
the KGB_learned cf their meetirgs through surveillgnze,”
WYNNE pec PENKOVIWIY in Moscow during Apry
Vav 1061, FEy-JTine 1661, August 1§61, and Jure-July 19€2, E??‘b'
repcrt that PLIXOVSKIY cane under ruspicion in May 196
therefore is not consistent with i3 staterent about KGB surveil-
lance of the WINNE-PINKCVSXIY reetings, nor does this report co-
incice witl. th2 evidence from WYNIE himself that the K33 was
sufficiently suspicicus of their reetings to recozd a converse-
ticr_they had had «SE @ 1951 {(one year ~arlier “kan in the
version). NOIE:D dated the FENROVIKIY compromise at a
month or two after he was {irst se<n, tut at the time not iden-
tified, in contact with Mrs. CHISHOILM in November or December
1961%.

Whereas NOSENKO said the XKGE was unaware of the participa-
tion of American Intelli-~-nce in the PENKOVIKIY operation until
JACOB was detained, 8P reported that while PENKOVSKLY was
at a reception in MdszCs, Yo was ovserved making contect with an
dmerican in a lavatory. < ﬂ‘dij ~ot date this =vent, but
CIA yrecocrds show that it was on &7 A 1gust 1562, YRy
that the KGB "invented" the incidert at Fushkin Strezt on 2 Hov-
ember 1562, the month after PENNOVSKIY's arrest, in order to
catch the American unlcading the dead drop.**

PEL}OVSYIY was rot ~e-s:*=1 y_Xrows to him,?52§5P§a stated

* The same statement was made hﬁ-WOaEPYO ard in the official
KGB document on PENROVEKIY's compromise,

#*This is obviously true, although the date of PENKOVIKIY's
arres: may have Leen more than a month bkefore.

TOP SEGRET
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is 'h» ocst rluc9d to report on thre compz Oﬁxsﬁ o‘ POPOV qﬁﬁ"»“

L TS

Co The Corpromize of PCOPOV

{1} Introducticn

Of all the sources available to American Intelligence,ﬁ@%ﬁ?ﬂﬁ;a

ipta

5Ty 020
Wf vp— A
',fL?s'-ztr thq p:cvxded by h”S"\KD and

'CPLAETEQOV"aa well as that in the 18 September 1939 message frem

POEOV to CIA {(kolieved to rave Lkeen dictated by “he KGB). These
four sources have indicated that the ccmpronise resulted from KGB
survelllance ¢f a U.%. fmbessy off:cial folluwing the recall of
PCPOV 1n Novenber 1958.%)‘.%@\@:‘, ras not precisely dated
the inciderc (dated by inlerence oy tha cthers at 21 January 1959),
has asscciated it with an Ansrican Intelligence dead drop for POPOV
{whereas the otlicrs have s2id it was CIlA's mailing of a letier to
POPOVY, and has norv_in:iosod trne CIA off;cer irvolved {{George WINTERS)?
Tte evidence f:m@m’@ ike ti-ac from KO3ER¥O, GIEREPARICY, and
the FCFCV message, conflicis with <hat from CQLITSYNIwhose state-
ments on the caxrpromise of FOPCV zre uoported by analysis of events
in 1957 and 1358 on which FOPOV reported (s Fages 663-665),

{ii) LCetails

a3 - ad rade a "very sarious mistake" by using an
accomnoaatxon address supplied by American Intelligence to receive
mail from a girlfriend in Austria.*'* "In scre f2shion” thxs came
to the attention of the Austrian police, €T or s e

ic was determ;nec trat she had been scnding »nail to a Soviet offi-
cer in Berlin. The Fustrian police n:tx‘xed the Soviets, and
eventually PGFDV was conironted ty the chief of his GRU component
in Berlin.*** CRU ileadquarters was notified, POPOV was recalled

hat POPOV made the m’staxe of prowld ng in-
rgrh'ﬂanlf. No sub-source for this remark

Wwas given i i Si» and since then §
resolved the discrepancy Detween this version aﬂa the other

one treated at lnngth here.

#%* CIA did not supply PCPOV with an acconmodation address, but
he did secretly correspond with KOCHANEX.

went to the Austrian police on 25 Augqust 1958 with

4 o ot —— . L € 2 @ B e - 7

M

Soviet Intelligence officer. POPOV's superior confronted him
on §& November 1958 about KOCHANEK and received from him an
adaxission to having had some cosrespondence with her corcern-
ing his search for cperazional leads: the superior told POPOV
that the Soviets believed "she was working for someone” and
that "possibly she is the cause” of the Perlin unit'’s opera-
fional difficulties. PCPOV was recalled to Moscow on 17 Nov-
enber 1958 ostersibly. for a weex's TDY to discugs the casse

of an American whom he was developing under CIA aegis. He
did not return to Berlin.

