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VIII; SPECIALISTS® ASSESSMENTS OF ROSE2KO

A, Qpinibns on_Intellicence ang Personaljty

1, Graphoicqical Anslysis ) :

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

a. .Psychological Testipng Resultg

A CIA psychologist intervieved NOSENKO and administered a
series of paychological tests on 9 July 1964, The psychologist's
report, including answers to questions raised by the CIA handlers
of NOSENKO is quoted in the following paragraphs. ' :
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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 19533, when he said he entered the KG&.
The main purposes were to collect additional information on this
period,* to gain further psychological insights into NOS=ZNKO's
personality, and to find possible ways of obtaining a truthful
account. Altrough conducted under the.physical conditions of
interrogation, the questioning was relaxed and fol!lowed no rigid
outline.- There werec 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,

- ® A comparison of information obtained during this series of
interrogatiors with information given earlier and later by

NOSENKO-can-be_found_in_Part 1V,







Report by Psychiatrist

During the year April 1964-April 1965 NOSENKO was under the
medical care of a CIA psychiatrist who visited NOSHIXO at regular
intervals, usually weexkly, to examire him physically ard to listen
to any comments NOSENKO might have about himself and his 3ituation.
The psychiatrist femiliarized himself with available materials on
NOSENKO, particularly with reports of his behavior in the months
immediately following the dzfection. A report which he submitted

on 20 December 1964 is given below.
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B. Views of Intelligence Personnel

1. Statement by DERYABIN

a. Introduction

Former KGB officer Peter Sergeyevich DERYABIN has followed
closely the entire course of CIA'S investigation of NOSENKO ard
his information. He took part in the interrogaticns of NOSENKO
in April 1964, January-February 1965, ard Octoter 1966 as an Ob-
gserver and consultant, and he personally questioried NOSENKO during
July and August 1965 concerning certz2in aspects of his personal
past and early KGCB career. On the basis of his direct, personal
knowledge of conditions WJithin tha Soviet Union and of KGB crgani-
zation and procedures prior to his defection in Feuruary 1954,

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

. _tive comment on many aspects of HOSENKO's story, the followsing

_.gection of this paper is limited to his remarks concernihg LiOSEN-
KO's entry into -the KGB {(ther MVD) and his Communist Party affili-
ation, both of which fall into the period w#hen DZIRYABIN was actaive
as a KGB (then MVD) staff officer. DERYABIN personally interro-
gated NOSENKO on these topics in the summer of 1965. Since DER-
YABIN was a personrel officer of the KGB (then 4GB and MVD)in
Moscow, «#ith long experience in Communist Party ectivities, at
the time NOSENKO claims to have entered the American Depar tment
of the KGB Second Chief Directorate, he is particularly qualified
to comment on these aspects of NOSENKO's story.

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

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

. _Sektor of the same department, a position he held until March

- 1953, From March until September 1953, DERYABIN was the Deputy
Chief of the sectiorn in MGB Headquarters #hich w~as responsible
for the security of Soviets stationed in Austria and Germany.
In September 1953 he was transferred to Vienna, ~here he became
Deputy Chief of the section in the MVD Legal Residency respons-
ible for the security of Soviets in Austria. He defected to
American authorities on 15 February 1954.

T e
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CERYACIN joined the Komsomol in 1736 wad remeined a merter
until 1940, wnhen he became a candidste member of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union; he becamec a full Party memper in
hugust 1941. During his Party career he reld a numrer of responsi-
ble posts. Before the war, ~hen DERYABIN #as a teacher in Altay
Kray, he <as the secretary of a local Komsomol unit and simultan-
eously served &s a member of the Komsomol Plenum in the rayon
where he lived. Prom Octoter 1940 uncil November 1941 he was .
Secretary of the Komsomol Committee of the 107th Engineer Batt3lion
of the Red Army and from June 1945 until April 1946 held the same
position in the Komsomol Committee of the Haval Smersh. This was
the unit which had particular responsibility for counterintelli-
gence work within the Haval GRU, which NOSELKO said he joined in
1951. ' In .the MG3 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 Depiartment of the Foreign Intelligence Directorate. He held
this post from January 1953 until his transfer to Austria in Sep-
tember 1953. )

b. DERYABIN's Comments

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

“NOSENKO's Acceptance into State Security*
- ®Taking NOSENKO's. own statements at face value, it is highly

improbable that a person such as he has described himself to be

#ould be acceptacle for a position as a staff officer in State
Security. The following factors are important in this regard: .

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

b. Untils STALIN's death in March 1953, KO3ULOV, the
pan who supposedly helped NOSENKO gain éntrance into the
service, had no influence inside the MG3 apparatus. From
about 1948 until 9 or 10 March 1953, KOBULOV had no office
jrside 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

Station (three blocks from my former apartment).. o I

* See also Part V.B,

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

ol
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c. 1t was physically impossible at the time for NCSENKO . .. . ... .F

v 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 his talk with KOBULOV in Jan-
uary or February, his account is similarly impossible because
KGBULOV was not then in State fecurity.) It wguld rormally
have taken a much longer time, but in addition to this it was
a pericd of reorgan:zation and the personnel staff was no+-
actively conducting their work at that time, and pernnanent
staff officers were rot sure that they would retain their
positions,

d. In March 1953 NOSENKO vas alreadv twenty-five arnd a
half years old ard orly a member of the Komsomol. He had ro
recomrrendation for Party membership and could not become a
menber for a full year because of his transfer from one ser-
vice (GRU) to another. It is impossible that State Security
would accept him krnowing in advance that on his birthday hre
would be teenty-six years old and without either Komsomol or
Party membership. £Zven for the son of a Mirister, the Secre-
tary of the Komsomol Committee of the KGB would have to talk
with the Personnel Cffice and would not give a recommendation
for his acceptance, especially for the Internal Counterintel-
ligence (Second Thief) Directorate. In the case of a son of
8 Minister and one #ho is recommended bv KOBULOV, the secre-
tary would request from NOSENKO a recommerdation for Party
membership from the members of the Communist Party where
NOSENKO used to work, in this case the GRU. 1In this way the
secretary of the Komsomol would be sure himself that NOSENKO

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

PO ——

‘"However, even acceptirg that despite these obstacles and
.contradictions the KGB w~ould have accepted him, ore must also’
remenber (according to NOSZINKO's own statemenis) that NOSENKO's
file contained the folio~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:

PR DU

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

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

re ek na ham bmn

c. NOSENKO said that there was a file on OSENKO's
father in which compromising material was collected on -

- Subject's family. NOSENKO agreed that one piece of infor-
mation that would-have-been in this file was the fact that
his maternal grandfather died ir a Soviet prison while under
sentence as a counter-revolutionary. '

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

T U

* ‘'See also Part 1V.B, ' S
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e. The shooting incident in Leningrad during World
War I1 ard his decertion from the Naval School in Baku
would have played a very negative role in any consideration
of his acceptance into 3tate Security.

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

.’

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

h. It should be added that the KGB would definitely
xro# 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 WOSENKO's admission to the KGB,

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

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

*I asked Subject how he answered some of the questions in the
anketa (entry questionnaire), particularly the questions on his
former wife, her relatives, and on his mother's ancestry.** I
then asked Subject how it was, taking into account his motlrer's
aristocratic ancestry, the fact that her father died in jail, the
Trotskyite 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 2partment was
searched--that he had been accepted into the KG3, particularly
in 1953 during the confusion and changes after the death of STALIN.
Subject admitted that the question was logical, and said that he
could only assume that the influence of KOBULOV and the important
and influential position of his own father outweighed these nega-
tive factors. He also cited his GRU experience in this connection.

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

* NOSENKO firs: mentioned having had tuberculosis during the June
1962 meetings, when he described it as a minor case but said he
#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 ‘questioning =~
covered this part of NOSEKIKO's life in detail, there was no
mentiorn of tuberculosis in July and August 1965. DERYABIN'S
commert is based on the 1966 information but is included here
for purposes of context.

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

- , |-¢-ﬁ}§ - .
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it briefly to GORBATENKO, arnd that he had unofficially rur a name
check on his prospective bride (which was ‘clean'), and that after
the marriage he had filled out another arketa ir which he included
all the required data on his wife and rer relatives. After con-
siderable prompting, Subject said that he Frad indicated that she
and her parents had ween in France, but that he had concealed the
fact that her grarnémother had been in German-occupied territory
during the ~ar. (He admitted that the KGB would have learned this
in a routine check, rowever.) I then reviewed for Subject the
negative security factors mentioned a2bove, addirg the arrest of .
KOBULOV, the fact that his new# wife and her parents had been
abroad, the fact that her grandmotiter was in German-occupied
territory, the fact that Subject was now over-age for the Komsomol
but not yet a Party mermber or candidate, and the fact that Subject
received a 15-day sentence for misuse of cover documents and in-
curring venereal disease, and asked 'if he didn’'t think that his
personnel file had been reviewed in 1954, and if so, what grounds
there could have Leen for retaining him in the XGR. Subject said
that he thought that his file probably was revievsed but that

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

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

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

"NOSENKO ‘s_Knowledge of XGB, 1951-54

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

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

% NOSENKO on other occasions has given various reasons why he
told CIA that he joined the KCB in 1952. See Part V.B.
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“MVD Leadership, 1953-54: Asked t> nane the chiefs cf the
directorates and separate departments of the MVD urder BERIYA
and KRUGLOV, NOSFNKO named nine out of 8. He was unable to name
the Chief of the Intellicence Directorate, saying that he remem-
bered only SAKHAROVSKIY (PANYUSHKIN was chief unti. 1855) . ~wked
to name KRUGLOV's deputies, NOSENKO named only ROMASHKOV and
SEROV, and was ignorant of such prominent decputies as LUNEV ::4
SHATALIN. Told that a Secretary of the Central Committee of i
CPSU was one of KRUGLOV's deputies at this time (SHATALIN), XOQS
ENKO flatly denied that this was possible.

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

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

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

. £41ling out a questionnaire, 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
home since it was a classified document (even when not filled
in, _t .

“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 irn August
1965. In his original biographical statement (1962), NOSENKO
said that no anketa was required. He implied as much in his
most recent statement in April 1966, after being questioned
by DERYABIN, - This- statement is given in Part V.B, S

**See remarks above concerning NOSENKO's alleged treatment for
tuberculcsis from 1552 to 1958. o - - -




“a few times more than ten years ago, if he worked at KGB-Head- -
‘*quarters‘for~over—ten»years~as-a~sta£f»ofiicer;andmparticularly_m."

_and thus shoq{q_ksgy_y}sitor'a pass procedures quite well.
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“NOSENKO's descriptior of the secrecy agreemen’ that he
signed when entering on duty with the KGB is ccaplztely unlike
the agreement that was in use at that time for staff employees.
It may be significant that NOSENKO's description of the secrecy

- agreerernt he recalls signing resemples the secrecy azreocments

that were taken from ajents.

“NOSENKO insists that he did not £ill cut any other forms,
questiornaires, Or papers when entering the KG8. Actually, there
were a nunmber of other routine forms that had to be f£i{llecd out by
applicants and new employees.

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

vRank Pay: Asked about his salary when he first started to
work in the KGB, NCSENKO said re got a basic salary of 1700 rubles
as a case cofficer, 500 rubles for his rank of lieutenant, plus
secrecy, languace, and lorgevity 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, *

"promotion to Senior Lieutenant: In giving the chronology
of his promotion to various military ranks, NOSENKO claimed to

have been promoted to senior lieutenant in April 1953, shortly

after joinirg the KGB, Told that this was impossible, and that
nn one in the KGB was promoted a: this time, NOSZXNKO replied that
he couldn't say about anyone else but he was sure that he had re-
ceived his promotion at that time. 1In fact, this is impossible:
all promotions in the XGB were frozen from the time BERIYA took
over as minister (March 1953) until late 1953.

“yisitor's Fass Procedures: In talking about his first visit
to. the KGB to process for employment, NOSENKO was unable to re-
call the proceduires 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 NOSENKO might
have forgotter the details involved if he had only visited there

as a supervisor he would have frequent occasion to admit visitors,

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

"KGB Identity Document: NOSENKO was asked to describe the
KGB identity document that he received when he first entered the
KGB. He was then asked if there was anything unusual in connec-
tion with this document at that time., He replied that he knew of
rothing unusual. He was then reminded that af:er STALIN'S death
and again after EERIYA's arrest 1t was necessivy to have special
stamps placed in the identity documents to validate them. With-
out the right stamp it was impossibie to ente: the KGB building.
NOSEMKO was ignorant of this and was urable to recall anything
about it despite a numter of hints and leading questions, Actu-
2lly, during the period of upheaval followirgy STALIN's death and
again after 3ERIYA's arrest, all KGB identity documents were tem-
porarily withdrawn in order to have special validation stamps
placed in them, and it was literally impossibtle to get in the
KGB tuildings if one did not have the right stamp. This was the
subject of numerous anecdotes at the time and is hard to believe
that an officer who served in the KGB at the time could have for-
gotten it completely.

"Gastronom: Asked to describe the sign in front of the KGB
Club, NOSEXKD caid that he did not remember any sign {there was
one in 1952) but mentioned that there was a Gastronom (food store)
next to the KGB Club. Asked when the Gastronim 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 Letween 1955.and 1957, as Moscow
directories show. The KGB Club is in entry No. 1 of Building
No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Square, and OSZNKO would have had to pass
it every day he “ent to work.

“Chief Directorate of Militia: Asked where the Chief Direc-
torate of Militia of the USSR was located in 1953-54, NOSENKO
replied that he did not know, and knew only that later it was
located on Ulitsa Ogareva. Actually, in 1953-54 it was located
next to the main KGb building at Dzerzhinskiy No. 2. A staff
officer in the counterintelligence directorate would have fre-
quent occasion to deal with the Chief Directorate of Militia.

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

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

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

[P V————
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“NOSENKO's Claim to Have Been a Komsomol® Sezretery in the
Second Chief Directorate, KGo

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

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

“NOSENKO gave an incorrect account of how a K/O secretary is
elected, stating that he was clected at a meeting of the K/0. 1In

fact, the K/O meeting can only select the K/O committee, which will

convene separately to elect the Secretary.

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

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

. to him and would deal with him frequently.

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

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

"NOSENKC maintained that all the members of his K/O paid dues
in the amount of 2 percent of their monthly salaries, This is
incorrect, as monthly Komsomol dues were calculated on a sliding
scale determined by wage group: at that time, Komsomol members
earning up to £00 rubles monthly paid 0.5 percent: those earning
500 to 1500 rubles paid 1 percent, and those earning over 1500
rubles paid 1.5 percent. The K/O secretary collects the dues,’

“NOSENKO did not krow whether or rnot a Komsomol Congress

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

place every year. 1In actual fact, the 12th Komsomol Congress
which convened in March 1954 was the first since 1948; at this
12th Congress a number of changes were made in the Komsomol Rules
(Ustav). As secretary of a K/O NOSENKO would have been invo;ved



23

= lupP SECRET 7

in a good deal of preparatory work for this Congress, which was
a8 big event in the life of every Komsomol worker at the time, and
could not be forgotten," .

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

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

Otdel (Operatiorial Reports Department - the functional name for

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

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

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

dLn
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2. Remarzks by CIA Handlers
il -
a. Introduction inate
sery . .

Five CIA case officers who worked directly with NOSENKO have
recorded their personal observaticns on his behavior and actions.-
The principal case officer, the first CIA representative to meet
NOSENKO in 1962, participated in all of the meetings and inter-
rogations (either personally or monitoring frcem off-stage) since
then; he is a senior officer with 17 years of operational experi-
ence, including extensive agent handling and dealings with more
than 10 officers of Soviet and Satellite Intelligence and Security
Services who were defectors or agents in place; he has also had
desk or supervisory responsibilities connected with at least 20
other such sources. A second case officer, who participated in
the meetings in Geneva in 1964 and in all subsequent phases of
the operation, has spent the 16 ycars of his career solely in
Soviet operations and has handled several Soviet sources in place,
as well as defectors. Three othar officers, who began to work
with NOSENKO after his arrival in the United States and conducted
the bulk of both the debriefing and the hostile interrogations,
have spent most of their careers in Soviet counterintelligence
operations; smong them, they command an extensive knowledge of
the Soviet Intelligence Services, and they have had a variety
of agent- and defector-handling pxperience.

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

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

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

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

' statements.

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

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

Thus there were opportunitiep to po§é his pgtfqrmgnée'ggé_rgac-_

“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.

o -y temin
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b. NOSENKO's Conduct in Meetings

NOSENKO in brief, superficial, uncritical debriefings (of
the sort which characterized the 1962 and 1964 Geneva meetings
and the debriefings. prior to 4 April 1964) was reasonably con-
vincing in his manner. For example, on the basis of the hur-.
ried sessicns of June 1962 in Geneva, which did not allow tire
for systematic or detailed questioning, the CIA case officer !
in commenting on NOSENKO's conduct mentioned "the ease of his
manner, the sureness of his knowledge of matters which he should
have known, and the amount of checkable information he prowvided.”
NOSENKO seemed to that case officer to be *vrder 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, nothirg in NOSENKO's
manner caused doubts on the part of the F3I representativee who
took MOSEMKO's reports in February, March, and early April 1964.

It became apparent, how:ver, when the cases NKOSENKO 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 beforc. He was unable to
recall related incidents or additional Circumstances which did
not come to mind in the first telling, despite teing 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 exccptions) and his information on XGB
procedures, installations, and operational methods: Having once
reported on these general topics, NOSENKXO could oifer nothing
more when debriefed again, regardless of the method of question-
ing tried. Repeatedly he used the same stories to illustrate
his points; new stories did not emerge. In a pericd of nine
months, NOSENKO was drained of information “6f nis ps¥SONEl and
@ proTessTonal experiehices and knowlédge., Never befora had the

‘ Wcou.nsﬁzﬂ._a_;d.efectdr who was tctally de-
i briefed. - Thmem e T TR

A technique NOSENKO has frequently used to explain his in-
~am ability to supply details and to forestall further questicring
5 has been to claim poor memory. “"Different people have cdifferent

- e s of memories,” he has said on maiy occasioXs, Or on others:

I %ave t5Td what I remember.” The case officers who have
handled NOSENKO agree, on the other hand, that he has an excel-
lent memory, although perhaps a peculiar one: NOSENKO did not
always recall most easily those events which had occurred nost
recently, or those incidents which were most closely related to
. him. He was able, for example, to remember detailed information
i on the penetration of the Courier Transier Station in Paris and
to give a long, detailed, and ordered account of “he comprcmise
of PENKOVSKIY, in neither of which he claimed any personal role;
he has been able to name hundreds of KGB officers, to give the
dates on which many of them transferred from one coxponent of
the Second Chief Directorate to another, and to describe their
responsibilities at particular times. Yet NOSENKO forgot where
he himself served in the GRU; he could not consistently dis-
cribe the circumstances of his divorce; he failed to provide a
consistent date for his entry into the KGB and fcr his transfer
from the American Department to the Tourist Depcortment in 1962.
Likewise, NOSENKO remembered details of KGB operations which,
like the "ANDREY” case in 1953, took place in the relatively dis-
tant past, but he could not recall the travels, friends, and
activities of his own target _cohn V. ABlU.AN oOr cdetails of opera-
tions against many American code clerks in 1960 and 1961.

- Ok
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These limitations of xrowiedge ard quirks of memocry were
evident rot only during meez1ings when HOSENKO wae teing decriefed.
Trey were also apparent in the interrogations whi:ch supplanted
the debriefings. : .

Ce. NOSENKO's Behavior Under Interrocation

(1) Introduction

In the many and long interrngation sessions there emerged
habits of behavior noticeable to each 3£ the CIA officers present.
Trese characteristics of NOSENKO were his manner of recounting
events and his cvasiveness, improvisetions, ard other defersive
techniques. They are reviewed telow.

(1i) Manner of Recounting_ Events -

Typical of KOSENKO's performance in the interrogations were
the following points.

- Talking about operations he supe:vised and about his per-
sonal role in the KGB Headguarters aspects of other operations,
NOSENKC habitually used the passive vcice ("it was decided") or
irdicated that he was rot alore in these activities (“there was
no ascounting on who was WOrking on any ccde clerk case--it wes
GRYAZNOV, XOSCLAPOVY, NCSENKO, and also working was KLYPIN, GRIBAN-
OV," or ‘“we made the decision--I and KOVSHUK and GRYAZNOV, " or "I
and GRYAZNOV discussed this with him.*) +When &asked where a par-
ticular conversation ook place, he rarely located it in his own
office ("I was in KOV3SEUK's ofiice when KCSLCV cailed him about
the trip” or "I was ir KLYPIN's office ard he was talkirng to
KOVSHUK") . '

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

- In repeating certain stories (the CHEREPANCV case and the
provocation against Professor Frederick BARGHOCFN are examples)
NOSENKO gave them in precisely the same order, without addition
or omission. :In relating tne PENKOVSKIY story, which he stressed
he iearned “little by iittle' from several differeat 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 rnothing more ard if he did, he
would have reported it. Other factors cortrituted to the im-
pression that in such instances NOSENKO hac delivered his infor-
mation Ly rote: Statements like "I don't remember what I told
you before" when queried agair on a particular case:; detachment

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

who, like himself, had cooperated with American Iatelligence:
POPOV, PENKOVSKIY, and CHEREPANCV: an irability to correlate
dates ard events in different operations which he said he was
handling {such as conflicts irn the timirng of his agproach to
W.E. JOENSON and in the date he gave for John V. AZIDIAN's visait : E
to tre Pushkin Street dead drop., and conflict between the dates

of his participation in the MCRONE case and his travel to Cuba).
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. - NOSENKO, with a few excupticns (notably the compromise of
PENKOVSKIY and the AZIDIAN visit to the dead drop site), could

not supply specific or approxinate datcs for operational activi-
ties during the period of his service in the U.S. Cmbassy 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.

(1ii) EREvasion, Improvisati%h, 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 systenmatic debriefing began.
when the question or topic came up anew in a later debriefing,

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

Prom that peint on, other evasive tactics became familiar
to his interrogators. He would try to change the subject or
to chift from the spe=ific event to a generalized account of how
such things were done in principle. He would claim bad memory
on grounds that, for example, operations against U.S. Embassy
personnel were hopeless and useless anyway. lie would dismiss the
details or the entire operation as unimportant (for exanple, the
microphones in the U.S. Embassy). He would set out reasons for
his igrorance of things he admittedly should have known (his own
*poor per formance, " preoccupation with other matters, inattention
to duty, absence from the KGB while on vacation, lack of time to
master 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 necver 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 em-
ployment which would demand auv least the equivalent of a college
degree oOr certificate from a technical institute. Numerous maids
were former school teachers, one was formerly a chemist.

When evasion failed, it seemed to the interrogators that
NOSENXO improvised his answers. some of these evident improvisa-
tions leé him into unacceptabie statements or positions. To use
his responsees to the questioning on Jchn V. ABIDIAN as an example:
Not knowing about ABIGIAN'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
£ind out where Embassy officers went when they made trips out of
the country. .  (In fact, ABIDIAN had told his language teacher
each time and she, as NOSENKC said, was a KGB agent; also, ABIDIAN

~ arranged his trips by long-distance phone from Moscow to his des-

tination abroad, and the KGB can cover such calls.) Not knowing
of ABIDIAN's trip within the USSR, he spoke of a vacation which
he latter admitted to be false. Asked why he did not know personal

ale
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data on ABIDIAN from the State Departnent Bicgraphic Register,

he said "only the First Chiecf Directorate” uscs it when tae
interrogator puarsued the point, NOSENRO said he romemkered that
KOVSHUK did have a copy in his office, "but an old ore, 1936,
which didn't list ABIDIAN." Under pressure about ABIDIAN's wvisit
to Pushkin Strcet, NOSENKO said the ¥GB thoujht that ABIDIAN may
not have entered the building on Pughkin Street; yet he had earl-
ier given extensive details about how the KG3 had analyzed the
precice number of seconds ABIDIAN had been inside, to'determine
where the drop, if any, might be. As another example, when he
;a8 initially asked about Geoige BLAKE, tl.2 KGB agent in MI-6,
the context of the question was a discussion of Second Chief
Directorate operations. NOSENKO lateled it as such and said it
swas not ags important as VASSALL." Later, when the name was men-
tioned again, he asked: "Who's BLAKE?"

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

- “what I know I tell you; what I rememder I tell
you," or “I den't know," "I cen't explain," -- or a shrug.

- The details, even if cornfused 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 Intelligernce should evaluate, not de-
tails. -

- He must be gcnuine because otherwise "how could 1
have been working with 'SARDAR' and 'PROKHOR'2*® (Johan
PRTISFREUND whose KGB cryptonym: was "PROKHOR, " did con-
firm NOSENKO's role.) "How elees could I‘tell you about
STORSBERG?" *The KGB would not use a staffer as a provo-
cateur,” nor would the KGB supply infermation on "live
cases® such as the Paris case (JOHNSON) and VASSALL, and
reveal the names of its officers abroad.

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

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

case officer).  Later in the same interrogation session, he added:.

*1 see how poor and miserable I'm looking with ragard to ABIDIAN'Ss
file, but anyore who can check in {XGB) Archives will see.®™ On

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

as possible an agent in the KGB. It is simple to look at the

74 was the only such source at the time.
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file on ABIDIAN.
Yuriy Ivarovich, opencd this file'.® On 1€ 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.
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On the first page is written that 'I, NOSENKO,
"Tine’
March he referred nine times with-
He repeatedly stated

At one point

Oon 3

he engaged in the following dialogue with his interrogators:

NOSENKO:

INTEZRROGATOR:

NOSENRO:

NOSENKO:

INTERRCGATOR:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NOSENKO:

dl

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

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

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

(later in the session)

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

what can the future show?

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

You mean our acquaintances, don't you?

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

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

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

Additional Obtservations

(1) Inquisitiveress About CIA

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

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

Frequently he asked, even while
*You tell me about a case,
Other examples of NOSENKO'S inquisi-

- wWhen shown the CIA publication ®"Checklist of Soviet

officials Abroad"

made inquiries about what organization prepared t and to what

during the 1964 meetings in Geneva, NOSENKO

part of the U.S. Government that organization is subordinate.
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- In January 1964, entirely out of context, he asked :
whether GOLITSYMN had reported to CIA that Finnish President t
KEKKCNEN was a KGB agent. (He was not able to explain in :

later guestioning why he had not informed CIA about the case

before he made the foregoing inguiry.)

- NOSENKO asked precisely how American Intelligence col- : é
lection in the USSR is directed and coordinated.
NOSENKO there-
upon said: "It was not a guestion--just general interest.”

officer responded: "What was that question?®

The CIA case

When the case officer urged him to repcat the question, he re-

fused to talk about it and diverted the coaversation to other

nattersa.

- He asked where CIA secretaries resided in the Washing-

ton area.

- NOSENKO tried to find out the grades of the CIA offi-

cers in contact with him.

- NOSENKO inquired in early 1964 whether the CIA offi-
cer who met him in Gereva two years earlier had received a

medal for that phase of the operation.

(1i) Acceptance of Contrary Information from Other Sources

Under interrogaticn, even when accused of lying, NOSENKO
rarely challenged the validity of CIA's information nor claimed
superior knowledge. The only facts he challenged strongly were

incontestably true, such as the date of GOLITSYN's defection, the
date of ABIDIAN's visit to the Pushkin Street cdead drop, KOSC-
LAPOV's travel separate from JENNER, and KOSOLAPOV's November 1960
trip to Helsinki. It seemed at all times that he accepted that

CIA knew more tnan he did on tovics including ccnditions in the
USSR and cases and people for whom he claimed direct responsibility.
‘He never challenged DERYABIN's statements abcut KGB procedures,
although aware that his own information was nore recert.

(e) Discﬁssions with NOSENKO on His Own Performance

: After admitting his inability to respond to questions about
i operations in which he said he participated, NOSENKO sometimes

gave a general appraisal of his own performance. He

'culd admit

: that it was "impossible to have such memory breaks" and agree
L 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

to. formance under questioning was bad and unacceptable.
——

fair, logical, and clearly put, he acknowledged at least a dozen
. times during the January-March 1965 interrcgation that his per-

L__.___ ____ Re also adnitted 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, oE"""‘—“L“”—;“~f
i people with whom the KGB had not worked ("Maybe *ANDREY' became :
R not interesting to KGB, changed jobs, and was not so important any '

ever, that there were about 20 to 25 “"good* leads.

lue SECRer

more®; “"some of the agents recruited by the Seventh.Department
weren't meeting the KGB"; etc.) He consistently estimated, how-
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C. Polyqreph Testing

Shortly after his defection, NOSENKOC agreed to undergo a
polygraph examiration which tre CIA handlers had told him was a
routine part of his defector processing, He was irformed on o |
3 2pril 1964 that the test woild be administered the following !
morning, and that it was therefore advisable for him to get a
cood night's rest and to refrain from alcorolic beverages. NOS-
ENKO drank heavily on the night of 3 hpril, did nct enter his
bedroom until 0200 hours on 4 April, and followirg brezkfast at
0730 nours on &4 April consumed several gin-and-torics. Subse-
quently, when NOSZINKO thought he was not peinc observed, he was
seen to remove nis hand from his lips furriedly.*,

FPollowirg a medical examiration by a physician who noted .
that NGSENKO had been drinking, nhe was ir.croduced to the CIA '
polygraph operator. An exper:ernced interrogaczor, fluent in the .
Pussian language, this polyg:aph opérator cond:zcted the test in :
Russian from 1045 to 1515 hours on 4 April. His report is quoted :
below,.

“The question of Subject's {NOSEMKO's) will:ingness to par-
ticipate in the polygraph test was one of minor consideration,
since he had, on previous occasions. ag:zeed tnat he would take
the test. fowever, whether Subject wouid continue with the
polygrapn testing if confronted with atzempted deception after
an initial test run, was one of the considered prodlems., Con-
sequently, in order to preclude the possipility of Subject's
terminating the test prior to its complecion. 1t was decided
that a minor deviation from the accepted poiygraph technique
would be used during the polycraph testing: specifically, to
insure that a polygraphic recc:& of Subject's reactions to all
the pertirent questions be obtained prior to challenging him on
any significant polygraphic decepzion 1irdications his charts
might reflect... This plan was followed thro:ghott the poly-
graph interview...

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

__ a.small._amount_of dl-amphetamine sulfate, a large amount of .
lactose, and a small amount of corn starch; dl-a=phetamine is———————-—
a sympathomimetic aqgent employed mainly as a central nervous
system stimulart. The effect of taking amphetamine as a drug
in conjunction with a polygraph test could exaggerate decep- . i
tion responses especially for a weak reactor. No phenothi- _ '
azine (a tranguilizer) which 1s the active ingredient in :
‘Pheromin' was present in these tablets. The tablets do not
appear to be of U.S. manufacture. ...As a resulct of the above
examinations it was established that none of the items sub-
mitted are of the barbiturate family. Although either sul-
faguanidine (Sample No. 4242) or aspirin (Sample No. 4240)
could be used (and indeed have been used) as secret ink, they
are also rormal medicirals which a traveler might carry, and
thare fa mathinm ir the farmnlatinn of the tablets to suagest
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“Although the Subject had used both alcohcl and some unknown
drug prior to testirg, there is nc guestion, based both on analysis
of Subject's polygraph charts as well as persornzl observation dur-
ing the interview, that Subject has attempted dcliberate deception
in the specific pertinent areas which are mentioned below in this
repcr-t.

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

*According to the pian, the differert phasas involving various
pertinent areas were covered with Subject polygragnically. Chal-
lenge of Subject's reacticns was indirect and ‘sorft,' On ro occa-
sion did Subject even attenmpt O velunteer any explanation of the
possible causes for his polygragh reactions. FHe continually denied
and refused o admit that there was anythirng 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 challenjye and probing was changed.

"Subject was told that he was lying to numerous pertinent ques-
tions and was accused of being a dispatched agont. Subject's only
explaration to [my) direct accusation was that ne could not be a
dispatched agent becauce of the amount of inforration he had volun-
teered to American Intelligence.

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

*"1isted below are all of the questions asked of Subject.
"Series tl:

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

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

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

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

Is NOSENKO the surname which you had at tire of birth?

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

Was your father the Minister of Shipbuidlircg? Yes.
(No reaction)
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Were you a member of the Comaunist Party before 13567 No.

(No reactior) :
(Subject stated that he applied for candidacy to the Commu-
nist Party in 1956, and in mid-1957 was accepted as a member.)

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

Besides your children, is there anything in your life on

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

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

Have you ever engaged in any homosexual activity? No.
(Reaction)

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

pid you ever commit a major crime? Ne. (Ko reaction)

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

"Series #2:

_orders of the KGB?

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

Did you establish contact with American Intelligence in
Geneva in January 19642 Yes. (No reaction)

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

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

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

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

Did you establish contact with Arerican Intelligence on
No. {Reaction)

Did anyone know of ycur intention to defect to the Americans?
No. (No reaction) :

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

ok
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Do you have a pre-arranged signal for establishing contact
with Sovict Intelligence? No. (No rezction)

Do yoﬁ'H&JEFa concrete plan to return to the Soviet Union
sometime in the future? XNo. (Reaction)

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

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

Are you witting of other recruitments made by Soviet Intel-
ligence of American Embassy personnel which occurred after
RHODES and 'ANDREY'? No, (No reaction)

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

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

"Series #3:

pid you defect to the Americans in 1964? Yes. (No reaction)

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

pid you defect to the Americans with the assignment of un-
covering plans of American Intelligence against USSR2?. No.
(Reaction) C -

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

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

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

pid you defect to the Americans with the aim cof discredit-
ing Soviet officers of the KGB who defected earlier? No.

(No reaction)

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

Intelligence? No. (No reaction)
*Series $4:

pid you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to Geneva in 19627 No. (No reaction) ' '

pid you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to Geneva in 196427 No. (No reaction) .
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Did you hide anything from Anerican Intelligence about your
trip to Cuba in 196072 No. (Reaction)

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

Did you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to London in 19582 No. (No reactioaj

pid you peréonally participate in the search for CHEREPANCV
in December 19632 Yes. (Reaction)

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

[

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

To your knowledge, did GRIBANOV vigit Switzerlard in 19642
No. (No reaction)

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

"Series #5:

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

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

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

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

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

Is it true that Soviet Intelligence has an agent, whose ' -
name is unknown to you, among the American representatives i t
in Paris? Yes. (Reaction) :

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

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

(No reaction) i ’1‘

Are you misinforming Anmerican Intelligence according to a
specially--developed-KGB-plan2-—No. (No-reaction)

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

To your knowledge, was PEDOSEYEV the Chief of the American
Department of the Second Chief Directorate in 1963 and 19642 ;
Yes. (Reaction) i
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*Series #6: i

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

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

pid anyone in the Soviet Union explain to you anything about™
American Intelligence's use of the polygraph. No. (No
reaction) i

—

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

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

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

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

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

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

*Although Subject later admitted that he had two types of
pills with him which ke brought from Mcscow and which {werel
in his portfolio, he cdeclined to adrmit that he had had more liquor
than he told [me], that he had received specific instruc- Yo
tions about the polygraph from the KGB, or that he had taken any
type of pills during the last twenty-four hours.®

-~ e
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2. Test in October 1266 on Lee Harvey OSWALD

a. Introduction

CIA conducted s volygraph examination of NOSENKO on
18 October 1956 on “:c subject of Lce Harvey OSWALD. *

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

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

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

b.: Results

“Series No. 1

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

2. Was OSWALD in the Soviet Union from 1559 to 19617
Answer: TYes. (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?

Angwer: No. (No reaction)

tme mam e mdmy wmre me s ae

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

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

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

Answer: Nob. (No reaction)
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8. Did you see a photograph of OSWALD in 19632

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

9. Was Marinu PRUSAKOVA an agent of KGB?
Answer: No. (No reaction)

9a. Before her marriage to OSWALD?
Answer: No. (Reaction)

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

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

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

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

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)
“"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, B8, 9a,
and 10.

"Series No. 2
20. 1Is the name OSWALD familiar to you?

Answer: VYes. (No reaction)

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

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

Answer: Yes. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

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

v p——p———y

Answer: Instead of the usual yes or no answer,
Subject answered: ‘'Before and after.'
When the question was repesated, he again
answered: ‘Eefore and after.' Only when
the question was asked a third time on a
stubsequent test did he answer ‘No.' (Reaction)
(Subject reacted when he answercd ‘'Before ard H
after,' and when he answered ‘No." :

e o

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

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

28, Did OSWALD return to the United States in 19612

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

28, 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

~“Answer: Yes. ~(Reaction) _ R —

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

™

"Series No. 3
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Did you personally order RASTRUSIN, in 1959, to
collect material «r “SWALD?

Answer: Yecs. (Reaction)

Did you personally talk oo the V. Ch._wlthlninsk
about the OSWALD case in 19637

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

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

Apswer: No. (Reactlon)

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

-

Apswer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

pid 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 KGB
about what to tell the Americans about OSWALD?

Ané'er: No. (Reaction)

*Subject's reactions to the questions so- indicated
about equal in consistency and significance..

°

“On the basis of apn analysis of the polygraph charts
ined during Subject's polygraph interrogation and

ing during the 18 October 1966 session, it is [my]
ton that: -

a. Subject was not personally or actually
involved in the OSWALD case from 1959 to 1961 while
OSWALD was in the Soviet Union.

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

— c:‘—Subject—recetved—spectxr“tnstructtbns
(from the KGB) about the OSWALD case and what to
tell American authorities about it."
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Tt is standard procedure tO 3ssess the bona fides of each
intelligence and counterintelligence source, and special care is
required in assessing sources of information relevant to the secu- '
rity of the United States. 't

¢ 642.

. Coi ORURED - f

; " yIIT. NOSENKO'S BONA PIDES: ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS L s }
A. Introduction o a i
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Ore difficulty in doing so with a Soviet source is that
Soviet realities, particularly in the KGB, are imperfectly known:
Except where independent informatic- is available, it is risky to
say ard impossible to prove what the Soviets--most notably the
KCB--would or would not do in any given gituation, or what any
given KGB officer should or should not know. Independent informa-
tion, voluminous irn quantity although never cemprehensive and
entirely current, nevertheless has been assimilated from the re-

res of tne several KGB staff officers who have defected, from

the KGB agents who have confessed, and from the Western services !
which have investigated KGB activities. There is, therefore, 8 :
base of reliable knowledge upon_whicn to predicate an assessment l
of a source reporting on the KG3, even one who principally covers
a KGB component (in this instance the Second Cnief Directorate)
upcn which there previously had been relatively little instde .
.nformation. Moreover, in the absence of direct evidence from
other sources, it would be arbitarily confining if an assumption
Jere not made that certain KG3B standards are at least comparable
to thcse of Western services. Such prior knowledge arnd, to a
limited extent, such an assumption are factors in the assessnent
of Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO that is submitted here.
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A much more prominent factor in this assessment, however,
is NOSENKO‘'s own testimony. CIA has exhaustively debriefed and
interrogated NOSENKO, his leads were checked, his information was : o
studied, and a large body of facts pertinent to his bona fides :
<4as 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. througk Part VII. of this

paper.

Tre basic questions with recard to the bena fides of
NOSENKO are the following:

_ Is there reason to question the general accuracy
and completeness of NOSENKO's accounts of his situation
_and motivations in contactirg CIA and later defecting,
his personal life, military 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
A are the explanations for NOSENKO's actions, for the .
\ nature of the iﬁfGiﬁiEIﬁﬁ”hé‘hxs“ptovtdedT“and—fot“——'“———“~“—*—— ----- -
\ other Soviet sources having authenticated his personal
- \ life and KGB career?

In assessing the bona fides of NOSENKO, the classic method
has been used: evaluating his production and sourcirng. examining
his autobiography., and appraisirg him and the circumstances of
this operation. These points, with the conclusions drawn from
each, are reviewed belo«. Tae éiscussion continues with a survey
of the sources who have corroboratec 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. 1
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B. Evaluasion of Production I

1. Introduction .

#hat a Soviet source reports is one fzctor in assessing his
good faith. Rarely, hLowever, can it be conclusive: Even a genuine
and conicientious source may be poorly irformel or misinformed; he
may be hampered by forgetfulness, mental shortcomings, or lack of
education; his reporting may be incomplete because he is not avail-
able long enough to permit amplification and clarification of his
{nformation. On the other hand, a Soviet-controlled agent who is
planted on the opposition may be supplied with useful, voluminous,
and accurate information.

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

First, how does the iaformation equate, in terms of complete-
ness, accuracy, and detail, with the source's claimed or proven
position and access to information? (In this, one judges the in-
ternal consistency of the source's reporting and also compares it
with information from other sources and fron investigations.)

Second, dces the information harm the opposition? (This point
is risky to judge, for a geruine source may simply not know any-
thing harmful to his country. Also, information which seems harm-
ful to the US5R may not actually be such in Soviet eyes; for ex-
ample, the loss of an apparently valuable agent could be mitigated
by the KGB's possession of better or comparable assets still un-
exposed.) . i f

Third, is the information important or useful to us? (This
point may in some cases ke irrelevant, for information useful to
us may not harm the opposition, ard the apparent usefulness of in-
formation may not balance against the time and effort required to
process and investigate it.)

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

NOSENKO's production is exclusively in the field of counter-
intelligence information. As described in Part VI.A., he did not
‘have any useful positive intelligence. This does not necessarily
affect the question of his bona fides, hodever, for NCSENKO claims
to have been a KG3 internal counterintelligence officer. From a
comparative standpoint, not one of the previous KGB officers who
defected to Western services has pro™iced significant military,
economic, or scientific information on the USSR, and only a feow

_have supplied political intormation (usually concerned with the

personalities and relationships in the ruling group of the Commu-
nist Party). Therefore, nothing of positive intelligence.conse-.. -—-— — —}

- guence is expected of NOSENKO, although some question might be

raised about his irability to report on the leadership of the
Soviet regime in view of his father's position and NOSENKO's
continuing contacts with the leadership after his father's death,
The failure of NOSENKO to respond to questionnnaires along posi-
tive intelligence lines is not considered unusual.
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NOSENKO's counterintellicence production includes all of his
information on the Soviet intelligence ard security organs:

e T

- their structure, functions, methods, and procedures; ' X

T T

- their officers. and their agents of Soviet citizenships

- their operetioﬁél activities inside and outside the
USSR.

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

2. 5B Orqanization, Personalities, Methods

Ability to discuss the structure of his service in general
and at least scme of its components in particular is an 2bsolutely ' !
minimal requirement for anyone who clains to have been erployed
within that service. At the same time, current infornration on the
organization of an irtelligence service is of class.c interest to
opposing intelligerce ard security services.. Organizational
cranges are ind:icators of policy and planning trends in the ser-
vice:; shert of a penewration of the service's leadership, such
changes are perhaps the most ~eliable reflection of clranges in
operational erphasis and tactics.

Had NCSENKO's information cn the organization of the XGB
been rovel in this sense, it would have been of cor.siderable |
value, while the exposure of this information--altrougn perhaps d
rot a major loss to the Soviets--would nonethieless have been
against the KGB's best interescs. HOSENKO's repcrts on the
organization of the KGB in 1964 (Pages 352-358) agree with and E
are a logical extension of that framework of KGB organization [

newly revealed by the 1961 sources, but this weighs reither for i ! .
nor against him as the source: In the absence of corntradictory : “
information, Le cannot be subject to criticism or to suspicion i ; L

because his repcrts show ro redirection of the thrus:t of the

KGB. FPurthermore, NOSENKO's statemw=nts indicating tra:c there- .
have been no major changes in the years between the 1939 re- :
organization and 1364 are acyeptadie 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.

ROSEN¥O's information o: s3o0me 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 ne«# identifications, for intelligence person-
alities previously exposed could not be damaged any further by L
a repetition of their compromise. This discussion must be fur-
ther restricted to new identifications of staff persoznel, be-
cause the entire Soviet population is available to the KGB for
occasioral use as it sees fit, with the loyalty and discretion
of the individual as the only limiting factors; to learm that a
Soviet employed at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow is an agent re-
porting to the KGB is to learn nothing that has not already
been taken for granted, and besicdes, no action or such infor-
mation can be taken. Finally, the new identifications also
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mrust be amcng persons who are fdentifiable aré a-cessible, or tre
informaticn i3 useless to Western scrviccs ar? ts ro loss to the
Soviets. On this basis, only KGB First Chief L:rectcrate as wvell
as GRU identifications merit inclusion ir this ~veluation, since
+hese are the officers who normally appear akroad and participate
in agent operations. Although KGY Second CThief Directorate per-
sor.nel have in the past transferrad to the First Chief Directorate,
this is rot a predictable evernt and canrot te considered in dis-
cussion of current damage.

NOSEIKO idertificd 165 First Chicf Directcrate personnel, but
only 149 could be located in CIR files (i.o., were icentifiable by
name) ; the remaining 16 nanes from NOSENKO were valueless as they
were untraceakle. Of the 149, there were 37 Wwho were not known or
suspected as intelligence officers prior to the receipt of NOSENKO's
inforration. ©f 37, there Were 24 who eithar rnsided obroad at the
time of NRC3ENKO's defection or vere sont enrozd since that time.*

! Assuming that NOUSEIKO was cosrect in his idertificatiorns of all

l
4

24 membere of the KGB who viere accessible, ** it cannot be said

that ttre nurier is o0 large that the «damage to XGB agent oplra-
tions was substanticl. None of NOSENKO's unigue GRU jdencifica-
tiones were abroad et tne cime of his defectic v have bzen gince.
These personality identifications hence do rot serve as evidence

0f NG3INKO's bona fides. At the same time, nis inability to do
further measuratle harm to the ¥GB ir this regacd cannot be held
againct him, either, for he has claired scrvice only an the Second
Chief Directorate throughout his carecr and =0 cannot be expected
to kroow a high percentage of the First Chief bircctorate comple-
ment. Therefore, :HOSENKO's intelligsuce personality identifications
do rot ccastitute a factor in finding for or acainst his bona fides.