TOP SECEET
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to Moscow to explain the '1tuatxoﬁ, and when he was unable to do
so, the facrs were turned over to the KG3 for full-scale investiga-
rion. ;uﬂﬁ@ﬁwga&ﬁg&@x L gfgn,gz;:,xt not been for POPOV's
correspordence with an Austrian wond "they would never have
caught hin, " and that POPOV was "alrc'rﬂd because of a connection
with a ¢irl; " also, g7 ?u‘qg'uavqsg‘at **a cond Of L(~q_popov
was recelled to Moscow “for scmething” -GefEoid; \Z." A

¥hile trhe foregoing KGB investigation was in pro YW g
routxnely placed under surveillance a U.3, Embassy of‘xcxal in
Moscow., This person was observed renting a boat in Gorkiy Park,
going to the viciniity of a rew bridge near the Moscow Stadlium,

and there taking photographs of the bridge and surrounding areez.
Its suspiclons aroused, the KG3 covered this area and observed
POPOV unloading a dead drop., He was arrested, doubled, and
"operated"” against American Intelligence for a year ard one-half.*
Eventually, the KG3 put in notion a plan to attempt to compromise
the Amecrican official who was meeting POPOV. The KGB photographed
a meeting in a Moscow restaurant, then arrested the official and
showed him pictures of his meeting with POPQV and of FOPOV un-
loading thre de¢ad &rop at the bridge. After the Aderican refused
to vork fer the KGB, he was released and declared persona non
grata,**

ISR RSB RIP C1A quest lon!‘gm on POPOV's
comproaise,  He £a14 at t..s time that ho hid hesrd POFOV was
apprechended through a dead drop. PCPOV "apparently was under
suspicion there in Berlin, and when tacy (presumably the GRU)
recalled him to Moscow, they wondered who his future contacts
would be, and they were told +he follovwing: 'KGB workers place
kmerican Linbassy employees uider surveillance.' They observed an
American at the staircase... and they found a dead drcp unier the
staircase. So they established coverage of the dead drop and ob-
served POPOV come and unload the drop. They made a report, and
after this POP0V was under surveillance... Then he was called in
and told thus-and-so. They showed him photographs. They told
him he was going to work for them to expose his contacts, He
agreed to it..."***

*  Since POPOV returned to Moscow in November 1958 and LANGELLE
was arrested the following Octoder, he could not have been
doubled against CIA for more than eleven months.

*% Starting on 4 January 1959, POPOV had a series of six brush
contacts in Moscow with the CIA officer Russel) LANGELLE of
the U.S. Embassy, culminating in the detention and interview
of LANGELLE by the KGB on 16 October 1959,

*#*%As previously stated, no Moscow dead drops were used by CIA
in the POPOV operation, but LANGEILLE did survey the possi-
bilities for dead drops to be used in other operations, One
Bf these was located-in-Lemin-dills, - an.area of MoscoW_not

far from the new bridge near Moscow Sta dium, and it was e

s ituaced beneath a staircase; R BT :
TSR Yo Ey LNIGELLY visited cie area of the Geac
rop site cn .4 <& 26 May 1958, but the dead drop was loaded

- Hon T June 1958) rather than by
LANGELLE., The CHEREPALIV document,discucsced on Pages 563~
564, stated, in the course of reviewing LANGELLE's operation-
al activities in Moscow, that this dead drop was for use with
an agent named REPNIKOV; in fact, it was not intended for

the REPNIKOV case,

0P SECTET | i
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d. SUrIN, YWLESINGER, and BOLSHZXQY i

I~ threea 1n5tancL%6$ NCEZKO confirmed reports made by

P the jdcta®fication of SHULIN as a GRU agent, the
saspicxaws that SLZSINGER was in cortact with the FbBI, and
.he status of FOLSHAKOV as a GRU officer.® :

SHUBIN was previously known to have teen associated with two
GRU Illegals in the United States during the 1943's, but indepen-
Rt ~there is ro ¢er3ficatin1 of his havinq

BOLGHAKOV, the only claimed mutual acqg.zintance of€'2§€z§?
and NCSENKO, has rot bren naned as @ URU off:ceor by 2ny other
cour~e, ner has nhe bLeen ohserved in riotanas with GRU agencs, Bath

and NCSANIQ spoxe of BOLSHAL Vs hzving et Attorrzy
uenergl Ropert RKRENNEDY 1in 1662, MNOZDKCO acded that, in initiating
the contact, the Attorney Gerncral hhew HOLSHMNOV to be 3 "military
intelligence officer,” ™t tris vepoari has not been corroborated.**

4.  Couments on SRIEEF

STIESE® confirmation that NUSIZUKO is = cenuine KGS officer-
defector 1s compriszed ol hearsay evidence. and honce the conclusion
that JSOFENKO was dispatchad by the =55 «o:la nst rocessarllv bran
s Lora fides into guestion: S
sub-fouarces, as yet unidentified.

of POPOV, amanmsj R S
have authenticaccd RINHS : LAE valldlty of a Ch~RE-
PANOV document whici concerncd the Furov corpromise &nd which was
prepared by tre KGB fofr trensmittai to ~nerizen Intelligonce. In
addition, and NCIRNKO suppor: or.e another about the PENKOV-
SKIY COnDrOrlbe, about the contact Detween BOLSHAKOV & *y}-u.;
] pRedisy and Robert KESHEDY, and about SiUBIN and G&7 W
nclr 1niormetion on BOLSHAKOV and SHURIN is unigue; on SLESINGER
it is cerrororated by actions taken by the KCB, as reported by
SLESINGER: on 20POV, PENKCVSKIY, and CHIREPAIOV it is confirmed
; by KGB controlled sources.

With the exception of his details on POEOV, SIRERES® report -
ing on NOSENRO and on ccmmon topics s2n be explained, individually,
8 <ece1ved and 1nﬂo~ent1y passed alcng.

#82]Ff Robert KENNEDY indeed knew BOLSH AhOV t0o te a GRU officer,

: ' (the_auestion_szaxns_aa to how NISEIKD was aware of the fact,
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SR oA courterintelligence production has been ex-
tremely limited. For the mo:st pert[;::::::gprovided only super-
ficial reports, generally only ir rsponse to auestioning and

frequently citing[ 7 lack of access to irnformation of value,

2. NOSENKO's Packground and Career

[ (SVIRIN was identified by
NOSENKO as an officer of the 7third Section of the Jmerican
Department, Second Chief Directorate, since 19613, and pefcre
that of the Third Department of the Directorate of the KG3
Second Chief Directorate, where he participated in and received
an award for his part in the investigation of PENKOVSKIY.)

L Y0P SECRET
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3. NOSENKO's Krowledge - Damage to the K33 e .
a8 meentioned NC3EKO's a: clo* iés to the '

Americaens concerning the microphones in tho U.S EmLasgsy -
only reference tO inforzation he Hicht have provided - on each
occasion when di1scusgsed NOSLHK .g:;;;;:;:;]attributed to
SYIRIN the remark ir October i9€6 that UOSEYYD had done consider-
able harm to the Scviet Unicn by revealing «his tnformation, tha
(and specifically only in thiscortext) underscoriny the impertence
of NCSENKO's infermation, (NOSENKO himself has characterized this
information &s the mocs: important he has provided.) The context
in which[:;:::::]discussed HO3TUKO has been <he gereral one of
defectors frcm the Soviet Uricn: rereatedly emphasized
that the Soviets attezpt to ccnvirnce a Scviet citizeng that

A, "anybody wHo defe;ts will fird his Srave o tre r.ang nf KCE

o

nxvh re:erence LO hOST\KO

.g Said that NCIEDNKD, . too, would OFe
aay be therﬂxrated. thas ciearly implyinyg =hat NOSENKC was a
genuine defectcer,

4, Parallels with HCSEKG's fLieporeing

a. The CHEREP2NOYV Cise

ﬂ&.&_‘ Ef— s account of CHEREPAOV's disalfertion, treason,

arrest, ard cxrcutlj:‘fcﬁfir:s irn goneral cocline end in emphasis
trhat of NOSENKO. ghpa PWc-laims direct kncwledge of the
case through . fsanal frierdship wit
TR gangy c23trived in
fact, as the only friend of CHI:_FANOV who rerawned TALERIUL
“enough after CHINIPANTY's agownfzll to call on CHEREPRIOV's widow,
whoce addregs ' P krevw, Th‘. di:ec: rnowledge is com-

@ S,

N
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by NCSEKO): [ |described the dacuments which he turned over
to the ASericens as raving come from the Ministry of Forelgn Trade.