NOSEKKO has been the source of many interesting details and
examples of KGB mocdus gperandi (Pages 359-3€0), but while useful
for illustrazive purposes and valuable because of the fact that
the meterial was easily collatable for study purposes, ncre of
the met>ocds described could ke considered new and revealing, and
their exposure in any event would rot prevant their centinued use
in the future. XNO3ENKO's ciscussior of tre orly double agent case
in whicn he cla:imec to have played a rolw, however, demonstrates
his lack of knowledge of the principles and purposes of such an
operation. This case, BELITSK1Y, is a subjert of separate

sensitive sources LI S 0, e
“ Cf trese 24, ten were identified by SEdd e sl ibyde M as KGB
T OSEER and thercafter, and two became prowinen
insecure KGB operations shortly after NOSENKO identified them.

*#Cther evidence hLas contradicted staterents by NOSENKO to the
effect that certain Soviets were ot affiliazed with the KGB:
in Geneva, for example, where he had daily access to the KGB

%R Legal Residency for months and claimed nearly complete know-

ledge of KGB personnel, he ramed 15 of a K53 staff which he
said totalled at the most 1B; CIA identifications of KGB offi-
cers in Geneva on the basis of othzr sources, investigations
and analysis totalled at least double this number ard probably
triple, as many as 535 of the approximately 120 Soviets station-
ed there (a proportion which is consistent with other-areas:
end defectors' estimates). NOSENKO was not entirely accurate
concerning e¢ven KGB officers on his own delegation in Geneva,
as noted on Pages 12 and 13. Therefore, the accuracy of
ROSENMKO's original idertifications, positive or negative,
cannot be accepted without question.
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discussion belcw. This subject, too, wmust be considered neutral
evidence in the bona fides assessmeat.

) NOSENKO has shown himself to be both uninformed and inaccurate
in nis answers to questicns on KGB Headquarters staff procedures
(Page 360 and Pages 619-624). He has been unabdle to contripute
any new infcrmation, although there has been no detailed repcrting
on the subject since 1954. (GOLITSYN in 1962 providad some new
material cn procedures but was never comprehernsively cebricfed on
the topic.) Thus, information on the more up-to-date forms, co-
ordinaticn requirements, mechanization of records and tracing
mechanisms, etc., could have hbeen a singular contribution to our
knowledge; NGSENKO could not describe anything of this sort. When
he replied to questions about such matters for the period covering
his entry into the KGB, on which orevious reporting is available
in detail, he answered incorrectly cn numerous points. NOSENKO's
tendency to improvise when he did not know the correct answer or
when he had forgotten has been characterized by a CIA psychelogist
as the behavior of a pathological liar saviny face in a tight
peychological situation. when Le could not produce a correct
answer in this area of reporting, NOGSENKO may have improvised
because he is a liar or because he is concealing an ignorance
\based on hot having been a KGB Headguarters officer.

3. Cperational Leads

a. Introduction

Consideration of NOSENXO's operational leads must take into
account the KGB positions and personal associaticns (with attendant
access to information) which NOSEL¥C has claimed for himself. He
{ndicated thiat the breadih of his knowledge about KGB agent opera=
tions and developrnent cases increased as he rose from case officer
in the U.S. Embassy Section in 1953-1955 and in the American Tourist
Section in 1955-1958 to become Deputy Chief of the latter section
in 1958-1959, Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy Secticn in 1960-1961,
and finally Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department from 1962 until
his defection. Simultaneously he established lasting contacts with
his KGB colleagues sO that, for example, even after leaving the
U.S. Embassy section for the second time, 1n December 1961, NOSENKO
kept abreast of its most important activities. On these grounds
NOSERKO presented himself as an authoritative source, one who
could detail the successes and failures of the KGB in recruiting
Westerners--especially Americans--in the USSR over the years irom
1953 through 1963, Repeatedly NOSENKO asserted .that his leads to

KGB agents constituted proof of his bona fides.

b. Operations Involving Americars

NOSENFKO 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. KOSLCNKO reported on recruitment approaches
to six American officials stationed in Moscow, all of whom

T NONTRKS placed tha roctuliment date prio: to his entry into
the YUl Ly sarly 9%, fagt Daylo W, nrerd (reh oryptonym
*ANUKEY") sald he bocama a KGU agent in Novewmler Or December
1953.
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refused to collaborate with the KCB, He discussed 14 develop- '
ment cases which never culm:ctatid in recruitment approaches

to these U.S. Goverrment employees in MoscodW, and he named

11 officials at the Moscow Embassy who were investigated by

the KGB., Thcse operations, NOSENXO assertcd, ”ompriseq <he
total KGB activity acainst Eabassy personnel with the ex-
ception of the technical penetrations (sce Part VIII, D 4.) .

- Se\en Mmerican correspondents in Mcscow had bnen re-
cruited Ly the KGB, four cf them knusn to NOSENKO from the
years 1953-1954 when ne was working against U.S. newspaper-
men. Another two were under development by the KGB during
that period. '

- The krerican Express Company r#prcsentatlve in Yoscow,
drsene FRIFPEL, had become a KGB agent in 1959; NOSEMNKO was
the case officer.

- The number of American visitors recruited by the KG3
in 1962-1963 was 14, and if there had been others, NCSENKO
would have kaown about thom in light of his senior position
in the Tourist Cepartment curing tnat period. Moreover, for
the years kefore 1962, NOSFENKO 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-
scribed 18 development cases and nine invectigations in
which the targets were American tourists.

As for KGB operations outside tre Soviet Union. NOSENKO gave leads
to four recruited Americans about whom he learned through conver-
sations with KGB associates: a U.S. intelligerce officer having
the XGB cryptonym "3ASHA" (sti1ll unidentified), a pen>tration of
Orly Courier Transfer Station (identified as Sergeant Robert Lee
JCHNSCN) , ard two agents in Gereva (naires rot Given and as yet nct
positively identified). NOSENKO leagned of the X33 agent status
of[ﬁo%ice G. LUNT]\ an Aterican professor, because ne gock part in

Legal ' L)
between & FE®, and Bernard KOTZ:, an American tourist with whose
case NOSENKO was personally involved. In addition, NOSEIKO de-
scribed two development cases with U.,S. citizens. From his know-
ledge of the "“SASHA" operation, NOSENKO also knew that the KGB
had no ager.t sources able to supply information concerning the
Cuban missile crisis of October 1962.

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

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

. ccomprehensive. review of KGB operations” 1nvolv1ng Americans in

the USSR,

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

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

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

- GOLITSYN's reports cover six other operations (Pages
595.598) wnich NOSEMKO has not mentioned: The KG3's recruit-
ment of a female employee at -he Embassy in 1957, the pre-
sence of a code clerk in the Zmuassy in 1960 who was a KGB
agent, an unsuccessful recruitment aporoach to a female sec-
retary at the Embassy prior to July 1960, the KGB plan to
complete the recruitment of an Americern diplomat following
his recassignment from Moscow in 1959, the KGB's recruitmert
of or planned recruitmernt approach to a U.S. Embassy employee
(possibly a code clerk) prior to April/May 1960, and a KGB
officer's trip to Helsinki to accompany an Embassy’code clerk -
traveliing by train to Moscow. (There 1is documentary evi-
dence to support the accuracy of GOLITSYN's statements 2bout
the last of these cases: see below.)

On the basis of available information, NOSZNKO 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) .* He knew nothing concerring two documents of CIA origin
which described "legal travel" operations, one discussing forth-
coming tasks of American agents in the tourist season of 1959, a
year in which NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the American Tourist
Section. These documents were placed in the hands of the KGB by
George BLAKE of MI-6 in July 1959 (pbefore the end of the tourist
season) and in 1960; NOSENKO was not familiar with any aspects of
the KGB operation with SLAKE., That the Tourist Department was
aware of U.S., Intelligence sending agents under tourist cover to
the Soviet Union in the years when NOSZNKO was Deputy Chief of
the American Tourist Section is demonstrable by four cases of
1958 and 1959 cited in'a KGB documant supplied by GOLITSYN, NOS-
ENKO, although having no information on KGB countermeasures
against American tourists in 1958 and 1959, knew that the docu-
ment had been passed to CIA by GOLITSYN and that it had been
written in the Tourist Department. Where NOSENKO's reporting
on American tourist cases is checkable, therefore, it has been
found to be incomplete.

* NOSENKO reported that of nine other tourists investigated by
the KGB, eight were suspected of having current connectiorns
with American Intelligence. The KGB was correct with regard
to Thomas BARTHELEMY ard Robert (HRISTNER, who were on CIA
missions, and Alfred SLESINGER, an FBI informant who neverthe-

~_less had no American Intelligence mission when he visited the
USSR in 1961° and 1962; Frederick BARCHOORN, arrested in the
USSR in 1963, had been affiliated with U.S. military intelli-
gence many years before, and Ray GARTHOFF had severed his
association with CIA as an overt employee before he went to
Moscow in 1963. Concerning the rest reportedly suspected by
the KGB--Donald ALBINGER, Bernard KOTEN, and Gabriel REINER--
none was ascsociated 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 exceptions3, con-
tradicted by information available from other sources. Nearly all
of his statements have proven accurate when they could be compared
Wwith collateral information: In fact, the Mmericans whom he cited
did visit or live in the Soviet Union, and many of them are known
to have been of operational interest to the KGB, as NOSENKO said.
The exceptions to his general accuracy of reporting, however, are
of major importance in themselves and in refererce to his claimed
positions in the U.S. Embassy. Section during 1960-1961:*

NROSENKO Collateral
U.S. Embas2y Security Officer Cia records on the PEKOVSKIY
John V. ABIDIAN, for whom NOSEZNKO case, in which the Pushkin
was the respornsible KGB officer, Street dead drop was used, show
visited the Pushkin Street dead that ABIDIAN visited the site
drop site in 1960 or at the begin- only once, on 30 December 1961
ning of 1961, Later that same at 1130 hours. KOZLOV left Hew

day KOZLOV, Chief of.the KGB Sur- York City on the same day,
veillance'DxrectorateZ went to the travelling via France, at the
scene. SN completion of a TDY in the

. sl United States. (Pages 231-
o&lg' P 2357 this subject is discussed

‘ at greater length in Part

VIII.B.6.)
KOSOLAPOV, NOSENKO's direct sub- Travel records show that KOSO-
ordinate, made but one TDY to LAPOV was twice in Helsinki
Helsinki in the 1960-1961 period; during 1960, in March-April

* NOSENKO 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 Travel records show that JENWNER
Helsinki, KOSOLAPOV was aktroad and KOSOLAPOV travelled on .
the same train as his target, the separate days. (Pages 186-200)
American 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, and the report was

in an effort to persuade him to submitted in an Embassy room
defect, did not report the earlier later fourd 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 micrcphone was monitored on
a continuous basis by KGB per-
sonnel.) (Pages 213-219)

* An example of NOSENKO's inaccuracy on events during his later
service in the Tourist Department related to his accounts on the
arrest of American Professor Frederick BARGHOORN: According to
NOSENKO, the approval for this KGB action in which he had a per-
sonal part was obtained from BREZINEV 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 APISSON, Herbert HOWJARD, vasiliy VOLKOV, dilliam
WZLLACE, Thomas Whitney, and Stanley ZIRING--denied having teen
recruited by the KGB, as NOSENKO said they had been.

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

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

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

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

at Roy RHODES' trial but was cnly interviews:d in the pre-trial in-
vestigation once. Part VIII.D. covers the extent of his kncwledge
about American cases in which he took part persor.ally or as 8
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 HOAWARD, Sam JAFFE, the KGB eagent in
France, the YOUNGER couple, "SASHA", and two unnamed agents in.
Geneva) s three development cases (George VAN LAETHEM, Attorney-
General Robert KENNEDY, and Stephen HOFFMAN) ;: three unsuccessful
recruitment approaches (Richard HARMSTONE, Pecer BINDER, &nd
Collette SCHWARZENBACH):; and three investigations (Thomas BARTHE-
LEMY, Lewis BOWDEN, and George WINTERS). HOSENKO's alleged asso-
ciates in the KGB thus gave him the names of four recruited agents
and sufficient details for one more to be identified by subsequent
investigation, JOHNSON. All of the NOSENKO leads to developmental
operations, unsuccessful recruitment approaches, and investigations
have been identified.

(11) Damage to_the Soviets

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

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

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

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

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

--other-category, -NOSENKO's leads to0.35..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 sone or any of these
targets; vulnerability and assessment data, when coupled with
spasmodic or even continuing KGB access to the target, would be
no guarantee that he is recruitable. Nevertheless, following

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

_ _Embasay in Moscow.
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NOSENKO was the first source to report on the KGBb recruit-
ments of 22 tourists i(none with access to classified meterials
and on 11 of whom there was previous derogatory information) ;
four correspondents (one said by NOSLL.KO to have becone inactive
and on two of whom there was previous derogatory informatiorn) ;
the American Express Company representative in MoscoW; a contrach.
emplovee of USIA who had earlier declared his intent to marry @
Soviet national; and two agents whose names were not known to
NOSENKO but who were identifiable. The latter two agents were:

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

- U.S, Army Sergeant Robert Lee JCHNSCH, who with his
wife Hedwig began collaborating with the KGB in 1952 and
who made James MINTKENBAUGH an agent of the KGB in 1953
(Pages 427-462). Hedwig JOIINSCN discontirued her role in
tre operation in 1953, &lthough therzafter remaining know-
ledgeable of the KGB activities of her husband and MINTKEN-
BAUGH; according to MINTKENBAUGH, who lost access to classi-
fied information in 1954, he had no direct contact with the
KGB after the late summer or early autumn of 1363 (about
three to five months before NOSENKO first gave the lead on
JOHNSON) ;+ JOHNSON was still on active duty with the U.S.
Army and in contact with the KGB when NOSENKO reported in
January 1964 about the existence of this agent.

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

It is debatable, however, whether the JOHN SO lead coristi-
tuted a serious loss to the KGB. In the first place, if JOHIISON
can be believed, he gave the Soviets but one classified docurent
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 Loges had not been very profitable
for the Soviets, adding that his case officer had shown dis-
interest in his proposal to obtain for the KGP a top secret
document he (JOHNSON) thought of greater importance than any
other to which he had access. (NOSENKO indicated that JOHNSON
lost his access in the spring of 1963, while at the Orly Courier
Transfer Station.) In the second place, as the KGB knew, the
behavior of Hedwig JOHNSON, a mental case, was uapredictable.
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 avoided full exploitation of JOENSON in the latter
stages of the operation, to have been concerned over Hedwig's
mental condition as early as 1962, and to have regarded the

-
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threesome as difficult handling problems. Given these apparent
factors, the NOSENXO lead nay have been consicered expencable by
the KGB, without long-lasting adverse effect cn the fuilfillment
of its overall intelligence re¢quirements,

NOSENKO was the first source to identify Jemes STORSBEFG, a
U.S. military code clerk stationed at the Moscow Embassy, as a
target who had rejected the KGB's recruitment offer (Pages 166-
185). The information was received from NOSENKO after STORSBERG
was discharged from the U.S. Army, and when interviewed on the
vasis of this information, STORSBERG generally ccrfirmed NCSENXO's
reporting on the case. GOLITSYN had carlier repcrte< cn what may
have been the same KGB opcration, but GGLITSY. selieved the mili-
tary code clerk had been recruited; from what GOLITSYN had pre-
viously told CIA and from later investigations, it seems possible
that the KGB recruited either STOKSBERG or William HURLEY (who
NOSENKO said was rct recruited or approached by tné KG3). If it
is -assumed that STCRSBERG was not recruited in the approach de-
scribed by NOSENKC 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 Ly NOLENXD assisted the KGB--
not the Aterican services--by deflecting 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 cn the recruitzents of
13 tourists and three correspondeats;

- Verify previous derogatory information on 1l tourists,
two correspondents, and perhaps ore ‘military code clerk,
STORSBERG;

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

- Identify 32 KGB agents including Hedwig JOHENSON and
MINTKENBAUGH.*

One or possibly two of these 32 agents (SMITH and possibly HOWARD)
in the past had been in a position to pass classified infcrmation
to the KGB, and a third (JOHNSON) had current access to classified
information and current contact with the KGB; the two hcaosexuals
at the Moscow Embassy (APMSTRONG and HOFFMAN) presumably also had
access to classified infornation. From the standpoint of pro- -,
___tecting _the security of the U.S. Government, NOSEXXO brought to '

an end the JOLNSON operation and the KGB's potential for récfuit=-~ -

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 NOSENXO'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

¥ hmong these 32 agents were many whom the XGB had not recontacted
after their return to the United States from the Soviet Union,
others who had brcken contact with the KGB, sore who were known

-
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653. L e
work in the United States was accomplithed mostly by other
agencies. It would seem, however, that the JGHNSON operation
was the only NOSEiKO lead to be important or useful.

(1v) Remarks

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

&l YSection. Proven uatrustwortay in other categories of operational

:leads, there is no reascn to accept at face value NOSENKO's state-
‘ment that SMITH was *he only Mosccw tmbassy exgplcyee workinry with
the KGB from 1953 thrcugh 1963; indeed, evidence to the contrary
exists. The same may be true regarding American tourists and
correspondents in Mc3cow, i.e., other racruitmeats not mentioned
by NGSENKO could have occurred. Purchermore, with the question-
able exception of the JOHNSUN case, the KGB lost nothing of great
value in conseguence of NOSENKO's leads but gaired an advantage

by occupyirg the attcnticn and facilities of American security
authorities.

It is therafore concluded that NOSENKO has withhold infor-
mation on recruitrents of Americans in !i0scow, or he’is unable to
provide a conprehensive review of such activitiés 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.S. security authorities of the NOSENKO leads. . By itself, this
evaluation of his production on American cases suggests the possi-
bility that the XGB dispatched NOSENKO to report to CIA, and that
the KGB did so for tce purpose of misleading the U.S. security
services.
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c. Cperatiors Involving Other Westerncrs

(1) Introduction

As already indicated, NCSENXO's principal knowledgeability
of XKGB operations is rclated to Americans in the Soviet Uaion.
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 frcrm his aggociation with the section
of the Tourist Department concerrn=d with United Xingdom and Canad-
ian, as well as Zirerican, tourists. Where he has commented on
cources fcr the rest of his tnird-national leads, he indicated
his knowledje was acquired either through conversaticns with
other officers or through his position as Deputy Chief of the
Tourist Department in 1962-1963. Thus hc made ro clain for com-
pleteness of his coverage, nor recescarily for absolute accuracy
and ful! details on ery one cise. N5 attempt will be made here,
therefore, to compare his infcormaticn with cther sources, excoept
in terms of whether MCUSENKO's reperting harmed the Soviets and
assisted hmerican security. '

(ii) Diwcussion

Of the 90 third-naticnal vecruitment leads (Pajes 474-502),

\22'have not yet-Lecon positively icentiticvsd. These cannot be
evaluzted at all except to point cut that only two o€ fhel axe.

potentially significant, the 1ASO penetrazicn_in. Belyiud dn 1962
(which may_be the sare as a lead frem another source) and a code
cleir¥ in the viest Cerman Embassy in ioscow 1n 19b.. Without
krowing the status of these twd oreraticns at the time NOSEUKO
told CIA abcut them, it is not possible to measure the value to
:us or the damage to the Soviet Union thrcugh the compromise of

,these cases.

Of the remaining 68 known or possible agents who have been
jdentified, 35 were uniqua leads when NOSENKO provided them. No
conelusive investigation results Lave yet been cbtained on 30 of
these, but the majority were said by NOSE!KO to be travel agency
employees (guides, bus drivers, etc.). Five of the 30 helad
positions of trust in their respective governments; these five
lezds are discussed below in terms of potential value to U.S.
security and potential damage to the KGB. 0f the five who have been
interviewed on the basis of the NOSENKO information four denied
hoiny recruited by the KGB, includingfetesd B2l (the only-one
or those interviewed holding a government cositicnj, discussed
below. Reporting on the one reaaining lead, a Dutch~wcman, is
unclear and incorclusive--she admitted only to having been ques-
tioned while in the USSR.

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

- £ 50
¥GB was working

SETEER in Moscow, but

:d cr not.

R 2, 10D GT v o) 18 contacts in Mosccw with
Soviets whom he suspected of being intelligence officers,
and in 1964 he reported a social visit in Vienna by

General GORBUNOV (an operational alias of GRIBANOV), whom
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spelled out tne name in .%¥£l, 12 1%<¢4 he could recall no
such case but thnoight this must haye wvoer 2 ~isteake for the
case of {HESE: who had been the BREEATENTERE EF
time. Aside from the fact that corditicrs in Indoresia
precluied CIA's passirg this lead to the Indonesian service
for investigation, Indonesia‘s position until 1966 was that
of a semi-satellite of the Commenist Elsc, and revelation
. " of such a recruitment in the prevailing situation would
‘ have been of r.o value to the United 3tates nor harm to the
Soviet Unioa.

Thus of the third-national leads originuting with NOSENKO,
five micht be considered to ba important ce-a:se of their posi-
tion in government. In two cases B RIS he was
not able to say whethrer there was a recruitmernt, rowever, while
a third (assumirg that there was rno further cortusion on NOSEN-
KO's part) canrot te considered n ivpdrt:it lead because of zhe
Comuunist kias of the Indonesian Government. position as
an agent or contact loses significance ir view of N1s previously
reported support cf o powerful leftist political figure. The
possikle importance of the £ lead carrot be assessed
without investigation resiults. ’

-

The William VASSALL case (Pages 350:-507) was cthe one third-
natioral lead which KOSEXNKO himself considered most important.
He invariakly included this lead vhen talking about the impor-
tance of his reporting. The Eritish security services neverthe-
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less v§53_!sll_9n~£h£1£_ggx to identifyirg the source of the
Admiralty documents ldentified by GOLITSYN, havirg narroved
their list of suspects to 20 (including VASSALL) by 11 June 1962.
When they received the fragnent of NOSENKO {nformation which
focused on the British Embassy in Moscow, the numter was reduced
to VASSALL and ore other. Although the NOSENKO information
apparently confirmed the already solid suspicions of VASSALL,
there is reasc lieve that the {gent ification would have
been Eccomplished without this information. The lead was there-
fore not new or exclusive information, and NOSENKO himself ad-
mitted in 1964 that he krew that GOLITSYN had known of the case
from the latter's work in the Information (Reports) Department.

Of the identified thiré-nationals whom NOSENKO said were
being targetted or investicgated by the KGB, nor.? held positions
of significance, with the cole excention of the then member of
the British Parliament, (= S Taw whose personal life
and career the Soviets subsequently attempted--with considerable
success--to cestroy through a campaign of scandal.

(iii) Remarks

On the tasis of the avove examination, WOSINKO's information
on KGB operations against trhiré-nationals cannot te cor.sidered 8
positive factor in the assecsm=nt Of his rcra ficdes. 28 8- -poss-
ible negative factor in consideration of his DOnad fides, the in-
significance of NOSINKO's reporting on third-national leads must
be measured against the criteria of his clajmed access and con-
trary evidence. In the case of fecreign tourists his leads show--
ard he himself has commented--that such _regruirments Were of no
pggglgulg;_value: assuming that NOSENKO was Deputy Chiet cf th2
Tourist Department, he should be able to make such a statement
without challenge. To cate no indeperdent eviderce of foreign
tourist recruitmernts has emerged which contradicts him. Opera-
tions against other Western embassies in Moscow are a slightly
different matter. NOSENKO's information, or lack thercof, can-
not be evaluated on the basis of completeness because he has made
no claim to full access to such information or to positions which
would have given him better access.  Except for tihose he said he
was informed of in connection with possibie use against U.S.
Embassy targets, he has usually sourced such third-national
leads as he did have to particularly close relations with the
responsible case officer. - I+ wculd not be valid to argue that
a source cf one lead should have told him of others, Or that -he
should have had mcre close friends in the KGB. Thus on all
applicakle criteria, thLe NOSEXKO leads to operations against
third-r.aticnals must be excluded as a factor weighing for or
against his bona fides. .

- eaw.

- oy, .

TOP SECRET



-

2Ei

tie

R

hzd .
nor.
irac

-t

v D 4 ;
e SEuRel -- ;

657. o

4. Technical Operations Against the u,.s, Em:agay

a, Discussion S

In reporting on KGB microphones in the v. 9. rmbulﬂY’(p°?::ur
248-269), NOSENKO said in 1962 that there were at that t NZLons
or five points," later adding a sixth, from which V“”V'£'° selor
were heard. They included the offices of the MinjrtoC “OUT ’
the Military Attache, the Naval Attache, thu Alr Attaches Y::ral
(unidentified) "State Departament employee,” and the N"‘cux~ the
Attache. He also referred to a non-productive mi“'“““”n;0¢gﬂxo
code room but did not count this as one of the putnt s t: ined
did rot supply details of the information whiszh the xﬂulo-‘gn:
from any of these microphones except to make gensral al ?a of
to the importance of the materials from thosre in 'h® off ceid
the Minister Counselor and the Military Attache. u? n&ruusi .
that the existence of these microphones was the Kan'se hlﬂ?&%‘
secret" and that only a very few people xnow of thehle 'ln .
NOSENKO gave more details and provided a writton List ?f t od
gggices where microphones were actively monitored b 1960 an

1. .

NOSENKO's information on the microphones would appear, on
the basis of the findings of the swecp team in 1904, 0 ba genecr-
ally accurate. Where NOSENKO reported theru wa#f et Pf°4u°t1°“
but microphones were found audible, the discrepancy could be ex-
plained by KGB technical failure to receivae tha intersepcd gfigr
they left the point at which the sweepers tontedy where HOSEN :
reported materials were obtained (such as from the ALY Attacﬁe id
office) and the sweepers found the microphone lnnnd\blc; it cgu
te ccnjectured that the microphore died betweecn oatly 1962 °",|i
the date of the sweep in 1964. However, NOSENKO 'a Leporting
not harm the Soviets, because GOLITSYN knew and had reported on .
one specific microphone, and another earlier (and probably com-
promised) source had also reported that the mic ruplened pri ed’
there. The microphone known to GOLITSYN, when loated and i"ﬁ
back to the point where its wires left thc put 1 ing, would hea N
to the uncovering of all the other microphon~#, aa \D fact happen-

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

NOSENKO ‘ ' none information
was unable to expand on his microp aile Of the

after his defection. Questioned repeatedly (0¥ deat he
operation or examples of the product of those micivphoned, gave
almost no cperational details* and could supply only 'h: ::T:ady
three generalized exemples of their product which he hﬂ'o hones
given in 1962: the unproductivity of the code §oun Mier 4

* One of the few concrete incidents which NOSEHKO rocountud
the prception

conrected to the microphone operation (with .

of the North Wing planning, see below) was Lhe ju»® wf a
document reporting the product from one of Lhe m\“‘°phggz:;
GOLITSYN had already told the same story (P'aQe annre -
SYN said he was present during the search f[of Lthin dn“uqut
and it was under these circums:tances that he leat el apecis=
fically that there was a microphLone in the affice ©of the
o Y oouncelor. “NOSENKO in 1962 atresamd that (N1F
microphone was the most important in the EmbanBys
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the Minister Counselor's dictation, including fitness reports
which NOSENKO said were of operational interest to the KGB but
could not say how many of them there were or whom they concerned:;
and the Military Attachre's planning of trips which permitted the
KGB to seize equipment. iL Stalingraé 1n 1955, Of these three
examples given by an cfficer who said he culled all the micro-
phone materials for two years, one concerned a non-operating ard
therefore useless micrcphone, the second concerned a microphone
(in the Minister Couricelor's office; already reported by a pre-
vious defector, and the third concerned a well known incident
which took place year= earlier (and which NOSENKO should have
larned and h2lped corduct, according to his claimed position in
1955; LOSENKU said he played no such role).*

In 1964 NOSENKO krought 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 knecw of the exact locatiocas of all the actively

* A comparison betweer NOSENKO's <hird exaunple and a 1956 messace
from a sensitive 3ource who is believed to have been compromié-
ed to the KGB after that messace (out before 1962) reveals sim-
ilarities which may not be coincidental,

- NOSENKO (11 June 1962; see Page 260): 'We are listening
to your Military Aztaches there. We krow where they iatend
to travel, what they want to fird out. We know what machin-
ery and what targcts interest “rem... Some of the things
they say are surprisinge. They discuss, among other things,
where to go, what %0 see, what to take with them - electric
equipment or not. And we are hunting for this electronic
equipment and now rave 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 now have improved your equip-
ment. . We stole some equipmert in Stalingrad in 1955..."

- Sensitive sour<e, 1556 (see Page 254): *“..., All rooms
are being monitored by the KSB... The 'flap' involving the
American directior. - findirg specialists in Stalingrad in
the summer of 195 was organized by the KGB because conver-
sations were overreard in the rooms of the American Embassy.
As you know, as a result of this flap, the KG3 seized valu-
able direction-firnding equipment from the 2American Intelli-
gence officers...” :

It is possible that both NOSENKO and the sensitive source were
reporting a well-kncwn event, because GOLITSYN reported in
1962 that the 1955 Stalingrad incident was written up in KGB
training materials as an example of Second Chief Directorate
work. The training version may have included the role of the
microphone information (although GOLITSYN did not report that
it did), which may thus have come naturally to the attention
of NOSENKO and the s«nsitive source. However, this would call
into question NUSENKD'S allegation of direct access to all of

the microphone product.

T TOP SECRET

“- can

s

l P e -




659, B [Fereiie

monitored and productive “points” in 1960-1961. NCSENXO 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 distribtuting the product of all of them for two years, Sim-
ilarly, it was never clear why NOSENKO did not remember in 1962
that there were eleven points--as the list showed--rather than
the four-to-3ix NOSENKO reported on in 1962.

NOSENXO0's account of how the product from the microprones was
distributed and exploited would inevitably mean that all KGB case
officers who had served in the U.S. Embassy Section since the
microphones were installed would krow of their existence--despite
any effort to paraphrase and disguise the product as "agent re-
ports.“ NOSENKO noretheless maintained in 1962 that "it is a
tremendous secret that we are listening to you," ard that the
microphones were known to so few that any countermeasures the
Americans might take on the basis of NOSENKO's statements could
reflect dangerously ca him as the source.* .

- .

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

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

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

- Although he claimed to have personally participated
in the planning for the installation of audio decvices in
the North Wing of the Embassy, he did not know of the ex-
istence or the purpose of the coaxial cables and grill
found there by American technicians in 1964. (NOSENKO
insisted that there were no audio devices installed in the
North Wing at the time of its, renovation for occupancy
by Americans.)

! . - NOSENKO 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.

.

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

7 % Both GOLITSYN and the 1956 source cited on Page 254 were First
Chief Directorate officers. That they both knew of the micro-
phones suggests that NOSEIKO 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 urnlikely.
His knowledge of the location and production of these microphones,
as well as the existence, nature, and purposde of other electronic
operations directed against the Embassy, was not ccrmensurate with
his alleged position in the U.S. BEmbassy Section ard his particu-
lar responsibility for audio nperations. Significanrtly, the
essential element of the information which NOSENKO did report,
the existerce of the microphone in the Minister Courselor's
office, wculd presumably have been corsiderec by the KGB to have
been compromIBEd EIX months_earlier, with the defectIon O GOLIT-
SYS——Discovery of this microphone, as an outgrowth of action on
GOLITSYN's informction, would have led t> all the others. Thus
the Embassy microphones must have b2en ccr.sidered by the KCB to
have been compromised bcfore NOSENKO first spoke of them in 1962,
734ec to this 1s the fact (suppcrted by NCSENKO himself) that
W3- efficiency of the Embassy microphone installation as a whole
kad seriously diminished by late 1961 or early 1962 due to, first,
normal deterioration of equipment and wiring and, second, the
jnstallaticn of secure rocms and the implerentation of more
stringent security precautions at the Embassy. For these reasons
and in the abserce of any information concerring other forms of
electronic attack against the U,S. Embassy in Moscow, it cannot
be considered that the information provided by NOSENKO in 1962
and 1964 was harmful to the interests of the KGB nor helpful to
QEg;ngn authorities, NOSENKO's cdenial 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 NO3ENKO's specific claim to
have been responsible for the operational plarning for the north
wing at the time it was being prepared for American occupancy,
would appear o be purposeful deception.
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5. The BELITSK!Y Caze

a. Introduction

NOSENKO reported to CIA in Junc 1962 (as one of the two items
he wanted to sell) that ohe of 1ts agents, the Soviet interpreter
BELITSKIY, was in fact a KG3 double agent who had been planted on
CIA (Pages 517-329). NOSENKO said that this wa3 a caze run by the
Second ("Active Line") Section, but that he personally had a role
in the management of the case in Yay 1562 in Ceneva. NOSENKO was
able to give certain inside information on this case; for example,
he knew the nicknames used by the CIA case officercs with the 2gent.

b. Discussion

NOSENKO's information, at least in its general outlines, was
correct. CIA had been running BELITSKIY as an agent, and the CIA
case officers (alias "Boh" ard "Henry," the latter from Washington
as NOSENKO said) nad just completed a series of meetings with
BELITSK1Y in Geneva., Important aspects of his irformation were
inaccurate: BELITSKIY hacé been recruited a year before NOSENKO's
date of 1959, and in Brussels, not Lordon. Also, NOSENKO's claim
that this was a Second Chief Directorate operation aimed at en-
ticing CIA into meetings in the USSR was not borne out by the
history of the case or by BELITSKIY's conduct, although it cannot
be excluded that this was a long-term objective which the KGB
still sought witnout appearing to. NOSENKO's account of the case
thus is not as accurate as could be expected if his own role in
it had been as claimed.

NOSENKO's description of his own involvement is not consis-
tent with observed Soviet practice or with operational logic.
NOSERKO 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. NOSENKO was saying in
effect--with the authority of direct knowledge and official re-
sponsibility--that BELITSKIY, a prominent Soviet citizen having
personal contacts with well placed memters of the Soviet Govern-
ment, a man who had beer under the ostensible control of a hos-
tile intelligence service (CIA) for four years, was sent by the
: KGB to Geneva for the purpose of recontacting CIA, with pre-

i pared information, but that the K3B did not send with him the

: responsible case officer or any member of the section responsible

i for the operation., Instead, the KGB turned over the responsi-

i bility to a young and inexperienced KGB officer who happened to
be in Geneva to protect the security of a delegation and who
had had no prior connection with the BELITSKIY case nor even
local knowledge of Geneva ccnditions: then, after BELITSKIY was
already in Geneva, the KGB had cabled instructions that NOSZINKO,
who had no reed to know of the case and had learned of it only
unofficially from conversations in 1960-1961 with the Section
Chief responsible, who had no experierce or training in handl-
ing double agent operations, ard who was similarly in Geneva
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by chance with delegation security functions, shoulé guide the
other "less experienced” case officer.* As NOSERKO showed
under questioning, 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 degree of
British involvement, nor the operational details and contact
arrangements., NOSENKO said that BZLITSKIY had been placed on a
Geneva delegation in the hope that CIA might be able to *find"
and recontact him,**

c. Remarks

The circumstances above not only cast doubt on HOSENRO's
version of the case and his own access but also suggest that
NOSENKO did not have a theoretical zppreciation of how doukle
agents are handled. The examples he gJave of nis "guidance® to
ARTEMEV are few in number. NOSENKO also stated in 1965 that he
had arranged the actual introduction to ZELITSKIY of XISLOV, the
TASS man, to provide for BELITSKIY's need of a notioral subsource
for some of his disinformation; NOSENKO by October 13966 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 BELTTSKIV's bona fides, CIA was hancdling the operation
as if it were genuine (but not intending to go to the extent of
exposing to BELITSKIY CIA assets insice the USSR). (The KGB is

¥ NOSENRO has reported that he handled only one American agent
(FRIPPEL) ; he had practically no krnowledge of CIA ror even
vicarious exposurc to the substance of any other double agent
opgrations. ARTEMEV had had extended contact with a CIA
tourist agent as early as August 1958, a role in other opera-
tions against American tourists in 1959--including clandestine
search (see Page 146), and continuous American Department
service since then. NOSENKO did not know of the 1333-1959
operational activities of ARTEMEV, although they feil in the
operational area NOSENKO claimed to have supervised at the
time as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section.

#* NOSENKO was seemingly unaware that BELITSKIY had contact
arrangements which would presumably guarantee recontact.
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aware, as Soviet 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
NOSENKO did not contact CIA and report on the BELITSKIY case until
10 days after BELITSKIY's series of meetings with CIA in Geneva
had been completed, which would have given the KGB time for final
appraisal of the operation's potential.

NOSENKO's account of his own role in this operation appears
to have been false, and nothing in the available evidence would
preclude Soviet sacrifice of this already tired cperation. Since
NOSENKO provided some inside details of a sensitive KCB operation
which could have been known to only a few, it is difficult to
find any other explanation of NOSENKO's access to.this information
except that the KGB briefed him about it. '
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6. 5B Investigations®

8. Compronise of POPCV

(1) Introduction

Fixing the date and cause oOf t}.e compromise of POPOY, the
CIA penetration source in the Ci. ‘{Pages 530-534) could affect
the evaluation of NOSELKO's production, If what NOSENKO has said
{s basically true, his story of Fi?CV's compromise (which tasalso :
been reported by other sources) is not particularly important and ‘
has not harmes the KGB ror measurakbly assisted CIA: Tne KGB
assumes an awareness by CIA thet it conducts survelllance of U.S.
Enmbassy personnel, especially those heving known cr suspected Am- !
erican Intelliyence ccrnections (as with LANGELLE and WINTERE).
1f NOSENKO on the other hand has been incomplete or inaccurate
ir his statements about tie ceapromise of £CcPOY, then his claims
to krowledgeakility or this subject must pe qucstioned.

(ii) Discussion

—_—

The information from NOSFNKD and other sources on the POFOV
coempronise may be collated and sunwnarized in tapular form:

Cause Date Implied Sourée
KGB surveillarce of WINTERS' 21 Jaruary 19959 HOSENKO**
KGB surveillarce of WINTERé_- 21 Canuary 1959 CHEPEPRIOV
' document
KGB intercept of WINTERS 21 January 1959 POPOV message
letter - of 18 September
1959%**
R YR ET seasitive
KGB surveillance of U.S. none o soarce
Embtassy officer
KGB surveillance of LANGELLE 4 January 1959 GOLITSYN, from . g
. the KGB orienta- . !
. ’ tion paper on
Lo ’ the PCPOV case
- - o LA FE § ]
KGB agent 8 ‘ pricr to 23 Nov-  GOLITSYN#*#****
: . ember 1957

*  Under this heading, only the compromises of POPOV, PENKOVSKIY,
and CHEREPAIOV are considered; there is insufficient collateral
paterial available for an evaluation of NOSENKO's information
on Vliadimir KAZAN-KOMAREK (pages 569-570) and Alfred SLESINGER
(Pages 571-573).

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

letter which, upon being checked, was found vo be addressed : 8
to POPOV;: he has contradicted himself about wnether the KGB 1)
applied metka to this letter. . '.*i
*#**pOPOV is believed to have been under KGB control in composing T

_this letter. Lt A

(Footnotes cortinued on next page.)
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The only other evidence available is analytical. POPOV was
transferred to the Illegals handling unit in perlin on 28 June
1957, an assignment of high sensitivity. Urntil mid-August he
handled five Illegals, thereafter only one, TAIROVA, in October
1957. - Following home leave from 12 December 1937 to 19 January
1958, he was again transferred, this time to & position where
Illegals and productive GRU sources of i1ntelligence 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 Le 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 comprcmised before his recall to Moscow
in November 1958, probably before his reassignment from the
Illegals hendlirg unit in January 1958, and possibly some time
earlier. The latter possibility is apparent from the Soviets'
knowledge that the TAIROVA couple was under surveillance in
December 1957 (and until March 1958); it is algso noteworthy
that, after having met five Illegals in less than one and one-
half months prior to 13 August 1957, POPOV subsequently was
involved personally w:th only one other, TAIROVA, in October
1957.

_ The KGB, realizing that POPOV was a CIA source, chose to
Xeep 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.)

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

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

sas444Thigs date, which is consistent with that cited in the final

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

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

The completeness
the compromise of PCPOV,
(-::HER!:PANOV document and

\ GOLITSYN and aralytical
Only with resoiution of

be made on this part of

e
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and accuracy of NOSSN¥O's irformation on
supported as it is 2Y @ﬁ and the
POPOV's message but corntradicted by
evidence, cannot ke firally evaluated.
the bona fides of NCSENKO can a judgment

his production.
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b. Carpromise of PENKOVSE.IY*

(1) Introducticn

Recaucse his direct resporsilkility for cocveracn of ABIDIAN
15 an essential eloment an NOSRNKC ' story of his 1850-1961 career,
beccuise he insicts that thzs »GH8 had no iriea of U,3. inveolvencnt in
the FINKCVSR1Y caze until Richard JAQDB werr te tie Fushikin Street
dcad drop on 2 loverrer 1962, and receuse he ic a2lamarnt on the
point thet the KGs uatil aimosc the end of the ZELRKCOVIKIY case knew
O0f ro cecanrecticn between PINEOUVEKIY arnd the Fusaiain Street site
which ARIDIZN visited, NOSEIKO's story of the ccipromise of PENKOV-
€K1Y appears to bear directly on the quection of .1O3EIKO's bona
fides. Each of the verious veraions of the cempromise ¢ PZNKOV-
S¥AIY rnust Le exam:ned and compared with NOEENKD s story and with
the establishea facts.,**

(ii) Discussion

P cources agrce on the caus2, and two cni.the timing.
NOSENKC, BRI}, arnd the “official KGE report” attribute the
compramice to the fact thet surveillance detecied a meeting be-
tween Mrs., CHISHOLM ard the Soviet wnem the KCE later identified
25 PENKOVEKIY. NCSINKO dated this as around hoverber or December
1961, the official report stated this cccurred on 30 December 1961,
ar.d €55y ¥, did not give a date.

8% cave the cause as surveillarce, tut of Greville WYNNE
end PENKCYZX1Y rather than Mrs. CHISUCIM, zard stated trat the com-
promise Gated from May 1562, CEETORADReR gave two different
accounts, one that FILKCOVEX1Y was investiyzted for reasons unre-
lated to eny suspiciorns of espionage and was tnereky 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. Sh2 placed the timing of the first ver-
sion in 1551, without citirgy the time of yecar: ia the secornd, she
associated the timing with a warning against association with
PENKOVEKR1Y which c¢re an% Ler hushand received aboue oy

S Ia i

o~

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

##1¢t does nct seem urusual for several sources to have reported
on the compromise cf PENKOVSK1Y: Fresumably this was the sub-
ject of widespread discussicn within the two Soviet services,
for it was covered in the Soviet press and ir. at least one
"official report" disseminated by the KCB. Although their
differing situations within tle Soviet services could partially
explain the differing versions thet th2se 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 hardling of the case by TIA and MI-6 are pertinent

+o the guestion of NOSPKO's bona fidez.
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although it is poss:ble, especially as he had not b2en informed
of AB1DIAY having been sgent to check on a possikle signal frem
him about the dcad dron. seacitive co:ree

SSHE A e e WP ) however, makes it clear
that the ABIDLIAN
at Pushkin Street to stir XGB investigative interest in the
sitec. As the report states, when massive surveillance of '
U.S. Embassy targets detccted an American visiting this
address the first time, hLe w~as not followed inside by sur-
veillants, kut on the second occasion he w33 followed

closely and the surveillant observed_that he was kneeling
dowr apparently tying his shoe.* went on to say

that, although this was not very unusual, it was sufficient
to arouse suspicion in view of the fact that this American
had been observed visiting the csane address on two occasions
for no apparent reason. There is no quastion about the

fact that A3IDIAN visited the Pushkin Street drop site on

one cccasion only, and that ~as on 30 D:cember 1961. The
refecrernce to this as a gecond visit to this address by an
Arerican from the Embassy is a clear indication that the

KGB hed surveilled the first such visit, which was made

Ly the CIA officer MANOUNEYZL g Jeauary 1661, ard not by i
ABIDIXN. Thus where &3{@&2&3%554 Lorel erred by indicating
one fmerican went to Pushkin oSircet twice, the KG3 nmust

have known that MAHNONEY went there first, in Januarv 1951

end ABIDIAN went there next, on 30 December- 1961, @m
said that the 24-tour fixed surveillance resulted frcm

the second visjit, and beccuse of it FPEIKOV3KIY was sub-
sequeatly observed to enter the vestibule of this address :
but did not visit anyone there. .it was determmined that

no ore living at that addéress Xne~ FINKOVSK1Y and he be-

came a target of KGB suspicion and investigation.

The rest of the (i story is completely in disagreement
with the facts of the case and does not warrant discussion here,
It must ke noted, nonetheless, that this is the only instance
among all the versions «hich places the compromise cn the Amner- .
jcan side of the case, and the only one «hich makes a direct
connection between the Pushkin Street dead 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 unawsare of American Intelligence participa-
tion until the operation was terminated.) It is also in direct
conflict with NOSEXKO, who had no kno<ledge of ary U.S, Embassy
official visiting the Pushkin Street site prior to ABIDIAN. In
this regard, NOSEIKO insisted that the date of ABIDIAN's visit

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

**NOSENKO was not aware that MAHKONEY had bkeern identified to the

KGB as a CIA officer well before MAKOHREY's October 1960 arri-
val in Moscow.

ICP SECRET
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was the cerd of 1660 or the very begirr:ing of 1541, wrereas in
fact MAHONEY's visir was in Januery 19¢1. Dcuprte the errors
relating o lozdings and unloadings of deacdrwpi et «he Pushkin
Street locatjsa =fter the second (ARIDIA) viz:it ritere, this
story franmr;stabhshes KGB knowlelge of MMHOUIY's casing
of Pusntkin Street.