[+ The Comrpramise cf PRNKOVIKTY

to NOEFHKO's account cf
PELIKCYEXIY's cormpromise, &F ! 9>laced <tre date of initial
suspicion of PEINFOVSKIY at about Clzocer or Nevember 1961,
statemernts of the vasis for this cuspicien, however, differ com-
pletely from the reazcns advanced by NOSEXO (and other sources) .

C. Reports or. KGS Persconnel

-
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- In connectiorn with SVIRIY, : # recounted an
incidert in which @ kiGB officer cescriped in ceroga-
tory tcrns, Valerncin MIZEYUIK, had narrowly escaped disnissal
as a result of a drunken brawvl with a militizvnan, MUZEYNIL
hed not only survived, however, but continued to bear a
higher ¥GB rank than his former friend, collcague, and sub-
crdinate, SYIRIN. NOSZUKO said MUZEYNIK wac an officer of
the Directoratc cf the KGB Secend Chief Directorate.

- Vadim »1IRYUKUV was ident:ified bv qii{?'Jc X
FCB officer urder Hovasti cover 12@1'“94 TS re on tha
inrervies in Aiauct 19&- o‘ 4{’&?“3&&@@‘_ i
:\.__ iy R LARIN Lt -,\ "-.. Gy
\bSLﬂAU haa p cvxouslv'ngen L.fornatiox con cernxng BIn{UKOV
a K38 officer of the Tenth Department, KGB Second Chief
Dircctcrate, targetted against foreign correspondents.

s sub-sourcing fo [ l

There is confusiorn in @37 A

information on NOSENKO and 1nchsxsterc3 that,
on one hard, he was a civilian kut on the other, he Was aware of
microphones in the U.,S. Ithassy. These facts indicate that if
was br1 Zec v the KCB to report to Arerican Intelligence on H05-
5 4 Bas 1nadeguately preparcd. Otherwise, however,
R 204 perso“ally supported the bona fides of NOSENKC
by of:erxng carect confirmation of the bona fxce; s of CHEREPIhO\
by corrororating NOSENKC's details on the PENKOVSKIY compromise,
and by verifying his identification of KGB Second Chief Director-
ate personalities.

5. Rerarks

PN
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EEEES S SR A R S TR LLnLTitasd o sizeaTie
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OLnel TE7LL10035 €L WAL VEIIOLS sCures nave confirmed one
anotner include tne f0110wWing:

L 132 ! tnat Lhe veltiance CLOLIDTRT. LEES LY Toe
KJJ SurworsienCe arcltorete ancluder special peint invisible
to tne paked vr CuL visiple tnrougn os€ Ot & special desice
It 13 used In TCRUSICLIGL With DRETY. oprecs Ccilosoed circurt

televigicon a8t Lrid2es. TuhiLa.:  CUo A similar tecrnygque
was cuescribed by NI RWEE

Ard T JHETFTANOV v - nAve ces-
GiCRL omewnd £ergiti.s va dOGs Zdt now

L4

N Furves liernce
‘ ; X T LI GPLINES and
SRR TN R - WY l"" | RPN IVLONIELIGE LN Lae

(AN pvrzuaunz cf e Foih Fueveyrlace Directorirte
cniller PrOVILLS mAny Letatln 0n TNLS teonniiue

2 b i gB® < Y0y hnd
develorwd a - ol TedopapveTettiin LAl L€ 50 Enaped
tp2L Trey <en tit an tne drouiaer pads ot @ mer £ sunt. Trey
aleo can e Jonveaied 10t Hvers Gf reéenus.  Thus
corzealed. ticy 8¢ ured in Moso oy “ne KL to listen to
CONVErsations Lewwdern torergn dipamuzt 2. particuiacrly a% the
Eotel Mevlropo. and tne notel datwenat 3u. n Tinisturized
Ceviias nave 3120 g oo iied (y SO EASNTD . TOLITSYN
_'SCSE&K : gde 1 ) cra CUI2FPANOV parers.
nter &.ia YRR TOW papers gave tne KGB
cryponym as

-~ DISENHD &g ) e ciper e tne KO8 tecnnigue
of zwWwit.nirg we:epnare - vt is 1arterdo g for rie U S, Tmbassy
In Moscow 0 a Kol instaiiation  wogre Lhey are intercepried