Greville aTNiiE's testimony concerring his interroszatiors by
csortradictiny the versions of

o PR AL TR ETNOER 5N =nd GRF]
Ac irdicated 1N Q15CuSSisn OF NUSEIRS'Z =tory Nl thie RNl
versation with LULACKI (fages 536-5s8), the F.iB was conince
that PINKCVSKIY's question ibout his girlfriend "Z?" was an im-
portart allusion and they demanded that fYNiE explain tt. NINE
cither had forgotten the name Cr Fad rnever kno«n it, and he was
urarcle to tell the KGd who “ZEP" was. The fact that tre }'CB had
& recorlirng of this 27 May 19¢1 conzersaticn shows also that the
KGB was at lcast sucpicious of the relationship befcre that con-
versatior. took place and must have then tecone aware of the con-
spiratorial aspect of the PENKOVEK1Y-aWNE reclationship Ly virtue
cf the cryptic nature of that cornversation. The additional fact
that the KGB surveilled WYNNE to the apartment of an unidentified
cfficer of British Intellicence on the samc day the "ZEP" conver-
cation between WYHNE and PRIKOVSKIY was monitored 1s evidence
that coth #YNNE &nd PENIOVSK1Y were under strong suspicion of
espior.age as of that day, if not earlier. Nor could those sus-
picicons have been explaincd away by the fact that P2KOVSKIY ard
WYNNE hed legitimate cover reasons for contact, in view ol the
content of their conversation--there was nothing in their ovart
relazionship which required secrecy or aver caution in conversa-
tion.

The indication from Esiaimhadasug that the KG2 was oware
of MAIONEY's visit to the inside vestivui2 ci the Fuskkin Street
site in January 1961 18 not only missirg from 3ll other vercions,
but conspicuously so from NOSENKO's storys he «laimed to kKnauw
everything the KGB knew about this Anerican dead drop site, be-
cause of ADIDIAN's visit there. NOSENKO on ore occasion said
that he thougnt an Anerican tourist (rot a U.3. Embassy officer) -
might have visited the site a year or twd earlier than ARIDIAN,

(1ii) Remarks
KJ

NOSENKO did not know or did not report to CIA that the
only other American vwho had visited the Pushkin 3trezt dead drop
area was MAHOLEY. This fact suggests that either NC3ZIKO was
deliberately withholding from CIA wnformation of vital import-
ance in the PENKCVSKIY compromise, O he was unaware of the
KG3's possecsion of this information, despite his claimed posi-
tiorn in the U.S, Embassy Section and responsibility for cover-
age of ABIDIAN. The fact that his story on the PENKCOVIKIY
compromise, like the "official report” of thc KGB, does rot
show the seriousness of the evidence in the KG2's possession
as of 27 May 1961 adéitionally points to his withholding of in-
formation on the subject of the timing of PEIKOVSKIY's compro-
mise, which was definitely nc later than this date. If NOSEMKO
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 information which the
KGB has in its possession, then he was not irn the U.S. Erdbassy
Section in 1960 or 1661 as claimed, ard hence his bcni ficdes
would be disproven.

~ TOP SECRET

™ Y

L

yrEn

ppu—



o RS YYD o am, ©

"

670.

s

c. Conorormise of CHEREPANOV

(1) Introduction

NOSENKC's stories on the compromises of POPOV and PENKOV-
SK1Y were examined for their accuracy as to timing and cause. 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 learrned of the U.S. Embassy's possession of the papers.
The chief question 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 been neither a compromise of nor a search for
CHEREPANOY, as described by NOSENKO and attested to by his travel
authorization (see also Part VIII.D.B.). -

(ii) Tre Operational Plan in Draft

Examiration of one draft_document-fthe-operaéional plan
against the CIA officer WINTERS--reveals the following points
related to form:

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

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

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

- On the basis of references to LANGELLE and POPOV,
this plan (which is not dated) would have to have been
drafted sometime after October 1959. WINTERS by this
time had been in Moscow since August 1958, had been de-
tected in operational letter-mailing, and had been
associating with KGB officers, etc. Neither this
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operational plan nor any other of the drafts included in
the CHEREPANOV package cited a 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 NOSa&i-
KO and other sources.

- The draft cited several technical aids to be used in
thre clandestine. study of WINTERS. It not only gives the KGB
cryptonym of metka and “Neéptun-80*° for two of these techni-
ques, but irmmediately thereafter explains for what purpose
each one of them is used. In the otner operational plans
from CHEREPANOV, and in conformance with the established
KGB practice of inserting cryotonvms for such devices,
these preparations are not only rot described, but the
blan% line typed by the typist has been filled in by hand
after typing.

In addition to the above points of form, this same document
contains statements which run counter to rigid KGB practice and
which are internally contradictory, especially noteworthy in an
approved draft. One of the objectives arnourced in the plan is
to investigate two Soviet citizens who werce detected in contact
with WINTERS in Moscow; one of the two is identified parenthetic-
ally as having gone sbroad. This document, if ganuine, would be
an admission on the part of the case officer, and an 2pproval
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 informatior 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 Westerr Intelligence officers.
The draft, which consists of only thres paragraphs, can be sum-
marized briefly by paragraph to demons:trate the internal contra-
dictions: '

- To establish the rature of WINTERS' intelligence
activities in the U3SR, six special tasks will be carried
out, including round-the-clock surveillance, metka,
“Neptun-80, " hididen microphores. other. audio-devices.
and investigation of already identified Soviet citizens.

- Because he already been identified as an irtelli-
gence operator, and he has a hostile attitude tcoward 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 question
and which precludes putting into effect the measures
outlined in the first paragraph. this third paragraph
sets forth the expectation that just before' WINTERS'
scheduled departure and depending on further accumula-
tion of materials on WINTEZRS. and the prevailing pclit-
ical climate & the time, an opportunity 1s likely to
arise which will permit testing the possibility of
recruiting him.
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If the}ﬁlﬂTBRQ}opcratzon plan were a draft like tte others in
this collection, the atove cornflicting and confuzing pAaragqraghs
might be explained as variatiocns jotted down as possible ap-
proaches to presenting a plan for the future, as Ye- undecided
in direction. This document, however, is the one vhich--to
NOSENKO's puzzlement--had been approved and sigred in draft by
KOVSHUK, as Chief of the U.S. Extassy Section, #lmerican Depart-
ment, KGB Secord Chief Directorate. The preparing case officer,
KUSKOV, had furthermore indicated to the typing posl that it was
to be typed in one copy, which gives the document the appearance
of a draft which had peen or was about to be made 3 matter of
official KGB record. :

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

(4i1) T..e Summary or LANSELLE

A second document, a handwritten rote in what NOSENKO
identified as CHEREPANOV's own handwritirg, alsc is pertinent
to the authenticity of the papers arnd of NOSZNKO's account on
CHEREPANOV. This it a short suwmary of the operational activity
of the CIA officer LANGELLE, covering the compromise of POFOV.
The document says in part: “In January 1959 a letter with secret
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 Staff of the Soviet Army. Accord-
ing to the cortents of the letter, it was clearly established
that FOPFOV was an Averican agent..."

This coincides precisely with NOSENKO's accourt of POPOV's
compromise (see Pages 532 and 6£3). Unlike GOLITSYN's recollec-
tion of the official report which he read, there is ro reference
in this document to the report of about 1957 from an agent source
that there was a leak of GRU information: ror is there reference
to the indication that the KG3 knew that LANGELLE had been posted
to Moscow in order to nandle & special agent, for this reason
placing LANGELLE under heavy surveirllance. If botk of these
items were in the official report which GOLITSYN read, their
omission from the sumiary report irn what purports to be CHERE-
PANOV's handwriting is roteworthy, particularly since CHERZPANOV
was supposed to have been in the same office (room) as the case
officer working against LANGELLE during the time the LANGELLE/
POPOV cperation was investigated by the KGE. The latter posi-
tion should lend authority to CHEREPANOV's version of tke com-
promise and termination of the case; yet GOLITSYN--informed
only from the official, and presumably sanitized, account--had
more detail, as well as conflictirg information, on the same
case. While it is reasonable that a sanitized case summary
would conceal an agent source of a lead by imputing the dis-
covery to surveillance, it seems less likely, and indeec¢ un-
necessary, to conceal a detection via surveillance by imputing
it to an agent source. In thus supporting NOSENKO ard others
as to the cause of POPOV's compromise, and contradicting
GOLITSYN (who is supported by other evidence accurulated in-
dependently), this cdocument too appears to be a XG3 fabrica-
tion. : :

The authenticity of another passage in the same document is

likewise open to question. This is the desc¢ription of LANGELLE's
two visits to Lenin Hills, which the documents stated were for
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the purposes of casing a drop site 2rd putting cown the dead
drop, respectively. The document further stated that the ¢cad
drop had been put down for REPNIKOV, an agent of Auerican Intel-
ligence who had recently been arrested by the Moscow KGB. Two
errors of fact in this passage belie KGB practice as known from
mzny SOUrcCess?

i.
i 3
Pk
CE

- There is no reason to doubt that the KGB observed {
LZNGELLE on the two occasions of his visits to Lenin Hills, _ |
both times to case a proposed dead dron gsite, Yoth sites
involved staircases, but they were two di1fierent stair-
cases in the same general area of the Lenin Hills park.
Since it is a fact that LANGELLE did not put down a dead
arop 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--even more than
in the case of ABIDIAN and the Pushkin Street drop--to put
24-hour surveillance on the area for a reasonable length
of time, in order to apprehend the agent for whom it was
intended. The dead drop was not actually put down until
7 June 1958 (during twilight), ten days after the gecond
casing. Assuming the KGB had not stepped its coverage
of the area after only ten days, the CIA agent who did
put down the dead drop must have teen observed doing this,
CHEREPANOV's note thus erred by sttribtating to LANGELLE
an action which the KGB knew he had not taken and vhich
the KGB almost certainly knew someore else had taken.

. ‘. \\ ; i
- At the time the dead drop was put down, it had not h ; '

been cesignated for any agent, REPNIKOV included. It i 1
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 4Grop was loaded.
REPNIKOV, identified in the document as the person in-
tended to unload it, was not a recruited agent of Amer{-
can Intelligence either at the time of the drop-loading ,
or at any time thereafter: neither was any cead drop ’
conteaplated for him in the event that he might be re-
cruited. YNothing that wes in the drop could have sug-
gested REPNIKOV as the intended recipiert. Again,
CHEREPANOV'S note erroneously and groundlessly assigned

g the dead Grop to REPNIKOV whercas in fact this dead drop
was unassigned by CIA. :

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

i to the true facts, the absence of some comnent further indi-

i cates that the document was intentionally inaccurate and in-

: . complete.
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(iv) Remarks

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

There is no sensitive information contained in any of the
documents; that is, they are not worth the risk of stealing
either in helping the West or damaging the KGB. It is further
questionable how CHEREPANOV was able to steal drafts destined
for destruction which are dated August 1958, March 1959, and so
on, if he had not acguired his motivation of bitterness against
the KGB until 1961, as indicated by NOSENKO and other sources.
It is also possible to guestion numerous other aspects of the
CHEREPANOV case, some dating from the eariiest known history of
the man and others more recent. This seems unnecesSsary in view
of the analysis of the WINTERS document and the LANGELLE summary.

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

TOP 77T

— . -

-

e s ———

eyt




4 cplens
e B o = o =1 S T

C. Ewvwaluatioun of Snurcing

1. 1lat-oductich

SOSENKO was ahle to provide logical ana plausible sourcinrg
for nost of his Ancrican lezds, through his clair2d professional
assignments. Auong his fcreign leads, thcse to which he ha no
plausible direct access have been variously sourced to hearsay
from case officer friends (as with VASSALL, from nis friend
CHURANOV) ard irnvoiverent in peripheral activities ch as his
TDY to the city of Viadinir after the B RISt P AR AR e er s (s
had been spotted as I hcmosexual during a visic t. - Cuestion-
able sourcirg by KOSENXO has occurred in his statements ¢n his
one couble zgent case, four American cases and tnree involving
fereigners., Tney are review.d Delow because they include the
most important ieads NOSEZHNKO has provided. :

(st
e

2. Discussion

There are two KGB Second Chief Divectorate operations in-
volvirng imericzas which X SERKO has sourzced inconsistently oOr
€alsely.

He demonstrated uncertainty in his knowledse of the facts
of the “ALDKLY® case (Fagces 412-420) by making vigue allusicas
to having heard of it in "bits and pieces” from & runber of case
officers involved in the case at Gifferent times; his first know-
ledge of it, he said, was due to his own erployment in the u.S.
E=bassy Section in 1953-1955, “"although I worxed there quite a
Lit later. 2ut it was kncwn.” (1n 1962 hLe repecatedly dated the
recruitment as *1949-50.") . Cayle SMITH, identificd as "ANDFEY",
fixed his recruitment cdate around December 1953, c¢ad he éid not
leave Moscow until April 1954. Sin=e ‘SMITH was directly sub-
ordirate to the office of the Army httache, which was responsible
for the Embassy's code roon, NOSENKO as case cfficer for the Army
Attaches had a lcgical reason for knowing rore than he claimed
about the case, including the agent's namre. MULE, who succeedea
VAN LEETHEM as cryptographic security officer and 3M41TH's super-
visor, was supposed to Le one of NCSENKO's more active cases at
this time. It is clear from NOSLNKO's inability to claim direct
knowledge cof the case that he was rnot aware of these, facts.

In the case of Edward Ellis SMITH (Pages 468-469), the U.S.
Embassy Security Officer fronm 1954 to 1¢S5, NOSENKO's ignorance
of the objective facts cf the case led him inzo statements con=
cerning his cwn knowledge of thLe case wnich cannot be true. In
1962 he claimed to have rlayed a significant role in the attempt
to recruit SHMITHE, but he admitted after the defecticn that these
clairns were exaggerations designed to make him lock better than
he was at the time. He said the case officer was XOVSHUX, and
GRIBA“OV was personally running the operatior, but that in a
sense he did play 2 role; he was assigred to a phone watch in
support of surveillance during the final phase cf the case. Oonce
again it is clear that he did not know tre dates of SMITH'S
assignrent to Moscow (1954 to 1956) ncr did he krow 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. Tnis is
a full year after WOSENKO said he transferredé fron the U.S. Lmbassy
Section. . -
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%OSENKO claiasd to have tad a direct role a3 tte supervisirg

© ‘case officer in the BELITSKIY case in its 1952 Gencva phase. As
+ 8 first-haad source, however, he was wrorg aboit the origins of
the operation ard ignorarnt of the content and the opcrational plac-

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

"instance, as in the Edward SWITH case, %OSFNKO's iunforaation 18

inadequate for his sourcing.

NOSENKEO provided leads to nine KuB opcrations which had orig-
inated with the First Chief Directorate. ©ix 0of these he claimed
to have learned atout through his friend in that Directorate, GUX.
vho was personally tnvolved in most of these op~rat:ons.® Of the
other three, two--*tlLe Paris agent (JGIINEON) and tre Brussels/NATO
case---¢ said he picked up in bits and pieces from technicians of
the Second Chie? Directorate's Spccaal Section who had assisted in
them. For both of the latter operatiuns, nuzerous coincidences
were alleged by NOSENKO to have enahled hinm to obtain the fragaen-
tary infornavion frca his sub-cfources, and he was never able to
clarify what parts he learred from which ¢f the four techriclians
be named as sub-sources.

In describing his acquisition of inforrmaton on the riath
case, "SASHA," NOCENXO has contradicted himself: He first said he
had learned sbout “"SASHA'" froa SHA' YAPIN, providing lergthy and
ipvolved explanations of how he becane acquainted with SHALYAPIN
at the time of the latter's retirement fron the KGB in 1962. Later,
under interrogation, NOSENKO did not recall his statenerts that
SHALYAPIN was the original source of the 'SASHA" story, first
attrituting it to others and-later saying that he could not reézes-
ber wher and from whoa he first heard it, but SHALYAPIN and others
had talkcd sbout it. This was despitc the fact that by the time
he heard of "SASHA" he had already met and agreed to cooperate
with CIA; furthermore, when asxcd if "SASHA" was an important lead,
ae agrced that it was a serious matter. Except for this one
occasion he liad consistently failed to appreciatc the significance
of such-a lead, indicating that it was not considered ingortact ia
the. KGB.

- Also casting doubt on his sourcing of *SASHA" is the fact
that, in his first recference to *SASHA" and the Cuban =issile crisis
of Octcber 1962, NOSENKO said he had learred of this fitem from
SHALYAPIN, whereas later he said it was rot from SHALYAPIN (but ke
could rot identify arother source froa whoa he had heard this de-
tail). )

[

TRegarding NOSENKO's leads to
th Fﬂ@ﬁ ;illecgal” in Canada--@ RCMP's
T A o P R A X P Pay: to sourcing.
FOSENKO first said -is friead¢ GUK hac¢ told hin of the case un-~
officially, GUX having been involved in the opcration in Moscow.
¥hen asked why GUK should be involved in a Caradian csse in 1963
vhen he was supposedly working in the First Chicf Directorate's
American Department against Anmerican targets, NOSENKO- retracted
his initial stateaent and said that GUX somehcw got ir contact
with him, not as a KGB officer but sinply as an acquairntance.
Despite the non-official nature of GUK's relationship as thus im-
plied by NOSENKO, CLY_ . able to tell him all the operational de-
tails coccerning Gef ot except his name. This case has an odd

sers, the case of

+

sAlthough he had met GUK many vears before, NOSENKO indicated that
they .did not becorce .friends unti1l his visit to Geneva in 1962. aad
only thken did GUK begin to reveal operational details to hiam.
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aspect whizh NOSENEC failed fo see: e sail that +his men kad
ccre to Moszcw on a Soviet visa issusd on a separitd plec2 of

paper, rather than catered in the ~3n's pa<sport, <o that there
would not te a mer—anent record of his travel tc the USSK. Thi

s .
inplies, and a;§35££;: onfirned, tnat he travelicd under his qruc .
nane to Mosccw. urchermore confiramed that he naé gone !

as a tcurist, enter:ng the USSR cn a Scviet tourist ship. In view
of the First Chief Directorate's operaticnal jurisdiztion in this :
other«ise normal tourist, there was an obvious recessity for coor- ! oo
dination between the First Chief Directorate’s Arcrican LPepartzent : S
and the Second Chief Directorate's Tourist Lepartveeat, to prevert
arny slippage (such as NOSENKO descrited in the S:HU3IN case, when o
the CRU failed to ccovsdinate with the KGF)}. Yes despite logical ot
rofessional need-to-know on NOSENKQ's part, he first rade his own .
xnowledze unscificial, and then his subscurce's knewledge unofficial
as well.

B e ]

YOSENKO was unable to zvnlzin how ne had learwed of the case
SR e R e AR Ry Wher pressed for a
subsource, he claimed that Re had attended & recention at the Indian :
Exbassy in 1553 or 1953 with GRIEANOV, and when GFIBANOV 2o0ld _Yim to o l
take a glass of wine to & he understcod scachow that £5¢sv2R was :
an agent of GRIBANOV's.

His sourcing for the case of the French businesszan, €EKIE
(Page 484), is not unlike that of (RNERAP iie sai1d he had known
that there was a French bhusinessman wnc was an agcent. On one occa-
sici when NOSENKO was duty officer for the Second Chief Directorate
s call for GRIBANGY ra-e_in and hc ashed whg was calling. When he
was told it was LR then he knew somehow tnat this was
GRIBAANCV's agent.

3. Remarks

NOSENKO's errors concerning *ANDREY"™ (particulariv his early ‘
insistence that "ANDREY'" had lcft Mosccw years before NOSENKXKO en- ’
tered the KGB) make it impossible that NOSENKO could have learned
of the case in the way he later said he did. F

NOSENXO's acccunts of how he learned cf the "Paris agent'-are : bl [
vague and vary with each telliag; they also depend heavily on coin- '
cidence. It is notewsrthy too that he clained 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.
Furtherrore, his knowledgze of "SASHA" sterzed from elaborate and
apparently contrived sourcing whica he himself was unable to recon-
struct when pressed for exact details. NOSENKO's inability to

. give any clear and consistent account of how ke heard of either the
*Paris agen:” or "SASHA" must be judged ia the 1igi:it of the fasct that
he first heard of bctnh cases only just after proaising to collect
such inforcation for CIA. because these were amcag the rost iapor-
tant and the rmost fortuitous items he ever picked up, it could
reasonably be expected that he would remeaber how he did so, espe-
cially since only a little over a ycar elapsed until his next
reeting with CIA. '

NOSENKO's sourcing for the@nd FRDOEI ™ leads seems
illogical and fabricated. It also appears that NUSENKO has given an
jnaccurate version of the way in which he would have learned of -

SN a0t an Illegal as NOSENKO indicated, but an agent).
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D. Examination of NOSENKO's Intelligence Carcer

1. Introduction

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

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

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

a. Introduction

f.f}QSEsRCTs accounts* of his naval GRU service (Pages 64-77)
have teen reviewed for their internal consistency and credibility,
ard examined for accuracy against information from other sources,

O RS
b. Discussion

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

- He studied for the equivalent of 7th, 8th, 9th and
part of 10th school years in naval schools in Kuibyshev, Baku
and Leningrad. This would norrmally have nothing to co with
military service, except that NOSEWKO says he took the mili-
tary oath at the Baku School in the fall of 1943, at the
age of 16. (According to available collateral information,
the oatii--fcrm:! antcy into the military forces--was at no
time given before the age of 17, and never for purposes of
"show® or "morale® as NOSEKKO claimed it was here.) He .
clains to have deserted this school after taking the oath.
Also, he shot himself in the hand only about two months
after starting anew later the sane year in the naval school
1n Leningrad and never finished school properly.

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

- In the spring of 1950, he was assigned to the Navy
by a mandate commission at the Institute. However, he
failed ore of his examinations ("Marxism-Leninism"”) upon
completicn of the Institute of International Relations later
in 1950 which delayed hLis ciploma--and hence entry into
the service——un!il successful re-examination later that
year. (At about the same time, he was consicdered and turned
down by the KGB [then 4G3] Lbecause of his school record,
drunkenness, and other bad marks in his record.)

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

+There 1s no single account of this period of NOSENKO's life
vhich can be examined because NOSENKO has altered the cir-
cumstances and dates importantly from one telling to the next.
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wartime, drur.kenness, vencreal cdisease, stili-valid marriage
to a State criminal's daughter, rejecticn for MGB employ-
ment, and a bad academic record including failure of a
course in Marxism-leninism just at thisc-tinme.
LS e

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

- In fovetskaya Gava# NOSELKO's job was to extract irn-
formation freca American publications reporting naval de-
velopments, Asked in April 1564 for any personal account
of his own work, LOSENKO was able to think of oniy "four or
five trips” on small ships to the coast of Sakhalin,* and
three to H.,kxaido, to drop or pick up agents. His own role,
he said, was as a trainee; he was taken along oniy "to iearn
how it was cdone;" he himself never traired or dispatched any
agents, nor did he know the identities cr missions c£ any
others. Hes also could not descrite the ships he had travelled
on. Questinaned 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 lcave (or, accord-
ing to other accounts, because of having contracted tubercu-
losis) in April 1952. He then spent two months either in
his parents' Moscow home or, according to other accounts, in
a sanitorium near Mcscow under treatment for tuberculosis.

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

- At this time, the summer of 1952, NOSENKO said he was
offered in Moscow ar opportunity to attend the GRU strategic
intelligence school, the Military-Diplomatic Academy, but
turned it down because he had already studied most of the
course matter in the Institute of International Affairs; ba-
gsides, 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 Baltiysx., He irvented a story in 1964 about going there

¥ In October I%66 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.
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via Naval Intelligence Points in Berlin, Rostock, and Sass-
nitz, but then said this was a lie he told hecause he felt
his interrogators wculd not believe hix if ne had said he
successfully turned down an assignaent to these points,

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

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

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

son; he acknowiedged this but said, “There were no other
positions available.®)

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

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

- In the Baltiysk area, he claimed in 1962, he had
trained agent teams to be sent behird enemy lines in time of
war. Under interrogation in 1964 he changed his description
of his functions, saying he merely prepared training mater-
jals and delivered supplies, never having direct contact with
or knowledge of the agent work. His service there was
limited to about six months, since he said he left there at
the teginning of 1953. He either had had cne or two leaves
from there, depending on which telling is accepted: In 1964
NOSENKO said that in August Or September 1952 he was given
a special leave from his duties in Sovetsk to travel to Mos-
cow in order to formalize his divorce from his first wife;
in April 1956 he wrote that he was divorced during his leave
before going to Sovetsk.

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

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

changes of story, contradictions, corrections, oOr inaccuracies in
NOSENKO's accounts: Variations of dates may be attributable to
faulty memory, changes in the story might have resulted fronm his
own elaborations and exaggerations, and inaccuracies might be
explained by his inattention or indifference to detail. If all
the details were to be consicered, the story would become even
more confused. : .

Certain general aspects stand out, however:
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1f his ator of his personal life
3 Gy~ < ~

(1) - Bt
Cat B f.’-' " 2% x¥ Y t‘. 3 (.m¢ N
&\ﬁ! L3 ed shuahlle Bead 3% ’ r e A sgEL, OSENKO would,
abcoriing to sil avarlalle intormation, not have bLcen accepted
into the raval GRU, ore of the particularly sensitive parts
of thz navy. Eitler the life history is false, or the GRYJ
officer svrvice is, or both,

(z) 1be story ls vague, unsubstantial, and contra-
dictory; nc substance hLas been addcd to the Fkase outlines
of the story despite frequent questioning. One might expec:
of an educated or reasonably intelligent person some recol-
lection of military service completed 10 years earlier--the
locations where he served, 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 served is practic-
ally norn-exiztent. He has provided no reason whatever to
make one believe that he zctually was a raval officer.

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

That this period is fictitious is supported by the findings
of the psychologist (Pages 6G65-611) .

NOSE}KO's description of his naval GPU service cannot be
accepted as true. On the basis of his statcments, it appears
roreover that he was never 2 naval officer, nor an officer of any
other regular military service.

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

¢
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3. Entry into the KGB

a., Eligibility

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

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

Intelligence. Accoréing to information available to CIA from
several knowledgeable sources, the £GB has more stringent entry
requirements than any other Soviet or3janization. The candidate's
family background, personal conduct. ard Party or Komsomol rec-
ord must be impeccable. NOSENKO wculd have American Intelli-
gence believe that in his case the KGe--specifically the offi-
cers responsible for signing their nawes to tre approval--accepted
a person whose record showed (as noted on pages 679-680 above)
desertion from the armed forces, self-inflicted wound in wartime,
drurkenness, venereal disease, previcus arriege tc¢ the daucnter
OoF ¥ state criminal, & bad acaldenlce record including faillre Gf
a~—CoUrTE—imMareism-Leninism;- and a prior rejection by the KGB
itself. Tre Tnly Thange since” the carlier-reéjection had beer,
according to NOSENKD, two years of undistinguished military ser-
vice in the Naval GRU, T
an S

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

b. Date of Entry

NOSENKO has given a variety of dates for his entry on duty
with the KGB and has provided several reasons for his changes of
story (Pages 3¢-89). During nis first zeeting with CIA, when
NOSENKO gave a brief personal and professional autobiography, he
gaid that he had joined the KGB i February or March 1953. 1In
1964, however, first while still attached to the Soviet Disarma-
ment Delegation and later when reviewing and signirg a bio-
graphic history prepared by CIA on the dasis 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. NOSENKO has given two dif-
ferent reasons for this change of dates (which, he said in Octo-
ber 1966, was conscious deception). In the April 1964 interrogations,
he explained that he had failed his examination in Marxism-Leninism
at the Institute of International Affairs, which forced hin to
take all his exams over again and delayed his career: This was
*"unpleasant,® NOSENKO said, and he was attempting to conceal it
from CIA. In the October 1966 interrogations, NCSENKO gave a new
and different reason. He descrited ho# he had been rejected for
employment by State Security while at the Institute and was trying
to cover up for this because he thought CIA would not believe
that he had first been rejected and then, later, accepted by the KGB.

NOSENKO's change of story tock place in 1964 while still in the
relatively relaxed circumstances of an operational meeting in
Geneva; he came back to his 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 rmost logical explana-
tion fcr this change is that NOSENKO forgot in early 1364 either
when ke joined the KGB and/or what he had told CIA in 1952.
DERYABIN Las comrer.ted on the significarce which the date of entry
holds for a ¥GB officer. He expressed the opinion that it would
be unusual for a KGB officer to forget this date.

NCSENKO was cuestioned at length by DERYABIN (Pages 616-619)
concerning the t:xzing of his entry on duty with the KG2. As a
result of this irnterrogation it was cdetermined that NOSENKO was
unaware that at the time he said he jcined the KGB, the present
First Chief Directorate was designated the Secord Chief Direc-
torate and vice wversa. Therefore, NOSENKO would have joined a
component entitled the First Chief Directorate in March 1953,
not the Second Chicf Dircctorate as he says. NOSENKO did not
xnow or had forgotren various other facts, including the date
that the MVD was redesignated the KCB, and migstated the loca-
tiors and existernce of various huiidings and offices in the
vicinity of the KGB Headquarters buildirg in early 1933,

Ir. June 1962 MOSENKO said several times, in different neet-
ings, that the KGB agent “ANDREY" (Pages 413-414) had been re-
cruited arnd had left Moscow before he, NOSENKO, entered the KGB.
e estirated the date &s 1949-1950. NOSENKO knew that "ANDPEY®
was associated in Moscow with RIODES and when told that RHODES
was thera from 1951 to 1953, admitted that the date he gave might
be wronz. NOSENKO continued to say, however, that “ANDREY" was
recruited before he (NOSELKO) became a K38 officer, and later
reverted again to his estimate that "ANDRE1" was recruited in
1949-1950. Wher he returned to Geneva in 1964, NOSENKO changed
this story and said that during his 1953-1955 tour in the U.S.
Embassy Section he saw cipher specialist SELEZNOV, who had come
there to consult on the then-active "ANDREY" case. NOSENKO was
unable to explain how he could have been sure in 1962 that the
"ANDREY® case was before nis 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.

c. Circuzstances of Entry

NOSENKO has consistently related his entrance into the KGB
to discussions he had with General KOBULOV in early 19533 in Mcs-
cow, after returnirg from the Baltic. However, he has changed the
date of these discussions with KOBULOV virtually every time he
has told this story. In June 1962, NOSENKO said he talked with
KOBULOV at the NOSENKO dacha while on leave in March 19563; during
the April 1964 interrogations he changed the date to February
1953; in April 1965 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, LOSENKO said he first
spoke to KOBULOV at KOBULOV's dacha on New Years Day 1953, that
he was subsequently “"resting” at a sanitorium connected with his
tuberculosis of the year btefore, and that he spoke again to

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

from the sanitorium. 1lt was at this second encounter with KOBULOV
that the latter promised to concern himself with NOSENKO's entry
into the KGB.
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In 1962 NOSENXO described the simple procedure by which he
entored the KG3, volunteering that there was ro need to fill out
a questionnaire (arketa) as the KGB already had his files from
the GRU. In April 1964 when asked if he had not been required
to fill out any questionnazircs or othar docurents, NOSENKO cdes-
cribed the anketa and other forms he completed (saying he took
them home to do so) and his various interviews with KGB per-
sonnel officers. He was interrogated in detail on these claims
by DERYZBIN in 1965, to whom he gave descript:ons, albeit in-
accurate, of the varicus forms and of his visits to KGB Personnel.
In 1966 NCSENKO wrote in his autobiography that there were no
talks with KGB Personnel before or after his acceptance and in-
plied that there were no forms to fill out. :

d. Remarks

According to all of NOSENKO's stories, his GRU service was
the springboard for his acceptance into the KGB. He met KOBULOV
while home in Moscow from Primorsk/Sovetsk, he enterecd 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
Sovict 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 tha time ané h:d been himself a
KGB personrel officer until less than a year earlier), a person
with the background NOSENKO has given could rot be accepted into
the KGB in the marner he claims. Ilis health alone would seem
to have precluded this, but in addition, NOSEJXKO descriked a
series of incidents in his life equally likely to cause rejection.
NOSENKO's mistakes, changes of story, and apparent fabrications
add to the unlikelihood of his account.

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

enter the KGB.
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4. Initial Service in the U.S. Embassy Section

a. Introduction

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

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

b. Work Against American Correspondent3s

MOSENKO exempted himself from reporting details of KGB work
against any specific American correspondent in Moscow in 1953~
1954 (Pages 93-96) by saying that, as a new, very junior employee
he had no access to operaticnal files and did not participate
personally in the handling of any of the corresopondents. Although
able to icentify four correspondents in Moscow who were then re-
cruited KGB agents, NOSENKO learned tinis infermation either in
conversations with his superior KOZLOV or at some point and in
some uncdefined way after he no longer was working against these
targets. NOSENKO's early months in the job were spent reading
personality (not operational) files on a number of the corres-
pondents in Moscow (none of which indicated the individual's de-
velopmental or agent status) and familiarizing himself with KGB
methods. Later NOSENKO was assigned the "agent network® of
drivers, clerical personnel, and domestics surrouading four of
the correspondents (two of whom were recruited ¥G5 ageats at
the time); he met with them periodicaily to determine whether
they had. devzloped any important information. Even here, however,
NOSENKO appears to have beern given very little responsibility:

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

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

c. Work Against Army Attaches

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

NOSENKO could not rezember when he toux over responsibility
for the Army Attusches, and he named two other RKGB officers before
gettling upon BUDYLDIN as the person from whom he received the
Attaches' files. Y¥hen belittling his earlier responsibilities
for correspondents, he has said several times that he had been in
that job "only about six months.'" Assuming that NOSENKO entered
the KGB in the middle of ¥arch 1953, this would date his transfer
to work against the Attaches in the fall of that year. In dis-
cussing this transfer itself, however, NOSENKO has consistently
said that it took place in 1954. Asked when in 1954, NOSZINKO
bas variously replied "at the beginning of 1954,'" January 1954,
and Mey 1954. Under interrogation in early 1965, NOSENKC re-
fused to estimate when he took over this responsibility. He has
2lwvayvs said that he turned over thcse duties and transferred from
the U.S. Embassy Section in June 1955, when the Tourist Department
was established within the Sccond Chief Directorate. -

NOSENKO has said ip different contexts that as the American
Department case officer responsible for cperations against the
U.S. Army Attaches he received and *‘was responsible for assimilat-
ing the product of a wide variety of ecources on the indivicduals
who were his targets. le has mentioned information rececived 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
petwork of Soviet chauffeurs, cooks, language instructors, and
other agents in the Eunbassy who together provided little useful
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 outside Mos-
cow, including surveillance, sgent networks, the Militia, and the
military. The point of collecti ng and assimilating this infor-
mation, NOSENKO said, was to be able to know what the Attaches
were doing in Moscow ard thereby to control their intelligence
collection activities. Far less important was the goal of re-
cruiting Military Attaches; NOSENKO knew of only several io-
stances when this was attempted, and all of these efforts fatled.

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

sOn some occasions NOSEXKO has said that the microphones in the
Army Attache offices were his most valuable source of informa-
tion on his targets of 1954-1955; at other times he has said

that he knew nothing of these microphones until he reentered the
U.S. Embassy Section in 1960; and at still other times he claimed
to have known only of their existence during 1953-1955 but not
where any were located.
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control.® He has also used this explanatica to support his claim

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

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

NOSENKO knew almost nothing about the personal backgrounds
ard families of the eight ‘members of the Army Attache Office
whon he identified as his targcts (Pages 99-106). Although he was
able to identify each by ran% and position in the Fnbassy--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. MICKELSCN, the Army Attachec in 1954
and 1955, was arrested twice Ly the Militia outsice of Mos-
cow in 1954.

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

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

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

- NOSENKO claimed direct personal fesponsibility for
the file of and operational activity against Lieutenant
Colonel Howard FELCHLIN (Pages 191-103). He claimed to be
receiving agent information on him but could not recall the
pames or cryptoryms of any such agents. (gle said, for
exarple: "I think FELCHLIN must have had a maid, and she
would have been a KGB agent.”) NOSENKO describeé FELCHLIN
as by far the most aggressive of his targets and hence the
object of special interest; yet he did not know or remember

¥ HOSENKO 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 overseceing 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, NOSENKD
explained why he was unable to supply the details of planning
and organizing operations against tourists in the period 1955~
1959; he contrasted operations acainst tourists, who often
cane and went in a matter of a few days, to the work against
the Military Attaches and diplozats stationed in Moscow on .
permanent assigaments, who could be studied systematically and

slowly.
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anything about FELCHLIN'S backsround, presurably well docu-
mented by the KGB bcczuse FELCHLIN had been to the USSR in
two different capacities, merchant seaman and diplomatic
coturier, prior to arriving in MOoscow as the 2ssistant Army
Attache; also FELCHLIN had had gprior 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.
NOSENKO could recall nothing about FELCHLIN's intelligence
activities in the USSR or his trips about the country, or
what had been done akout them by the KGB. 1In speaking of
FELCHLIN's expulsion from the Scviet Union, NOSENKO reported
the KGB file noted that FELCHLIN had been caught taking
photographs on some occasion, but he did not know trat FEL-
CHLI% in June 1954 was arrested in Kiev with another Assist=
ant Army Attache, F.J. YEAGER. (Erroneously identificd by
NOSENKO as an Air Force Attache, YEAGER likewise should have
been NCSENKO's targetz.) NOSENKO also did not know that

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

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

he insisted that nobody else was declared persona non rata
along with FELCHLIN. In fact, FELCHLIN was exp?flga—ai'ong
with Air Force fajor Walter MCKINNEY, and the Soviets re-
fused to permit the two to leave Moscow atoard the Ambassa-

dor's personal plane until Ambassador BOHLEN himself protested.

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

- Discrepancies appeared in NOSENKO's account of one
of the best kncwn incidents in the history of KGB operations
against the American officials in the Soviet Union, the
subject of reports by GOLITSYN and other CIA sources and the
subject of training ~aterials. 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. Wnen NOSENKO was pressed under interrogation to

give the entire story of the equipment seizure—and the persona
5 out

non grata action, he said that the operation was carrie
after he was in the Tourist 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 Assistant
Air Attache in 1953 or 1954: he was a target of another U.S,
Embassy Scction officer, and an unsuccessful KGB development
operation was carried out against hum. NOSENKO did not know
that VAN LASTHEM was 2ctually an Assistant Army Attache, who
left Moscow in March 1953 and was succecded by NOSENKO's own
target Walter MULE (see above). What NC3ENKO additionally
did not know is that in Mcscow VAN LAETHZM was the Attache
cryptographic security officer, the superior of Dayle SMITH
(the subject of NOSE:KO's "ANDREY" lead--see below) and a
friend of the motor pool sergeart Roy RHODES, a KGB agent.
NOSENKO furthermore did not know that on 19 March 1955,
again as a&n Army Attache, and only two years after being
transferred from Moscow, VAN LAETHEM 'was again sent to Mos-
coW, ostensibly on a PCS assignment but actually on tempor-
ary duty. During this latter assignment, when NOSEMKO by
his own account should have been responsible for him, VAN
LAETHEM was in Moscow to review tho entire electronics
program at the Embassy. (VAN LAETHEM's second tour in
Moscow invclved the planned use of the electronic equipment.
which was seized in Stalingrad while VAN LAETHEM was still
in Moscow.) -

d. Additvional Reporting

His information orn two other operatiors involving Americans
was said by NOSENKO to stem from his 1953-1955 service in the U.S.
Embassy Section. One wac the recruitment of the military cipher
machire mechanic having the KGB cryptonym "ANDREY" (Dayle SMITH,

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

VIII.C.,). NOSENKO in 1962 was sure not only thzt this recruit-
ment tock place before he joined the KGB but that "ANDREY" had
left the USSR by then as well: he repeatedly estimated "ANDREY's"
recruittent date as "1949-1950.° At all times he has claimed
certainty that "ANCKREY" wes the last KGB recruitment in the
Embassy until the time of NOSENKO's defection 1in Jaruary 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,
atove) at a meeting with the KGB arranged through letters wnich
had been sent to SMITH. This occurred in 1954 or 1955, NOSENKO
said, and in support of the recruitment approach, he handled

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

e. Remarks

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

j alleged targets. In addition, NOSEMKO has told CIA almost noth-

¢ ' ing about the work of his colleagues in the U.S. Embassy Section.

TR Al e

; The statements by NOSENKO about this period therefore hold

' go little substance and the manner of his reporting was so uncon-
vincing, that his claim to have been an officer of the U.S.
Embassy Section in the years 1953-1955 cannot be true.
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S. Tourist Cepartment (Jure 1955 to January 159060)

a. Introduction

NOSENKO's activities from June 1955 to January 1960, his
first period of alleged service with the Azerican-bBritish-Canaie
ian Secticn of Tourist Dcpartment of the KGB Second Chief Direc-
torate, are descriked in Pages 107-151. For the purjoses of thc
following diecusaion, it is ccnvenient t5 divide this period irnto
two parts., The first uf these covers the y-ars from Jure 1955
to June 1958, when NOSENKO said re was a staff case officer,
harndling and recruiting agents and planriny ard m2naging opera-
ticnal activity, The sccond part covers NOSENKO's service fronm
June 1953 to the beginning of 1960 as Leputy ChicZ of this secticna,
kpart frem his gersonal involwvement in a nurber of recruitment
operations in the latter pericd, it is thigc service «which provides
a basis for FOSENKO to claim awarencss of cll impdrtant arrests
of spies and recruitments from emong Amer.¢in tourists visiting
the Soviet Unicn; it is elso this scrvice as Ceputy Chief cf Soc-
tion which NOCSENZO cites as a baris for his involvement in the
case of Lee Harvey OSWALL inside the Sovicet Union.

b. The Early Poriod (1955 to 1958%)

(i) Gereral

rccording to NOSIDNRO's story, he wes a:iong the £ir8t case
cfficers in the Tourist Dcpartment. He arrived there just as
the Department was beiry formed and took part with other officers
assianed in the acquisition of an agent retwerk from within
Insurist, in the establishment of facilities ar.d methods, and in
generally “gettirg thinys going." Several months later he parti-
cipated in what he says was his first operation against an Ameri-
can tourist. 1his was NCSENKO's Lbehind-thce-scenes (and hence
uncor.firmed) orgarization of an unseccussful attempt to compromise
Martin MALIA (Pages 112-113). NOSENKO'S next case (the first
operation in which his participation is confirmed) took place a
year later, in June 1956, when he assisted in the hcrosexual en-
trapnent and rec-uitment of Richard BURG1 (Pages 113-120). This
vecruitment, which cccurred close in time to the Minister NOSELKO's
death, was by NOSENKO's account a turning point in his personal
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-
sult of this cperation, the first successful recruitrent in the
then short history of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO first came
intc personal ccntact with Gencral GRIBANOY. According to ali

" accounts prior to October 1966, wnen he retracted 'the claim,

NOSENKO received the first of a series of KuB awards far opera-~
tional performance because of the BULGI case--a letter of conm-
mendation. Within a month of this oreration, NOSENYD said, he
was promected fr:on the rank of lieutenant to captain, his last
prowmotion prior to defecting eight years later.

NOSENKO's direct operational activity ian the next two years,
before his appointnient as Deputy Chief of the Section, was des-
cribed by NOSENKO as follcws: Sometime in 1957 he was involved

—4n—-the—atterpted recruitirent of the German busineéssran {
(Pages 120-121); after surrounding him with agents, NOSENKO
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personally spoxe to him. MNOSCHKO explained his (unconfirred) i
participation in this cagse, which was not aronj the responsibili- ‘
ties of his secticn, by _caying there w~as no ¥GB cfticer availaktle
who spoke German put &gy JaFd was krown to speok "a little Eng-
ligh,” & language in which WNOSENKQ hed fair fluency. In 1957
NOSENKO was also irvolved in the sexval and blacknarket entrap-
rent of Sl Norwegian journalist (again, not & target of
NOSENKO's section, being neither Amecican, Lritish or Canadian):
NOSENKO has rot explained how he carme t> be involved in thias
operation, but he yaid his role was that of invclving ith
wopen and blacknar<atcers so that arcther officer, ARKHIPOV, could
recruit hin. iﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁéhas r.ot identifiec NOSENKO, but rcported on
an indiviéral whose role corresponds to the one NOSENXO claimed

as his own (Pages 121~-122). NOSENZO's third operaticn in 1357

was really not an cperation at all. he was assigned to accompany
the British GG P ms-nd the latter's interpreter EEFZWRon

a tcur of Soviet publ:shing houses (Pagz 121). NOSENKO zaid his
purpose was only to watch GEEJIR » suspected irtelligence agent

or officer. !is vresence was confirred Ly WS who recognized
NOSENKO's photograph.

[N

Toe

This is the sum cf KOSLNKO'siﬁppcrted, gcretimes verified,
operaticnal role diring the three vears preceding iis pronotion
in June 1958 to the position of Ceputy Chief of the American-
Canadian-British Tourist Section, hereafter referred to as the

Arecrican Tcurist Section.

The on'y case of the June 1955-June 1958 period resulting
in agent ccatacts abroad, and the on2 to which NCSENKO ascribed R
the greatest importance, was the recruitment Af BURGI. For this
reason, the BURGIl operation is diccussed in detail below, with
particular attention being given to those aspects of the case
which reflect upcn HOSENKO's own personal role. '

(ii) The BURGI Case

NOSENKO's statements of this operation generally agreed with
that BURGI proviced to the F3I in 1957. The part NOSENKO played
in the case, both in his brief initial presence with the two
homosexuals in the Moscow restaurart on the evening of 3URGI's
compromise (20 Jurne 1356) and in the ¥iev events (23-28 June 1956)
would appear to be one ncrmally taken by a KGB staff officer.

The identities of the other two KGb participants in the Kiev
recruitment, KOZLOV and PETRENKO, seem clearly establishzd. There
werc discrepancies between NOSLCNKO's and BURGi's versions, but
most of these could stem from NOSLHXO's faulty marory nine years
after the events. (Such discrepancies include NOSINKO's Iailure
to remember his first Moscow meetings with BURGI: the identity,
role, or even existence of the perscn "Anatoliy® whom BURGI says .
introduced him to MOSENKO and participated in the homosexual :
compromise; whether NOSENKO was at the Kiev airport to meet BURGI;
the locatica of NOSENKO's bedroom in the Kiev Hotel as compared
to BURGI's; NOSEiIKO's reference to BURGI's "interpreter®™ when in
fact BURGI neither had nor needed one; and NOSENKO's failure to
remember the unusual circunstances of BURGI's departure from
Kiev.) Other contradicticns and omissions in NJSENKO'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 homosexual, nor could he remember
who first proposed an cperation against him.

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

- NOSENKO insisted that there was no official file on
BURGI, and that none was opened as a result of this opera-
tion. The initiative for the operation came, he said, froam
the Second Chief Directorate, and when NCSENKO traced BURGI
in the First Chief Directorate, there was no information on
him there.* The KGB's only information 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 backaround, work, and

military service, BURG!'s relations with the Russicum in
Pome, which BURGI said he had never mentioned in the USSR;
and BURGI's acquaintance in the U.S. with Alexander KERENSKY.

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

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

COTRERM PN e,
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c. Promotion to Deputy Chief of Section

NOSENKO said that in June 1958, when the unit that had
formerly handled tourists from all countries was reorganized into
two sections, he was promoted from the rank of senior case offi-
cer to that of Deputy Chief of the newly created American Tourist
Section. NOSENKO said that this section was the m>st 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.

d. Knowledge cof Section's Staff and Zgent Persornel

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

e. Kncwsledge of Section's Activities

As of June 1958, according to NCSENKO, the work of the
gsection 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 positicn NOSENKO was responsible for supervising
other officers in the section in efforts along these lines. Be-
cause of this and because at GRIBANOV's request ne personally
reviewed KGB information on the use of tourist cover by Western
intelligence services and KGB counteraction thrcugh 1958 (Pages

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

subjects during the 1955-1959 period.

CIA started its so-called "legal travelle."™ program in
1955 and by 1958 was deeply committed to such operations. Now
there is .- firm collateral informaticn on what the KGB knew of
this operational program. In view of NOSENKO's duties in the

American Tourist Section and the section's prime mission, he should
~ have knowledge of agent compromises during 1958 and 1959. More-

over, thanks to collateral holdings, what NOSENKO did and did not
know can be compared with information from other sources. These
facts are reviewed below. :

(i) BLAKE

A valuable source of information for the KGB in its planning

" for the operational activity of its Tourist Department in the

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

Cmram et os ssenrenteg

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

-
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summary spelled out in detail the corplete CIA operational doc-
trine pertaining to tourist-type operations and stressed Clh's
reliance on tourist agents for the spotting, recontacting, assess-
ment, and communicatiors support of interral assets, ) i

wWhile NOSENKO has displayed some familiarity with CIA nodus ¢
operandi in thre field of tourist operations, he has never mer-
tiored that the KGB was in possession of documentary reportirng i
which describted 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 specificslly 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 (Britishi Depertwent (of the Seccrd :
+ho was not nearly &3 valuable 3s the’§
br the other Englishman® (VASSALL). Y
coula rot recall any such zgent of the Bratish Department.
When the name BLAKE was mentior.ed, he asked: 'Who's BLAXE?*

™~ &
{8 S Lo

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

tween CIA and MI-6 on "legal travel" op«r..ti1ons which was held
in Washington from 20 to 25 Aprii 1960. 'OSENKO, although rot
in the Tourist Department at the time the latter report was . -~

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

have provided such documentary irformation.

PRI

(ii) GOLITSYN Document

NOSENKO in 1964 reported knowing that GOLITSYN at the time
of his defection in December 1961 took with him an official
top secret KGB documert concerning Western Intellicence opecra-
tional activity in the field of tourism [(Pages 147-149). He
did not mention this fact in the Jure 1962 meetings. Although
NOSENKO also stated that this document had been prepared by
the Tourist Department, he has nct been able to cescribe tle
document in detail and specifically did rot mention that this P
~ particular document was in large parc based, as subsequent A B
: . analysis has shown, upon the above-mentioned reports submitted

: to the KGB by George BLAKE. -

R v amin ae

(iii) Tourist Agents

NOSENKO asserted¢ that the KGB detected no agents among
American tourists during the years 1958 or 1959, and that no
tourists had been caugnt 1in the act of mailing letters, servic-
ing dead drops, ‘or contacting agents, except ore in 1959 whose i
name, NOSENKO said, was MacGUIRE (actually McGOWAN in 1958). j
NOSENKO signed a statement attesting to these facts. {
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The ¥KGB document supplied oy GOLITSYN, however, refers t5
a nunber of cascs cf Azerican tourists who were f{ound by the
KGB to be engaged in intelligence colieczion or intelligence
support activities. In acdition to McGUW:N, the GOLITSYN cocu-
pent cited the casus of SIMARD, GRAY and PRANCIS, all of them
CIA agents detected by the KGB in 1958 and 1959. Tnese years
coincide with the time when NOSENKO clains to Lave been Deputy
Chief of the secticn which was responsitle for monitoring arnd
uncovering activities of this sort, but NOSENKO has never zen-
tioned them. Furthermure, the annual reports c¢f the section
which NOSENKO would nave helped to write, by virtue of nis
claimed position as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section,
presumably included all of these cases.

£. NOSENKO's Tourist Paper Ny

NOSENKO was guesticned at length on the review of Western
tourist operations wnich he claimed to have written for GRIBANOV.
He said he gathered the :naterial for this study from earlier
annval reports of the Tourist Department and by talking with
varinus case of€icers, then took the study to GRIBANOV's
office. NO3ENKO could rot remember whether he discussed his
firdings with GARI3ANDV, cculd noc ¢ive any exanples of the
information which he included in tne report (other than statis-
tical information on the increase in foreign tourism), could
not recall what the report said about CIA tourist operations
(other than there appeared to be increased use of tourists
travelling by automobile), and did nct know what other american
Intelligence services were sending agents into the Soviét Union
under tourist cover during these years. On tne basis of his
rasearch for this report and his cwn experience, KCSENKO said
he knew that KGB operations against tourists had been develop-
ing slowly and that, at the time the report was written during
the tourist season of 1959, the KGB knew little about the use
of tourism by the American services.

BLAKE's confession that he passed documentary information
on this subject to the IGB, but more particularly the intensity
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 Arerican Secticn. 1In this capacity, NCSENKO
said, he was the cne wno made the decision that OSWALD was
*not normal™ and of no interest to the KGB. On other occasions
NOSENKO has reported that he made this cecision together with
his subordinate KRUPNOV, or that “"they decided,” or "it was
decided.” NOSENKO's information orn the handling of OSWALD in
1959 is unique, and there is no collateral information against
which it can be reliably measured. The results of the poly-
graph examination in October 1966, hcwever, indicated that
NOSENKO lied in having said that he was persorzlly connected

OSWALD before the assassinatior of President Kennedy. The
polygraph results ailso indicated that the KGB gave NOSENKO
special instructions on the OSWALD case and what he should tell

U.S. authorities about it. ’

|
§
i
i
i
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s~ —with-any aspect cf the CSWALD-case and_that ne hac heard of _ 4
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h. NOSENKO's Cgorational fcrivitics 19ZL=1929)

(i) General

NOSENKC appeared in one ogeraticn snorely aftr: being pro-
roted to the position of Deputy Chief, the recruisnient of the
american woman YHAFRRIS in Septenber 19%3 on the v..3is cf har
rozantic involvement with a Soviet male. HARRIS tentativeliy
jdentified NUSENFO'S photograph as th:t of one oi *wo Soviets
who approaciied her in Moscow and €1id that, of the two, re was
“definitely the mza in charge.” She dznied having had furtnerxr
contacts with the XG3 after leaving the Soviet Cnion, In 19°¢8,
KOSENKO said, Le also supervised the sexual entraprent of
but did not become personally invcolvei in the approach, which
was nade by his superior DUBAS. Scuz rime during this year,
NOSENKO said, ie recruited tae sccond of his pair of homosexual
agents, YEFKEMOV. PBegirning in the srping of 1929 he used the
tw~ in a series cf successful recruitTent approaches ro i
5, 55T @FEond =y,  'In the case of&&x =
as a commercial represcntative Gz in Moscow, was not tre
reeponsibility cf NOSENKO's section, NOSENKO wes asred to nake
the anprcach because he was 2 "specialist” in this type of
operation.) In 1239 NOSENKO aiso usc! these agents in opera-
tions against two American guides at *he Sokoiriki Exhibit,
BERAETT and WILLERFORD. Firally, NOSEX®D said, in 1359 he
accomplished the recruitmert of the A-crican Express Compary
representative in Moscow, FRIPPEL,on trhe basis of sexual com-
promice.

Y
(i) The Momosexuals YEFREMOV ané VoL¥ov

There is a preporcerance of horoscxual recruitment opera-
tions in NOSENKO's account cf his KG3 carcer. Ko has referred
to several homossxual agents with when he has worked con spe-
cific recruitrent-entrapzent cperaticns, rut seid that he nin-
self was never their cfficial case officer. They inclule
“LUCH," “"STROYEV," “NIXOLAYEV,® °SIBIavAK® and KOSHKIN, de has
remexbered ornly a few of their narmes znd nas supplied ro
pgrsonality inforraticn abcut thea. #e identified caly VOLKOV
and YETREMOV as his own agerts.

NOSENKO claimed to have re-recruvited VOLKOV, a fcrmer
agent (cryptcnyn *"SHMELEV*) and recruited YEFREMOV {cryptonym
*GKIGORIY") arnd to have been theoir scle cese officer from the
beginning of their KGB carccrs in 1957-1958 until they were
deactivated in 1963 because they becane too well known. He met
them frequentily, directing them in at least a ozen entrapment
operaticns or cther nomocsexual encounters. NOSENKO took thenm
with him whan he transferred to the American Department in 1960
(but used theam in no cperations during 1960 and 1961) and kack
again in early 1962 to the Tourist Departzent (where they were
used only cnce, immediately after his return). He gave a rela-
tively clear account of the recruitment (Pages 107-108), but:

- He has never been able to remember YEPREEOV'S
patronyn.

- He does not know the home address, general area
of Moscow residence, family circuastances, job details,

oo _0r_other basic informaticn_about either of theam.

s e om SNDE

1
|

. - -

P

f




€97.

- lle said that during the five or six ycars he i
handled them, he never was at their hores, ncver met thea ]
in a safehouse (only on the street), and rever met either i
of them alone without the cther's preseace.

- He did not know about VOLKOV's and YEFREMOV's en- |
ceunters with and developrent of one patch ard five other ~
lmericani, irdependently known to CIA. of the Arericans, s
three were CIA agents and a fourth was the well-known i
re-erican diplomat and author Charles . THAYER. '

- He told about VOLKOVY's and YETFEYM0Y/'s coemoronise
of Robert 3MREETT in 1959 (Page 126) but did nct know that i
they rad met BAERRETT again in 1961, shortly tefore BAPRETT '
was recruited on the basis of the 195% compronise.

- He did nct know details of why or heow VCLKOV and
YEPREMOV first cane into contact with their most recent
target, W.E. JOHNSCY, nor how they set up the compromiee
which led to LOSE!NKO's entry as a “police official® under
the name Yuriy Ivanovich NIXOLAYEV (Pages 289-293). i

(iii) Eomosexual Entravec: U Cperatiorns

Luring 1959 NCSENKO said he made recruitment approaches
to five U.S. and British citizens ¢n the pasis of homosexual
entrapment operaticns involving the agents YEFREMOV and VOLKOV.
All five approaches were successful, and the four Westerners
who have row Leen identified have, in turn, identified NNSENKO
in one way or another as the recruiting oificer. With the ex-
ception of the FRIPPEL case and the horosexual compromise of
BARRETT and WILLZRTCRD (which did rot result in approaches dur=
ing NCSENKO's tour in the American Tourist Section), these were
the only operations in which NOSENX0 tock part in 1959 and
they represented, in fact, the caly recruitments by the section
during this year, NOSENXKO said. He claimed repecatedly in 1962,
1964, 2nd 1965 that at the erd of 1359 he received a cormenda-
tion from the KGB Chairaan for his recruitment of the five homo-
gexuals and FRIPPCL (discussed separately below). In October
1966, he admitted that this claim was untruc.

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

certainly once knew. He said that (as with th: SR case--
see below) another case officer (IVALOV) had the file raterials
on the target before he did. NOSENKO stated tnat his agents
VOL¥OV and YEFREMOY reported to NOSENKO in Mosccw on
homosexcality and then “IVANOV and I and pcssibly GUSKCV, the
Secticn Chief, reported this to DUBAS," Chief of the Tourist
Department. NOSEKRO couid ro: remember the arrangements for
taking the pictures, nor in what Moscow hotel ‘the photography
took place. When at to Leningrad, NOSENKO wa3 sent
there to approach ainm, flying alcne (as in the case). - S
All Leningrad arrangements were made by the local KGB. Asked ' o
why he was assigned to the case, NOSENKO replied: "I was told
to go." Asked why IVANOV could not handle it, he answered:

"He was not considered capable,” his English was "not bad but I
he didn't have enough operational expericnce.” NOSENKO did

not remexmber who wrote the rejcest for permission to make the

i $ :
; {
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approach Jfeiaybe 1 did, or maybe I dictated it to IVANOY") or
whether Mwas staying in the hotel where the leningrad com-
promice and approach took place. He ncmed the lL.:ningrad case
officer, FERELETCV, luat said that he, NOSENXO, made the re-
cruitment § ¥p 8aid another man was presant,

NOSENKO's account in general matches W statements
on this apprcach (Pages 125-126). The dJdiscrc¢pdncies, as well

"as the omissions in the former's statcments and his uncertainty

of the facts, may be attributable to faulty memory on the part
of NOSFNKO. Although NOSENKO was at this time Deputy Section
Chief, when asked to explain his own sclection as recruiting
officer, he said that he 4id nct know why "they" chose him

and, when pressed as to who sclected hir, said "CUBAS, I think.*®
»hen asked why the case officer VETLITSKIY, who origipally huad
the materials con EAGEEEPs could not do *he job, he answered:

"I don't kncw."™ RNOSENKU clairs that he hinmself arranged the
transfer of a K33 “agent or operational contact” (he did not
remerber which) to Uzhgorod from Odessa Yor this case, and

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

He gave a physical description kut had ro cther krowledge of
this agent, neitn2r name nor code name nor job nor background
ror XG3 status ("1 wasn't interested"). The agent, he said,
travelled aloned NOSENKD did not arranfge to receive hinm in
Uzhgorod because the local KGB tock care of everything. NOSZNKO
met him only once, and then in the company of a case officer

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

not describe KGB arrangements and support in Lvov and Minsk,
where he said "the onlvy thing I needed was a car from the air-
port to the city." msaid they travelled by train.)
Likewise, NOSENKO was unable to describe the KGB procedures

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

(iv) The Agent PRIPPEL

FRIPPEL (Pages 129-135) is the only American citizen with
whom NOSENEO ever had more than fleeting operational contact
in his whole KGB career and is the only foreign agent he claims
to have run for more than two meestings at any time in his car-
eer (with the exception of
Pages 173-181). The American Express Company representative
in Moscow, FRIPPEL was not recruited so that he could report
on American tourists visiting the Scviet Union, or on official
and unofficial Americans living there, but in hopes of learn-
ing about approaches being made to nmembers of Scviet delecgations
visiting the United States. With a weaith of reporting acsets
in Moscow, NOSENKO said, the KGB did nct neecd him there. When
FRIPPEL was reassigned to New York City, however, there were
ro plans to contact hin through the local KGB Legal Residency.
FRIPPEL. is identified by KGB cryptonym in the CHEREPANOV parers
as a suspected American Intelligence agent. That FRIPPEL was
considered such by the KGB is confirmed by statements of a self-
admitted KGB agent in contact with the American tourist ROBERTS
in 1962. '

rages 201-212, and "PROKHOR,"
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NOSENYO said PRIPPEL was his agent and said, repeatedly:
*I recruited him.myself.” 1In 1962 no other KGB officer was
mentioned by NOSENKO, who qucted from a number of his conver-
sations with PRIPPEL., In 1964 NOSENKO said he and CHELNOKOV
°hzd carried out the recruitment together,® but NOSENKO wasg the
case officer. According to PRIPPEL'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
‘visit to FRIPPEL's hotel room during FRIP?EL's visit to Moscow
in the summer of 1962 and a short meeting in Odessa where FRIP=-
PEL was on a cruise in February 1963. (Both of these meetings
took place after NOSENKO, in his 1962 contacts with CIA, had
exposed FRIPPEL as a KGB agent.) According to FRIPPEL, in the
February 1963 meeting. NOSENXO phoned someone to ask whether: .
he cculd accept PRIPPEL's invitation to board the ship; the
answer was evidently no. NOSENKO denied this, insisting that
there was no onc in Odessa svperior to nim, and as a Deputy De-
partnent Chief, he would not have to ask anyone anyway.

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

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

FRIPPEL said he was queried by NOSENKO and CHELNOKOV only
once concernirng U.S. Embassy personalities, specifically cn
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 aubject on several occasions with: "He never
gave anything of value." The only question NOSENKO posed
when he cate to FRIPPEL in August 1952, FRIPPEL said, was
vhether the agent krew "what th2 newspaper editors he was es-
corting were going to ask KHRUSHCHEV in an interview. Accord-
ing to FRIPPEL, in the February 1963 meeting NOSENKO posed
no questions ard merely made polite conversation until FRIPPEL
excused himself.
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During the early 1965 interrogations, NOUSLNZO volunteered:
“1f you had been clever you csuld have made mc werk insile rhe
USSR; you could have ccatacted ne throush FRIPPEL..." NKCSENKO
was asked in October 1966 whether he hacd cexpectel or hoped CIA
would attempt to establish contact with nim insice the USSR
through FRIPPEL. #He strornjly Jeniec this.

i. Remarks

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

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

cases involve tourists of the threce natisnalities--Arerican,
Sritish, end Canadiin--fo: wnich NOSENXO said his section was
responsible:

L -

T

v e .

!

'

Years Nane Hationaligx' Status in USSP Confirmed

1955 MALIA Frerican " Tourist
1956 BURGI American Touricst

German Comnercial/Tourist

British Tourists (under in-
‘wvestigyation)

Norwegian Quasi-cofficial visitor

1957

1953. HAKRKIS Anerican Teourist
KFAFT Armericar. Tourist

1959 DPEV kaerican Tourist
: Britisn Tourist
British Tourist
British Resident
MERTLNS hmerican Tourist
BARRETT American Tenporary Resident
WILLERFORD American Temporary Resident
FRIPFEL (to 1963) American Resident, later tour-
ist

This tabulation of 15 cases shows a higher number of operations

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

FRIPPEL and EEISISm-ere neither tourists nor (according to them

35"

and NOSENKO) used against tourists; SEXRENEIRSIRE pS

No
Yes

No
Yes

Ho

Yes
No

Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No

Yes

from continental Europe; BARPETT and WILLERFGFL worked in Moscow

for several months. The tabulaticn also shows that, according

to NOSENKO, his operational work was ccnsiceracly more intensive

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

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

sibilities presumably would have been far less demanding.

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

can Tourist Secticn is confirmed, his acknowledged role in five

othere of differont varieties--with corroboration by other

sources in two of them--raises doubts atout whether he belonged

to that section as a senior officer. The Goubts ar2 strengtahened
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by the nature of his information about the four individual cases
reviewed at length above:

- In the BURGI case NOSENKO did not have knOdledge
of the extensive background irnformation on the recruit=ent
target which the KGE possessed at the time of the approach;
or of other significant details in what NOSENKO described
as an operation of greatest importance to the American Tour-
ist Section and to himself persorally. In addition, NOSENKO
has admitted lying about his having received an award for
his role in the recruitment of BURS3I.

- Regarding the DREW case, NOSENKO said he was chosen
for the approach (made on the basis of hcmosexuality) be-
cause the regqular case officer lacked operational experi-

ence. By April 19259, however, the KGB had arranged "hurdreds*®

of homosexual compromises in the USSR, NOSENKO reported in
another context, His earlier personal experiepce with
Western targets had been limited to a secondary .role in
the BURGI case and a principil role in the HARRIS case,
the latter not an approach on homosexual grounds. It is
difficult to comprchend how NOSENKO would have qualified
for the task whereas the caese officer IVANOV would not.

~-.There are gaps in NOSENKO's inforration about a
number of significant aspecte in the BRSSP case, includ-
ing staff planning 2nd manejement of the operation, opera-

tional support arrangements, and on perscnnel of the outlying

KGB units involved. XNOSENKO was unable to exnlaxn why he
was selected to make the approach to@&Eg 7

- 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 availapble 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.

Ssimilarly, while familiar with some but not all of the opera- .
tional activities of the homosexual agents VOLKOV and YEFREMOV,
NOSENKO failed to support his claim to being their American
Tourist Section case officer; he has been unable to provide
rudimentary background 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

Wil
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'YEFREMOV because they were too well kncwn 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 been l
the case officer in these various operations, he has been ugable
to recount in any detail KGB staff procedures involved in these
operations, such as name-tracing, coordinating with other com-
ponents, obtaining approvals for action, etc. Pinally, of his
alleged 54 months of service in the American Tourist Section,
NOSENKO's described activity againast foreigners accounts for
only about three months; if the bulk of his tine was spent with
recruiting or handling Soviet-citizen agents, he night be ex-
pected to remember something about gome of them. He can barely
remember names (and only a few), has given confused accounts of
their recruitment, remembers nothing about any of their spe-
cific operations or activities for the KGB, and knew no pe:r-
sonality background data on any of then.

Even if it were assumed that NOSENFO was a case officer of o
the American Tourist Section, his claim to the position of Deputy: e
Chief cannot be substantiated. He hinself could rot explain
his appointnment to the job, He did not Xgyow about the CIA- | N e
"legul travel® oporations comprcmised to the KGB in 1958 and
1953 when he was allegedly in g supervisory capacity. KOSENKO
knew nothing about the documents on such operations which BLAKE
gave the KGB and which can be presuted to have been of the ut-
most interest to the American Tourist Section, among all KGB
Headquarters svlements. These documents offered material that
could have proven valuable to the preparation of NOSENKO's own
paper on Western 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 case 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 foregoing paragrarhs 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 conclusions do not cast doubt atout .
the facts presented by NOSENKO on the KGB investigations in the
OSWALD case but merely rule out the possibility of NOSENXO's
having been involved with this case in any way prior to the
assassination of President Kennedy.
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U.S. Embassy Scction (1969-1961)

Intrcduction

fFrom January 1960 until Januuary 1902 NOSEKKD claims

to have been Deputy Chief of the U.S. trbassy Section of
the American Cepartment, KGB cecond Chief Directorate,
under KOVSdUK. This period (described in Pages 152-285)
{s the most significent in NOSENKO's account of his KGB
carecr for a numper of reasons:

sensitive
source

- The section is the specific unit workirg against
the U.S. Evbassy, by NOSENZO's cwn staterzats the KGB's
most important courterintelligencs target imn the USSR,

Its operations (characterized cn Page 152) directly

offect American security. Th2 section has the twe-

fold purpose uf knowing of and contrelling all access

of Embassy personnel to Scviet citizens ané of collecting,
assimilating, ev2luating, and usirj informac.en from

all possible gources to recruit American: stationed

in Yoscow.

- MOSENXG's position as Laputy Chicf <f thig sec-
tion provided him his access to oSt of t<hc¢ rajor counter-
intelligence information ae has regorted, inciuding
recruitnents of foreign embassy officials ani micro-
phone operations against the U.S. inbassy. Yost impor-
tant, it provided LOSENKO with his authority for
stating that tncre were ro succassful recruicnents
of or agents among official Americans in “oscow for
this two-year period, cr for a tiwe both cefore and
after. (This is the same point made by incirection in
the CHEREPANOV papers; yet this view is cuntradicted
by information from GOLITSYN. Although the latter did
not serve in the U.S. Embassy Section, he xnew mexbers
of it and gave leads to KG3 operational interest in
and possible recruitments of official Americarns in the
Moscow Embassy during this period. Some of these appear
to be related to information itens NOSENKO nas provided.)

- The apparent importance of NOSEYNKO's information
on this period contrasts sharply with that from other
periods. His accounts of recruitments in the tourist
field covering the five years prior to this assignment
and the two years following have boen checked thoroughly
anrd not one of them represents a penetraticn of any
government; none haz access to classified information;
most were inactive, suspect, Or alreacy known to
Western counterintelligence organs.

- NOSTNKO's work a2gainst tte U.S. Embassy is con-
firmed by G REPand less directly by other Scviet
sourced reporting to ClA and the FBI. It is cenied by
GOLITSYN. (GOLITSYN Las said that - NOSENKO was not in
the section during these years.)
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b, Entry 1nto the Scction

KOSENKO has given a detailed account of how he came to
be transferred into the U.S. Embassy Scction, but he has
pever 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 NOSLYKO's own personal
wishes. GHIBANOV told NOSENKO during a personal interview,
at which KOSENKO voiced his objections, that the transfer
was part of his (GRIBANOV's) plans and was primarily to put
pew life into operations against American code clerks, the
primary target of the Second Chict Directorate. GRIBANOV
did not tell him why he, instead of another, had been
sclected for this job, although NOSENKO had the impression
it was becausc of his achievements in the Tourist Depari-
ment. (see¢ Part VIII.NR.5.). NOSENKO's transfer could not
Lave been a result of his close personal relationship with
GRIBANOV or because his father was a friend of GRIBANOV's:
NOSENXO has admittcd that he exaggerated the closcness of
his relationship with the Chief of the Second Chief Directo-
~ate and most recently (February 1985) said that he had few
personal contacts with him outside of work; NOSENKO has also
said that his father never met GRIBAXNOV,

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

c. Functions as Deputy Chief

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

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

in the years before and after this period. He has alsa_said he
has told CIA all he knows of these activities. It was on this

basis that he was able to say in 1965: "Tell lr. cCone
that there were no recruitments. I was there.™

When NOSENKO reported for duty, he and KOVSHUK agreed
on a division of supervisory duties within the section.
KOVSHUK was, in addition to his over-all responsibility for
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the section's operations, to supervise in particular opera-
tional activity against American diplomatic personnel assigned
to the U.S. Fmbassy. NOSENKO had becen specitfically instructed
by GRIBANOV and American Department Chief KLYPIX to concentrate
his efforts on the supervision of operations against the

most important American recruitment target, the code clerks

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

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

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

the Deputy Chief, NOSENKO supervised, during the early part

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

Armed Yorces Attachos in Muscow; In October 196G, 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. Kbowledgcabllity as Deputy and Acting Chief

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

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

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

*
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NOSENKO knew that his immediate supervisor KOVSEUR had per~
gonal contact, urder Ministry of Foreign Affairs ccver, with soce
U.S. Exbassy officers and was aware that one of these had been
WINTERS. He knew no details of KOVSHUK's contacis wizh{WINTERS,
ror that his own friend KISLOV, as well as his friend anéd few-
quent source of operatioral information LOPUYHCV, were also in
touch with WINTERS.[ He could not remember who else KJVSHUK
knew, cr what KOVSHUK was doing with them, or why. NOSENKO
knew neither that william MORRELL (Geclared to the Scviet Govern-
mant as a CIA officer) belonged to CIA nor thrhat KJVSHUK, who
was aware of this fact, was in personal contact with MOXELL.

Unlike KOVSHU#,ARTEMEV, KOSOLAZOV, 8CRODIMN, BIRYUKOV,
KRIVOSKEY and many other Second Chief Directorate officers,
NOSINKO r.ever had any direct contact, even fcr cultivation
or .ssessment, with any hmericarn officials, either stationed
in the Embassy or visiting the USSR. MHowéver, his English
had been proven gcod crough to quatify him particularly for
tourist recruitments and his operational flair ncd been tested.
(1t was this which caused him to be picked for tno DPEA,

anc other approaches and the cnly 1easorn why he,
an ing.ich speaker, would have been specially swelected to
worx on the German&lg n: who spoke "some Englisi.”)

DERYARIN and other defcctors {rom the KGB have stated
that the deputy chief of a section working against 2 Ioreign
exbassy in Mosccw would be responsible for acprovirg ard
retaining mcnthly schedules for tte plarnned use cf safehouses
by the section; that he would discuss agent meeting sciaedules
with indivicéval case officers and approve and retain 2 list
of planred agent reetings for cach case officer on an indi-
vidual basic; and that he would approve the acquisition of new
agents and new safehouses and their transfer fro=s one opera-
tion to another. DBy contrast, NOSENLYO first did rot list
these furctions arong his responsibilities and later denied
that he had them. NOSE:NKO did rot understand the questicn
when 2sked whether he had any responsibility for supervising
the use of safehouses in Moscow (Page 12) anc s2id that as
the agents and the safehouses belcnged to the case cificers,
they could use them when and how they liked without :informing
aryone; only when they were meeting an active developzent
agent was it necessary to report to NOSENKO and this only
after the meeting. NOSENKO said that, while he was Jeputy
Chief of the section, three cor four subcrdinate officers had
safe apartments, but he did not remerber the locaticn of any
of them. Neither NOSENKO rcr his subordinates GRYAINOV and
KOSOLAPOV had such apartments, instead using less secure
*meeting apartrents” (which are used in the abscnce cf the
full-tice occupant). NOSEKKO was able to locate his own
*neeting apartment® (which he said ne brought with him when
he transferred from the Tourist Department and iater took
back with him to the Tourist Department) by street and could
do the same for GRYAZNOV's. He was not sure of +he lccation
of the apartment used by KOSOLAPOV.

T0P SECRET
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e. XKnowledgeapility of U.S. Embassy Phveical Security

According to NOSENKO, he maintaincd tre file on physical
security at the U.S. Embassy, and it contained detailed
floor plans and photograpns of the installation. NOSENKO was
unable to give the location or the floor of the office of
any single individual or component of the Embassy. including
those of the Ambassador, or his own targets (ABIDIAN, the
military code room, and the State Department communications
roor).  NOSKNRO maid that all tnportant tubpeuy wiflive
were located in the "zone of securtty,” which he han variously
reported as the "seventh, eighth, utnth, end 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 area. (The restricted area in fact consists of the top
three floors, the cighth, ninth, and tenth.)

f. Knowledgeability about American Intelligence Personnel

XOSENKO said that not only the dcputy chief but every
officer in the section cculd identify the known and sugpected
Azerican Intelligence personnel in the Embassy. Nevertiaeless,
he himself did not know about three CIA officers (MAHONEY,
‘MORELL., and GARBLER) whoa the KGB had definitely identified
as such before their assignments to Moscow in 1960-1961. For
example, 'MORELL, whose overt CIA affiliation was officially
announced by the Embassyto the Soviet Minister of Foreign
Affairs, was under direct and active cultivation by KOVSHTK
and the KGB First Chief D:rectorate officer K.N. SMIRNOV {in
1960-1961; NOSENKO knew nothing about this (although asked
leading questions zand given hirts) and did not identify
*MORELL as a CIA officer. Four of the seven officers whom
he said the KGB suspected to be CIA had never had any such
affiliation. He could not give aay information at all .oo
the person he said the KGB considered to be the CIA chief
in Moscow, KLOSSON, either on his Moscow activity and contacts
or on the extent and results of KGB coverage,. or on his per-
sonal situation and background. He could not explain why
KLOSSON was considered to be the CIA chief, but said that
"every officer thought he was. "

g- Knowledgeability of KGB Code Clerk Operations

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

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

in the American Departmept and was a specialist in code

clerk operations. GOLITSYN said that KOSOLAPOV had about

ten years' KGB experience and, like GRYAZNOV, was specializing
against code clerks in 1960.
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one anothcr and used a single safe, which contained files t:*‘“*
on tho American code clerks and the zgents involved with them.
NOSENKO said that he carefully directed thc work of GRYAZNOV

. and KOSOLAPOV during these two ycars, discussing their cases b
with them, taking part in operational planning, and approving ’
or disapproving all operational measures. NOSENKEO originally
asserted that he had also read and studied all the files
kept on the American code clerks; under questioning on indivi-
duzl cases, however, he retracted these statcnents ard said
that he xay Lave skimmed some of the files, that he did not
study any of them, but that in any event he rcad all the
currcnt incoming materials on the code clerks from microphones,
agents, and the lixe and then routed them to the case officer
concerned. ’

——

. — - — .

CIA has two types of information against which the re-
ports from NOSENKO can be compared. The first consists of
the detajled cebriefings of code clerks returaing from
Moscow, administered routinely by the Departm2at of State
and the military services; it also ircludes the special de-
briefings and interrogations of the Departnent of State,
the FBI, and CIA as a follow-up to KGB opcrational activity
which has become known from various sources, On this basis,
CIA has accumulated a considerable amount of collateral
information on the activities of the U,S. Exbassy Section
involving Unitcd States code clerks during the period 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 Moscow
and Helsinki, was able to provide several lcads to what he
said were recruitcd American code clerks. GOLITSYN's infor-
mation thercby directly contradicts NCSENKC's statement that
the KGB had no successes in its code clerk recruitment opera-
tions from the early 1950's to the end of 1963, and none of
the subjects of GOLIISYN's leads have been positively identi-
fic=d. Some of GOLITSY\N's information has been gererally
substantiated by other sources. 1ln one case, this confirma-
tion has come rfrom NOSENKO himself, whose information on the ;
STORSBFRG operation, “on—the agent PREISFREUND's role in it, l
and on GOLITSYN's knowledge of KGB use of PREISFREUND pre-
sents an explanation of one and possibly two of GOLITSYN's

, leads.* Another of GOLITSYN's leads, that concerning an
; operatioral trip by KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki in order to estab-
{ lish contact with a code clerk, is confirmed by documentary
: evidence that KOSOLAPOV did in fact travel on the Helsinki-
‘ Moscow train with an American code clerk at the time and
under the cover GOLITSYN reported. NOSENKO denied that such
& trip was made by KOSOLAPOV.

NOSENKO has been questioned in detail about each of the
code clerks serving in Moscow 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 differerces in the ]
accounts of GOLITSYN and NOSENKO, particularly regarding the :
outcéome of this operation. :

l. C

TOP-SLCRET—— —

- ' -~ . N




711.

' bis lack of information conceining a sixth (GARLAND) is
’ discussed in detail in Pages 166 through 219. NOSINKO's
' information on a number of other cases, less important in

his opinion, 18 described in the tabulation of American
case leads glvern on P-ges 364-410. Certain of these cases
are further examined below to determine whether NOSENKO's
kpowledge equates with details which the deputy and acting
chief of the U.S. Embassy Section could reasonably be

' expected to know and retain.

(1) The STORSBERG Case

The operation against STQRSBEIG (Pages 166-185) was,
NOSENEO said, the must important case he had as supervisor
) . of code clerk operations. The KGB, while able to break
; certain State Department ciphers, nad had no success with
military cryptographic systems, and therefore NOSENKO
‘*dropped everything for 2 year' to involve himself with the
development of James STORSBERG, titrmilitary code clerk at
the U.S. Embassy. The following facts are pertinent to an
evaluation of NOSENKO's story of tris case.

NSNS

sed the STORSBERG case indirectly
at his first meeting with CLA on 9 June 1962. He told how
GOLITSYN, during a visit to the American Department in 1960,
at a time NOSENKO was on leave, had requested permission

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

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

NOSENKO originally rai
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Later in the 1962 meetings NOSENKO gave 2 detailed
summary of the Fionish agent's involvement in the unsuccess-
ful recruitment attempt against an Americac military code
clerk. NOSENKO, without naming the Finn or the American,
said that he personally conducted the recruitment confron-
tation with GRIBANOV present. These early accounts were full
of quotes of what COSENKO said to the American and vice
. versa. descriptions of the American's reaction to the confron-
S tation, and stateuents of NOSENKO's admiration for the Ameri-
can despite his refusal to work. Following his derection,

. NOSENKO recounted the case in even greater detail, in fact,

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

: fied the Finn as PREISFREUND ard the American as STORSBERG

and described ard referred to the cise wnenever possible

(over 50 times). When asked for dctails of other code clerk
he repeatedly diverted to discussion of

cases, for example,
the STORSBERG case to illustrate how the KGB operated against

code clerks in general.

By e
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~ After defecting NOSENKO denied that he personally con-
fronted STORSBERG. He said that his personal role was limited
to directing STORSEERG into the hotel rooa where the approach
was made; after first saying that he had never claimed any
other role, he admitted that he may have been ''painting”
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hixself (exaggerating) ip his descristions of 1962, This
aduission came only after the tape of NOSENKO's 1362
statezents had been played to hin and he had successively
said that (a) it was not his voice, (b) he was druunk in
1962, (¢) the CIA case officer in Gepeva had made him
nervous, and (d) CIA probably spliced various pieces of
tape together to make this false one. Still, NOSEXNKO
said, he directed the entire operation from beginning to end,
and it was his most important case. Icterrogated further
corcerning his role in the STORSBERG operation in October
1966, NOSENKO said that he had rever read thc KGB file on
STORSBERG, which was held by GRYAZNOV, .

R S

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

NOSENKO volunteercd at his first meeting with CIA that
he was on leave outside of Moscow on the occasioa of COLITSYN's
visit to the American Department. Since defecting he has
jpeisted with absolute certainty that this visit took place
in the late spring or cavly summer of 1961 and has described
his lecave, wherc he went and with whom. GOLITSYN's passport
and CIA travel data show that GOLITSYN was on TDY in Moscow
in January 1961.* Told this, NOSENKO said that it is untrue,
that he recalled being told of GOLITSYN's visit 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 the A=merican
Department was the operation against STORSBERG. He did so by
his assertion that PREISFREUND, his own agent, was uscd 1in
only one operation, 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 rccruitment approach took place some tim> after May 1961
(NOSINKO's dates have varied from June to October 1961,
STORSBERG. said it was in October 1961) and GOLITSYN's state-
ment that this approach had already been made in January 1961
when he learned of it.

GOLITSYN provided a second lead which NOSENKO appears
to confirm and which may be related to the STORSBERG case.
GOLITSYN said that during = visit to the American Department

*GOLITSYN has based his assertion that NOSENKO was not in
the U.S. Embassy Section in 1960 and 1961 partly on this visit.
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in the spring of 1960,* he lcarned from GPYAZNOV that he
(GRYAZKOV) had developed an operation against an American
military code clerk to the point that the KGB was ''99 '
per cent” certain that a recruitment approach to this code !
clark would be successful. GOLITSYN said that CRYAZNOV

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

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

ard IIURLEY; the superior of STORSHERG, HURLEY perfornmed
back-up cryptographic duties in STORSBERG 's absence. If
\OSENKO's report that there was no developacnt of or approach
to MUXLEY can be accepted, this 1lead from GOLITSYYN would
apply to STORSBERG rather than HURLEY. There is a conflict
botween NOSENKO's information on the STORSBERG case and this
second GOLITSYN lead in that GOLITSYN described an operation
which was in its final stages in the spring of 1960, whereas
NOSENKO (as well as STORSBERG) asserted that the STORSBFRG
op::ration was just under way at this time and was long and
drawn-out. : -

(11) 7The JENNER Casc

Apart from the STORSBERG operation, NOSENKO has been
able to supply the greatest amount of detail concerning the
operation (also unsuccessful) against the State Departrent
pouch clerk Paul JENNER (Pages 186-196). This case developed
as a result of an idea originated by NOSENKO himself shortly
after ne arrived in the U.S., Embassy Section. Because of
the ivaccessibility of American code clerks to the KGB in
Moscow, it was NOSENKO's plan to send a KGB officer to liel-
girki in order to strike up an acquaintance with = code
clerk cntering the Soviet Union aboard the Helsinki-Moscow
truin. The first (ard last) time this was attempted, NO-
SFAKO 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
Hulsinki en route to his assignnent at the U.S. Embassy in
Moscow. Under NOSENKO's supervision KOSOLAPOV therefore _
travelled to Helsinki and boarded the same train as JENNER.'
Additionally, GRYAZNOV took a KGB female agert to the town,
of Vyborg, on the Finno-Soviet border, and placed her on the
same train. Botn KOSOLAPOV and the fcmale agent met and
spoke with JENNER en route to )oscow, and the girl gave hinm

her telephone number, asking hia to call her., After JENNER's

arrival in Moscow, both KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNGV subnitted
written reports to NOSENKO describing the contacts on the

train. Although the KGB later found out that JENNER was only

2 pouch clerk, not a cryptographer, he was considered of
interest and when JENNER failed to telephone the female
agent, the two were brought together in a "chance meeting"
at the Moscow airport., JENNER would have no part of the
agent's invitations, however, and the operation therefore
went no, further,

*When NOSENKO was told of the GOLITSYN visit in May or June
1960, he denied that it took place, saying that he ceces-
sarily would know if it had.
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JENVER reported to the Security Officer at the U.,S.
Embassy upon his arriwval that he had been corntacted by two
Soviet students from Vyborg, & young ma and a wcnman, on
the Helsinki-Moscow train. He also reported having boen
given a telephone nuzher by the girl and later reported
having been recontacted by her at the Moscow airport.

CIA has documentary ecviderce, in the forn of official
Ficrish train manifests, that JENNER travelled from llelsinki
to Moscow by train on 31 March 1960. This docuzent shows
that JENNER travelled alone and no Soviets werc aboard when
tha train lett Helsinki. CIA also has an official travel
manifest showing that KOSOLAPOV, using the name KOLOSOV,
travelled from lielsinki to Moscow by rail on 2 April 1960,
two days later, and that no Americans travelled on this traipo
with him. NKOSENKO identified KOLOSOV's photograph &s that
of his subordinate KOSOLAPOV. (NOSENKO earlier said that
he did not know whether KOSOLAPOV used an alias forthis
trip, what that alias might have been, or whether KOSOLAPOV
had an alias passport; he agreed that he would have had to
authorize such a passport.) When he was told of €CIA evidence
that KOSOLAPOV did not travel on the same train as JENNER
ard thercfore could not have met and talked witn him as
WSENKO had reorted, NOSENKO refused to believe it; hke in-
sistnd that he had read the recports of both KOSOLAPOV and
GRYAZNOV, and that the events were exactly as he described
then. -

(iii) The GARLA!D Case U

GOLITSYN told CIA after his defection that while he was
stationued in Helsinki, probably in November—-not ¥arch -.1960,
KOSOLAPOV travelled to Finland under alias and commercial
cover in order to make the acquaintance of an American code
clerk on the Helsinki-Moscow train. KOSOLAPOV's arrival had
beca announced by a cable from KGB leadquarters to the
Helsinki Legal Residercy. According to GOLITSY!, the Legal
Residency learned which train this American was to board and
succeeded in placing KOSOLAPOV in the same compartmcnt 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.

CIA travel records show that KOSOLAPOV made a second
trip to Helsinki in November 1960, again under the KOLOSOV
alias. Finnish railroad manifests show that KOSOLAPOV left
Helsinki by train on 16 November 1960 and that one ‘I 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
November 1960 and had travellcd to Moscow on the same train
as an American code clerk, one of his own targets, NOSENKO
said that this could not be. He agreced that, as in the case
of KOSOLAPOV's trip to meet JENNER, hLe would necessarily
have been involved in the planning of such a second trip
and would have had to approve arrangcments and correspondence
in connection with it. Even if such a trip took placc when
NOSENKO was out of Moscow, he said, the details of it would
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have been known to him upon his return, and he would not
have forgotten about the trip. (1n fact, CIA travel records show

that XOSOLAPOV arrived in Helsinki on 12 Novecaber 1960 and :

that NOSENKO le ft Moscow for Ansterdanm, ¢n route to Cuba, i
on 15 November.) NOSENKO has not changed his position that _
there was no such trip. i

(iv) The MOROXE Caseo

Like the STORSBERG operation, the MORONE case was men-
tioned at NOSENKO's first meeting with CIA; he cited it as
an example of a technique which NOSENKO introduced for using
third nationals to obtain access o American code clerls who
were reluctant to establish contacts with Soviet citizens.
According to NOSENKO's most recent version, given in early
1965, the KGB learned that MORONE and a Marine Guard (BEGGS)
planned to travel to Warsaw on leave. KOSOLAPOV thereupon
drew up an operational plan, edited by NOSENKO and KOVSHUE
and approved by GRIBANOY, proposing that a fexale agent of
the Polish UB be introduced to YCRONE on the Yoscow to War-
saw train for the purpose of obtaining comprorising materials.
KOSOLAPOV arranged with Polish liaison officials in Noscow
to have such an agent sent to Moscow, met her when she
arrived, and briefed her on the vperation, She was then
placed on MORONE's train together with a KGB techniciarn
whose task it was to obtain tape recordings of the compro-
mse. Events went according to plan: AMIORONE ~ct the girl
and was intimate with her on the train, but when the tech-
niciar reported to NOSENKO the day after the train arrived
in ¥Warsaw, he said that the tape recordings werc of low
quality and unsuitable for their intended purpose. In a
further attcapt to acquire coaprouxing material on MORONE,
KOSOLAPOV later brought the UB agent to Moscow, and oo this
occasion photographs were obtained of their intimacies in :
a Yoscow hotel room. Still, the XGB felt, there was not :
enough blackmail matcrial to ensure recruitment, and it was i
further planned to have the America House maid IVANOVA i
attempt to lure MORONE to a room in Moscow where truly %
comprounising photographs of intimacies with a Sovjiet citi-
zen could be obtained. Possibly because they noticed MORONE's
interest in IVANOVA, NOSEMKO said, the Americans ordered
MORONE out of Moscow before further steps could be taken.

Although NOSENKO provided a considerable amount of . !
detail on MORONE's trip to Warsaw, there were numerous :
variations in his different accounts. 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 latei the female agent was brought
to Moscow expressly for the purpose of introducing MORONE to
a Soviet girlfriend. This, NOSENKO said, was successful and
MORONE was soon having intercoursc with a KGB agent. While
still in place in Geneva on 1 February 1964 NOSINKO gave &
different version: 'We,”" he said, arranged for the girl by
a dispatch pouched to the KGB advisor in Warsaw, moreover,
the Poles, who had obtained compromising photographs in War-

Saw, sent the KGB only pictures of the two kissing, kceping
the best oncs for themselves, and this is why she had to be
brought to Moscow. NOSENKO told the FBI later in February
1964 that compromising photographs had been obtained in War-
saw but no recruitment was attempted because KHRUSHCHEV had
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given instructions that no actions were to be taken which

might emoarrass then existirg good relations with the Lnited

States. When in February 1365 it was pointed out that MOPRGNE
arrived in Warsaw on 14 December 1960 and that NOSENKO left

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

receiving the pkisonal report of the technician to say that

he had perhaps read tae technician's report after returning 3
from Cuba in cecember 1960. W

CIA learned of the MORONE train trip arnd subsequent
involvement with the UB agent in 1961 from a t'olish scurce
who had provided much cersitive and reliable information
previously. The Polish source submitted a considerable
amount of detail including the date of the operation (which
NOSENKO did not recall) and the fact that the Polish agent'..
was handled in Moscow by a KGB officer ramed “Volodya.* '
It was on the basis of ‘this report that MORONE was .withdrawn :
from Moscow in May 1961.