L
by & Sovielt pcsing as an Amer 1.an

Wrete tnie bulk of KOSEIKDO g reportiry on KGHB orvcrations was
concerned ¥itn thos:s or the Secard Thaved nrae torase. tnis nes
WEEN VLdE W e o Lol tEG fl Toe Crrer el s TAMEG nele.
o, P g ;99 7ty - - : noweves  nave asnso
given Gevails on Sper b 61Gh Lclrat ;c:n;~-1nnel;1qence acgivi-
ties 10 &ddivion <o thelr Staements an tie comprewnise of CIA
assets witnin che USSR (& tupic of repox-l": ovtﬁiﬂﬂﬁlsa G CUHERE-
PRIV &5 w=2ii) . The antormacon ron Qg g

- i3 summarized relow i -

Bifa% 1as faon avie to Sroviio weiails oz
Chief OIfe::oratr acrivicty . lHe 1epor:cd tne FGl s discovery of
an American employ=o at the Sokolniki Exhipirion :n Moscow in

hd

* The existence and feasioility of su .k a Tupstance has rnot been
verifaied.
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clarndestine CORNLact with g unidentdiy . Sovier {emale. {Tnis
contact 15 r.ot identifica at the Exhibivioa
in 1959 ) le spoke of thiee KU S A wwlheog 0 ar Arcrican Intelin-
gence deadsrop urcer & w-rch 1n the ares of the Ajricultural

L

Exhibition. He sa:d that trhe KOG contrclisd a.l U S, agent con-
tacts 1n Moscow, including ons wWith an old zan 1+ his 60°'s {ULCE-
ENKO reported cn an ind:vidusl who may To o7zl with thas
agent).

cliarzd vo Pav. Jo1lfilled funzt:ons
des rioed as sredird procedure in
and Jovsiots niawue the Soviet Uraon.
Sceard Chicf Dircitcraze ajent

Ticcasay

oAt in

o AT e, <

° s 1T 1P B ke i -
Lelyzolea oradrrse the
the Zanadizan S0

Wiy Lo d

reviously 1nliicelsd 1t o ln ond ire; the gefeccisns of
re sources GOLIAIYN and 0 el 1r 122% that fmerican
rnce kegen 10 e 2ine voluiinoas ard rarsally cerretorative
informaticn fron otherz on the actriv v O nhe WKCB Second Thicef
and Suzve:llance Mr=croraies. The tiring o1 thes anfcoimasion
therefore avpuars to ko significant 1 additior vo the overlap of
specific duzeils sty 0F thesa tources, even
@incl:fimg 1 T Lo des: ¥R second Chaef Direc-
torate irnformaticn verralired KL decision o e
phasize Cf S8Triiife at. >

Tre

CTOPSECRET - -

LW
%

. e




+ e »
S SR

ot s e 2n o2 2B et o A e e & rit

TOP SECRET

833

0 T
Eall BFaAY 4
T P widhit

,—ﬂlﬁ it adiam St



]‘ rﬂ-w-ur
0 b-d

834

T0P SECAET

. adwenda




4-00000

\ e /
N . ;
~, , )
’ . e
.

7 op SECET B

83%.
H. Evaluation

The conclusion tha:t ROSERYY 1e or a Ko n:ss.on could carry
damagang implications tcor tne ources wno
have supported nis bona tides, Unless <r2ir ttatements or NOIENKG
can be convincinLly explaired es nnozerns repecition of misinfor-
mation spread by trne Ful within the Scovicen £0rvicas., these sources
mignt be conciuced G nave beoen celiberacely misleading eitner as
PromozIors ¢f tnflr oW4n poersdnal 'RUerests Or 2s partied to a KGB
COLSpiracy.

Regard:ng GOLITSYN. trne opinion of CIA 1s that e purpose-
fully gave falsc supporc for LOSINKO in 2= artempe to make his
opinions more euthnoriTative. This s no
vion for the remarks on NUJENKO by €EIERG
hodever, trere scem to 52 NO Perscnal

"suppart 9f NOSEXNKD's hona fides mign:

@ The possibility ol SRlekBl

4 % L D are uncer
K3E conirol was tested iurthisr i the vontext of nne NIZINKO opera-
tion Ty reviewing paraliels 1n their reperuving ard his. and cineral
correlazions that g; from ore case 10 anotnelr. At the same
time, wne NOSENKO- X B COonnectisns were Sooen for compar-
arive pUIPSIEes. ] ¥.x tound tnar would eliminate
) from consideration a3 possioly beins

54

DSENKC s

i R

ontrol, has brougnt the bona tides of €F
finto serious guestyion, ™
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