In accounts given since his defection, NOSENKO has con-
gistently nazed KOSOLAPOV as MORONE's case oificer. KCSOLA-
POV drafted tne plan for the oreration on the train, discussed
it with KOSENXO and KOVSHUK, met with a U3 official in Mcscow
to arranue for the agent, met the agent on her arrival, and
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 MORONE left Moscow
on 13 November 1960, arriving in Warsaw on the l4th; from
12 to 16 November 1960, KOSOLATOV is confirmed to have been
in Helsinki, apparently in conrection with an operation in-
volving the Arerican code clers GARLAND (see above). It is
also noted that travel records show that NOSENKO, the officer
supervising tnis (as well, presumably, as KOSOLAPOV's trip

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

gation goirg to Cuba.

NOSENKO has been ‘questioned concerning the KGB agents
in contact with MORONE and what was learned from them. He
reported that an Egyptian agent visited America House, met
MOROKE there, but did not report anything of interest ccn-
cerning him. NCSELKO also mentioned IVANCVA, a maid at
Avnerica Bouse, who knew MORONE and whom the XGB wanted to use
to lure MOPONE into a comprcaising situation (see abovej}.
NOSENKO said that he, himself, had met with IVANOVA several
times to discuss MCRONE, but that he could not recall any-
thing specific of irterest or use that she reported concerning
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bim. Another ageat wsho may have reported on MORONE, NOSENKO
gaid, was an East Gciraan girl sent to Amcrica Hci'se to pose
as an Austrian; NCSENKO was not sure wiaat shce might have
reported or when this was, other than it occurrcd when he
was working against YORONE and that It wos durirg ABIDIAXN's
tour in Mdoscow, for he had coze tuv America llcuse to question
the girl.

various repurts indicato that LORONE was. involved in
1llegel currency speculation with the Egyptiar agent and
that on at leas® unc occasion the Fgyptian introduced MGRONE
to a Soviet female, with whon WORONE was intimate. NOSENKO
did not know that XORGNE uas also involved in illegal cur=-
rercy dealings with EESggaR*hon NOSENXO has identifticd as
KOSCLAPCY's 2gent a:id who, he said, was involved with and
reporting on NOSENKO's target ABIDIAN. NUSENKO did not know
that IVANOVA ounce incroduced WRONE to a Soviet fenale, with
whom NORONE was intipate; additionally MORONE was rcported
by a nuaber of his co-residents at America llouse to nave been
intinate with IVANOVA herself (which MORONE denied). Some R
of thcse samc axericans reported 2lso that 2ORONE w#as inti- -
mate with UMANETS, another %GB agent identificd by NOSENKO;
MORCHE hinself said he knew UMANETS "wnl1l." Ftinally, the
incident involving the East Gerran girl posing as an Austrian
involved the code clerk ZUJUS, not MORONE, and took plece
after NOSENKO clainms to havo becn transferrcd frem tine ULS,
Fmbassy Section; she was interviewed by ABILLIAN'S suce: ss9OT,
MONTGOUERY, ‘

(v) The KEYSERS Case

The approach to XKEYSERS is the only tine during his
service in the U.S. Embassy Section that NOSENKO claims to
bave had dircct contact with an American stationed in lose-
cow. (NOSENKO said on onc occasion that this was the only
facc-to=-face c¢acounter he could reccall; and, on another, -
that it vas possiblc that STORSEFRG--the only other possibility--
may not bavc seen hia on the night he was approached in the
Voscow hotel.) KEYSERS therefore is the only irndependent
American source who could cvonfirm that SOSENKO was involved
in opcrations against Aacrican Embassy porsonnel 1in 1960 or
1961. NOSENKO himself polnted cut, rowrever, that this coc-
tact was of very short duration, and that it was possible
that KEYSERS would not yecogn:ize him. This was the case:
KEYSERS failed to identiry NOSENKO's photograpn and described
the officer wno approachcd him as & nan considerably older,
shorter, and probably of a muech heavier build than NOSENKO
was. Although NOSENKO was able to provide a description of
this incident, he did not know much about the overall KGB
case against KEYSERS and a aunber of discrepancies have been
noted. ' '

In 1962 NOSENKO first reported the approach to KEYSERS,
without naming him, but saying he was the successor to STORS-
BERG., Since dcfecting in 1964, NOSENKO has ccentinued to
identify hin 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 military code room &8s a "back-up" crypto-
grapher for STORSLERG. STORSBERG's replacement in Moscow
wvas ZUJUS, .
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On 24 and 28 January 1964, before the defection, NO-
SENKO incorrectly ramed ZUWUS, who he said was STORSBERG's
replaccement, as the target of this operation. On 2 February ;
1964 NOSENKO called a special meeting with his CIA handlers E.
to correct this mistake. He said that, in fact, KEYSERS )
was STORSBERG's renlacement, and the approach had been made
to him. (Thus NOSENKO had forgotten the name of the one X
American Embassy official he ever approached.)

e R

In Pebruary 1965 NOSENKO said that the KGB bellieved
that KEYSERS did pot report the receipt of the defcctlon
letter ecd that there was no indication that he had from
microphones or telephone coverage of the U.S. Embassy. In
fact, KEYSERS reported the letter at once in the office of
the Military Attache, where a microphone was discovered in
1964. NOSENKO had ecarlicr said that this particular micro-
phone was being monitored arourid the clock by the KGB.
(XEYSERS' homosexuality and drinking problems kad also
been discussed widely ir Embasay offices. NOSENKO was
unaware of these discussions.) '

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

(vi). Otrer Code Clerk Caces

Frark DAY: NOSENKO identified DAY as a State Nepartment
code cTerx and the target of either KOSCLAPOV or GRYAZNOV.
As with all other code clerks, NOSENKO was asked whether he
knew of eny interesting irformation about DAY, whether he
knew of apny of DAY's friends in Moscow, or of nis travels
inside and outside the Soviet Union, etc. NCSENKO answered
"no" to all these questions. lec said that the KGB had no
derogatory information on DAY, was unavare of any vulner-
abilities he might have had, and that no operational mes-
sures were taken against him. Records show that DAY was in
Moscow froa xay 1960 to October 1961. In July 1961 he tra-
velled to the Caucasus with his friend, the U.S. Agricul-
tural Attache BROWN, formerly an overt CIA employee. DAY
later reported that the two were under surveillance by five
persons at all times on this trip, that on oce occasion they
found four “"repairmen’” in their hotel room upon returning 3
unexpectedly ahead of scheduvle, and that another time during :
this trip an "attractive and available Soviet female' was
placed in their train compartament.

John TAYLOR: NOSENKO said TAYLOR was a State Department
code cYerk ard The target of KOSOLAPOV. NOSENKO did not
know of TAYLOR's previous service abroad or of any back-
ground information the KGB might have had sbout him, He
described an operation against TAYLOR wnich centered around’
his intimacy with a Russian maid (a2 KGB agent) and his sym=
pathy towards the Soviet Union and its people. No compro-
mising photographs were obtained of TAYLOR and the maid,
however, and no approach was made to him, possibly because .
the KGB did not want to jeopardize the more important STORS -~
BERG case by creating a "flap."” According to TAYLOR, he was
intimate witn his maid from about September 1960 until the ’
beginning of 1961, On one occasion they were intimate in a
"friend's apartment” in Moscow. NOSENKO did not know that
the maid told TAYLOR she was pregnant or that TAYLOR offered
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her. money for sn abortion. TAYLOR left Moscow in February
1861, sheress the spproach to STORSBERG wes reported by
NOSENEO and STORSBERG to have occurred four to cight months
afterward.

Maurice ZWANG: NOSENKO identifled ZYWANG s a State
Departrent code clerk who was "actively zorked on” during
the 1960-1961 pericd. An Fgyptisn egent, vhose nexe NOSEN.
X0 did pot recall, introduced ZWANG to e fersle KCB agent
in 2n atte=apt to obtsin compromising pirctcgraphs, but the
agent did not like ZWANG a&nd refused to have fntercourse
with him, At the time NOSENKO left the U.S, Embessy Sec-
tion in January 19€2, there was no further activity sur-
rounding Z¥ANG, The KGB had ro agenate in cortact with hinm,
and tLere ses no vulnerzbility data concerning Lin. When
ZWANG was interviewed by the State Department afier returuing
froa his Yoscow assignment, a polygraph erxasnuinstion indicated
that Z¥ANG ha2d had intercourse with his Russian raid, else-
vhere identificd by NOSENKO as & KGB agent; <¥AND admitted
visiticg the maid's apartment several tizes hut denied
intimacies. In X¥arch or April 1961, er iIgyptian intrcduced
ZWANG to anrother Soviet fenale; ZAANG also acmitred visiting
her apartrent con several occasions, but 2zain denied having
had intercourse with her., ZWANG was reported by varlious
other Americsns stationed in Moscow to have been aciive in
currencv _spcculation and blrckrarketeering with the Egyptian
and M&nd agent of KNSOLAPOV according to NOSENKO.
NOSENED sas unawarc of this.
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L., Respons.bility for ard Knowle.lie of 81D N

NOSFNEO sa:d tnat, ss Deputy Chicef of the UL S, Labassy
Sect.cn, he was cdirecily responsible, ws case officer, for
all coveragc of the Embassy Security Officer Jobhin ¥V, ABIDIAN.
This was NGSDi#O's only individuel target responsibility,
end no KGB officer shared it with hip. NOSENKO s#id that
he opeaed the KiB file or ABIDIAN before ABiDIAN's arrival
in Moscow in early 1950, and that he turned tris file over
officially to kis successor, GRYAZNOV, when transferred from
the U.S. Entass: Soction at the end of 1¢Cl. It w2s NOSERKO
who wrote thce K5G8 plan for operations against ABIDIAN in
about October 19682. ARIPIAN, sccording to NOSENKY, was con=—
sidered Ly the KGB to be 2 Cla officer a:d, 8s LANGFLLL's
sucressor, vas also considered to be the nrost irmportant
counterintelligence target in the Eabassy. ABIDIAN was thus
rmade a special target of surveillarnce fron the day of hig
arrivel in the USSR; this m=cant he was alw2ys under surveil-
lance by suveral tceams of the KGB Seventh (Surveillance)
Directorste. Thae intensive coverage of ALIDIAN includdd
gail censorship, telephone taps, sad agent re~orting; it was
instituted, NOSENEO said, "in the hope that he rniyht lead
the XKGB to anotner PCPOV." ABIDIAN was dectecied, NOSENKO
continued, in tiurece letter-mailings--ali to agents already
under KGB control. ilo was scen to enzer a suspacted deed
drop site on Pushtin Strcet, the significance >f which dld
not become known to the KGB until later, wnen it was learncd
that this site s:s to be uscd by PENFOVSKIY. In tne hostile
interrogations of esrly 1965, NOSINKO agreed ti.at Le wvas the
single person 1n the KGU responsible for vnosing everything
possible about ‘LIDIAN,

NOSENKO said he krew notliiryg abtceut ARIDIAN's personal
background, his educatio:, his studies 1n Frauce, his nili-
tary service, his date of erntry into the Stazte Dopartnent{
his State Departmcunt rank, his previous foreign assignments
with the State Dcpartmeant, or his status as 2 Foreign Ser-
vice Reserve, Staff., or Officer status (FSR, iSS, FSO).
NOSENKO said he t:ied to lcarn these things, but the informa-
tion was unevailable in the Second Chief Directurate cr in
KGB Central files. and although he reauested information
from the First Chier Dircctorate, nothing was received. The
only informatior the KGB had on "ABIDIAY, insofar as NOSENKO
knew, was that contsined in ABIDIAN's visa request and in
e rcport from onc of the Legal Residencies in the United
States; the report provided a basis for believing him to be
a CIA officer.

NOSENKO was unaware of the meaning of the initials
¥SR, FSS, and FSO. When asked whether he had checked the
Department of State Biographic Pegister for inforxation on
ABIDIAN's background, lie replied the: this document wes not
available to the U.S. Fmbassy Section; he subsequently.

rocalled that there was an old copy of the Biographic Regisgter

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

NOSENKO reported that one of the reasors ABIDIAN was
considerad a Cla officer was his behavior zhile serving as
8 Department of State Security Officer witr KEKUSHCHEV's
delegation when tre latter visited the lrnited States in
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1959. NUSENKC never rentionrd t':at KOSOLAPCY. who ne
said was his iceediste subordinate and share? N)OSENIO's
off.ce In KGB liendquarters. was a member of this same
delegation.

NOSENKO did not know where ARIDIAN's office was located
in the U.S. Ewvbassy. He said ace did not knnox and was
unable to find out who ABIDIAN's sccretary wis. lic reported
that some agent told the KGIl that ABIDIAN had a sign on
the door of lhis office shich said "Security Offlicer."
There was no such sign. ’

HOSENEO did rot know wherc ARIDIAN's apartuent was
located. He did not know {8 conteats and said that the
XGB was pot interested in this. e did not znew whether
ABIDIAN changed apartaents in Muscow, which he did.

NOSENKO ide:tified GROMAKOVA, an FEnbassv language
teacher, as a G agent who was valuadle lLecizse she was
intelligent and was able to provide persoaality sketches on
her students Ltased on clagsroon discuv=ivng. He never
associated ABIDIAN with GROMANUYA., ien told that ABIDIAN
had taken lernguage lessons fronm irer. NCSLENKO recalled that
ABIDIAN took "severarl” lessons from CGHOMAKUVA at the beginnirg
of his tour buu discontinued; she¢ reported rothing of sigai-
ficance and xhere wu.s no regular reporting fron her on
ABIPIAN, ABIDIAN, however, reportecd that he took regular,
private Pussian lessons frem GRUMSCOVA throeghout his tour
in Moscow and trat they discussed ic c¢lass h:s past personal
life., travel, education, fiancee, and his trips abroad (o
sce his fiarncee.

NOSENKO knew that ABIDIAN :ravelled out of the USSR
two or three times, bur had no i1dea when these trips took
place or what countrivs ABIDIAN visited. NOSENKO said that,
as ABIINTAN's prcdecessor LANGELLE was known to nave travelled
outsicde the USSR for opecrational reasons in connection with
the FOPOV case., it would have keen of interest to learn
where ALIDIAN had goune, hut the KGR hal no w#ay of finding
this out. (Note in the previous parugraph that CROMAKOVA
kncw.) Wwhen NOSENKO'S interrosator pointcd out the possibi-
1ity of photographing ABIDIAN's pass;ort upen bLis return to
tare USSR, NOSENKO replied tlat the asB does not photograph
th: passpoerts ol foreign diplozats entering the Soviet Uniow.

NOSENKO said that ABIDIAN made no trips outside Moscow
within the USSK 2nd explaired that. as case officer., he
would necersarily have bLeen aware of any suca trip as he
would have had to handle all arrangements for surveillance
during it. When NOSENKO was told that ABIDIAN travelled to
Soviet Armenia ir October 1960, NOSENKO said fcr the first
time that he wazs 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 friends in Moscow or his friends and profes-
sional contacts among forcigners therc.

NOSENKO said at the erd of the January-February 1965
interrogations concerning ABIDIAN that the reason he knew
so lattle about ABIDIAN was because nhe was “working badly"”
as ABIDIAN'S case officer. The reason for his poor work, he
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said, w»as that he had to conLentrate on supervising tid work
against code clerks ard ther«fore had vesy Little Lice
left for ACIDIAN (sce abova> concerning ¢dade clerksi.

In 1962 NCSENLU correctly described all of t-« three
clandestine letter mailings carried out bLy ARIDIAN 1t Mos-
coa at CIA request {(Pages 226-230). He zlso proviced ac-
curate information cn ClA letter-mailings in gencrat.
pointing out that none wt all were mailcd for a v¥ear and a
Lelf after the arrest of LANGELLL in October 1959. (No
letters were mailed froia 22 Fehrusry 1960 until 1 April
1961, when ABIDIAN mailed his first one.) NOSEXKO erxplaincd
that the KGB coapletely contrclled this activaty through the
use of metka, a thicf powder aspplied to tac clothirg of
foreignérs in the USSR; a tracce is lcfr on anything coaing
into contact with treated areas, and this can be cdetected
by special machines through which all mail passes. . Despite
+he fact that all of ABIDIAN's letters wore mailed to KGB
double agents and would thereforc have bect detected enywxsy,
it was mctka, NGSENKO said, vhich in each case 1lcd to their
initial Tdentification. After hils delection NOSENKO described
how the mctka had been applied to ABIDIAN's clothing (anc
honce to the letters) by the agent runOROVICH. 2ho began
working as ABIDIAN's maid several months efter ABIUIAN Br.
rived in Moscow in March 136U. NOSENKO irtistcd under inter-
rogation that FEDOROVICH was the >nly agent who had 2ccess
to ABIDIAN's apartzment, that he, NOSENKC, hzd gerscenally
bricfed her on the application of metka, and that e wals
surce that ARIDIAN's letters were Jdefected by means of mutka.
Trom a CJA debriefing of ABIDIAN, however. it eppears That
FEDOROVICH did rot begin wovrking &« ABIDIAN'S maid until
some time in July 1961, whercas ARIDIAN mailed nis first
letter in Yoscow on 1 April 1961 and %is sccond lettier on
2 July 1961. ABIDIAN's third letter was nailed on 1 Septem-
ber 1961, after EEDOROVICH began to work tor him.

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

NOSENKO's account of the visit by ABIDIAN to the
PENKOVSK1Y déad drop site on Pushkin Street in Mosocw is
described in cetail on Pages 231-225. In summary, NCTENKO
reported that at the end of 1560 or early 1961 XGB surveil-
lance followed ABIDIAN from the U.S., Embassy to Pushkin
Street, where ABIDIAN was noted to enter a residential building.
Upor exanination it was decided that this was a8 likely
dead drop site, and a stationary surveillance post was as-
sigoed to watch it. After thrce months, since nothing sus-
picious had beco noted, this post was removed. The true
significance of the location did not become known to the
KGB until after the arrcst of PENKOVSKIY in 1962. NOSENKO
said he was still in the U.S. Enbassy Section and was ABIDIAN's
case officer when this event took place. He heard of it
while sitting in KOVSHUK's office on the day it haprened.
visited the site the fullowing cay with V. KOZLGV (Chief of
the Americen Department of the XuB Surveillance Iiirectorate),
pleced the original surveillaace rcport in ABIDIAN's file,
and discussed the results of the stationary post ¥ith KOZLOV
on an alcost Jdaily basis during the first month ard periodi-
celly thercafter until the post was removed. 1t was ¥CZLOV
whe t?ld NOSENKO that after three months the stationary
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survetrllance had heen dincontinacd.  NOSTNYO did nat tell
ClA atout trhis i-cident in 1262, Le said, beczusce be krew
that the wstch lLad bewn Aiucontinued and thit noining SuY-
picicus had becn poted; thorefore. he thouzht the inciceat
would rnot nave oeen of futerest to acricarn Intelligence.

NOSLNED hes stressed that ALIDIAN es58 wnder spceoial
surveillance by &% least oo surveilla ce teoms st ell tizes
ar¢ t.at, o3 tte asy he vistied Pistkap Street, ALILTAN was
under continucus watch froa the zonent he left ile enbassy
NOSENKC has teen 2ble to ive a datfilec descrintion of v
ABILIAS 'S covezent to the dead doop site, :

{
;
'
!
v
H
t

O.spite the special surveillance coverage of ACIDIAN, v
NOSENKU se1@, he was unawnee of any ususull rovemeats Uy ' !
ABIDIAN during the days immedrately preceding his visit
10 Pusakin Street. NIOSENKO said thoo Fe knew definitely
that surveillance had reported nothing unusual during this
period apd that he was sure ABIDIAN Lad not cludzd the sur-
veilia: ce 8% any time during it. A~cordin: to CIA records,
three dayve btefore ABIDIAN woent t2 Fushkin Street in response
to indications tnat tre dead drop had Yeern loaded. ABIDIAN
left t=e U.S., Eabasvy in his privatc car for Spasteo ilouse
at about uinre o'clock in_the evening: at about two o'clock
the rext rorning he and EKRhLER;FCIA Chief of Station) went
in ABIL1AN's car to check the teélephone pole fer the signal
PEVKOVSKIY was to ledve us part of Ris sigral that the drop
had becn loaded. Two Jays btefore ABIDIAN went 1o Pushtiin
Street ro drove ais car to the arartment of Air rforce Captain
DAVISIN: he agein checked the telcphone pole frum & wirdow
in the apartzcent and then salked by it on foot. NOSENKO
identified GARBLERas a U.d, ravil otficer but not as & CIA
emplovee (sce atove).

R T . el e Dl AL
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: Asked why, ie his opinton. ABILJAN went to Fustkin
b _ Street at the tize he did, NCSENKO replied that ia adout
X P60 an Anericen tourist or delegation mezber had gone to
. this address. 1t was the “opinion of thre Secorc Cilef
: Directorate” taat this American had selccted the sitc as a
' dead drop loucetion, and that ASIDIAN went tnere mcrely
to check the suitabilaty of the site for this purpose. In
fact, ABIDIAN zcut to bushkin Street ir respansc to what
: <o _ appeared to te & frearrenged telephone signal frea PENKOVSKIY
N : signalling tbkat ac had loaded the dead crop there. It has
3 _ } been confirzcd that FINKEOVSKEIY did not zive this signal ‘ i
i and, Lecsuse of the circumstances and type of signal given, ;
the possitility of coincidence RS been ruled cut. CIA has :
i therefore concluded that the signal came from the KGB.

Y IR SITAT) WML S SR R s T Byl e

¢ The Pusakin Street dead drop site was proposed by

: PENKOVSKIY himself in the August 1960 letter through which
he initially contacted CIA, There 18 10 recor3d that a . {

vtourist or delegation mcuber” visited this eddress. The !

only known visit3 by Axericans to the building on Fusbkin i

. Street--the only ones Laving any connection with 1ts use . :

; as a desd drop locatica--occurred on 12 November ard 4

% December 1960 when the CIA officer MAHONEY checked the

_ sddress from cutside, and on 21 Japuary 1°61 when MAHONEY

: cntered the building asd dhocked the specific l~cation of

i : 4he dead drop.  AAHONEY is kpown to have been 1dentified

: to the KGB as a CIA officer btefore ariiving in voscow 21d

was tte target of heavy surveillance throughkout ris tour.

3 : (NOSENKO did not know about MAHONEY or ais ClA status.)
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NOSENKO's date of “"l1ate B60 or c¢arly 1641 18 jn~orrect,
almost exactly by a ycar. XCSENKO s2id he turncd ABIDIAN'Ss
file over to GKYAZNOV about 28 Deceavder 12GY, ABIDIAN
checked the Fushkin Strect dead drop vn 20 Trcember 1961.
NOSENKRO hes described his gerticipation in ai approach to
the American tourist W,E, JOUNSON as lappﬂntx" “"right after
returnirg to the Touriut Departzent in 1962. Beceguse
NOSENKD's participavion ip this cese was confiraed by uOH:SO\
and because the approach to JOHSSCN took place on 5 January
1662 (¢ reoported it to the U.S. Fs:bassy at once), 1t car
be said with certainty that NOSENKO's entire story of his
own partx;lp;tlon in the surveillence of the Pushikin Street
dead drop sitc is false. NCSENKO: (a) could not have
visited the desd drop site with KCZLOV (who in anv event
was not ip Moscuw at the time); (b) could rot have placed
the originel surveillance report in ABIDIAN'E file,
which GT\AL\OV reld as of 28 Iecember 1961: (c¢) could not
have received alaust dally reports from XOZLOV for about a
month snd periodic reports thereafter; and (d) could not
have ncglected to tell CIA of ABIDIAN's visit to the drép
in 1962 on grournds that the surveillarce ot Pushkin Street
had beern discuntinued after three months without anything
suspicious bairg noted. (NOSENKO was in Geneva on 15 March
1962, only two and a half months after ABIDIAN checkecd the
deed drop.)

NOSENXO has refusrd to admit that Le lied about his
part in this ircident. The page containing tue contradic-
tions listed i1n tlhe preceding paragraph wes the orly psge of
a “protocol' waich NOSENKJO refused to sigh duri=g the hostile
interrogatioas of eerly 19€5. In October 1955, swnen he was
again ask>d whether he went to the Pushkin Street dead
drop site with KOZLOV, NOSENKO said that he could not remca-
ber whether he had gone there at all,

.
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J. Responsibility 61 Supervising Military Attache 9dperations

On 29 January 1965 NOSENEKO told his interrogator that
for the first five or six months of 1960, immediatcly after
transferring to tkte U.S., Enbassy Section and as part of his -
responsibilities a8 its Deputy Chicf, he supervised Second
Chief Directorate activities ageinst American service at-
taches in ¥oscow. Ly 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 to him rather than to KOVSHUX, the Chief of the section,
After about six months hc was relicved of this duty because
his other duties did not allow sufficient time for this
function and because it was considered morec suitable that
ALESHIN, rccently assigned to the American Department as
Deputy Chief, be given this responsibility.

NOSENXO -had previously been questioned in detail on
his respesibilities in the U,S. Embassy Section, and had never
before mentioned this one. NOSENKO told CI.. in June 1964
that when hLe reported for duty in the U.S, Eabassy Section
in 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 assitsting DRANOV sgainst these targets.

NOSENKO 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 tkat he would be responsible for activities against
the Naval Attaches. DRANOV was retiring and gave NOSENKO
the files on Naval and Marine personnel. This was NOSENKO's
first mention either of the leave period ir early 1960 or
of having had case officer responsibilities for personnel
of the Naval Attache's office in oscow. (At the same time
he said that he had lied about going on leave in November
1960.)

NOSENKO was reminded on 25 October 1966 that he had
said in 1965 that io 1960 he was supervisor of operations
egainst all U.S. service attache personnel. NOSELWKO 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 Marine Colonel DULACKI's

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

which he has described in detail (see Page 488)
after he was relieved of these functions.
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k. 7TDY to Bulgaria and the LUNT Case

In the spring of 1261, NOSENKO said; four nonths after

returning from Cuba, he was told unexpectedly that- in. about —— -

a week's time he would leave for Bulgaria to consult with
the American Department of the Bulgarian MVR corncerning
operations against the American Legation in Sofia (Pages
279-283). NOSENKO flew to Sofia in early April 1961, where
he was met by A.S. KOILOYV, an advisor there and a former
employvee of the Second Chief Directorate whom NCSENKO had
known at KGB Headquarters. NOSENKO remained i1n Bulgaria
until about the niddle cf May. While there he discussed
both general matters and particular cases with the Bul-
garians, gave several lectures on operations against Ameri-
can installations and personnel as well as against tourists, -
and finally directed the successful honosexual operaticn
against the American Professor LUNT. .

Aside from being told that he would be advising the
Bulgarian service cn operations against Americans at the
Legation in Sofia, NOSENKO apparently received no preparae
tion for this trip. He said in answer to specific questions
that nobody told him what he was sunposed to discuss with-
the Bulgarians, that he did not meet with the Bulgarian
liaison rcpresentatives in Mosccw before leaving, and that
Le 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 extremely busy with his duties in the U.S. Erbassy
Secticen (see above discussion of his responsibilities for

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

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

from active operations in Moscow too long. .

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

NOSENKO's story about his role in the LUNT case changed
greatly between 1962 and 1964. Puring the first meeting-
series he described in detail how he set the operation up .
and what he said to LUNT when he personally confronted the
American with the evidence. Since defecting in 1964, how-
ever, NOSENKO has said that he took no personal part in the
spproach itself, that he remained in his office, and that he
merely advised how to set it up. (A comparison of his account
and that of LUNT indicates that he was not on the scene at
the time.)
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* NOSENKO said that the Bulgarian scrvice hecame a:are
of LUNT's homosexual tendencies only after he saw LUNT'S .
name or hecardit mentioned; he recognized the name as that..of WY
a professor who had been asscssed as a homosexual when i ’
carlier visiting Moscow, and traces with the XCR Second Chict
Directorate confirmed that this was the same man. In state-
ments rade -to U.S. authorities after the approach, LUNT said
ke had had hozosexual relaticns st least five difrerent timcs
with a Bulgarian during an earlier trip to Sofia. LUNT
gave this Bulgarian travellers® checks, which the latter
planned to sell cn the biackmarket, was on one occasion
stcpped on the street with him by a YBulyarian civil peclice-
man, and corresponded with him in the interim between his
first visit znd the one during which the arproz2ch tack place.
LUNT had written the RBulgarian hemosexual that he was retyrning
to Sofia vefore arriving on the second cccasion,

The U.S. Visa and the Cubs TUY

NOSENKO said that in October 1960 he was sssicned to oo
accompany a delsgation of automctive spocialists cn a visit e
to the United States but thit when this trin was cecelled, '
he went on [DY to Cuba (!ages 274-278). after he had com-
pleted arrangements for his passport and had subnitted his
true name to the U.S. Embassy for a visa, the Soviets were
informed by U.S. authorities that the d:legation could not
then be accepted in the United States. At about the same
tire, a delcgation of nickel industry experts was being
readicd for departure to Cuba. At first, NOSENYO explained,
it was not considered nccessary for a sccurity officer to
acconpany this delegation to a friendly country, but at the
last rorent, two days before the delegation was scheduled to
leave Moscow, the Central Cormmittee of the Communist Party
dermanded that such an officer go along. Because there was
no tinme to do otherwise, NOSENKO was chosen for this job
since he already had a valid passport and authori:zation. to
travel abroad. Visa arrangements werc made for the transit
countrics and NOSENKO left with the delegation, returning to
Moscow in mid- or late Deccmber 1260.

NOSENKO's U.S. visa request submitted to the U.S. Em-
bassy in Moscow on 29 October 1960 was his first use of this '
name in connection with travel abroad. (He travelled to
England in 1957 and 1958 as NIKOLAYEV, NOSENKO saiZ. because
he had used this name with Yritish citizens SEFHEx R
in the Soviet Union; a$ .a» suspected of veing an intel-
ligence officer, NOSENKO was exposed under this identity.

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

TOF SECRET.




YT i SR

TOP SECRET .

728.

NOSEXKO said that the decision to send him to Cuba
was made two days before the delegation left Moscow because
s security officer was required ard he happened to have a
passport and authorization to -travel. -The delegation left—-
Moscuw on 15 November 1960, acd therefare 'this decision
was reached on 13 November or thereabouts, NOSENKO, who
had been transferred to the U.S. Earassy Section in order
to supervise and revitalize operations against code clerks,
the Section's most important recruitment target, conscquently
left Moscow on the day that MORONE also departed by train
for Warsaw and at a time that his subordicate KOSOLAPOV was
in Helsinki (12-16 Novenmber 1960), apparently in conbection

- with an operatior against John GARLAND.

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

When NOSENKO transterred from the Tourist Department
to the American Departncot, he took along a number of the
agents he had used in tourist opersticng with bim: YEFREMOV
and VoLvOV, FRIPPEL, DMITRIYEV, and RYTOVA. Durirng this
period he also handled LEVINA, & librerian and language—
teacher at the U.S, Enbassy who was turned over to him by

"U.S. Ewbassy Section case officer MASSYA in 1960; and

PREISFREUND ‘and {Eitiip who were used in code clerk opera-
tions. These agents and NOSENKO's handling of thea are dis-
cussed below.

(1) YEFXEMYOV and YOLKOV |

NOSESNKO continued to mect with these tw0 homosexual
sgents during Lis two years 8s Deputy Chief of the section.
lle did not use them in any vway, however, accordirg to his
gccount. The ocly coontact of the t=o known to CIA sas &
mecting in 1961 with BARRETT. In 1939, while in Moscow and
a C1* agepnt, BARRETT was comprcmised DYy YEFREVOV and VOLRKOYV:
ia 1961, chortly after 2&pn upparently chence nenating with
then, BARRETT wes recruited by the KGC on the basis of the
materials obtained in 1059, NOSENO descritcd the compro-
wise cf BARRETT in 1959 and knew that he had been recruited
{p 1961, He did not know of BARRETT's contacts w¥ith YLFRE-
MOV and YOLKOV in 1961.

(11) FRIPPEL

NOSENKO said he continued to handlc FRIPFEL duripng tihe
196u-1961 period, despite the fact that he never provided
anything of value, because he and CHELNOKOV (the Chief of
tke Tourist Dopartment who was always present at these
ncetings) “'kept hoping he would give something." FRIPPEL
left the Soviet Union in January 1961, but NOSENKO continued
to be registered as his case ofticer.

(111) DUITRIYEV !

DUITRIYEV, a specialist on Japan and Thailand who
spoke Japanese and English, had teen NOSENKD's agent during
the 1955-1960 period. DAITRIYEV was then caploryed by thre
Japanese Exhibition in Moscow, and NOSENKO did not indicate
bow he was used in tourist operatious. NOSENNO did not
describe any opcrational use of hin in 1960 or 1961.

(iv) RYTOVA

RYTOVA was NOSENKO's agent im the Tourist Department
after 1956 or 1957, at which time she was esployed at the
Russian Permancnt Exhibit in Moscow. An Englisd speaker,
she reported any interesting information concerning visitors
to the exhibition. NOSENKO has not referred to sany KGB opere-
tions in Moscow in which she participated duripg his service
there.

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

the American Embassy and NOSENKO handled her because she
had a number of code clerks in her language classes. He
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pet with IEVINA @ puzber of tizes, L2t she never reportcd A
~anything iptcresting and ¥es nevelr used dircctly in opcre- i
tiors' involving tie Arericans, "She =28 fircd froa thLe '
Enbassy it the end of 1960 or early 1951.

(vi) Johen PREISFREUND

As described in Pases 173-131 and discusscd above,
PREISFREUND was, NOSENKO said, recruited by KOVGHUK in 1960
ard was bacdled LI NCSLNKO in the operation against Jarecs
STORSBERG., Loth NOSLNKO and PREISFREUND said thzt this was
the only operation in which he tonk pert. NOSINKO suggested ,
to CIA that PREISYREUND would be able to attest to his * s
description of this case, and CIA interviewcd PREISFREUND .
in Helsinki and Stockholn during the suzmer of 1965, PREIS- oo -
YREUND's account gencrally agreed with NOSENKO's and he was 5::;;;;;;;-
able to supply a considerable amount of persongliity urd
backgrounrd information concerning his former case officer.
From PREISIREUND's menner during these intervievs, the nature
of his responses and statements, and his sctions after the
jnterviews were completed, there was no reesonshle doubt
that ho remaircd under KGB control while meeting the CIA
representatives.

(v11) S

1 nﬁﬁﬁ;if(KGB cryptonyn “SAPDARY) wzs recruited by NOSEN-
KO in 1981l. A Syrian BXEREHA- G Hakain voscow, (T3 3
was first targetted agatinst erice House in Gencral, but
was <hen used only in the development operation against
ZUJUS, tle successor to Janes STCiSEERG as militzry code
clerk it Moscow., QFEMpct and developed ZUJUS, but nothing
had come of the opersttion at the tine NOSENKO transferred
fron the American Department. No other use was made of this
agent and there was 1O approach to ZUJUS. NOSENKO first
suggested that ClA actempt a “ralse flag" recruitment of
sing his (NOSENKO's) name for this purpose; he pio-~
vided CIA with CERRCHARNITLYFEIBEEORIn Danascus SO that
contact could be establishcd, J.ater NOSENKO said tbat%
like PREISFREUND, could verify NOSENKO's position as his
handler in the ZUJUS operation (Pages 209-212)_. CIA inter-
: viewed ZUJUS, who vaguely recalled havirg ret KELS
1 recall his nane and denied that his relationshi
vas as close as NOSENKO reported. -
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m. Transfer to the Tourist Depnrtnédt

Some time in the fall of 1961, NOSENKO said, he heard
of GRIBANOV's decisiop to promote himto the position of

Deputy Chief of the entire Amcrican-Department. NOSENKO, . .. .

however, knew that his chief and friend KOVSHEUX wanted the
job. and that FEDOSLYEV (Chief of the Department) also favored
KOVSHUK for this position. Realizing that his own appoint-
ment would therefore place him in a difficult position ard
wigshing 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, with the understanding that
he would be made Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department

upon the retirement of the incumbent. BALCDIN, in July 1962.
To this GRIBANOV agreed. NOSENKO said that GRIBANOV did

- not discuss with himhis reasons for wanting to appoint him

Deputy Chief of the American Department or for appointing
him Chief of the American Tourist Section, nor did ne discuss
with NOSENKO his personal requirements for these positions.
On one occasion, im early 19653, NOSENKO said that it was
because GRIBANOV "thought I was a tough guy, a good case
officer. 1n 1959 I saw him often and was involved ir a lot .
of questiorns which were reported to him.'" According to

his most recent version, NOSENKO was officially transferred
from the American Départment at the end of December 1961
and reported for duty in the Tourist Department on about

3 January 1962. .

KOVSHUK, who was also a candidate for the job as Deputy
Chief of the Americaun Department, had earlier held this po-
sition, according to NOSENKO and GOLITSYN. Mle iiad been per-
sonally involved in many of the nmore significant American
Department operations during the previous decade. These in-
cluded the recruitments of RIODES' and SMITH (the latter one
of NOSENKO's most inportant leads. according to NOSENKO);
the handling of ‘SHAPIRO; the attempts to recruit STCRSBERG, .

STOMNE, -and MANNHEIM; the development of the CIA officer

h'lNTERSD,and the interrogation of LANGELLE in connection with

he POPOV arrest.

By contrast, GRIBANOV's original candidate for®the job,
NOSENKO, was present when KOZLOV recruited BURGI, and himself
recruited HARRIS and five homosexual tourists who visited
the Soviet Union in 1959: Furthermore, NOSENKO's perfor-
mance as Deputy Chief of the U.3. Embassy Section. as he
admitted under interrogation, was ''not good."

NOSENKO has given many contradictory dates for his

" transfer to the Tourist Department. In 1962 NOSENKO said
~at various times that this took place in January 1962 and

in February 1962: ip 1964 he timed the transfer as falling
gsome time between 15 and 20 January 1962; and in February
1965 he arrived at the date of 2 or 3 January 1962, after
it was pointed out that he appeared in the approach to W.E.
JOHNSON on 5 January: (On this basis, he said that the
official order was issued about 25 December 1961 and that
he turned over his files to his successor GRYAZNOV several
days later.) NOSENKO contradicted this latter estimate.
however, by saying that he was in the U.S. Embassy Section
for the entire period of the three-month surveillance of
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. reservation that he never eerved as an officer in the U.S._

732. VA

the Pushkin Street dead drop, i.e., until late March 1962,
and by his insistence that he had roturned to the Tourist
Department by the time GOLITSYN defectud; he pluced this on‘
15 January 1962 and refused to believe the correct date of
15 December 1961. .

p. Remarks o
For no single responsibility has NOSENKO substantiated

his alleged service as Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy

Section in the vears 1960-1961, His statements about the

appointment to and transfer from this position have been .

inconsistent; his comparatively narrow experience and his . i

acknowledged falsehoods about a persopal relationship with

the Chief of the KGB Second Chief Directorate, GRIBANOV, . !

dispel the likelihcod that these pcrsonnel sscigoments were i

nade in the way he claims. Repeatedly he has becn contra-

dictory about his activities during this two-year period,

shifting his story to suit the occasion and ignoring how

each succeeding version made all of his claims increasingly

incredible. The limited extent of NOSENKO's information

betrays a lack of familiarity with details on the duties,

targets, and most of the cperations which he has ascribed

to hirself; in a certain few instances, however, such as

his description of "ABIDIAN's route to the Pushkin Street dead

drop, he has recounted events just as they are known fron

other sources to have occurred. Nevertheless, where col-

lateral information has covered the few subjects on which

he provided details, it has almost invariably contradicted

him and showed hin to be ignoranit of significant facts.

B e n ek

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

complate, and §o_demonstrably erroneous as to suggest Wwithout
Eﬁbg§§?‘$éction.';uch'less[agﬂits Deputy.Chief. All avail-
‘able evidence, excluding that from certain Soviats who were
CIA and FBI sources (see Parts VIII.H., ard VII,I. below),
combines to formulate this conclusion.
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7. Tourist Department (1962-1964)

a. Introducti~cn

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

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

[Rpp——

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

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

b. Mbse:nices from Moscow:

During his two years in the Tourist Department, NOSENKO
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 “gettin3y the feel" of things by talking to case offi-
cers, reviewirg repcrts of the section's activities during the
previous two years, and discussing plans for the up-comning tour-
ist season. In mid-February he began preparations for his assign-

ment to Gereva with the Disarmament Delegation. NOSENXO has e o e = T

said that this involved discussions with the Eleventh Depart- )
ment of the Second Chief Directorate, responsible for arranging T

for security coverage of Soviet delegations going abroad, as *__}¢~——*?

well as with the case officers responsible for the investigation
of suspected American agent SHAKHOV. NOSENKO said that he did- H
this on a part-time basis in addition to his regular duties,

but has noted in another context that these preparations required
sufficient time to make it impossible for him to take a personal
part in the recruitment of BIENSTOCK ir February 1962. On

15 March 1962, NOSEMKO arrived in Geneva, remaining there with
the delegation until 15 June, when he left Geneva by train to
return to Moscow to reassume his duties as Chief of Section.

(He said that he had no deputy chief in this position, and it

is unclear who performed these functions in his absenca.) Thus,
according to NOSENKO's account, of the six months he was Chief

¥ This date was settled upon after he acknowledged that his
approach to the American tourist W.E. JOHNSON must have
occurred on 5 January, as CIA records show.
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of the Americen Tourist Section, he wa3 in MosZow only three t
months ard for nuch of this time was involved ih breaking in

abrozd. NOSZHKO said ne hed "no acconplishments” in this

periocd. .

In the fall of 1962, NOSENKO went on leave for a morith in
Sochi with his wife «rd mother. 1OSENKO has estimated that six
morths of 1963 were spent ©n Vario:s temporary assignments in
tke Soviet Uninn outcide cf Moscow, plus a ore-ndnth's vacation
in 1€53. From 15 June 19€2 to s artival in Sencva cn 19 Janu-
ary 1964, a period of 18 months, NOJENKO was aksent from KG3
Headquarters for eight months. Trus in the period 1962-63,
holding supervisory pusitions, NOSELKO was absent or "reading
in® for about 13 months, cr about S0 percent oi the time.

or his rew job or in preparing for his temporary assignment | F
3
f
]
i

c. Personal Participation in Cperat:ons

NOSENMKO had direct operationcl cortact with tnree Amnericans
during 1962 ard i963. Two of these (the approach to JOHNSCN
ard the interrogation oi haRGHOCKY) were unucual 1n that they
were provocatiors without any attempt to recruit the target:
NOSENLKO could nane no cther examples of such operations. In
both cases, the victim of the provccation has verified ROSENKO's
presence. The third cace, the recruitaent approach to BRAWNS,
was unsuccessful. Additiornally, WOZfNKO supervised the homo-
sexual ccrpromise of KCTEY, who was closely tied in withgRRETTRR
o LS VAT B censitive scurce and related.

~

(1) The W.E. O _Provocaticn

JOHNSON (Pages 289-293), NO3ENKO said, was in Moscow as

a tourist in early January 1902 ar.d was consider=d for recruit-

ment, but a decision was made thet he was nct worth the eflort i

as he had rno access to classified mnaterials and lived too far [
) from the KGB Legal Residencies 1n washington and Wew York City. i
f (JCHNSON's home was in Texas.) Severai days after this deci-
: sion was made, postal intercepts showed that JCINSON' was writing
abusive letters concerning the Sovier Un:ion. They were '"so
bitter" and critical that the KGU decided that something had
to be done to stop him., At about the same time the KGB received
an indication that JOHNZIOW was a romosexual, and it was dec ded {fl'g
to entrap him on this basis and force him to promise not to ' :
i write any more letters or criticize the USSR in articles when P
: he returned to the United States. The compromise was effected
; by use of NOSENKO's homosexual agents, and NCSENKO was able to i
; describe the confrortation scene, his second meeting with JOHN--
; SON, and JOHNSON's frigntened telephore call to the U,S, Embassy

reporting that NOSENKO had recortacted him.

i NOSENKO told CIA in June 1962 that he had taken part in

: this operation “in January." When he contacted CIA in Geneva

! in 1964 he had a scrap of paper on which was noted JOHNSON's

i name 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
official U.S. records that NOSENKO agreed in early 1965 that
the apprcach was in January and recalled that it was made
immediately after NOSENKO returned to the Tourist Department.*

NOSENKO said that when JOHNSON first arrived in Moscow
there was consideration of recruiting him, but that there was
a decision against this as he was of little intelligence value.
Then JOHNSON mailed insulting letters which were picked up
through postal intecept. ‘About the same time thcre were indi-
~ cations of homosexuality. Then the operation was mounted
‘. against him. This implies a very tight time schedule. JOHNSON :
arrived in Moscow on 31 December 1961; NOSENKO 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- . .

a!’y.'

?l.

CAFNGFANIS ¢ A SO Ay T NI LA

Although NOSERKO implied in 1962 that his homosexual agents
VOLKOV and YEFREMOV: were the ones who criginally detexmined
CngNSON's homosexuality, he said in 1964 only that there were
gigns.” ~ NOSENKD did not know what these indications were Or
where they came from. JOHNSON reported that he first met the
agent VOLKOV on the evening of 4 January when the latter sat
down at his restaurant table; on this same occasion VOLKOV in-
vited JOHNSON to his hotel room the n2xt day. The fact that
VOLKOV joined JOHNSON uninvited anc set him up for the approach
without leaving the table suggests that there had, in fact,
been signs of his homosexuality beforenand and trat operational

plans had been laid by tihis time.

i ST At g T M T

1

NOSENKO has described the caution taken in othar homosexual
entrapment cases and has named several which were called off
because of a risk of scar.dal. It is, therefore, cnusual that
the KGB would take this risk merely to force JOHNSON, an
American and a Baptist minister, to stop writing insulting let-

ters and articles. . i

NOSENKO did not know why he became involved in this opera-
tion the’day after he reported for duty in the genior 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 JOENSOH as NIKOLOV) |
the "Chief of Police.”

(i) The BARGHOORN Pfovocation-Arrest

i The arrest of Professor BARGHOORN (Pages 304-309) took
place at the end of October 1963, at the time NOSENKO said he
was First Deputy Chief of the Tourist Cepartment. NOSENKO has

TTiow NOSENKO's self-stated and confirmed participation in a
i, Tourist Department operation on 5 January 1962 carries

H implications for his account of ABIDIAN's visit to the
o PENKOVSKIY dead drop is discussed above.

—— " —p———as
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degscribed in cetail the selcction of BM.23IOLPKN as a hostege for
IVAOV (the KGB officer arrncted shortiv befox- :n New York
City as a result of gl ey gL 2NN B the plairing
of the provocation, oulizl Fulb () & g XePitiiiing BAIGHOORN
which were not related to the provocation, BAXGEOORN'S arrest
in Moscow, and the early ctages of his interrogetion. Except
for some varlaticn in datcs, MOSENKO'e accounts of BARGEOORI'S
movenents and of-the scqucnce of events in the provocation-
arrest matched that of BARGHOOR. This case is in two waj3
similar to the approach to W.E. JOHNSON: It was an operation
in which there was_no thought of recruitment, and RBARGHCOMM was
able to identify NOSENKO as a particigant.

BARGEOORY reported that the day after his arrest he was
questioned by the same officer who had interrogated him the
evering 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 NOSELKO. NOSENKO has sald that he was told.by the
Chief of the Tourist Department that GRIPANOV wanted him (NOSENKO)
present in the interrogation room at the time when BARGHGO?PH
admitted that he had the. compromising information in his posses-
gicn at the time cf arrcst. NOSENKO did not kncw why hig par-
ticular presence was aceded or desirecd, tut he complied deszite
the fact that he did not want to reveal his face to BARG!HOOPN
as he kncw BARGHOORN would be released. MNOSIXKO said that he
stayed in the intcrrogation room orly until the interrogating
of ficer sccured this adamission and then he left., BARGHOCRH
has rcported that NOSENRO attended one of the interrogaticn
sessions, that this session covered only biogrepiic and b2skxground
patters, ard that the ccmpromiszing dscuments ard his possessicn
of them had been discussed the previous evenirng, right after his
arrest.

In describing the plannirg of this provccaticn, NOSENKD
told ClA that the suggestion to pruvide 8ARGHODRN came fren
GRIBANOV, who toox the jdea of arresting BARG!HOOKN “o KGB <hair-
pan SEMICHASTHNYY, but did not divulge t> him that it would Lte.
based on provocatiocn. 7his was on the Jay before the arr2st.
SEMICHASTNYY agreed with the idea of the arrest ard sacured

rmission to carry it out from EREZHNEV, as KiiRUSHCHEV was
out of Moscow at the time. Relizble scurces show, however,
that KHRUSHCHEV was in Mcscow on 30 October, the day when SZMI-
CHASTNYY allegedly called BREZENEV, and was also there on 31
October, the day cf the arrest. BREZHNEV was not seen ky
westerners in Moscow from 29 October until 2 November 1363.

(iii) The Aoproach to BPAUNS

NOSENKO said he personally approached the American tour-
ist BRAUNS (Pages 293-295) shortly after returning to Moscow
fyom Geneva in 1962. BRAUNS had lived in Leningrad until wWorld
war II, had left with the fleeing Germans, and had eventuyally
settled in the United States, where he was a technician wozking
at an "interesting company making computers, adding machines,
or other instruments.”® NOSENKO had originally instructed his
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subordinate KRUPNOV to handle the case, but KRUPNOV was not able
to get anywhere with BRAUNS and in the middle of the approach
called NOSENKO fcr hLelp. NOSENKD went to the Mcscow Hotel where
KRUPNOV and BRAUNS were talking, and he eventually secured-
ERAUNS' agreement to cooperate, againsc threats of imprisonrcent
for treason on the basis of his wartime flight from the Soviet
Union. BRAUNS left Moscow the next day for Leningrad, and be-
caugse NOSENKO felt the recruitment was *shaky,” KRUPNOV was "
sent after him to consoclidate the agrecnent. BPAUNS refused

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

was clear to NOSENKO, hcwaver, that BR-UNS. was s8C frightened
that he would never work for the KGB; NOSONXO thereupcn cdecidead
to terminate the casa, and BRAUNS wag sent on his way.

NOSENKO could not recall his position at the time he approached

BRAUNS, he did not know why BRAUNS had visited tlL. Soviet Uaicn,
and he was unable to name any Soviet citizens with whon BfAUNS
came into contact while in the USSR. ERAUNS, i{rn fact,. had spent
almost a weck in Moscow before the approaca was racde. . During
thig time’ he spent his days with an Inturist tour ard his cven-
ings with an ocld girlfriend he Lad known tafore the war. She
Lad been writing to BRAUNS in the United States for ahbout a year,
te)ling him of her unhappy marriage and i-pendiry divorce.
CREUNS had written her cf his intention to vigit the USSR, and
che travelled specially from her hcne in tenincrad tc Moscow to
spend this time with hinm.

According to the account given by ERAUNS, the rmzn (NOSENKO,
accerding to NOSENXO) who jcined him and his original interrc-
gator in !Moscow was the person who first epproached him in Lenin-
grad. This suggests, if correct, that it was NOSENKO who was
sent there to consolidate the recruitnent, not KRUPNOV. BRAUNS
was unable to-identify NOSL}NKO's photograph but expiained that
he was so frichterecd that he prcbably cculd pnt recognize any-
one involved. Other aspects of his story therefore may ke ccn-

fused.

(iv) The Arrest of KOTEN

NOSENXO said he supervised the homosexual provncation an<
arrest of American tour guide KOTEN in 1963 and thc develop-
ments in the case were reported to him (Pages 298-302); he was
not in face-tc-face contact with KOTEN. NOSENKO explained that
KOTEN, a member of the CPUSA, had frecuently visited the USSR
since the war, he3I numerous suspicicus ccntacts there, and was
considercd possibly to be a “plant” (presurably of the F3I) ir

“e Corpunist Party. Prior to his arriveal in 1963, T AR
IR = RFEPN L egal Residency reported thap KOTEN was in contac-
with an s—portant &aeNcgeat in m& that he was carry:ing
the addrecs of relatives of this agenc with Lim en bhis trip,
znd tihat he irntended to visit them. ©Cn this basis, it was

ered that he might have the

AR SRR ke LA . 2 ik
e A& 25 1t wac suspected IIot € OTEN
wvas a homosexual, the KGB planned to compronise hir, arrest

_him, break him, and provide time for the &XX agent to make his

escape from the United States. KOTEN was arrested, but the GK¥
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the United States, and when the CPUSA

agent refused to lcave
f one of its mcmbers, KOTEN was rcleased.

protested the arrest ©

ne Cormuanist, and there are no apwarent
1d doubt his loyalty. Hi1s homogexuality
was well-known to his acquajintances within the CPUSA, and at
the time of his trip to the Soviet Union he was acting as a tour
guide for the New york firm “Afton Tours,” wvhich is owned by .
SVEKCHANSKIY. (NOSENKO said that SVENCHANSKIY, ali3o a Conruiidist,
was his own agent at the time of KOTEN'S arrest.)

YOTEN was a long-ti
reasons vhy the KGB shou

NOSENRKO was able to give & considerabl
ing data on the »important g agent” PR YAk
had been idenrcified QERIRTS ’

g

zi
eaca P ALLN -

Yl T .

) jie thk :
R ¢ o

v

: The fact that KOTEN had bLeen arcested on chargas of homo-
gexuality was leaked by Inturist to pruss scrvices two days
after the rcported date 5f the orrest, resulting ir wide pub-
licity in Western rewspapers. (*ha U.S. ~rbassy was nct noti-
fied ocfficially until <wo days later.) There was no apparent
reascn fcr this extrerciy unusu2l step by the KGi3, which can

2 assumed to manipulate Inturist for operaticnal support pur<

poses.

After the CPUSA had protested the action, XOTTH was re-
leased frcm priscn., HZ was told that the incident was a mistake
which had been corrected, that h2 was free ro> go anyw~hcre he
wanted in the Soviet Union, and that e co..-d return anytime.

' the@‘agent, has since repatriated to the Scoviet

Siens Moy M U L it b Ll bt i

d. Agents Handled by NOSENKO

ORI AR e

i when NOSENKO transferred from the U.S. Embassy Section to
the Tourist Department, he took with him the two homcsexual
agents VOLKOV and YEFRZMOV, preisFREUND, EECEA and RYTOVA
(Pages 287-289). The homosexuals he used the day after his
return, in the operaticn against W.E. JCHNSON. This was their

- .- ¢irst operational use since the fall of 1953; they were never
used again before pbeiny terminated at tha end of 1962 or eerly
PREIS-

1963, NOSENKO said, because they were "too well known."
FREUND was considered compromised to rmerican Inteiligence
follcwing the defection of GOLITSYHd, €O he also was never used
again, although NOSERKO met hin gsccially when PKEISFRPEUND re-
turned to Mcscow on tusiness trifs as recently as 1963. During
_ the first part of 196z, on instructions from KOVSHUK and the 4
- Chief of the american Department, NOSENKO continued tc meet
with who was still involved in the development of ZUJUs,
the american code clerk. NOSELXO last saw before going
to Geneva in March 1962; WEISS left “he Soviet Union to return
to Syria while NOSENKO was away. RYTOVA, NOSENKO said, had
been his agent since 1956 or 1957. Some time in 1962 she moved
from her pcsition 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. Altrcush she
was inactive, NOSENKO continued to be registered as .er case
officer until 1964, when he defected. :

(1) PRIPPEL
Having left his assignment in Moscow i early 1961, FRIPPEL

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

the Soviet Union in 1962 and 1963. NOSENKO, who remained his
case officer although PRIPFEL now lived and worked in New York
City, met him each time. FRIPFEL said there were three such
occasions, in February 1962 when he met once with NOSENKO and
CHELNOKOV in Odessa, and two later times in Moscow and Odessa,
when NOSENKO came alone. NOSENKO denied that he met PRIPPEL

in Odessa in February 1962 with CHELNOKOV, but said that he met
twice with him alone after returning to Moscow from Geneva.

The first of these meetings was in the summer of 1962 when FRIP-
PEL was accompanying a group of American newspaper editors tour-
ing the Soviet Urnicn.  FRIPPEL gaid NOSENKO called briefly at
his hotel room to enquire what questions ‘the editors planned

to ask KHRUSHCHEV during a planned interview. When FRIPPZL

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

pgrted that he did not see NOSENKO again on this trip, (NOSENKO
said he called again after the interview to learn the "reactions”
of the editors.) The second meeting was in Odessa, when FRIPPEL,

. yvisited 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
NOSENKO told him something of his personal background. (FRIPPEL
knew a considerable amount of information about NOSENKO's father
and family.) NOSENKO denied the possibility that he would have
to request permission to board the vessel and said that if he
had told FRIPPEL anything about himself, it was when' he was
drunk. Both FRIPPEL and NOSENKO agreed that FRIPPEL provided
no information of value during any of these meetirgs. .

(1) SVENCHANSKIY

NOSENKO has cited SVENCHANSKIY, KGB cryptonym “"ANOD," as
an example of the second Chief Directorate's use of foreign
travel agents to signal the KGB when an interesting tourist is
about to visit the Soviet Union (Pages 295-298). SVENCHANSKI1Y
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.” In September 1963,
NOSENKO took the case over from the previous handling officer,
NOSKOV, and his name was listed in SVENCHANSK1Y'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
pet twice with his new agent, once in September 1963 and once
later in the year. On both occasions, NOSKOV was present.

TOP SFCRET
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NOSENYO said that at the time SVENCHANSKLY w7as recruited . {’
in 1961 that, because SVENCHANSK1Y was known <0 have had con- : |
tacts with AMTORG inr New York, there was some suspicion that {
he mignt be an FBI agent. NOSENKO was unable to be more pre-

cise as to tne basis for these suspicions and, when asked how ;
NOSYOV had resolved them, was able to say only that NOSKOV .
efelt” that SVENCHANSKIY was not an Anerican agent. . o k

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 time been detected ' . ,
in blackmarket transactions in the USSR, and that in addition 1 -t
to his travel agency, SVENCHANSK1Y ran a Russian-language book-
store in Chicago. PBI and CIA records show that SVENCHANSKIY
has becn erployed by a series of registered Soviet Government |
organizations in the United States since the early 1930's, :
that he was released from his position as a United Nations 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 o
agency ard his book store are affiliated with registered Sov- :
iet agencies, Inturist and Mezhkniga. 2llegation3 on file of ‘
SVENCHANSKIY'S Communist sympathles and probable Soviet espion-
age activities date back to the Second World War. In August
1950, Harry GOLD linked SVENCHANSRK1Y to the Soviet espionage
network in the United States during the war. The FBI has re-

b A MR N kY e AR AL s T

LTI R3S Toents aa e nc time been tre :
c Tdential cecretary of GOLOS, the “director of Soviet espion- .
age in the United States.” (NOSENKO knew that someone called :
Sonya worred for SVENCHANSKIY in New York, but said that she
is not a KGB agent and was not the one who marked the visa
applications.)

e. The OSWALD Investigation

;
A
a8
t‘l
;
i
g

As First Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO
said, he was directiy inrvolved in the investigation of OSWALD's
) actfvities in Minsk which was ordered after the assassination
v of President KENNEDY (2ages 136-144 and Part virr.p.s.). It
! ig from his role at this time and his reading of the Minsk KGB
file on OSWAID that NCSE:KO derived his authority to state that
the KGB "washed its hands of OSWALD® after nis attempted sui-
cide in the USSR, that there was no attempt to recruit either
- OSWALD or his wife, and that KGB interest in OSWALD while he

: lived in Minsk was restricted to passive oktservation.

§. The CHEREPANOV Investigation

.ﬁ_"j‘,d'-".‘;}.’f""-:-'ﬂ,,cr—— ..

A

IR : part VIII.B.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

—

Leaving aside NTSENKO's unsubstantiated clainms to super=
visory jobs in the T-ourist Department in 1962-1963, when he
indicated he was absent from KGB Headquarters nearly half of .
the time, his pcrsoral role in operatiors and investigations
of the period appears artificéAl in scpe instances and im-
plausible in others. NOSENKO’s knowledge of the origins of
the JOHNSON case is incomplete, the timing conflicts with other
activitics attrabuted to himself, the expressed purpose of
tne comprouise in unigue, and the outcoas seems to have little
consequence beyond enabling JOHNSON to confirm that NOSENKO
appeared in it. Although BRAWNS may have been in a position
to corioborate HOSENXO's appearance in that operation, he has
r.ot done so and his statements contradict NOSENKO on the part ;
the latter played. So too Jo the statements cf BARGHOORN, who £ ;
recognized NOSENKO as a person who was seen briefly during the '
interrogation sessions; cortain facts from other sources con=
tradict NOSENKO on one important cetail (KHRUSHCHEZV's presence
ir. Moscow) of the EARGHOORN arrest, explaired as a retaliation=-
hostace acticn for events in LN alD O I
; A BCIIZTA  NOSENKO'S informatioid

« o ey
S PERE
. v

L it ra——

S

earlier information &g B2 hh \.  NOSENXO's
i{nformation on the bacay the Svoh

fragmentary, lacking even the most inpcreant facts krown fron

BARYVYN

"geveral, mainly overt, scurcesj his attendance at meetings

with SVENCHANKSXIY: was confined to the two times «when the .
original handler was also present. 7The position of NOSENKO in

_the FRIPPEL and OSWALD cases is discussed in Part vVIii.D.5.

In summary, NOSENKO'S coperational work was not comrerisurate

with that of a Section Chief and Deputy Department Chief, nor

with that of a case officer, regardless of rank. Where the

participation of NOSENYKO in Tourist Department activities has

been or might be coafirmed by other sources, it is therefore e
unproven that he was in a supervisory position in ta2 KGB or C—fﬂ-
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. Awards

At various times since contacting CIA in 1962, NOSENKO
described a series of awards and decorations which hz received
over the years for his parformance of duties in the Second Chief
Directorate (Pages 313-321). le claimed to have received the
Order of Lenin, the Order of the Red Star, and the Order of the
Red Banner; he said he received a special commendation from
KGB Chairman SEROV for nis role in the BURGI recruitment and
the same award in 1959 for his recruitment of all of the Ameri-
can or British tourists recruited that year by the KGB (three
British and three hmerican homosexuals). NOSENKO told of a
nunber of other commerdations 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. Rarks

NOSENKO's descriptions of his various rank promoticons fol-
low a similar but more complicated pattern (Pages 322-326).
He has given two separate sets of circumstances for hés .first
promotion, frcm junior lieutenant to lieutenant. According to
the first of these, the one NOSENKO adnered to during 1964 and
1965, he was pronoted to cthe rank of lieutenant while serving
in the Far East with the naval GRU at the peginning cf 1951.
NOSENKO explained that the required time in grade is scmetimes
cut in half for cfficers serving at this undesirable post, and
that this is why he was promoted after only six months of
active duty. In 1966 NCSENKO said for the first time that he
did rot enter on active duty until March 1951 and that his
promotion to lieutenant was in mid-1952, while stationed in
Sovetsk, on the Baltic. Ia all his accounts, HOSENKO has said
that he entered the KGB with the rank of lieutenant as this
had been his rank in the naval GRU.*

puring his first meetings with CIA in Geneva during 1962
NOSENKO claimed then to be a KGB major and said that he had
already completed the necessary time in grade for a lieutenant
colonelcy. NOSENKO gave an apparently accurate description
of the structure of his salary as & major (so nuch for rank,
so much for longevity, etc.) and pointed out that he was fill-
ing a position (Chief of Sectinsn) normally held by a lieutenant
colonel. On contacting CIA again in 1964, NOSENKO claimed the
rank of lieutenant colonel. He supported this claim with the
TDY autborization issvead for the CHEREPANOV search,** which

¥ Sce Part VIII.D.2. for a discussion of the likelihood that
NOSENKO served in the naval GRU.

s+ See Part VIII.B.7.c. for an analysis of the CHEREPANOV
case. '

PO —

[P ——



2
§
g
D
h¢
A
b
?“
é
e
s
s
A%,
§L

kﬁ.\{imb»:-m. X

E‘Yo"h‘

»
A

BN

P'e

i) A e

g T S RN

‘o

Rl TR

743.

gave NOSENKO's rank as lieutenant colonel and was signed by
GRIBANOV himsclf and testificd to it by his signatlure on the
*official biographical statement® prepared in Frankfurt.

The first major change in NOSENKO's story of his promo-
tions came during the interrogations of Jenuary 1965 waen he
volunteered out of context and for no clesr recason that he hed
never held the rank of major but rather, because of a scries
of administrative slip-ups and GRIBAXNOV's adviz2 and help, had
jumped directly from the rark of captain, which he received
in 1556, to the rank of lieutcnant colorel in late 1963.
NOSENKO was later to claim that he had never said in 1962 that

he was a major.*

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

C. Remarks

NOSENKO's admissions regarding his awarcs and prcmotions
directly affoct his self-portraiture as a successful and rapidly
rising KG3 officer. They also have a bearine =i~ cre of the
alleged reasons for this rise GREREEXN s % ; it was
GRIBANOV'S favoritism. NOSENKO alrosti 1nvariadiy linxed GRI-
BANOV's name to each cf the awards he earlier claimed to have
received. In most cases it was GPRIBANOV who cecided that
NOSENKO should get a particular award; in the rest, it was
GRIEANO who physically presented thc award to NCSENKO. The
game. is true of NOSENKO's account of his rank prcmotions:
GRIBANOV, NOSENKO said, had promised him that he would be pro-
moted cirectly from senior lieutenant to major in 1959; when
the Persorrnel Department made a mistaze and only promoted
NOSENKO to captain, GRIBANOV adviscd him to accept this rank
ané promised that when he had completed sufficiert time in grade
for promotion to major, GRIBANOV wculd sce to it that he was
proroted directly to lieutcnant colonel. This is what happened,
NOSEEXO said in 1965, and after he received his rank of lieu-
tenant colonel, GRIBAIOV called him in and congratulated him.

On the basis of NOUSENKO's admissiovas, there is aiditional rea-~
son to quegtion his relaticnship with GRIBANOV.*®

NOSENKO carried with him to Geneva, against ¥EGR regulation
and for no reason he could explain, ar official XIB document
listing -im as a lieutenant colonel and signed by GRIBANCV him-
self as well as by two provincial a2uthorities. This suggests
strongly that the lie concernirg NOSENKO's rank was not NOSENKO's
alone. (If, in fact, as pointed out above, the CHEREPANOV
papers were fabricated by the KG3, then there was ro genuirne search

" for CHEREPANOV and NOSENKO's document is also fabricated and

not a mistake as NOSENKO claims.)

% This change of story coincided clcselv in time with a change

PR

in the infermation reported by @aghexst Shortly after NOSENRO'S

defection UEERS had said that remarxs by his KGB associates
made it ecpagr togt NOSTLRO ras 3 lieutenant colonel.

#* NOSENKO's retractions and changes of story concerning his

personal and cperatioral relationship witn GRIBANOV are
discussed elsewhere (Pages 327-336).
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2. Affiliation with Communist Party Organs

a. Introduction

NOSENKO drifted into the Komsomol, hLe said, in 1943 or
1944 without giving the step any thought whatsoever. All of
his friends at the Baku school were joining, so NOSENKO did
too. He remained an indifferent member of this Communist
youth organization throughout his scnool and university years,
in the GRU, and during his first year as a KGB officer. Or
arriving in the U.S. Embassy Section of the American Depart-
ment in 1953, NOSENKO told CIA, he was appointed Secretairy of
the small Komsomol 2rganization of the Second Chief Director-
ate, a group of about 17 members.

b. Discussion

NOSENNO was questioned by DERYABIN on his duties as Kom-
somol Secretary (Pages 623) and, although able to give a super-
ficial account of trese functions, was feurnd to be unaware of
certain basic information which DERYABIN felt a person in this
positior. should have, Thus, for example, NOSLiKO provicded a
description of the system of levying dues on Kcrscmol members
which was substantially inccrrect and was unaware that a Xom=
somol Congress (the first in nany yearcs and therefcre a major
event) had been held cduring his claimed tenure 2s fecretary.

NOSENKO said that he held the position of Komosnol Organi-
zation Secretary until the late spring or early summer of 1954,
when he got into trouble for navirg used official KGB alias
documentation to conceal the fact that he received treatment
for venereal disease contracted from a prostitute. Immediately
after this incident, said NOS&NKO, he was removed from nis
position and a “strict reprimand* was placed in his Kom-
sorol file. Several months thereafter, on the eve of his 27th
birthday, NOSENKO was forced out of the Komsomol because he was

‘too old. For over a year, until January 1956 when NOSENKD was

admitted as a candicdate member of the Comnunist Party cf the

" Soviet Union, he was the only cfficer in tihe KGB who was neither
'a Komsomol nor a Party member. LOSZNKO'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
was explained to NOSENKO, who insisted that he remained a member
until he became 27 years old and that no special exceptions

were made in his case.

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 cdate which he gives to this incident is
after that on which he should have been expelled from the Kom=-
somol. (Additionally, NOSENKO's descripticns of the veneral
disease incident, his use of false documents, and his subsequent
punishment by the KGB and the Xomsomol 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 i
suggests that his entire account for this period of his
career is fabricated (See Part VIII.D.3.).
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3. Schooling
a. Introduction ' -
There is relatively little reliable collateral irnformation
concerning NOSENXO's schooling up until 1950, Other than what

. he himself has reported, available information consists of over*!
‘press releases pertaining to the Minister NCSENKO's career (and.

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

references to these other sources, is summarized below. ‘

With the exception of minor variations {n dates, attribut- |
able to memory, NOSENKO's. story of his early years until the '

-beginning of World War II, -«hen 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 informetion concerning the positions -
and movements of the elder NOSEXNKO during these years. In con-
trast, the pericd immediately following, during which NOSEXNKO ¢
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 1565 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 evacuciled
with the entire school from Moscow to Kuybyshev in September
to begin studies in the seventh grade. (An article in the Sov-
jet Army newspaper Krasnaya Zvezda (Red Star) on 14 Jenuary 1967
confirmed that seven special naval schools were established in
the Soviet Union in April 1940. Ore of these was in Moscow,
However, to be eligible for admission, one had to have completed!
the seventh grade. The article did not indicate that the Moscow!
school was evacuated.) In April 1966, NOSENXO remembered that 1
he did not go to Kuybyshev at this time but rather had been
evacuated to €helyabinsk with his mother and entered the seventh
grade of a regular school.

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

!
In keeping with his respective accounts, NOSENKO said in ‘
{

!

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

* Describing the reasons for his transfer to the Leningrad Naval
Preparatory School, NO3ENKO explained that the Moscow special .
naval school was evacuated further to Achinsk in Siberia and i
.that this was farther from hcme than he wished to go. The i
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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2qain to acccmuodate the added year in Chz2lyabinsk, NOSZiKO

gaid in 1966 that he spent half 2a years (actually, accordirg tou
the rest of the story, about thrze months) in Baku before run-
ning away from schocl back to Mescow in January 1944. In

_ earlier acccunte hc said he was at the preparatcry school there
from Cctober 1942 until January 1944. Earlier he had also
giver. exzanaive and charging accounts of his escape from school
to join the soviet front against the Germans at Tuapse; now he
admitted thet this was a lie. By cutting the time he was in
Baku from 15 months to about three, MNOSENKO also admitted im-
plicitly that his accounts of the basic trainirg he received
in the preparatcry school, of the summer he spent working at
the school rather than returning to Moscow on vacatica, ard of
his “"certainty” that he cclebrated his 15th birthday in Baku
were also false.

NOSENKO has been relatively consistent in recounting the
events of 1%44. 1n 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 prcparatory school returnad to Lenirgrad
in the autunn of 1344. On several occasions durinj 1964 and
1965, NOSEKXO described how he and his classmates spent Octcber
and November 1944 working in the woods near‘'Leringrad before
beginning their tenth grade studies late in the year; hLe omitted
this account from his April 1966 autobiography.

NOSENKO's account of the next years is similarly marked
with a number of incoasistencies and falsehoods. (In the
latter category he has claimed and later adnitted as untrue that
he atterded the Frunze Naval Academy from 1543 to 1944, that
he was on active military duty until being demobilized in 1945,

- and that he wes ghct irn the hand by a jealous ycung naval offi-
cer in 1945.) According to the account given under interroga-
tion in April 1964, KOSENKO was gchot in the hand at a party in
the end of April 1945, was hospitalized, resigned from the :
preparatory school, and received a certificate of satisfactory
completion of the tenth grade, although he had been in school
only since Kovember 1944. 1In 1965 and 1966 NOSENKO said, re-
spectively, that he was shot by a nazval officer in February
or March 1945 and that he shot himself in “early” 1945; since
the 1964 interrogaticns he has claimed only that he received
a statement of the courses hre had attended at the precparatory

g : school and that he completed the tenth grade at thc Shipbuild-

ing Tekhnikum in Leningrad.

The earliest collateral information specifically cuncern-
ing NOSENKO's educational backgrorec, go;:22r8 Lo °1¢;°_ o el
1 3 . 23 a» % s
qgft S AR R S

g 1;
cereral sericd described abaue. T3P,
...... . a ANVAPNES e N L AN \ g AP 2T 5 LIPS A et
the Sovict Navy defector ARTAMONOV said he attended & naval
preparatory school witn NOSFNKO during the period 1344 to 1946.
ARTAMONOV, after NOSENKO's defection was publicized, said he
had known a scn of the Minister NOSENKO in the nazval school in
Leningrad from 1944 to 1946. He was then shown a picture of
NOSENKO and confirmed this was the man. However, acccrding
to NOSENKO's statements, NOSENKO would have been about two

R
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classcs Tehind ARTIHONOV, ard wouid rave bheun at the scnool

for only about two months. It is ccnceivadle <rat the preseace

of tle scn of the Mimister of Snipruilding would be widely krnown

i{n the school and later remembered, but s0 would that son's t
self-inflicted wound ard disappearance. which ARTAMONOV has not :
mer.tioned. It is unlikely, moreover, that ARTAMCNOV could (20 '
years later) reliably recognize a photo of a person who had been
there such a short time and ndt in ARTAIONOV's class. (NOSERKO '
claims rot to have kncwn ARTAMONOV nor to recognize the name.)

In all zccounts, including his 1962 statements, HOSENKO
has said that he entered tte Irstituts of International Rela-
tions in Moscow in 1945. His descriptions of courses, events
and fricnds are as vague and unsubstantial as his accournts of
his earlier schooling. He has given various cates for his
graduation and has explaired that he did so to cover up the
fact that he failed his fin21 examinztion in the subject of
vMarxism-Leninism, " of which he was ashamed. UNHOSENKO inost re-
certly ciaimed that he received his éiploma in tre end of the
summer of 1950. CF N NRy R e P e tidatit G EASE Y I By s
".’--_ 7 v K43

c. Remarks

NOSTNKO's own admissions, 2as well as the small amount of
collateral informatior available, moke it clear that auch of his
sccount of his education has keen false. ‘‘he reasons for tnis
are rot at all clear and perinaps, ir fact, there is no logical
explanation. The Cl2 psychologist «ho tested ond questioned
%“CSENKO atout his youth sucgested that, under ~orditiors of
interrogation, he may lie for rno other rezson other than his
neec Lo save face. Tnis view is an accurate aescription of
HOSERKO's behavior wien questionecd irn cetail on this and other
acpects of his pre-KXGEB life; it is noct so with regard to ques-
tioning on his intelligence career. Nor does the psychologist's
view appear to explain why NOSENKO forgot or was unwilling to
tell CIA about an entire y<ar of his life, particularly such a
significant one, after consistently and apparently accurately
(judging from the Soviet press accounts cf the Minister's
activities) describing the years preceding it. It is rot
apparent why NOSENKO originally voluntecred the story of his
travel to Baku in the fall of 1942, when this was untrue, or
why he said that the Mosccw Special Naval School was evacuated
to Achinsk in 1943, when he must be aware that the school was
closed, if he was there.*

* The possibility that NOSENKO is not the person he claims
to be (and with a completely false life history, or one
lived Ly someone else) hLas been examined careifully, but
no clear conclusion can be drawn on the basis of available
evidence. :
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F. Appraisals of NOSENKO, his Motivattion, and Other Opera-
Tional Circuastances

1. Introduction

Appraisals of NOSENKO the man and of his motivations

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

often immemsureable, but fewer reservations reed be attached
to an appraisal of the other circumstances affecting the
course of events in Geneva in 1962 and 1964. These opera= :
tional circumstances can be analyzed .and evaluated in much
the same maaoner as were NOSENKO's production, gourcing, and
biography for they are tangible pleces of- evidence. In the
next portions of this paper are presented these appraisals,

. which draw chiefly upon Pages 603-641 (for NOSENKO the man),
Pages 20-29 (for his motivations), and Pages 11-19 and 30~
43 (for the operational circuzstances).

2, NOSENKO

The CIA specialists who assessed NOSENKO founhd him to
be of above-average intelligence, cne of them saying that
*his effective iptelligence is more cleverness than intel-
lectuality, more shrewduess than efficlency. ' He is capeble
of good memory and, as illustrated %y biS repeating certain

facts_in Tlie SanG Eequence, Capable_of_what_appears 1o Te

good memorization ot dotails. On the other hand, there were
pumerous internal contradictions in NOSENKO's recountings

of various events, he himself claimed an odd or poor nemory,
and he was the oxceptional defector by having been totally
debriefed within a relatively short period.

parts VIFL.D, and VIII.E. discuss NOSENKO's truthfulness

with reference to his Soviet Intelligence ard personal
backgrounds. lHere may be added other observations by the
ClA specialists: NOSENKO can exercise decepti on cleverly,

.. he improvised and was evasive under interrogation, and he
has a “remarkable” disregard for the truth where it serves
his purposes. The results of the polygraph'examination were
that NOSENKO "attempted deliberate deception.”

The gaps and errors in ,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
. _ raises the questions of whether NOSENKO was dispatched by

4 . the KGB and if so, why he was chosen. Regarding the latter
A point, it is noted that a CIA psychiatrist observed: "This
e 5_ man is capable of playing & role and playing it effectively,"
o . ‘and that a CIA psychologist stated: '"From a distance NO-
AT ! SENKO looks very good [ to his KGB superiors] as a possible
e penetration agent, but close up he leaves much to be desired."
de It was "close up," in the CIA debriefings and interrogations,
= that NOSENKO displayed an insbility to explain the gaps and
e errors in his reportiog. .

4, '

vy .
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3. Motivation

Part of one's notivation 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 bec able to adamit cven to hinsclf. Thus, what XOSEMNKO
said about nmotivation need not be taken at face value, and
for this rcason the whole question of Lis motivation must
remain a miror weight ir the overall asscsszent of bona fides.

NOSENKO has tried to present a meaningful explaczation
and has changed or adjusted his story to this end. He
initially insisted that he had no ideological motives but
simply wanted to "make a deal" in order to get out of
trouble; yet thisclaim is open to question: The gsmouat of
operational amoney which NOSENKO needed to replace vas hardly
enough to have driven him to treasoa, especially sircce
there were friends in Geneva like GUK and KISLOV wko might
have helped him make up his loss. Furtheraore, only two
days after CIA had rescued him with the funds. NOJENXO
“Spent _the CYA moncy in snother drunken debauchery (with the
Same companion) 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
explanation for his act. Therecupon \OSENKO added nevw
reasons: His distaste for certain aspects orf the regize,
his resentment of KHRUSHCHEV, and his liking for SAmericans.

..

By his defection ic 1564 NOSENKO chinged the ccurse of
his life, although he had said in 1962, forcefully aad
unequivocally, that he would never do so unless in acute
danger. In 1964 he could give no coherent explanaticn for
the change of heart and in October 1966 he denied, for the
first time, that hehad said in 1962 that he would pot de-
fect. His only motivation was that, having risen to the
level of Deputy Department Chief, he would not get to travel
abroad any more. (This contradicts NCSENKO's 1962 state-
ments:; anticipating immirent promotion to Deputy Cepartment
Chief, he said that he would Ieave the USSR at least once
a year in the future.) For no visible reason NOSENKO seems
to have abandoned a purportedly successful and promising
career, an undisturbed raxily life and children of shom
he was fond, cast shame on his father's menory =ud his re-
maining relatives, and departed forever from his osr country.

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

1o SERET .
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4. Operational Circumstances

a. Presence in Geneva (1962)

1967

¥hen he caxe to Geneve in nid-March 1962, NOSENKO
was a newly appointed Section Chief in thke KGB Sccond Chie?
Directorate, bavirg held this posttion for two months.
He himself acknowledged to CIA that it sppeared strarge
for the KGB to send a new Section Chief on an extended trip
abroad unconcected with his own work. His recasong for being
in Geneve have varicd and to some degree contradict one
snother: The Disarmaaent Conference was not expected to
last core then "a few sweeks,” btut NOSENKO did not tegin his
work egainst SHAKIOV (onc of the main reasons for his being
there) until six weeks after arrival; GRIBANOV played 2
role in his TDY, but NOSEiX0 later donted this; thtere were
in 1962 "aew rules" rcquiring 8 staff{ officer to accoapany
a Sovict delegetion, but in 1965 NOSENKO said he did not
renenber such reculations. He was permitted to go to Geneva
in 1962 ard 1964, as well &5 to Cuba in 1950 and Frgland
in 1957 and 1958, uader no supevvision or restraiut cespite
Lkis claim to a record so bzad that he was not clearcd by the
KGB for persancat posting to Ethiopia in 1960, ’

b. PFPresence in Geneva (1964)

\GSENKO said on one occasion that GRIBANOY was cne of
those who allowed him to come tO Geneva in January 1€64,
as a oersoanal favor;* he later not only deniced this tut said
in 1965 that GRIBANOV krew acthing about the TLY. le re-
ported the 120+ TDY might, tecause of his new position,
be his last trip to the West, hence the ‘favor'" of his
superiors to permit him this last trip; in 1962 NOSENKO
said he had the assurance that as Deputy Depariment Chief
(which he knew he was about to tecome) nc would in the future
cone to the ¥est at lcast once a year. Also, NOSENKO could
.not explain why 2 First Deputy Departamcnt Chief, if allowed
out of the USSR as @& “treat,” would go atroad for a conference
wshich could be expected to last many seexs, probably months.
This question is8 corpounded by the fact tkat NOSENEO would
be needed in Moscow: He caid that a KGB conference to plan
the handling of the tourist season was to be held at about
this time, and he stuck to this story even aiter admitting
that the telegraa recalling him for this Moscow conference
was an invention (sec below).

c. Access $0 XGB Residency and Availability to CIA

NOSENKO in 1962 routinely visited the KGB Legal Resi-
dency in Genevs every weekday morning, 2lthough be claimed
that he had npce reason and that it is rormally forbidden (as
other sources hive confirmed).** Woen asked how snd #hy he

sern3itive source

PTG
'ﬁ?ﬁﬁ%&ﬁicxted GRIBANUV's personal authorization of NOSENKO's

Tip in the face of derugatory information as ore cause of
.GRIBANOV'S dismissal. .

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

cagacity in 1957 and 1958, nor during his trap tc Cuba in
1960.
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did so ip Geneva, NOSENKO has given differect ansvers at
different times. His stories of simply 'drooping in and
hangirg arourd"” for lack of anything better to <o are
unacceptable in terms of known or likely Soviet practice.
His explanation that it was due to TSTUBAL's auspices or

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

NOSENKO had a full day free for meetings on 11 June
1962, although thereafter he limited neeting times to shortes
and shorter periods until his departure. This seemed
patural at the time since he would presumably huve his own
responsibilities and would need to be seen by his Soviet
colleagues in his proper surroundings. However, in 1964 -
he seemed not to nave any official respoasibilitles or any
calls on his time: He was willing to spend all his time in
mectings with CIA., Although this could be explained by the
fact that he planned to defect anyway, it nevertheless would
have iavolved unnecessary risks to a geruine source about
to become a defector. Hec showed no concern at the time,
but later (ip 1966), he said that he had been ip fact afraid;
it was for this reason that he invented the Moscow recall
telegram, in order to hasten ais defection and put an end
to his fears of getting caught. It is, of course, impossible
to make conclusive judgments on Soviet prectice, btut one
would expect, 1f NOSENKO were not engaged in security dutiles,
that he would be required to participate for cover reasons
in more of .the Soviet delegation's official activity. He
said that any absence could be explained as "security duties,"
since everyone on the Soviet Delegation knew or suspected
that he was a KGB officer. This unconcern for the suspicions
of other Soviets conforms neither with obseérved Soviet
practice nor with reports from other sources that Soviet
intelligence and security officers under cover go to some
pains to hide their true affiliation.

NOSENKO explained the contrast between his freedom
and availability in 1964 and his limited free tine in 1962
by the fact that in 1964 he had po' personal friends ip
Geneva; in 1962 both GUK and KISLOV expected to see bim io
bhis free time. (This story does not explain kis ability in
1964 to get away during conference workirg hours; peitkter

. GUK nor KISLOV affected this ip 1962.)

d. Timing of 1962 Cont;ct

NOSENKO had been in Geneva for three months in 1962
when the incident which brought him to CIA occurred; it
wvas only two weeks before his departure. He came to David
MARK only 10 days before leaving. This had tkte effect of
liniting CIA's time with him. MNOSENKO's contact caze only
about 10 days after CIA had completed, in the same city, a
series of meetings with BELITSKIY, a Soviet interpreter who
bed been recruited and handled as an agent by CIA during
earlier visits to the West. NOSEXKO, as one of the two
primary items he wanted to "sell” revealed that BELITSKIY
had been uander KGB control from the outset (Page 517).

© 70P. SECRET .

»’-

-

fﬁr

e g — S



TRV TNLTT ) e e e

3

753.

e. Willingness to Meet CIA

Although in 1962 KOSERKO claimed that he wanted to
sell only two specific items for the moncy he had lost, and
ther disappear, there werc indications from the outset that
he expected and planned to come back for further meetings
with CIA. At this first meetinj he calle?d attention to
certain information in his posscssion about POPOV, hinting
that he would tell it later; ecven 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 ccllakoration. Before
he finally agreed to return for more mectings, he said:
*Mayte I'l]l meet you again Monday*® (two days after the first
peeting). NOSENKO refused, despite repcated inducerents,
to mecet on the intervening Sunday. In fact, when he did
return on Monday, ne said that he had spe:xt surday with
friends, drinking and “discussing recent USSR foreign policy

roves and spceches DYy KLERUSHCHEV."

£. Tre Recall Telegranm

NOSENKO'e confession that ho fabricated the story of
his having Leen urgentlw resailed to i05oCW by a telegran
A R R R st nden, 1caves only two
possioie interpretations:

- There was a telegrem, but NCSENKO's nind has
slipped and he is no lorger able to distinguish between
fact and fancy. This, however, is rnot borne out by
Lkis general conduct nor his performance under interro-
gation in 19€6.

- There was, in fact, no telegram. (This is borne
Iotellicoence Thus, the irvention was

B Ny D e s FETEAIN not NOSERIO's but the

KGB'S; the EGB brieted NCSENKO to report to CIA that a

telegram was sent; ana LCSENKO made an errcr in later
admitting that it was rot.

g. Remarks : ,
The operafional circumstances so . far reviewed boint
out the facts that: W

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

- 1964;

- He had unusual access to the KGD Legal Residency
and an availabiliiy for meeting CIA that seemed to
impinge upon his security;

- He was willing to return to meetings with CIA al-
though having at first said that therc were but two
items of information for sale;

- He was "in place® as a CIA source for the last
six of his 100 or so cays 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.
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Taken together, these facts suggest the possibilities
that the KGB sent NOSENKO to Geneva on both occesions for
the purpose of contacting CIA, that the KCB wented the
opportunity to gauge CIA's reactions to the walk-in in 1962
and to the defection plans in 1964, snd that the KGB guid.d
NOSENKO sfter contact was established in both years.

A further examination of the operational circumstances
in Geneva lends credence to these possibilities. During the
1962 meetings. NOSENKO would frequently ansver CIA questions
by saying: I will have to think about that tonight," or
"] wiil have some time tonight to jot down and prepare 8
good answer for you," or "I don‘t want to give you an answer
to that right off--I am afreid to mislead you." He would
return to a later meeting with the information, after having
visited the Legal Residency. In 1964 there were other
exsrples of what may have been backstage guidance by the
KGB: .

_He called for an urgent special meeting to cor-
rect something he had said in an earlier meeting.
Initially NOSENKO had nemed ZUJUS 1nstead of KEYSERS
s the U,S, Embassy code clerk whom he had personally
approached. in 1961. This seeaed remerkably urgent and
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 a U.S.
Embessy staff employee durirg his alleged tour in the
American Department ip 1960-1961. If he could not
remember this one name, it might call his entire story
into question. It is hard to find snother explanation;
had he simply made a careless mistake, with his cus-

t omary indifference to names and dates., NOSENKO would

be unlikely to mull over what he hed said st the meeting
nor to bother about correcting a minor migstatement.
Much less would he feel compelled to call an emergency
meeting to do so.

-He came to meetings with "chance" items picked
up at the Legal Residency. esch of which would require
quick action and the commitment of assets on the part
of CIA in Geneva. Also, NOSENKO originally said in
January 1964 that he wanted to defect right away, but
various steps taken or plenned by his Cl1A handlers
kept him in place for 2 time. Each step, however. was
quickly negated--usually at the pext meeting--b)y some
information NOSENKO had picked up by chance.

_He asked, out of context and without any explena-
tion, whether GOLITSYN had told CIA thst the President
of Finland was a Soviet agent, and later could not
coherently explain where he had heard this, why he had
not told CIA about it in 1962, and why he had asked.

in sddition. the Soviet reactions to the defection were
unprecedented and contrasted sharply with, for exsnple, the
Soviets' avoidance of publicity concerning GOLITSYN's defec~
t ion in 1961. The post-defection actions by the Soviet
Government created publicity which had the superficisl effect
of underlining NOSENKO's suthenticity, establishing him as
s pudblic figure, confirming that he had 2 family, and veri-
fying that his defection was of slsrming consequence. These
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reactions seem purposcful in light of the approach in Paris
in 1966 of a Soviet photographer to Paris Match; the photo-
grapher passed photographs of NOSENKO's wife and children
as part of a proposed story to dramatize the abardoned
fanily of a “top Soviet intelligence officer” whose cdefcc-
tion had caused the "biggest blow ever suffered by Soviet
Intelligence.” Therf i8 no independent press in the USSR,
no Soviet journalist’Hllowed to publish as he pleases, and
the Soviet Governmenf in the past has shown no predisposi-
tion to dramatize defections from its most secret agency.
The photographer can only be presumed to have been acting on

KGB instructions.
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G. Sources Supporting NOSENRKO

1. Introduction

Th:e preceding portions of fPart VIII. prescnt an

analysis of the NJSCHKO case without givirg -letailed con-
cideration to information about him from Soviets re-
porting tc CIA and the FBl. Ubecause their evicdence generally
“yruns counte:r to the results of the foregeing analysis, it

is revicwed hicre separately so that the concentrated examina-
tion of NOSENKO weuld not ba diverted by asidec as to the
authenticity and rcliability of these Soviets. A3 indicated
belcw, tie CIA and FBI sources who have direttly sucosrted
NOSERKO's intelligence bactkiround are (4 ,.,7,,’:, R cens

it -
Woi.e¢ €x

STIRIEL® and the defoecrers QR s b 3dgi)anrc GOLITSYN.
Copt CuLITSYN claimed Lo hinow oo t.ro personilily or

to have worked with him, and LOUNNKO contradicted GOLITEYN

by saying they had rever met. Gom: ot them, as well as

CHEREP/ MOV, susported NOSENKO fndirectly through overlapping
inforration on specific XGB cperationy, but th's asgect

of their reporting is reviewed in Purt 1X.

2. Corroboraticn of KOSENKO's Irntelligence Career
; pALE T wart-s

The statements o{(ku-; the sources confirm that:
NOSENRKO was 2 KG3 officceiwith access to sensitive irnformation:
Sens 1Ive _Taurc?
Gie T Sitd > ke 08Pl h o
gail NCSiliXO was a KGB livutenant colenel (later
changeG to captain), a friend and protege cf thLe head
of the KG3 Sccund Chief Directorate, GRIBANCV, :?o

1 B BLgRX NCIENKD
wes @ Koo "chief,” with accoss to Jdotaiis on- KG2 Jpera-
tions agains® tk2 U.S. Ercassy, ant! was most rucently
Daputy Chief of the Tourist Uzpartment. lic also stated
that NCSENKO, with his information on U.S. Embassy nicro-
piiories and KG3 operations involving correspondents and
tourists, was "more valuuble [to American intelligence]
than PENKOVSKIY," NOSEL¢n "could <o tremendous harm

R . Dt AT SALENEON, 2] rorecrer, tha
KGB "will not be able to operate normally ror cwo years®
(i.e., until 1966). Ile described the repercussions ina
the KGB caused by NCSENKO's defection: new XGB regu-
jations to increase secucity, the lismissai of many
KGB officers inclué}nq CRILANOY and the recall »f ~any

o T S R T N B e T

@ stated that NUSENKO had attenied the GAU's Mili-
8 ary-Diplomatic Acacemy (NOSEMKO has indicated he de-
o clined the opportunity to enroll in this strategic

intelligence schcol in the early 1959°s.) -Afterwards,
AT S e NOSENKO served in the GRU and then! entered

.
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e 2025378 Soviet source ,

source
- According to &l $%0 was in "Intelli-
gence." His defection Lrought about the recall of a
KGB secretary from Geneva, the rumored transfer of scme
60 Soviet officials fronm assignments abroad, and the
dismissai of KGB personnel including NOSENKO's friend
¥ cUK, whc had recomnended the TDY to Geneva. In addi-
tion, -ﬁ*f?g'fﬁig reprrted, immediately after the de-
fecticn a Ypresentative of the Exits Cormission of
the CPSU Central Ccmmittee went to Geneva to speak to
the Sovict Government employecs there. OEBIRELralnial
said thot NOSENXO had been tried in a~usertia 1n M“oscow
for treason and sentenced to death (seec Pages 46 and

342).

- GOLIT5YY feiled to comment w.en snown “0OSENKO'S
name 1a 1967, T thore 15 o roToTs o TS ey having
WEFEToned woosnXy DZIOTEE B WEs.&rTn Press anncunce-
ment Ox . Jofcecticn in 1964, -2ven vasuyh ::2 had namned
pcooic knoan €O nim i ‘e TmeTiCan TApITliLnT cf the
KGB Geconu chief Directoretc. -~ SAC Iy atles celuecting
GOLTISYN s11G taat ae Ra¢ visited :nie Deparcrient in
1960 and 2t tone turr of the year 15€0-1961.) After
NOSENRO defected, GGLITSYYN was given a swenery of
NOSENKO's Liography. Thereupen GOLITSYN reported that
NOSENKO was a KGB céficer »hon he firrst met in 1953 and
last saw in 195%. Frem 1953 to 1957 or 1958, GOLITSYN
stated, MNOSENKO was in the U.S. Embassy sccticn of tre
American Department, resgonsible for coveraje of U.S.
militaryv personnel anc¢ later either for others in the Mcs-
cow Fmbassy or for correspondents. As of 1953, GOLITSYX
said, WOSTUKO was a senior officer in the Tourist Departnent;
as of 1960, hc was definitely not in the American Depazt-
ment. GOLITSYN acdded that GUK, CcHLeEANOvV, ard KASHCHZYEV
were friends in the KG3 whom he shared with NOSENKO (see
Pazes 343-344). ' :

Sou-ce

TN - D , indicated she had
been told by her XGB friend SYIRIN that NOSENXO was a
scivilian®; he had nevertheless provided information on
microphcnes in the C.S. £=hassy and had "consicerable
damage.” SRR ? : S : &% .1so_have COIr-

TR ‘f,’_-‘;::’_""-_‘,;.a')‘,{.',,,' =y
yoborated certain non-Inteiligence uspec:s"o:
background.

3. Rerarks -

—— e ..;CA!‘CE,
m_au.-«uA;j;4 asicde, thc Soviet sources have certified
that NOSENXO was a senior KGB officer, anu all asserted or
implied that he had access to information valuable to Ameri-
can Intelligence--the micro voios in the U.S. Srbassy being
one item in comnon, GGG T POESErTry

T

1o SECRER




: \“  TOP SECREIT ™

~758.

' . Most of them have described the serious repercus-
sions cf NOSENKO's defection, Tne possikbilities with regard to
the accurecy of these sources' reporting are:

First, they arc correct. If so, the foregoinrg
aralysis is in error, they sre valid sources, and
NCSENKO is what he claims to be: a jonuine defector
wnose previous positions in che KGb enabled hir to
divulge all inportant dctaile on operations against
Westcerners, miinly Americarns. :

Second, they are misinformed. 1f so, the fore-
¢oing analysis is correct, they may te valic sources,
and NOSENKO has always been under KCB control. For
this to Le true, it would have leen nccesSsary for the
KGB o dispatch NOSENKO with only & highly restricted
rumter of FOR peisonnel (including CRILANOYV) aware of
tre actual circumstances of the onetation. The K38,
at the same tine, would have propajated within and out-
side of the Soviet Intelligence Services the fiction
that NOSENKO was an actual but disloyal KGB officer
ard would have suvpported this fabrication in various

Toont the saweilty of tra .oss Oor NUOSNKO, etc.).

Third, they have reen purposefully misleading:
Anerican Intellicence for their own or KG3 purposes.
If so, the foreccing analysis is correct, and some or
all of them have participated in a KGS conspiracy to
support the bora fidzs of NOSENKQ, a KGS-controlled
source.

These possibilities are dlscussed further in Part IX,
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H. “~Alternative Explanations

1.  Introduction

- “parts VIII.B. through VIII.P. have discussed the
{inaccuracies, self-admittecd contradiccions, inconsistencies,
and incompleteness of NOSENKO's reporting about himself and
the KGB. Collectively, these irportant flaws in the story
of and by NOSENKO make it necessary to choose an explanation
for his actions and the nature of his information. There
are three alternatives:

Pirst, NOSENKO was a KGB officer but (a) has
a faulty or selective memory, has embellished or
boasted, or his reporting has been influenced by a
combination thereof; or (b) he is insane.

Second, NOSENKO lied about himself in order to
save face. .

Third, NOSELKO has misrepresented himself, either
on his own or at the instigation of the KGB.

Each of these mutually exclusive alternatives is discussed
below.

2. First Alternative

According to one postulate, NOSENKO was an -cofficer in
the KGB but has a faulty rmemory, 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 hie forgetful-
ness and errors concerning events he is kn» inderendently
to have lived through, sucn as the BURGI and B cas>s.
But it cannot be said that he is, in general, "very bad with
names,” because he nac almost total recall of names and
positions of hundreds of KGB officers in the Maerican and
Tourist Departments. He has a good memory for tcces and
rarely failed to recognize photcgraghs of pecple he claimed
to know. He remembered consistently details about certain
operations (the compromise and investigatlion of PENKOVSKIY,
the surveillance of ABIDIAN to Pushkin Street, the JE~NER®
case, the arrest of BARGHOORN, and the search for CHEREPANOV,
to cite a few examples). NCSENKO 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 thLe characteristics
of other people, for example, and to the sequence in which
events transpired; the aspects important to him might rot
appear so to a more objective observer. Such a person would
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guppress unpleasant memories and would have no real appre-
ciation of or respoect for an "objective truth.'" His re-

porting, like his perception and his memory, might therefore e

. gseem distorted. He right recount events according to kis .
mood of the moment. Thus, fo- cxample, if real attachments i

to family or friends is irpossible for a psychopath, there e
cannot easily remember L X

be an explanation as to why NOSENKO

his childrens' birthdays, why in 1962 (or 1965) he appears
to have lled--or been indifferent to the truth--about his

older daughter's schooling, and why

he cannot recall when

he first married. In theory this hypothesis can explain
any aberration, sinco it involves the unknowable. In its
post 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)
how he did the things he did. Most

remeuwmbder or recount
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--and other sources confirm-~that

he quickly rose to high supervisory
counterintelligence organization wh
attention to detail. He would have
overcoming the black marks in his f

responsibility in a2

ich is known to require
risen in the KGB while’
ile: scandal, indiscip-

line, ncgative background factors, and bad Party record.

NOSENKO admits that his performance
4nattentive and inactive and almost
activity was carried out unaccompan

was not good; he was
none of his operational
ied. That his rise re-

sulted from his father's influence or GRIBANOV's is unten=-
able, for his father died in 1956 and GRIBANOV's patronage

(itself open to the strongest doubt
be dispensed upon such a mental cas

) would not and could not
c. Mental aberration to

the degree which would explain his poor performance under

CIA interrogation would necessarily

have hindered his per-

formance of KGB duties, denied him special privileges, and

and hence cost him the carcer which
himself.

. A second factor negating this
pathic personality is that such a p
to recall certain details with the

questioning, and reminders, whereas
reports seem to represent the absol
or knowledge. Years of questioning
dredging up any new details or inci
be could not recall, for example, O
Helsinki, the details of the seizur
from the U.S., Army Attaches at Stal
of GOLITSYN's defection, or the pre
Moscow at the time of the decision

Another factor is the impossib

NOSENKO has claimed for

hypothesis of a psycho=-
erson could be induced
help of discussion,
NOSENKO's vague and hazy
ute limits of his memory
have not succeeded in
dents. Even when reminded,
ne of KOSOLAPOV's TDYs to
e of electronic equipment
ingrad, the correct date
sence of KHRUSHCHEY ip
to arrest BARGHOORN,

ility of applying this

hypothesis to the totality of NOSENKO's reporting. If the

bhypothesis holds that some.things a
others are not, and that he therefo
and forgets the latter, it is _refut

re important to him and
re remembers the former
ed by the inability to.
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find a_category of ipformation abouyt himself which he con-
Elstently remenbered nor any that he consisiently forgot.

iT what is important is his cen direct experiences, for
example, 1t is odd that he recffled the operations of others
better than his own; he remcmbered the names of hundreds of
KGB officers, but could not rccall names of his own agents
and people invoived in his oun career; he could recount’
details of the PENKOVSKIY investigation, in which he did

not participate, but not of the discovery of Americean spies
among tourists, such as NcGOWAN, for which he was responsible;
he remembered details of the 1955 MALIA case in which he

did not meet the target personally but forgot details of the
1961 KEYSERS case in which he did. 1If it is the importance
to him of recruitment opcrations against U.S. Embussy em-
ployees which permitted him to recall sone details of the
STORSBERG and MULE opcrations, it is not important enough

to help him recall some of the other details which were
equally pertinent to nim personally; and it is not selective
memory which made him forget almost every detail about CIA
personncl in Moscow and KCB action against them. If it is
said that his parental family is importart to him ( hence
his memory of his father's funeral and the names of his
urcles and aunts), it is odd that he canrnot recall detalils
dbout his childhood. If drinking with important people is
meaningful to him, it would explain why he remembers one
GRIBANOV cvening with sharp ciarity, but it does not erplain
why he cannot remember the other two times, not even in what
scason of the ycar or in what restaurast they took plece.

Finally, with reference to the "selective menory" hypo-
thesis, it is precisely in matters NOSENKO said he remembers
best and which he told most confidently that the majority of .
inexplicable contradictions arise. Nothing could shake him
from his claim to have been directly responsible for ABIiDIAN
or on his story of the Pushkin Strcet dead drop, among
numerous examnples.

¢. Embellishment

The third possibility is that he has simply embellished
and boasted, while underlying his story is a core of truth
somewhere near what he has reported. NOSENKO has, after all,
admitted many "white lies" and boasts ("painting” himself, as
he called it). Also, in the interrogations there were
repeated signs that he was fabricating and improvising, often
in ways which led him into more contradictions and further
admicsions of white lies. Perhaps.then, according to this
hypothesis, he simply invented, on his own, various aspects
of his career. Perhaps he dated his entry into the KGB

earlier to make himself seem more experienced, and invented
"his service in the American Department to make himself more

interesting to American Intelligence. Perhaps he was only

a principal agent, not a staff officer, but learned enough
from his operations and from his handlers to think he could
pose as one. This hypothesis would certainly explain many
of the dubious aspects: ‘the story of his career, his lack
of information on KGB staff procedures, his ignorance of
major KGB events and scurces, the dcgree of his relationship
with GRIBANOV, etc. This theory, however, founders on &
number of points: o

]
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i{ndividual th-orines, It canrot explain the counserargunents
discussed under corponcnt yarts above.

e. Insaoity
LlilelodAd A

It might Le poustulatec ihat NOSENYO went insano ard that
thig was the causo not oaly o! his scexingly unrotivated
contact with CIA 15 1962 but of shortconings in hig story.
However, NOSENXQ thereafter :gndled¢ seniur XGB functions
wvell caough to be pronoted and to be .persitted abroad 1in
1964; ke Las beca exciatned pericdically by a CIA psyci:dolo-
gist and a ClA psychiatirist; e has dron in contact Over
considerable periols of time and under varyivg degrees of
stress with expericenced C1A and FBI perscarcl; he has nain-
tatned his equilibrium under difficult circunstanzes. Nore
of thc fcregoing results in an irdication of fr=anity arnd
there are countless other argunents which would irvalicate
this hypothesis.

3. Sccond Alternative

It has also heen postulated that NOSENKO i a psycho-
path, is ~hat he says e is, but that tor psychologicnl
reasons and while under interrogataien, he dia nrot want to
tell what he anewv. By this line of reas~ning, NOSENKO has
Jied for no other recason than to save face; by dwelling on
the incoasistencies in NOSENKO's statcenents, the interro-
gator merely causcd nmore inconsistencies or clso received
the false answers tnat NOSE'RO did not know or did not re-
xeaber the facts. Uuder interroygation, hewevev, NOSENKO
recalled arnd repcated what he had previousiy said in the
less inhibiting atoosphere of the relaxed debricfings prior
to 4 April 1964. Tais alternative explanation
thus does aot account for the factual contradictions 1in
XOSESKO'S rcporting tefore the interrogations, such as the
errors in dates, in sourcing on the *ANDREY'" case, in de-
tails about the Pushkin Street dead drop, eotc. It also
fails to account for NOSENKD's retractions about his rank 2s
lieutenant coelorel, in tae face of the ¥KGB TDY travel autho-
rization wkich shows hia to be a lieutenant colonel, aad
about the tclugran recallia: hin to ¥3UB Headquarters in
January 1961, € AvERSRRITCEEINN 20 =
‘{13; 4 ‘‘he suczestiorn al
save face conscquently cau be disnissed.

o

4. Third Altercative

The only other postulate is that NOSLENKO i35 not what
he claims to be, in which casc his misreprescntation was
done either on his own or as part of a KGB operation.

i1f he is misrepresenting himsclf on his own, there are
(even in thecory) orly two possibilities: He is rerely exage-
gerating (discussed above, under the "First Alternative”) or
he is a fabricator. He cannot be 8 fabricator, however, since
the Soviets have certified him in many ways; including his -
diplonatic status at the Geneva Confereace, Soviet o?ficial
protests and Sovict Embassy confropntation in Washington,
3 Soviet officials’ remarks in various ereas of the world, and
i roports fron QIJBERHAR, other sources or his KGR status end
! importance, scusitive sr=cs and - -

e e S ———— o ——e ¢
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There remains the possibility that NOSERKO has misrep-
resented himself and is a witting part of a KGB operation. This
hypothesis could accormodate the argument that the KGB would
not dispatch a KGB staff officer as a couble agent against a
hostile service tecause, whether or not the arguzent is valid,
NOSENKO (as indicated in Part VIII.D. above) has not proven his
claim to having served as an officer of the KGB. 1If he has
been and is now under KGB control, it would cppear that he was
being built up for years to look like an officer and was shown
to westerners in certain rccruitment operations.* This could
explain NOSENKO'S revelations to . FRIPPEL and others about his
family and background; the otherwise pointless W.E. JOHNSON
case, and NOSENKO's acpexrance in the BARGHOORN interrogation.

. It could explain NOSLNKO's unevea memory and performance under
- detailed guestionirg: Much of what he should have kncwn by
personal experience could have tcen mercly memorized as part

of his KGB briefing. Nothing in HOSENYNO's production (see

Part ViI1.B. above) would preclude his teing a XGB-dispatched
agent. That he was a KGB-dispatchel agent was the conclusion
independently arrived at by the CIA specialist who administered
a polygraph examination to NCSENKO in April 1964.

4. Pemrmarks

The first alterrative above has been rejected while the
possibility that ROSENKO on his own misrepresented himself
is unacceptable. The remaining possibility is that NOSENKO
has been manipulated by the ®G3 in an operation directed
against American Intelligence.

-
;
e
|

!

\

§
!
{

¥ 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 12 the KZYSERS case,
which, morecver KEYSERS ould rmot confirm; PREISFPEUND is an
unreliable witness; and is not accessible to
interview.

e
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{. Sunzary of Couclusions

CIA has considered every major aspect of the NOSFENXKO
case for the purpose of rcaching 8 definitive corrluston
about the bone fidew of this =ab ahe sgys he is xGH
of(iccr-de!ccfor collaburating with Ancrican Intclligence.

As this point-by-poxnt analysis has denonstratea,
there is no reason to accuept ARy of NOSENKO'S clainl’ to
a carcer as an officer irn Soviet Intelligence, to asthority
concerning the rango and degrec u? KGB uporatiun:l SUCCCESCS
{n the USSR (particularly with U.S. officials and private
citizens), to accuratce knowledge regarding gajor security
cases in that country, or to coouperation with Arcrican Intel-

ligcecce.

1t would be sufficient proof of his mala fid~s to
verify that NOSEXNKO licd about a single pognent of his
cerecr in the KGB. lic cannot have beon truthful in saying
that he was the Doputy Chief of the U.S. F: bassy Section.
Azcrican Dopart:cut. EGR Sccont Chicrl hlrvcturatu.'in 1860~
1961 =nd a Decputy Catef in the Tourist Departnent of the
saLe dirnctorate fron 19462 until als defection. Nuzerous
indications pake it doubtful that NOSFNKO, as he contended,
belongea to the raval GRU in 1951-1952, to the U.S. Exatassy
Sccetion in 1953-1955, and to the American [ourist Scction
in 1955-1959. Hc was unable 1O support his alleped staf?
officer status in the KEGB, providing incomplcte ard inaccu-
rate information on his sub-sources and on such topics 8s
Headquarters staff proccdurcs vhile making {l1logical state-
cents on Mouus operandi. Neither & supervisor nor, pro-~
bably, a casc oTTicer, it reaains dubious but possidble that
Le wes 8 KGB princlpnl agent whosec speciality to the past
waSs cozprosising western hoansexuals. #hatever the capacity
in which ROSENXO served, it was not in the KGDB ranks, holding
the KGB titles, or with the KGB honors he has ascrited to
hiecself, ard this fact is cnough to prove the falsity of
his claims to being 2 genuinc defector.

There is no question, hosever, that NOSENKC has had
the benefit of inside information froa the KCU. ife has
gaid so, other sources have said so. tue Sovict Governzent's
reactions to the dofection ipplécd oS mpuach, an? his rcports :
contain details which could have coxe cnly from the KGE. ;
He was i{ntrcduced iuto several operataioens, the farst as 3
early as 1958, in a position appearing wgenfor” to known XGb .
staff officesrs. He has provided data on orpanization, per-
sonpel, and methods ccaplencat ing ard supplenenting that from
others affiliated with the AGB. purposefully pnisleading
about himself, NOSELKO has also beln deceittul in discussing
the comprumises of CHESREPANOY, PENKOVSKIY, and pcrtaps POPOV,
although here 15 reporting ofte: correlates witn that from
several - TS 1}:-"773‘”'*l Analysis shous

a KGB provocateur, PLENEOVSKIY was detected at the latest in
early 1961 pot 1952, and POPOY ¥as probably uncovered earlier
than January 1959 bccause of & KCB agent rather than surveil-
lance. NOSENKO thus has pot wercly misrepresented hinself dut
hss practiced deception uncer KGB guidance. Appraisals of
NOSENKO's performance under intcrrogatioa, his alleged motiva-
tion, and the operational circumstanccs support this view.

M) . -
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Furthermore, it is tho only acceptable oxplanation, &moOdg
the alternatives, for what bas transpircd since contact with

CIA began in 19062,

CIA's coaclusion about the bora fides of NOSENKO {is
uneguivocal: ile is a dispatched agent controlled by the KGB,

part 1X contains a discussion of tho impiicatiors of
the forczoirg corclusion for the Soviet scurces who, QA% T
235 nﬁﬁ&ﬁ?ﬁgﬁiﬂéhi%ﬁf”#wm'fﬁr have corrcborated the bona "
f “OSENKO. -
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positions he claimod contradicts information reported to CIA

( 2 ) ! 45T .‘s“-:—'iﬁ\‘r?f"l' !;'{3'-_:,{:’-* [

whom have claimed to be collaborazinc honestly with lmerican
Intell:janze, stated or implied that NOSENKC held erator

positiors fn the KG3 Second Criecf Directorate,** .f the con-

,T>E’Vl;12;;gﬂlgxig9 A S gensitive cowrces
- 4" *he conclusion that NOSENKO did not serve in the 3B
f Soviet Intell:cence sdurces;

B L
These sources, ull of L&Y

clusion ¢ this study of NCSEIXO's becng figes is accurate, none
of the @sources can be correct, cnd they mast therefcre be

ejither mcsinformed apout NOSENKO ors purposefully

R N PRI, ., D RIS TR : )
in assessing whether and how AN T ez sencitive

micleadirg.

could have Leen innocently mtsinformed about HU3INKU zfter he

defected, 1t is necessary tc consider the ways in which the KGB
zmight tT.ave createl and suppsrted a legend for a courterfeit KCB
officer-cefector like NCOENKO, Tr2 ¥GB mijht have accurplished

this oy the followingy mears:

- NO3INKO's legernd wceuld have :egurred the KC3 to

brief him 17 depth on rune:ous cases and various turgets

whick he would be free to discuss with CiA. The KG3

wcili also have to fzmiliar:ze nim with KGB staff organi-

~aticaa! structure and proceduies, *** &4 K3B officers
promirent in his story le.g., GUR, KCVEETK, TSYTVBAL,
CRIEANOV) so that he could not only recocnize treir
protographs but also lerd reality o his remarks atout

them. NOSENKO would alss have to visat KG3 installations

and other areds which appeared in his lejerd.

¥ Sources whose reporting tended to support NOSENKO but who
have r.ot been members of the Scviet Intelligence Services

are eliminated from cdetailed ccnsidecation here becaus=2
their conrecticons with NOSERKC are lecss direct trern the
sources with scrvice in the KGB and GRU. GERegnili has

never reen 2 Soviet Intelligunce officer, an< his support
for KOSENKO has been relatively iimited. YHowever, he re-
portec cn repercussions in Ceneva caused by NCSENKO's ce-

fection and lixe NOSENKU, he =zaid that the KGB suspected

Source

the U.S. State Department officiai David MARK of belorjing

to CIA. He has also reported on certain personalities
prominent in NOSENKO's reporting. including Yu. I. GUK
and V.V, VAKRUSHEV,

** 2lthough all of them supported NOSERKO by corfirming his
KG3 status, there it nevertheless a distirct differerce
between GOLiTSYMN's opinion about him anc the statemerts
by the other scurces. GOLITSYN believed NJISENKO to be a

KGB-cispatclted agent, while the resc indicated that he was

a genuine defector.
¢**That these preparations were imperfect, cr at least that

NOSENKO imperfectly mastered his briefing, was shown in
his performarce urder interrogation.
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2 Mother phrase of the praperaticas vo:id have boan

" wOSESKD's actual and donstiable participaticn in cpers-

Y. tio=s, geceaingly as 8 X538 olficer. Preaurably this swuld

e done 80 that Westerness (8.g., BARGIOGN, TRIZPEL, ard

W.2, JOMNGON) could Sertify that they had aean HOSRIKQ. tn
some such role.* -

- The KGB presunably would have restricted the number
of its officers aware of szae or all of the operational
plan; it would ronetheless be faced with the problem of
how putlic krowledce of HUSENKO's defection right affect
others in the service, KGB officers abroad uainformed cf
the ogperational plan micht be indiscreet with foreigners,
in meeting Westerr double agents, or before microphcre3 in
their hoces and office3s, a:xang such remarks 2s "I never
heard of this man NOSEIKO™ or speculating close to the
mark. oTr.us the KGB might hava tr:ed ©o e1.pift tha ra=a
fides c©f NCSENKC TYRA 2 L2 P i
S QB RS A e o YO T T
rumors &sout his awtnzaticity (this on the part of tre
limiced few aw:re of the facts of tnn case), by recalling
K35 cfficers from the pcizsz i1n the vWest (osteasibly b~
cause tnhey were krnowd to NOSELKC) . uy arncurncing the whole-
sale dismissal - those respornsiltie 1nciuding GRIBAQV
{althzush in fact they may have routinely retivred cr may
Lav> been recmoved from the maln stream of KGB Headcuarters
activities). ard Ly making general announcenerts within
t-e KCB,anour the “loss” triivred o the defe-tion SRR
E g RO OT I e TR IR IS SRS Fuccher -
rore, vt practice td mare a bad ex-

L e

-

InT2 1t 1S COmadn SoVi

ample of Jdefectors, such annuunienents might be cxpected

to denigrate WOSENKO 1s a “sad character with venereal

disease. an odd Party record, self-inflicted wound, etc.,

in his cackgrournd. The K32 might aiso have taken pains

to support HO3ENKO further by having Western Intelligence

sources, notab.y couble agents rezcgnized by the KGB to

te siach, told cf the seriousress oi the defection.

setsiive o.urces
s pnsgyle fro-owork chat one mizht judge whetter

the repcrts 0 TR T T S i g aaP ~oncerning NOSENKO
were unwittirg repetiticns of wiiely Zrczeminated misinformation,
or whetrer their reports constatited purposeful pessage of KG3
disinformation. ° ’

s

It is within thi

Their direct and irndirect support of KU3SENKD's bona fiZes,
as well as the statements by GOLITSYN, are presented ard evaluated
in the rext sections Lelow, together with presentations and
appraisals of their informatich on to ice Of :eporting in cxmon
with NOSEXKO's. Csrtain reports by 7 X :

Source

* It :8 roteworthy that such participation was linited to Tourist
Departrsent operations. NGSENRO did not claim physical partici-
pation in any coatacts with American aubassy officials during
the periods 1953-55 or 1960-%1, except for MULE and ‘STORSBERG
{vhere his claired roie was uncheckacle since it involved only
Tolding a door) and KEYZERS (which KEYZERS did rot confirm
ar.d on wnich NOS=RO did nct insist, admitting that he doubted
KEYZERS. woald remenmber or recognize ham.
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c
i

areed e GOLETHBYI thoat

R S LT P NTREGS PN S S
N oo v rlapes caq, 1ncd
1 ; ‘s s .~ L,oound e ’
oo “ et - n R SEIES T I SR TIRY PR B
t LI ! TR t RREAR ST oot D Ltoas fron WOSLEL
. L R Uy e P T VI A TRt oa Chnde €
T e RN L, . S0 i e . fes WL SR him,
i R T S ST L R corsennel whiem the
: e B onaedt Sy the s moaner ronu) HOYLMKO, Lnc
. sULted RS VI R U, oy Daedy 0N TeCLTrLG,
. , 0.0 trontidy i, e sy froone AleRsanur
; PRI BN S Ceeer oy F.oolt cuwoaa Jupan vaen
ot RELAR N AT L4 PR AP RO T surite T
VLTIt L LS v s, o Ly bt e e catficd as RG3
et ten. Ll Lrganiaet Lol 30 Yaon tGr trer MULL o SOLITEYN saad
o, Lt qunes i, ot e vhe ol A tasls Mnaselty fCr AN GSSCESS
Ne=Rt, o0 CcOouldd 5Ly Coat tners A0ie o L 0o et ot G srnforneitien

2 Y
3m oWt Fe Nald seeh; e wait ol Lo s siver 1tald rormatin on tie
Tase. L Wwas ROL § Vel U LET. - :

On 10 Feioywsgy 1964 NUGRLKO'S urfeotion tiva the Sowviet Dis-
armimont delesat:on 10 genevy, Fiateorland wan soblicized, 1nclued-
ing Lis BEGB afirizeuaon. Nnen GOLITSN hear i this news he 1ncda-
ately rocalled the Jduie Pvul tiorter® froa Switoerlinc and linked
EOSEL%GC to 1t ; e taereuvporn stated that e reoceiled NOSENKO as @
member 0f tac Scecond Chref ulrestorsna wWorking WGasnst Awcrican
crtizens.

I 31 Feiuary 19id G Lqi_go;.,;;i;Ly_Qi_h;s
articipaition in inte:v . g.t ot TR0, and 2t this time he
was given scme bickgsrurld on the car. ad an inurcation of CIA's
reservasions about LOSENRD'S bona tiuss. ovar the next several
menlns GOLITSTH was provyded Wilh miteciar frca tac 1962 and 1964
mectings with NOSLENKD 1n Sweitzerland, and at n1s request was
supplied withh oll thc avallatle biugraphic data 20 NOSENRO to
assist him in analyzing tiie operatizn. COn 29 Junce 1964, GOLITSYN
was interviewed in dctaal on the subject of KusENRO. Hc confirnea
MOSENKO's 1dentlaity as the zon of the former Miristev ot Shap-
building wnd said tpat he was a KGh ¢tlicer whe nad worked 1n the
Awerican Depactment and the ‘fourist L tient ot the KGY's Second
Chicf Diractorate. Ho sus shHown o phint ograra of NISELIO. (ot
buricd in a gpheto sproad, Bt sinely)l and e Chentrfices 1t as 3
photograph 1 the muu her hitew. Ao this vore Qv gove the information
abouc UOGELKG which 1S surmirized buelow.
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The NUSENKV case hus not heen discussed with GOLITSYW sincn
the 23 June 19€4 fatervied; thus he hi3 ﬁét 1een questioned
further on the circwastances which led to the encounters with
+103ENKU described by hin, nor have the results of subsequent
detailed reinterrogstions of KOSENKO - discussed at length in
the foregoing sections of this paper - been made available to
him for reviewv, analysis, or comment;

2. Resume and Discussion of Information®

smerican Depactmont - 1953

NOUSiIKO has said that he entercd the KGB in #arch 1953**
and was first assigned to the U.S. Embassy Section of the American
Department of Whit 53 now the Second Chief Dircctorate, KGB. He
statad that his duties from %43 entry until sometime in 1954, per-
haps 3about June, were to work cn ftles of American cérrespondents
on p~rmanent assignment toO r0SCO¥ and to meet with the Soviet
citizens vho were agents or informants re§Oft1ng on the corres-
pondents to the KGB. o

GOLITSYN stated that he met NOSENKO {r. the American Depart-
ment of the Internal Counterintelligence Directorate*** a couple
of times in 1953 when he, GULITSYN, was there on other matters.
GOLITSYN had earlier identified his own job bctween‘becember
1952 and April 1953 as Chief of the american Sector, Counter-
intelligence (Hinth) Department, Foreign Directorate, under the
Chief Intelligence Directorate (formed in December 1952 and re-

prqanized in April 1953). From April 1953 until his departure

* fThe relationship between the reporting by GOLIT3YN and NOSENKO
on specific operations is shown on Pages 593-595, with comments
thereon appeJsring on Pages3 647-659, while in thia section are
a discussion and an evaluation of what GCLITSYN said about

NOSENKU's assignments in the Sacond Chief Directorate (see
Pages 313-344). '
** ,mong the varjous dates civen by NOSENKO for this entry, March 1953

has bean given mora often than others and is more consistent with

the rest of NOSENKO's story. . jr vy
essrnea 1o naw Amafcnated the KGB Second Chief D!reﬂtorato.-. J}b}:_f;
r
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for Vienny in Uctober 1953 GULITSYY 'was Deguty Chief of the

Emigre secter, Countarintellicence vepartment, Foreign Int2lligenc:

Department, Foreign Intelligence Directorate, GOLITSYN has not

£

indicated the nature of his responsibilities in either of these
positions whicn would have necessitated his visiting the American -
Department of the Internal Counterintelligence Directorate, although

certain activities of cormon interest with the latter would appear

. logical., NKUSENKO's description of his alleged duties with corres-

pondents, however, did not cncompass his having official contacts
, with represenctatives of any conponent of the Couﬁtgrintelligence
Departrent of the Foreign Directorate. According to NOSENKO':
description of the location of his claimed office in the Arerican
Depattmex.\t, and his descraiption of the dutics of the co-worrzers
he said shared it with Lix, chance contacts there with such a
representative would have been'precluded. Even by NOSEMKO's account,
then, an encounter between GOLITSYN and himself could not have
bean in the course of interdepartmental liaison betwzen their
respective units, nor could it have occurre:l in NOS=KO's office.
GOLITSYN's lack of reporting on KCB operations against American

‘ eorréspondents (other than his conversation with KOVSHUK in 1956

or 1957 about Henry SHAPIRO) is further evidence that his business
I_in the Azerican Department was unrelated to NCSENKO's claimed

activities at that time, and GOLITSYN's own statesent on the 1953 ;o
encounters implied that his meetings with NOSENKO were accidental.
Pleeting as their contacts would therefore have been, it could
have led GULITSYN to make the unfounded assumption that NOSENKO ~
vwas a member of the staff within the american Cepartment.

Jmerican Cepartment/Tourist Jepartment - 1955-1960

NOSENKO 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 NOSIEXXO remained in the
:-}_‘_'_' - hmerican Department until at least 1957, or possibly as late as : 1
SN . 1958. GOLITSYN added that the KGB would not ba aware that he knew .
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LOSELKU'S true position in the american Depactnent in 1957 or
1958. GOLITS'M did not indicete how he acquired his xnowladye
on this aior why the KGB8 subécquently would have bean unible to
deterrine that a2 hid. If his access to this information was in-
decd thit remote (as GULITSRN's as:ignment ia 1357 and 1958 rwould

indicate - se= below), it is readily appirent that it could lika- ,

- og

wise ba gsonewhat garbled. COLIT3YN was unable to explain the
fact that HOSDXKO's phystéal presence in exclusively Tourist
'.)ep:arﬁnent cases had been ;»nsitively established through photo K
jd~ntifications hade Ly s:veral of the individuals '1nvolved. who
met NOSEIKO as early as 1956.

Fron 1955 to 1959 (the same years when .HO.SE:JKO claimed to
have becn in the Tcurist Dapartmant) GOLITSYH was enrolled in
the KCB Higher School. Le was detached from the school, in the
period January-tfarch 1959, in order to é.;th_er material for his
thesis. At that time GOLIT37?N spent just under two months in
the Tourist Department,® but GOLITSYN's work aid not involve hin
in any day-to-day operational activities of this department. He
has reported having "occasionally® met 803.‘:.:3(0 in 1959:; although
he 414 not specify that it was at precisely this time, it seems
probable that it would have been. GOLIT5YN said that he asked
NOSENKO in 1959 where he w2s working and NOSENKO told him the
Tourist Department. Again it appears from this that his encounters
must have been brief, superficial, and not work-related, hence
insufficient for GOLITSYN to arrive independently at a well-found=d
conclusion as to NOSENKO's actual staius and function with the

Tourist Department.

*In describing his own and others' responsibilities in the Tcurist
Department, NOSENKO has made no reference to this (mlt. Laving a
formal or regular relationship with the KGB school or to students

from the school having been detached to the department.

0P SECRET
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Infonazgizn Yot wviflahle to GOLIT 04 . .

Tho detuiled interrogations ol HOUSIIKG n@:'{;;o;nln& his.cla_lm_s..'
to KGB positions betwean 1953 and 1964, Jdid not take place until
nany months after GULITSY: made his Jtaotenemnt:, ‘4and they werr: baand |
upon all collatersl information known?relat:!nq to each phase. None' ;
of the results of these interrogations was madnr available to
GOLITSYN, 80 ha was not aware of the countlrss pninti on which
NUSDIKO contradicted known facts and revealed his lqnc;tmc_o of
activities which were carriéd out by the KGB during hi; alleged

o : tenure in t_Mep:rtmmts. .

3. Corments on GOLITSYN

Several factors influence the evaluation of GCLITSYN'Ss sﬁatea

ments on HOSENKO:
| - First, as stat~d in Part VIII.I., it is concluded
that NOSENKU did not serve in the KG3 positions he glaimed:

GOLITSYM's testimony verified this conclusion insofar as

NOSEKO's claims abcut service in the U.S. Embassy Section

of the American Department in 1960-196;. are corcernsd. hore-

over, in 1962 GOLITSYN concluded that .the KGB "letter-writer®

(actually NOSENKO) was under KG3 control in sumitting infor-
> ‘ mation to American Intelligence. At issue, therefore, is the

evidence from GOLITSYN to the effect that NOSENKO wvas an
officer in the ;merican Department (until 1957 or 1938, .wﬁereas
g HOSAIKG said he was reassigned from the department in 1955)
and in the Tourist Department subsejuently.

- Second, GOLITSYN made no comment about or fdentification
of NOSENKO prior to the public announcement of the latter's
defection, despite many previous opportunities to do so (e.g.,
in discussions of GUK, HURANOV, and KASHCHEYEV) ard despite
GOLITSYN's proven excellence of memory for names and tasks of
KGB peraonhel. GULITSYN gave little detail on the circum-

stances of his encounters with NOSE/KO, and he has not been

questioned furthar sbout them. Neverthclass, as indicated inm

the foregoing remarks on the circumstances in which the two

men could have met, it seecms apparent that any contact vould
?. . . - C
SURTEY have been brief, infrequent, casual, extra-official,” andP SE
pim ‘:J
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“he following discusaion consider:q '-:gx.'r'rsj.'.#:.'q -in_fon;\aticaj.;
about NUILURV in -cor.uum_-t {on .uith uosmxo.-s‘ ddn_ial 'J}:buﬁ h-a_wln'.',vl i
b2en in contuct with GULIWSY.I. & vossible nxplinction: for : i
GOLIT3YN's having referred to their cncounter;t bat ‘nav!ng-nlu-' o
fdentified NUSINKU's positions in the KCB are: First, GOLITSY
could have er:nd.: second, GOLIT3SYN cculd have lied for personal -

reasonsp 4and third, COL1TS?M could have lied st the direction

of the KGB because he (like NOSENKO) is under #G3 control. To
examine each of these points scparstely:
- GOLITSYH could have erred. Apart froe tae denial

by NU3SERKO, who is an unrcliable source, there i3 no evirence
to rn~fute COLIT3Yi's statament that he and NCS2KO met in
the rmerican vepartment in 1953 and §n the Tourist D2partment
in 1958 or 1959. (1he conclusigﬁ*?i:i.“.”ort ViII.I. about
NOSFUKO's bona fides do not rule out the possibility that

-~ he vas p‘hysic;illy prasent on occasion on the pramises of tha
two departments in these yaars, aithout.;h not in the capicities
that he has claimed.) The nature of t.ﬁelr encounters, however, i
tould have heen such thit GOLITSY. erred in assuming - becauce .
’:aosmxo wis secn on or near the prenises of the two dep:rments:
and because NOSENKO told GOLIT3YJd in 1958 cr 1957 that he was
in the Tourist Department - that NOSENKO was therefore an
officer of these specific elements of the :33 Second Chief
Directorate. Thus, if GOLITSYN met NOSENKO as he said, he

misf:akenly identified NOSENKO as being a menbder of the staffs

’ 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 ia insufficient information available to reach a conclusion :
about, or ~ven apecdlnte on, why HNOSINKO was so certain GOLITSY:N's
defection occurred in January 1962, as contrasted with the fact

‘i that it took place on 15 December 1961. ;
t . _ i
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'.Iu.. -d\u'- ,)outhn !n thh KUY would .m-) ‘uthenticity to

hto aarlier cvalu. tion o{ Lhr NUaLﬁU’ 1ntorn:tion of 1962,

to his. contra;ictsona of NUSLIKO'S statements coxcern1n~
service {n thn U 3. Dnbassy Snction and the ogerations ot
thet section, and to his contention that the KGB would try
to counteract his (GOLIT3YN's) information by spreading
purportadly authoritative but purposefully misleading reports
on the same subject matter. In swmmary, GOLITSMN's intention
in lying about NO32¥XO could simrly have heon tc udd greater
crrdibility to his expressed opinion that IS<:HO was @ nep
provocateur.

- CULITSY' could have lied ut the direction of the KGB,
an explanation that is examined here for the sake of ccmpleteness
and not Lecause Cla has any reason to kelieve GOLITSYH.ls under
KG3 control. This evplznation would mean that CGOLIT3YN,
although offering purtial confirmation for NOSIZIKO's claims,
directly attucked the bona fides of :nathe; KGB-diapatched
agent of allegedly comparable rank ane knowledgeabil!ty. ncting
under KG3 instructions, GOLIT3YN would have sought to undermine
ROSENKO's acceptability, regardless of the fact that NOSLINKO
said he w2s providing reliable and compr~hensive information
about KGB operations against .merican officials and tourists'
in the US5R. At the sume time, NOSN¥C was not giving an
account of their relationship that waas consisgent with COLITSYN's,
by implication NOSEIKO wae distorting or diluting thé earlier
reports of GOLIT3SYN on KGB operations i{n the Soviet Union,
and HOSENKO was seeking io Ggain acceptanée by CIA equal to that
experienced by GOLIT3'N. According fo this hyyothesis, two
sources urder KGB control - each st;lvinq for acceptance -
deliberately guve conflicting storiéﬁ of their -alationship,

and each tried to undermine the bona fidcs of the other,

GULITSYN explictly «nd HOSE!KO by implication. Thia explanation
is so i1llo~‘cal, as well a3 so detrimental to tho KGB, that

it must be rejected from serious consideration.
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wha choice thus secms to lin betwoen tha first two cxplanotions

for GULITSMN's misidantification of WLSLNKO, one un understand.hle

error of" azsumpt ion drawn from their few chance 'mcountcrs.. ‘Q':hc

other o nisguided uttempt that had no sinister goals. In either

case, GOLITsYN's teatiwony does not contribute to & determinaticn

of the status of NOSENKO within tho KCB as of tha yeors prior

to 1960.
Therc are two explanutions for LOSENKO's denial about havino

met COLITJ Y. Ono oxplunation is that they verc never in personil

contact, thc KGB was awvare of this fact, and - unprepired for

GULITSYH's statements to the contriry = the KGB briefed NOSZUKO

sccordingly. If in this particular instance NOSEMKO told the

truth and (as discussed above) GOLITSYN did not, no additional

or differcnt conclusion cin be drawn apout the bona fides of

NOSENXO and his clains of service in the KGBD.

is that, as GOLIT3YN said, these encounters_did take plece in 1353

The second explsnstion

and again in 1958 or 1959, but becausa of their casual and flegtinq

nature, NOSENKO (unlike COLITSYN) has not rememhered them,.
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2. Resume of intoridgtion®

hccording to COlPUsYR, he personally mee HOSELGKG wwo or
three Lines an 190, winde visitsng tiwe U S, Eml 4.8y irction of
the Arerican 1a pittiner t, o component of the intocrnal Loecurity
directorate, ond «gain in 1998 and 19%2. On the other hand, !
HOSEURO was urable to 1doutafy COLITS'M's protogroph arnd he denied
ever havirg seern ham GOLITIRN sui:d that GUK, (HUKANGV. and
RASAGIEYEV were t110enGs of ROSINKO as wvell as of twlatsyN., (NOS-
ENKO claned ro e o friendly terms with each of tlv o three
KGR of firery; 1w hrouwledced, hadiever, that hirs acquaintance |
with CURK had ey meresy caswal urtsl NOZENEO 'S threc-month FDY
1O Cunteva an 1240 wlacn ke them the best of friends.) From
1993 to 17997 o1 19WR culTCYN said, HOSENKO was o eafsicc of fi1cer
i thee VS, Fadagy eotron, then transterrad 10 1he: Foug it
Depa taecet L whieepee b ans o SenIOL ¢ gtas otfacee an 19 (OHLIETSYN
stutedd uneuavocally 1hat KUSERYY was not o beputy hael of, the
U.S. kmpsssy S.ect10n o vthoerwise sctving 1n that seotion or an
the Ancricanr Leparwment. a8 of the vime he (COLITSYN) .onsulted
with various otficers therse 1n Aptil-June 1960 and January 1961.°*°*
COLITSY spoke thern with officers whery HOSENKO claims as close
colleacies 1 Jud g KOVIHUK and CKIAZIGY . and would douztless
rave krowa 1f XNOIFUKO wete supervising or otharvise involved in
codie clerk cprrations.  Irn sumnary COLITSYN (orrobot 1ted some
of NOSE..K? s 3lleurd ouncsi¢nzent in tiwe KRG Scecond Chi-:f Directorate
cut not all ot ticm  wihile RCSENKO contradicted GOLLYT YW by saying
that the wwo men iiAad reover not

3. Comments on Gl ISYH

From Decenicr 19952 until Apral 1953 GOLIISYN was ‘‘hicf of
the Amesican Desk  Counterintellicence: Depacwtment. Foreign
Directorate. Fais (then MMsB) and {oc rost of the periond from
January %o !tarch 1959 . was on TDY craining assiglunents td the
Second Cri¢f lnre-tozare In the first jub at leasct JOLITSYN
presumsoly would have hiad regular cceatings with the U 5. Embossy
Sectiorn, and peri:ap:. also 1n the sercond he would have been in
contant with the lourist Leparutmenr, 1n which NOSENKO claimed
to hawe lrzen then servaing Despite thas  and de:pirte has
proven excrllcenee: of mewnty for the rames and tasks ot Kb
persornel, COLPPSYN never meationed KOSENKO an debraectings
during the years 1962 ond 1963, nor comicnted on his name on
the two occasions vhcn Lt was shown to him. although he had
numerous OpPpPOrtunitics to mewnvion ham 1n conneccion with the

. names of THURANTY, PASEKTUHEYRV, anuy LUK,

* 1he relationuinp between the reporting by COLITSYN and
ROSENFU on specific operations 1s shown on Puqen 594 -595,
with conm~nts tiwwreun appearing on Puges 647-659 whale an
the section which follows below are a discussion and an
evaluation of what GOLITSYN said anout NOSENKO's assignments
in the Secord Chief Dircctorate,.S doesctibed on Pages 343-344.

se2s stated i Past V1IIl1.1., however. 1t 1S not credible that
NOSENKO served tn the U.S. Embassy Scection in 1951 5% or
1n 1960-19¢3 .
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There would appeat to b: rno reasen why nOSEI0, 3f he had
ever meot (WLETSYH, should noc have sa1d A to A.eericen Intelir-
gunce: pepresentoetives.®  Jo Yeave dotee 0 would hawe qaven NOSE KO
corciete support for nis claims ot Kt stuff service, which he
knew to be in question. I the contrary. kowever, NOSINKO consis-
tently dcnied any contact 2rnd r.onufactured a denonstraply false
story Lo ¢xplain his own ctsence during COLITS™M s admitred visit
to the scctien in which HOSTHNO claims to have scrved 1n January
1961, (Scn Page 183, secono footnote. )

On tre othct hanrd, COLITINN'sS claim must T4 reasured against
the tackceround ond crrcunstanted of Fi1s statumsnes. In the ab-
sence of any comu:nts atlodul or sdentitication of KCSENKO by GCLIT-
SYR® prior to the public snrotnoement of his defection from the
KGIl, and in view ot tlhe arourt of informas 1on made avairlable to
him from HOSHNED maturiais prior to Y5 makting any statements
about his allecged acquaartiance with him, COLLTSW s "identifica-
tion" of 'OSENKO as a KGE staff officer known to h.m persorally
cenrot be considered as spoiitefinOus Or uncentaminated' information,

The weight of arcéeperdent evidence againct LCZENKG's allcged
service in trkose positicns wilch GOLITSYY corrotorated, combircd
with the conflict Letween GOLITSYN s and NOSEUKO's testimony about
their persoral arjusinteniesnlp, mawkes it impossitle to isccept
GOLITSYN's verif{ication of 1OSTNKO's claimed XKGB status duriny
any stage of the lotter’s career.

It is not likely that he wculd forcet jt. Direct relationship
with or knowledge of a defector would be interesting and 1im-

portant to romaining KGH cfficers? ev
post-defection reminiscerces would alinost certair.ly braing back

menories of such recert ar? direct contacts as GOLITSYN relotes.

100 SECPET.
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2. NOSFNRO'T prackground and Carecryr
g ”-m m E
Date of Information rQurIe SH??Zi“- _ Information Poported o

NOSENKO was affiliated with the KGR for approxi-
mately 16 vears, since about 1947, and wua3 an
employee of the Second Chicf Directorate in
Moscow. I'is rather, now dead, was a Daputy to
the Prime Minister of the Soviet Cuion and also
Minister of the Shipbuilding Industry. There

is o shipyard naemed aftec NOSENKO's father in
the Ukrainc.

/
“19 sebrvary 1964 (Re-
ported tq/thc FBI on
12 February 1964)

s
/

10 Fnhruary,f964 (re=
ported Lo tac FRI on
'Q Feopruary 1964)

i

The photograph which appeared 1n U.S.
papgers 1s not that of NISENKO,** SZ%5
wirrked with NOSENKO for several ycars in FGB
Headjuarters; he described NOUENKO as 3 person
who Lixes vo be fashionably dressed at Al

times ard o5 fond.of women, by natare o tricndly -

indavidual an! generally well=l1ked by his fol- 2§§

low workers. NOSENKO worked in the Second o

Chic{ Lirecturate. w3

1§ February 1904 (Fe= "1t . pneared quite certain PTG EES
ported to the FRI on TRTSER A I 1 € NOSENKO ha:l the rany ol | aand

32 February 1964 it ohont volonel in the KGB.®

19 rebruary 1964
corted te tpe £PL on
20 Februury 1964

¢
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kel \ .
s Landeinsi@ahether ha felt

2 ES : - e
#USLNKD :actually defected whether"he félt LiK

the anfection might be a "trick? by the KGB, WA &'
¥ replied that from his own knowledge of g
1s matter, he was convinced that NOSENKQ's

defection was not a “tyick® by the KGA.

on 20 Febru. 1964)

(chortéh\giyéyé FBI

te the FDBI

NOSEKO worked agajinst personnel stdéioncd at
1ry 1964) : :

the U.S. tmbassy in Moscow, and with hig help
agents were developed among these Amoricans,
1t is assuped by the KGD that he is familiar
with the number and location af microphones in c2
the U.S5. Embassy.,

: "(Repoxted
~ .on 22 Febr

Prior to NOSENKO's defection he was Deputy to EEE
the Chief of a department in the Second Chief

D) rectorate, While working in the Seyent!
(¢urveillanca) Directorate in Moscow D CO T
an three scparate occasions particignted in
conterences between "important paop a" of the
Secornd Chisf Directorate and the Seventn Direc-
toratas,. NOSENKO was present at all of theso,”
Aithcugyh NOGENKO was a Deputy Chief he held
oniy the rank of captain in the KGB, '
attr:buted this (the disparity detween Job al
rank) to the influence which GRIBANOV exerted
on tha behalf of NOSENKO,

(Puported fo CIA Dy
the FHl orf 3 Yebruary
19u%) ’

.
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LOST/MISSING MATERIAL

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

DOCUMENT NO. DATED:

OR

pace(s) __J 17

FROM:

CIA JOB NO. :

BOX ﬁno. Ree | ¢
A

FOLDER NO.
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1964 (teo- .0 v Sl SR v bl N ,fz-_‘- Becausge of his long tenurc in the XGB, NOSENKO ¢ : éé??

. 10 Febr
© ported to)he FOL on would have a great deal of important informas
! i2 Febr "NL964) tion which he could impart to intelligence

agencies of cther countries. Certainly, he
would be acquainted with many KGB employees

’ and could identify them. He also would be
intimately acquainted with a large number of
Soviet agents working inside the USSR against
American and British nationale.

The Lilk of I'OSERKO's knowledse concerning KGB
activities woulé revolve around the intelli-
gence operstions of the KG3 in Moscow and aleo
YG3 perscenalivien working in Neadguarters.
NOSLLKS wns alse wndoubtedly familiar wath all

S
£

portod U0
12 iebruar

KGo peuvionalities in Sencva® and certainly knew

I R somr KGN personaiitics 1a cther countries. o
A [N
. W e TED HOSENKO had been 1 ‘3
o W the Seeoha Chaef v cerurato for abocut 14 ycars 1‘.)._1
. . Ld -
Puovedry ,&;lﬁ‘ and was acrietnted with almost all of the me= ?
Jﬁr{; S plovees of this dircctorate. He was aware of EE;
g A the structure of the YGE and nnows wuny »purson- =
SRR ", - - -~ T
&:t;_‘-_-‘ ‘ W1 of the First Chief bDircctorate.
b A A riye T
» q‘v‘}' -(:’.- .“

R L A
NI ey o . TR
! =N -r};} L x. N 7_,‘.\;'.;‘«.{,‘!,"
) e o W AR L * by el I A L e
P P VRPN LB RLE & Cha Rty 2 Wt S BT
as veputy to the Chues of the wourislt Department,
had in his possession a telephone dircchory

. [
Pt .

which listed the names of some 10,000 KGD em= Mg
ployecs in Moscow. Only Chiefs and Dcput o 505

of De rtmcnt%,gad these phone books.** ‘n;'ﬁ 2 h'%;;u
AL e ‘m&‘;, xpressed the opinion that"NUSLNKO W
B I R ATt
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T i8 much mure valuable to|the FBI and CIA than
_ was Olcg PENKOVSKIY becayso of tha fact that he
) knows so much about the methods of work of the
First and Second Directorates of the KGB and
is familiar with so manyiindividuale in the KGB
both in Moscow and abroaq. LAYy, ' )
that PCNKOVSKIY was able|to furnish American
and Britich Intelligcnceiwith a lot of informa-
tion concerning defense gocrets of the Sovist
Union, but NOSENKO is much more knowledaeable
in i1ntelligence and counferintelligence opera-
tions of the KGi."

(Reportyd to the NOSEHKO krows many of the¢ chiefs and deputies - 1.5
FBl on ) h 19¢4) of the KGB directora.es ¢nd denartments at KGB p—
Headquusrtoers 1n Mcscow. 'In KEG3 Keadquarters Lol

tror: are four sepsrate dining cooms for per- ti;
sonnel who work there; omnc such dining rocom is Ll
reserved for chiefs and deputies of departments. “?
Because of this fact, NOYENKO has a vast know- 5;;
|

ledge of the hierarchy of the KGB.*
g5 sty By %,

el Marl Re-
ported t " FBI on
23 March >

..;_‘.” o -

A+ 1T

FOELNRO voluntecred for the first time during the January-March 1965 interrogations that he had eaten
occasionally in the "chicfs' dining room.® He had not mentioned this dining room earlier.

- v ! :
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P (Report®dQ to the FBI on
L i 27 March )

20 May 1 (RO~
ported to
on 21 May

"“& V) vk

Report to PLA
by the n
11 June 1

* See above; NOSENKO did not

was expresscd by some §

®There seems

nanimous opinion among them -
KCB chiefngd Bithat NOSENKO... could do

‘the KGD a tr amount of harm.”™ NOSENKO
in his position as a ddputy chicf in one of the
departments of the Second Chief Directorate
would have been entitle¢d to have one personnel
directory of approximately 30 pages setting
forth the identities c{ all of the supervisory
officials in KGB lleadqilarters., NOSENKO would
also have had a 200-pade directory listing by
narce and telephone numlier all the rank-and-
file cmployces workiug :jo *o-cow, The opinion
‘GB "chiefs"{§
.WKO were merely a
G make these two diredories available to
Aneracan Intelligence, Ithe KCD would be severely
damaged for the present and for several years
to come,* :

that 1f NOS C

The KGB was lucky that [the Americans found only
40 microphones in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow.
Actually, about 200 midrophones wec~ concealed

by the Soviets in the Embassy. %‘eels
quite sure that NOSENKq was respr.anil.e for

furnishing 1nformation 'to the Amecicing whaich
resulted 1n the microphiones being found, It
was his opinion that NOSENKGC knew only the gen=-
eral location of the 4(| microphones which were
found and does not havel any knowledge of the
remaining ones. 2




(cho;te;\f\bzz?,(f; The qencral consensus among (XGU cmployocs!ZﬂP
on 22 June 1 s AR o ig that in the future the KGD will
H T toeling mharply the effects of NOSENKO's es-
cape to American Intelligenze. NOSENKO is con-
sidercd to ‘be vastly more important than either
‘ GOLITSYN or DERYABIN. This opinion appears to
be based on ceveral factors: First, NOSENVO
worked against personnel stationed at the U.3.
Embasay in Moncow and with his help agents were
Jevelop:¢ among thrue Anerlcans. Second, it
1s assurmed by KGB personnea that because cf

his closcness to the U.S. Embassy in the post,
MOSENKG would also be familiar with the number
of microphones which had béen anstalled in

the imbassy by the KGB and|the locations of
‘tese microphones. ‘inird,jas a Deputy Chief

of o department, NOSLENZGC w cld normally aave
nad access to a telephone lirectory listing

all personnel in all direcforates of the KGZ in
Moscow. Anothor foctor, which is a formi-able
one 1s the m.nds of other KGR employecd, is
that MNOSENRN travelled in a rather influcntial
circle of friends 1n Moscow Wwho o siesigh Li
the Soviet Government, ; AR AN
these comments cited as rcusons for NIGLIKC
being an “"important catch"i fcr Anmerican Intel=-
ligyence, but R LT no onc in the
KGB recally knows exactly th much information
NOSEN¥O had concerning the; KGB.

e
(SN}
=<
cD
—d
[7¢ ]
(=
[ e ]
o

UL vLuaes

Tha amount of damaqgae causcd by NOSENIO's de-
fection is "unpredictable.| NOSENKO knew few
employces of the First Chiqf Directorate worke
ing abroad, but knew many Luch employees gerving
in KGE Headquarters by virgue of sceing them in
the dining room which is ri:served for chiefs

and deputy chiefs of XKGB dgpartments.

(Reported O A
by the F3I 8
Fobruary 1 )
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(pruported ¢
on 9 May l39¢€.;

R R WA

“rounding HOSENRO's defection has thus far been

-
o awk,

gy E o .
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Twa recnt e 1?5 nave hoen establishod by the CPSU
for the paaposes: (3 to determine why KCL cm-
ployces such as DERYABIN, GOLITSYN, and KOSENKO
defected while sorving abroad; and (b) to attempt
to climinate “weak" KGB employees and improve the
efficicney of the KGB.

J ..‘ -l
_ By ¥
PR 'lilf?i—' I R T PR BT i )

L . aY y | . e -

", I~ 3 ::;7"‘1"‘-'&"1&‘0
investigating commission of the CPSU Central
Commttto checking into the circumstances surs

rusponsible for the expulsion from the KGB of 15
Second Chicf Lirectorate employecs. These in-
clude GRIPANOV, who was also expelled from the

crsy and was stripped of his rank of lieutenant
general. GRIDBANOV 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 .
GRILAMOV. [t was rcalized tlat, in addition to .

being Chiet of the Sec;?g‘cngﬂ. Directorate at .
S s 2 rgbe 48 % mmg%grm,;;i ;ﬁ W o .
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the time of the defection, GRIBANOV was a por-
sonal friend of NOSENKO and had more or less
treated NOSENKO as a protege and had taken many
steps to further NOSENKO's ¢arecr within the KGB.*
It was fclt that GRIBANOV should have been aware
of NOSENKO's plans_to defoct. TEHIE Pn Gy N e
S B TR, N A

Tnree of GRIBANOV's dceputic) were also cxpelled

from the KGB, one of whom was a Major Gencral
BANNIK Of the 11 other Iecond Chief Direc-

torate Tiployees cxpelled, pome were found to
have been personal friends bf NOSENKO and some
of them were found to have fonfided to NOSENKO
dotails Of nnceationi LB oYl h they were working.
Bt et o LA Re BN S I $.M. GOLUBEV,
@:;hinqton, would be

4 KGL oificer stataencd in
leaving for Moscow becausc the investigating com=
mission had deterraned that]Guk, = mutual friencd
of NOSEMNKO and GOLUBEV told| NOSENKQ that GOLUBEV

had been assigned to the Waphington Legal Resi- t;é

. dency. GOLUREV had himsell worked with NOSENKO ',:_5

T ‘in KGB Headguarters sometimg in the pust, but Ejg
subscquently NOSENRO and GOLULEV werc given dif-

ferent assignments witkin tlic XGB and thereafter :;;

did not associate with one hnother in the course |

of their daily actaivities.

¢ goc Pages 327-336 in which NCSENKO'Ss description of his relationship with GRIBANOV is|discussed.

fdlead o A ST R ! ‘

ess NOSENKD identificd GOLUBEV by name anl photograph as a First Chief Directorate -countcerintclligence officer,
who had served in New York City under Unitced Nations cover in 1960 and 1961. NOSENKO said that he first
met GOLUREV in 1959 and know nothing of his earlier carcer. Because GOLUBEV had at one point been assigned
to Geneva with the Soviet Disarmament Delegation, NOSENKO went to ham 1in 1962 tor a briefing on Forcign
Ministry personnel 1in the delegation befcre his own assignment to Geneva. NOSENKO said he last saw GOLUBEV
in KGB Headquarters in 1963. At that time COLUBLV was assigned to the New York Direction of the Counter=
intelligence ivgactment of the First Chief Dircctorate, and NOSENKO said that GOLUBLV had been in this
Department as iong as he had knowrn hin.,

-we - . - —— soesmss @t b e ste
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(Reporsed to by ¢he
FRI on 2% Janua »5)

(?:_nportcdwy
the FRI on 8 Fcllw-

ary 19¢€5)

It is common knowledge among KGB employees that
GRIBANOV was expelled from the KGB and CPSU and

is now on pension, partial rather than full, as

a result of the NOSENKO defection. When NOSENKO
was being considered for assignment to Genecva

(in 1961), a summary statement of his activities
was prepared in the Gecond Chief Directorate and
sent to GKRPBANOV. This summary contained con-
siderable "compromising information" concerning
NOSENKO; 1f acted upor properly, i1t would have
renoved him frowm cornideration for this trip.
GRIB/NOV read the summary material, ran a line
through 21l of it, and udded the notation: "Sond
h:m to Gereva." The gencral feeling g that
GR.IDANOV was willing to overlook a lot of HOSENKO's
dericioncins because of GRIBANOV'S long-time
triendship witli NOGENKQ's father.®  WWER W

SRR .'Zﬁ'c./i_‘#‘:.f.‘n\h}?i&i&'&. -

T N

GRIBANOV has been dismissed from the ¥GB, ex-
pclled from the CPSU, and is presently living
on a cnmall pension. His dismissal occurred
immediately after NOSENKO's defeetion.** In \
addition, aot less than 50 other peeple werc dis-
missed, nany of whom were close fricnds of GRIBANOV.
Most of these were from the First and Second Chief
Directorates, with the majority from the Sccond

Chief Dircctorate. The present Acting Chiel of

the Second Chief Directorate is a Major Ganeral
BANiiIK, whose appointment has not yet been approved

by the Central Committee of the CPSU. One of

h1s deputies is a Major General (F.A.) SHCHERBAK.

é-\-‘;‘u 1 “ ¢
P ST X
R A T

TOP SECRET

- NOSEHRD sald tha:.his father and GRIBANOV were not acquainted.

*» GRIDBANOV was resortedly in operational contact with a senior Western diplomat in Mosclow as recently
as late autumn of 1964, At that time he turned his contact over to another KGB officer.

———y
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Major General BANNLIROV is currently temporary
Chief of the Scceond Chief Directorate, having
replaced GRIDANOV who was expellod {rom tho KGB
hecause he supported NOSENKO in his carcer,®

" GRIBAMOV i3 working in a small city outside

ijoscow 25 the chief of security at an import-
ant military plant ond is new a "nothing."

-t IOSENKO the KCB conducted

(:;\yoj}id Trsd A Ly After the datcction
v W G 40 Qeptram- ar cAtens.ve lnvestigation to detcerrmine which
Der 1.63)\\) smonloyeas %new hidm and the nature of their rela-
s oonghip. Duvring this TAPABRIN was questioned;
L. waid he knpew NOSENKD, but only casually and
iy beoause of Ll ed contacts within the KGB.
“he irnventicatisn Cusevinined, however, that
RRABELN aid GRIBANCY were fricnds socially and
chat TARALKIN attendnd several parties at which
COSENED wan presense.  firls invited by NOSENKO
WOre wlibo t!:c:ru.mwdf:sc:ibvd one such
_ party. Therealter, TAMALRIN was afforded a hear-
el 10y and was agwecused on willfully cencealing
b v1tal infurmation. As a rasult he was expelled
{ from the KGB and the CPSU and was deprived of
all pznsion rights.**®
- NCSEN L said that 1t waS ZANWNIENOYV w00 authorized his 1964 trip ¢ Genneva, during which he defected, and
that to the best of nis slediae, GRIBANDY Jdid not know that he (NOSENFO) was making this trip. Hever- (2]
thalecs, MOZENKO said tuai he toiou] chat GRTHANOY might be fired trew the KG3 as a result of his defection e
because"he was rosponsibis 00 LasShing me ahead.” NOSENRKO said that BANNIKOV would not be punished because EEE
he had dorce nothing other thad surpoct bin as a candidate for the 1964 Geneva assignment (sce Pages 333-334).
®e MOSENKO reported that TARABLIN was Chick of the British Department from 1953 to 1963, at which time he bo=-
came Deputy Chief or "itoervice No. 2," the reorgnnized Counterintelligaonca Departmenﬁ of the First Chief
Directorate.
«ae  NOSENKO said he saw GRIBANOV tLrea timen gou1ally during his KGB careur; on cach occasion TARABRIN was Eteiggi.
not 1in .

provided gitia for CRUDBANOV and
cotarle of the 1Yo party

Able to describe the 1Yo

NOSENED reported that he
fle could not recall any
ezc.). Hc was, howuver,

CARAGRIN at parties in 1

962 and 1963, but

te.gy., who the girls were, where they went, what they did,
3 party, which took place in October or Novamber, in con=
g SN TRy ey R R e
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b, The Conpromisc of PENYOV3XIY

(1) 1lutroduction

QEETHRP and NUSENKO agree on only one aspect of the
PENKOVSKIY compronise (sce Part VIII.B. 6.b.): They both
attribute the initial cemprozise Y58 gurvcillance. Al-
though BRI WakmA® renport sgrees with NUSENKG that
the KGR lnarn~u o1 Ancertcan participation in the operation
only after PANKOVSKiY was mrrestod, ¥ sub_equent reports
contradict this by tying the comprorisc dircctly to surveile-
lance of U.S. Embasxsv personael visiting the Pushkin Street
dead drop site. sSSP, story of the events stenming from
the conpromise of the dcad drop site is at odds both with
the facts of the case and with all other reporting by
Soviet sources of CiA znd the FBI.

(ii) Discussion

after tbc KGB tcrninntcd tnc opcrat1on--1nd1cn;ed that the
KGB had been aware of FEN{OVSKIY's involvement with Aneri-
cans, and specifically 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 scrvicing of the Pushkin Strecet dead drop

on 2 November 1962 and who never betore had personally par-
ticipated in the operation. «3ERXELIM statenents otherwise @ -
agree with NCSENKO's subsequent report and the "official

report" regarding KGB igrorance of the role of American
Intelligence in the PENKOVSKIY cose.

R By :port or. the case, however, is contra-
dictory “tu his first repcrt and to the othei sources: He

‘said in CRRIRLEH 1963 that surveillance of U.S. Embassy tar-

gets detected a visit to the Pushkin Sircct sitz by an

Anmerican, and that the resulting 24-hour surveillance of the

site caught PENKOVSKIY visiting the samc location, whereupon

he was arrestcd and confessed. CIA, however, has no evi-

dence besides the statements b:Mthat PERNKOVSKIY ever <h
went to the Pushkin Strect sitc after it was visited by CIA
personnel.

; In (SiE09 1963 GEREE® reported at greater length about
the roie of Pusnkin Strecet in PENKOVSKIY's compromise. At
this time he explained that the American had visited Pushkixn
Street not once but twice: surveillance had obscrved him on
both ouccasions wiien he went inside the centrance, but followed
“him inside only on the sccond visii. The survelillant who -
entered the buildinz rceported that the Acerican appeared to
be tving his shoe; although this was not unusual in itself,
B edcontinucd, the ract that it was the second visit to
the same address for no visible purrose causcd suspiclon,

and as a 1esult the KGB installed a c¢losed circuit 1V camera
to provide 21-hour coveragec oi the site. PENKOVSKIY was ob-
served checking it (sce preceding paragraph): an JAmerican

was observed loading a dead drop behind 2z lobby heating unit
(radiator); the KGB tagged the dead drop material with a
radiocactive substance; PENKOVSKIY was observed unloading the
dead drop and procecding to his office where he secreted the

e
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material an 2 concealzent area in hiis dezik; th
containued in corveallioane of the degl 4-0r i
PENKOVEXIY 1od the <z Lrop, and 4 an Jlzerican
(JACOB) vho came to unload it, FLRMLCVORIY wes then coefroated
with grotosrapitc cvidence of the load:ings and unloudiags and
could offer no defers:.  Tnis repoert s tha caly indicaticn
fron a Soviet source Tzat the EGS had suTveilled the two
vinitls tu the Pueoibin Street site moade Ly U5, Esbassy oi-

? ficers: '—h:ll.-&&%hxpurt stated thit orc Azericin
visited tne site twice, in fact (vo diflcerent americars
vaicitcd the site once cach, VAHGNLY orn 2) Jacuary 19€%Y arnd
ABIDI AN on 30 Lecenbaor 1901,

a0
0w

L30 also
obuerved

PR

(iv) Remarks

The Pushiin Streat dead drep was never uased fcr coamunia
.cation to PINKOVSKIY. and in fact was loaded only cnce, when
the KGP ¢il su arnd activeted it on 2 Novenber 19€2, thereby
! apprehendiaz JACOB. Mdorcover, the first vicit to Pushkin
Streect, ia January 196}, predated any rersoral contact bet-
veen PENKOVSK1Y ancd ‘¢ :tcern Intelligencze, either American or
British. Tnus, @ report on Anericans visiting there
is only partially os.curate. and the usc of taese "surveilled”
visits 2s an explanaticn for how the XGB detected PENKOVSKIV
i is unsupportable. In reporting incorrectly or this matioar,
T Tt T eaipe, c ol have correc rmerely fecause his sud-seources (one -
rnzmed, the othe: apgireatly J2spite the conflict in @
repcrting iicut his positicn) regestad erronecus inferza-

tion in a.s precscnce.

SATYGIES recoriicless is ti2 only siarce €3 reveal that the
¥GE w«a:z cwirs of the Pripkin Stroau dead dron axs eally -@s
21 Canuary iv§l, whon MTIOUCY went t the s-te. @ there-
fcre has céztracted frc= the bona fidrs of NOSENe . =¥ shewing
KG2 awarcress of & C1% orficar navin: gwne to tiha Zead drop
s:te 11 renths bzicrs SLDIDIAN'S wigil there, 2nd eva2n before

PERXCUSEIY finzlly succicuend in establiching parsonal contact
with Western intelliceice services. It was the fBIDIAN visit,
NOSEYRO said, wnich first arnuse:!! RS in:crest in the site at

Pushrin S:r;;:.
T0P Soini
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i. Introductior.
while in qer\ezal terma corroboratin. HOSZNKD's claj.m.a to .

gervice in both the GRU and the YGB, mnas suppvlied scme
details which are incompatible with the stati~onente Yy KOSRIKC on
his mt.f_llia« rce rarpor. Althow-h =otv 3s prolific a reporter on
ROSTMNO as € D R T Fugd».cs had scveral topics in
corrmon with LUSENKO: s’uz‘b-, PENROVSKIY, CHERERAICY, SHUBIN,
SLESINGER, and thLe contacts hetween the GRU officer BOLSHAKOV arnd
Attorriey Gsneral Fobert FEWIDY in 1962 W:=n compared with
NOSENKO's information, the reports by G&g#ed
PENKOVSKIY, and QIIRZPANOV ere interlock: r 38

after 3115 recurn to ‘!o.;ccw £ron East Bnrlin in Hoven'bnr 1958
ard in conscquence of KGB surveillance.

- CHEREPENGCV ard NO3SENKO likewise agree about POPOV's
coTpromisa,

conuurrnd with NOSZNKO by indicating that
source of hrnr;can Intelltﬁence,

and

. Y R S S e anas ™ lecarned some of his
details en the compromisc of FENEGVSX1Y, 2nd GREBESES®and
HNOSENKO liave indicated thet this compromise resulted from
‘GB surveillance of PENKCV3KLY's British contacts in Moscow,

Presented below are @TE®» s remarks about NOSENKO, followed by
a review of the topics common to these twWwo sources.

2. Statements on NOSENKO

‘.

‘When discussing LOSENKO for the first time, msaid on
AR s p=EEPr chet they were not cersonelly acquainted, but
that "various persons" in Moscow (whkon he @id rdt identify) had
spoken to him about NOSENKO. The statements by \(Ekjus® and NOSENKO
on the latter's background are compared in the following tabulation:

As a young man, NOSENKO attended NOSENKO said his entire ser-
the CRU's Military-Diplomatic vice in the GRU,. irn the years
Acadeny (MDA) and then was in 1950-1953, consisted of duty
; the GRU Information Department-- in the Naval GRU, first in
—ei in a2ll, pecrhaps a year of service the Far East and then in the . "
; in the GRU.* Baltic.**

ntil the late 1950's, the course at tne MDA, the strategic
~1ntellxgence school of the GRU, lasted for four years; more
recently, the course has been of three years' duration.

; **During the 1950-1953 period and before, the Naval GRU was
: separate from the rest of the GRU. '

y | TOP ST
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A “very urdisciplined person®
while in the GRU and "not very
good, * NOSEIKO was to have been
diecharged from the GRU.

NOSEXKO's father, "a very in-
fluential person in the Ministry
of Shipktuilding," was able to
get NOSEHKO transgierred to the
KGB.

NOSERKO was “an impdrtant boss"
in the KC3 (directorzte or
deparzment unknowmn).

NOS KO

NCSENKD's statexents abcut him-
self durirg the 1950-1353 period
appear to acree with the cvalu-
ation, but he has caid rothing

about facirg discharge by the
Naval GRU,

His transfer from the Naval GRU
to the £G3 In 1953, ROS2NKO
said, w33 at the initiative of
KGR General KOBULLY, e friend

of hie father:; <t ecléer NROSENKO
was Minister of Shipbuilding.

rocording te NISEIRD, his most
recent K:3 title rrior to de-
fectirg was Ueputy Chief,
Tocurist Department, KG3 Second
Chief Direcrorate,

“3gﬂt stated that NOSENKO cave ‘very, very go>2d information"

to the vnited States, having had "great access"” to K38 information
which ircluded "all means of KSP covera:c o‘ people in Moscow,

"'"_onrorc systems in the embassies, etc. ire Y.5. Embassy, £
Prontinued, had found micrcphones on thre basis of information
S hat NCSENKO had provided.

3. Parallels with KOSENKO's Reporting

a. The CHEREPANOV Case

(i) Summary

One of the two ways in which

has corroborated NOSENKO

on the authent1c1ty of LHPREPANOV as a c°ru1ne source of Amerlcan

the KFB: -R;?A:OV chve some” oapers to the U.S, qﬂbassy in doscow,
which returned them to che Soviet

Miniszry of Foreign Aifairs

(MFA).; the MFA turned the papers over to the #GB, which traced
them by analysis to CHEREPANOV: mearnwhile, CAZREFANOV had tried
to flee the USSR, but he was captured near the Turk‘sn border and

executed. In every major.respect,

NOSEiKO's version of the case

therefore
When asked whetner the CHEREPANOV

agrees with

ircident might have been "a trick" by the KGB to emcarrass the

U.S. Embassy,

The second way in which
was a genutine source is irdirect,

S8y replied that it was definitely not.

has certified that CHEREPANOV

£é33_§9§ﬁﬂzﬂ_3:d—3ﬁu”ﬂf the
icated that KGB surv-:llance

CHEREPANOV documents, mh‘aﬁ'“in

of a U.S. Embassy officer crcugnht about the compromise of POFOV.

(ii) Remarks

As stated in Part VIII.B.6.,

the GHEREPANOV incident was a '

KGB provocation against the U.S., Embassy, but it s conceivable
that statements suggesting the ccntrary could have bcen made

TORSETT
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™ greement wWith

Loth CHIREPANOV &rd LUSZNAC G the CAuss Of PIPOV'S compromise,

t.owever, appears to Le based on'GH > direct involvement, and
does rot esppeer to be attributeb: sub-sources having provided
him with erronesous inforrmation; this ‘s discussed further below.

b. The Co:gromise of PEMKIOVSKY

3 g2 dates on tlie conmpronise of PRIKOVSEKIY are at vari-
ence with NCSZiKO's erd they diszgree on wrecher the %GB knew
Arerican Irtelligence to be involved in this operation befcre
JACOB of CIA was apprenerded at the Pushkin Sireet dezd drop on

2 Novemnber 1962, Soth so'rces stated, hLowever, that gurveillance
led to the detection of PEIKCVSKIY, although ccain they diff.r on
the person witn whom PEIOVEXIY was firct seen by the KGB: viiige
caid this individual was tte Britiisn busirecsran WYINME, while NOS-
ENKO said it was the Englisnwoman Frs. CHIS:CLM,

According tuWPE’.‘GtGVSKIY had been working oprnly
with WYINE, expliining trnat he was trying to f,’:.'el.op WANE, and
the KGB learred cf their meetirgs througn surveillanze,* CiA
recoras show that WYNNE pet PENKOVEMIY in Mos:ow diring April-
vav 1961, May-June 1561, August 1961, and Jure-July 19€2, To&S

repcrt that PLIKOVSKIY came under rsuspicion in Ma 2y 196
therefore is not consistent with his statevent about KGB surveil-
lance of the WYNNE-PINKCVSXIY reetincs, nor does this report co-
incice witl. th2 evidence from WYNNE himself that the KC3 was
sufficiently squ;cxo;; o‘ their ~eetincs to record a conversa-
ticr they had had <SR S 1951 (one year ~arlier “han in the

version). NO-LUQ dated the rENROV3IKIY compromise at a
month or two after he was first se<n, kut at the time not iden-
tified, in contact with Mrs., CHISHOIM in November or December
1961.

Whereas NOSENKO said the KGBE was unaware of the participa-
tion of American Intelli~-nce in the PEIKOVSKIY operation until
JACOB was detained, @tcporte—d that while PENKOVSK1Y was
at a reception in Moszca, te was octserved making contact with an
American in a lawvatory. did not date this =vent, but

CIA reccrds show that it was on &7 August 1562, added
that the KGR "invented"” the incider.t at Fushixin Strect on 2 liov-
ember 1562, the mornth after PE:NHOVSKIY's arrest, in order to
catch the American unlcading the dead drop.**

* The sane statement was made by NOSENKO ard in the official
KGB document on P2RKCVSKIY's compromise.

**This is obviously true, although the date cof PNKOVSKIY's
arres: may have Leen more than a month tefore.
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c. The Corproniise of PCPOV

(1) Irtroductacn

0f all the sources available to American Intelligence,
is 'hﬂ mst placpd to rc—port on *}ﬂ corr.;.orusn of POPOV ‘ﬂ'?.. B

(}-‘Lx}:?.&_.ov 25 well as that in the 16 Sep':e"bcr 1959 mcssage fren
POFOV to CIA (kolieved to rave keen dictated by “he KGB). These
four sources have indicated that the ccmpronise resulted from KG3B
survelllance of a U.S. Tmlessy off:cial following the recall of

, PCPOV 1n Novenber l958.%ha‘de\'er, ras not precisely dated
the incidert (dated by 1nrerence 'r:,' tna cthers at 21 January 1959),
has asscciated it with an Auwerican Intelligence dead drop for POPOV
(whrereas cthe otlicrs have ¢23id it was CIA's mailing a letter to
PCPOV), and hLas now_pnirsd wne CIA officer irvolved Ebeorgn Wi \TEPS[J
Tre evidence ‘-—orm@ ike tras from KNOSERYO, CGHEREPAICVY, and
the FCFCV message, conflicis with <hat from COLITSYR whose state-
ments on the corpromise of OPCV zre ,unportcc by arndlysis of events
in 1957 and 1358 on whi<ch FOPOV reported (s Fages 663-665).

(ii) Cetails

Pappsars _*o have been the prelude to the POPOV compro-mse.

Cr\. J,

said had rade a "very serious mistake" by using an

1 accommodation acdress supplied by Arerican Intelligence to receive

b mail from a girlfriend in Austria.*'* "In scira "‘shio'a" thiq came
N A _._

to the attention of tre Austriarn police, % Ayt % ;
it was detemxned trhat she had been scnding mail o a Soviet offi-
cer in Berlin, The kAustrian police ndtified the Soviets, and

{ eventually 'EC-F:)V was confronted kty the chief of his GRU component
in Berlin.*** CRU ilea2quarters was notified, POPOV was recalled

hat P0P0V made the m’stane f providing if-
himself. No sub-source for t‘his remark

4 S

: '. M"as giVeﬂ ey RAFREIFR and since then i3

: ) . resolved the discreparcy between this \ersio'\ ‘ana the other
one treated at lﬁngth here.

** CIA cdid not supply PCPOV with an acconmodation address, but
he did secretly ccrrespond with KOCHANEK.

L 2 R

i iniormation that umh.ded the identification of POPOV as a —
) Soviet Intelligence officer. POPOV's superior confronted him '
on 4 Novempber 1958 about KOCHANEZX and received from him an

i adumission to having had some co:sresporndence with her concern-
i ing his search for cperational leads: the superior told POPOV
that the Soviets believed "she was workirg for someone” ard
that "possibly she is the cause” of the Berlin unit's opera-
tional difficulties. PCPOV was recalled to Moscow on 17 Nov-
enber 1958 ostersibly. for a weex's TDY to discuss the case

of an American whom he was developing under CIA aegis. He
did not return to Berlin.

i 5 0P SEET
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to Moscow to explain the cituation, @anrd when he was ynable to QO
so, the fagrs werc turned over to the KG3 for full-scale investiga-
cion. BTN RN GE R RO it not been for POPOV's
correspordence with an Austrian woinen, "they would never have
-sught hin," and that FOPOYV was “arrested because of a‘ciﬁggcgéggv
with a girl;" also, 2 Pt R O WY cné 0f 1 immme

was recalled to Moscow “for scmething” - e e w**
¥hile the foregoing KGB irnvestigation was in prot PSS 3
routinely placed under surveillance a U,S, Embagsy official in
Voscow. This person was observed rentirg a boat in forkiy Park.
going to tte vicinity of a rew bridge near the Moscow Stadium,

and there taking photographs of the bridge and surrcunding arec.
Its suspicions aroused, the KG3 covered this area and otserved
POPOV unloading a dead drog. He was arrested, doubled, and
“operated" against Averican Intelligence for & year ard one-half.*
Eventually, the KG3 put in motion a plan to attempt to compromise
the Amcrican official who was meeting POPOV. The KGB photographed
a mecetinc in a Moscow resvaurant, then arrested the official and
showed him pictures of his rmecting with POPCY and of FOPOV un-
loading the cead drop at the pridge. After the ARerican refused
to vork for the KGB, he was released and declared persona non
grata.**

m-q ; B St b C1A quest ionvGMO:\ pPOPOV's
ccmpraﬁxse. He sa16 abt tu:s time that he hed hesrd POEFOV was
apprehended through a dead drop. PLPOV "apoarently was under
suspicion there in Perlin, and when tacy (presumably the GRU)
recalled him to Moscow, they wondered wno his future contacts
would be, and they were told +he following: 'KGB workers place
American linbassy employees wajer surveillance.' 7They observed an
American at the staircase... and they found a dead drcp under the
staircase. <o they estabiished coverage of the dead dzop and ob-
served POPOV come and unload the drop. They made a report, and
after this POPOV was under surveillance... Then he was called in
and told thus-and-so. They showed him photographs. They told
him he was going to work for them to expose his contacts. He
agreed to it,. .

* Since POPOV returned to Moscow in Movember 1958 and LANGELLE
was arrested the following Octaver, 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 of ficer Russell LANGELLE of
the U.S. Embassy, culmirating in the detention and interview
of LANGELLE by the KGB on 16 October 1959.

***A5 previously stated, no Moscow dead drops were used by CIA
in the POPOV operatior, but LANGELLE did survey the possi-
bilities for dead drops to Le used in other operations., One
of these was }ocated —ia—Lemin-Hills,-an_area of Moscow_not

far from the new bridge near Moscow Stadium, and it was -

cituaced Feneash a staircase; e F e Dbt
%_“f§{§(¢=*<-,,7 By LNIGELLE visited cie area o: the
\arop tite on yee¥ 25 May 1958, but the dead drop was loaded
by a CIA legal travel agent {(on 7 June 1958) rather than by
LANGELLE. The CHEREPANOV document,discussed on Pages £63-
564, stated, in the course of reviewing LANGELLZ'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.
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(451} Suh-senrcing by EEIGHEY o5 3
B

¥ A that he¢ had learrnnd these

details ainut in Crgromise of POV from a corversation EEERTRS
g cT AL e - "

xm'!‘x,}.’g'm‘ whe conducted some of the 1n_

vert1gation or POFuV secause at tae time he vas aw@r

information t.2 supolied CIA in §

& R H S AR LIERg® 10" Sdne: sul-source was cited byﬁm&mw

éf:} Legreported, inecourately, that Arerican Tnteliigence
gave boit an accomacdal ion address an Berlain, that a dead drop
wzs utedd in the Moscow puase cf tha operation, 2nd that t"n KGB
dcmblcd FOPUV for a yc:u n—‘] one-half “‘-fou:- ter'm“:\tir the case,

gince s X 03 20 O o €% par 1\11\3ced in tne inves txgatxon of
FCFIV, pres: RN xy c.¢ wculd have rvecoanized thenm to be u".trug_. One
crxplanation for Lhe inaccuracies mi nt be “hat g

przcisely what he had been told, bHut STERERITNSS ¢ llberazzly mic-
informed him. 7There is, however, no evident reason whym
221d have done this. Anothar explanztion might be tha‘ﬁ'}m '
misunderstood nis sub-source, or m r»la\.'nn Jln mfor: atisn to

the details, Tuis would :mean fias %
attentive to d:tails on a personal a:q-_'a".r.g..nce who ‘1=f‘ c_e"‘ed
rotoriety, details wnich he was told at a time when he waz in a
posit™on cor .'s'"'*“lf-' to P""V' 31 ir con%act with

% Yone of “hesc eyp“.natxO’\s seems
ertirely satis{actory, and “the answer way lic eluewhere.
>,
has been inconsistent alvut the degree of suspicion
gurrounding POFOV vhen ne wa;i recalled to ko< -ov i~ MNovemrker 1958
in cornnection with his correspcndence with C~ one hand,

in ‘962&%Pndngmd that the KGE s surJo,,_-.__xar‘c_e _of the U,S,

Enbassy officer was coincidental with the separate investigation
of POPOV's relationship with this Austrian woman. Ci: the other

hand, in implied that as a result: of the suspicion
of *OPOV in Derli:n, trere was 1nterest in POFOV's future contacts T
in Moscow, an intcrest which would be covered by the KGB's sur-- !

veillance of U.5. Extrassy employees.

*However, .in another \.'PIS]ORWSaid that as soon as the
Illecals reported tiheir compromise 1n January 1958, POPOV
irmediately fell under suspicion. The conflict between@

statemei:ts has not been resolved.
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4. supin, WLESINGER, ard BOISHFKCY
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Ir threa 1nstancg%64 NOSDNXO confirmed reports made by

ATEFCeNRPICHERS” the iiclA®fication of SHUEIN as a GRU agent, the
Soviets' suspicions that SLZSINGER was in cortact with the FBI, and
.he status of RCLSHAKOV as a GRU officer.* : '

SHUBIN was previously known to have Leen associated with two
GRU Illegals in tli United States during the 1940's, it {ndepen-
dent of NOSFNKO and 3EPEERSPthere 13 no verjfication of
more reccéatly been an agent orf the GaU, s:‘_‘_i‘;)ﬂ" e Yid ‘7’?.

POLSHAKOV, the only claimed rmutual acguzintance of (;gw
and NCSENKO, ha3 not bren naved as 2 ORU off:cor by any other .
cour~a, ror has ne ie2en ohcerved 1r ©Ltings with GRU acents, Bath

TP and NUSANIC spoxe of BOLSHIAV's hzving m2t Attorrzy
General Ropert WKENNEDY 1n i5€2. NOZZHKQO acided thar, ir iniciating
the contact, whe Attorney Gencral kuew HOLSEMOV to be 3 "military
intelligence officer,” hut tris vepoTi has ro- been corrokborated.**

GARSLY® confirmation that NOSZNKO is = cenuine KG3 officer-
defector is comprized ol hearsay evidence. and honce the corclusion
that g‘E;KO was dispatchad by the XG5 woula nct recessarily bring

¥ rona fides into gquestion: much would deperd upon &Sl aHHESS
Tources, as yet unidentified.

B CY PP and NOSENKO a
of POPOV, a man dﬁ@"’
have authenticatcd ROK] ety tiie validity of
PANOV document whicu concerned the #3rOV compromise and which was
prepared by toe KGB fof rransmittal to American Intelligonce. In
addition, and NOSFNRKO ‘support ore another about the PENKOV-
SKIY comproriise, about the contact hetween BLLSHAKOY e T
BT Reliy and Rorert KEWNEDY, and about fiHUBIN and ¥
M elr 1hiormation or BOLSHAKOV and SHUBIN 1s unique; on SLESINGER
it is ccrrororated by actions taken by the KCB, as reported Dy
: SLESINGER: on POPOV, PENKCVSKIY, and CHEREPAIOV it is confirmed
by KGB controlled sources.

on r‘.-.e compromise
SN N 4 3 B
FAV PR B sidy”, 2nd both

| With the exception of his details on FCPOV,&M report-
ing on NOSENKO and on ccmmon topics I2n be explaired, individually,
by misinfomationgmeceived ard innocently passed a2leng.
These items taken togethes, however, in the light@w:tate-
ments on the compromise of POPOV (which conflict witn (eNTH
reporting and analyticail evidence) are irdications that &
is contrelled by the KGB.

TR ¢ ° Gl
**1f Robert KENMEDY indeed knew BOLSHAKOV to te a GRU officer,
the question remains as to how NISEIKO was aware of the fact,

' since as the only source to have made this identifica-
’ ticn before the time when KENNEDY and BOLSHAKOV met. :

Lo AT



Rty <3

i . . - . . . “.,4.*___-‘.:"" L.
. . . . - H 4 -
. . '
t g . e
-

. <
T . / -
/ '

; .

v —rhy
< :
i
——
o - —

- A
e

-1

i -
a B N - s
| P .

! - 1" . -

Fr emy .
L e




617

- T carm
-

T0p S

Source

sensitive

EERTEE .
Vv

i ——————— ——— s g —
. e .

st i et o e




T0p St3::

618

U ol DU .



-
3

-
IR P

-

T0PS

B
. -

. M
- "
]

619

Mt . S —

oY
wl-t

T0p &



DACCRREL FEVRY TTL SR

ey . T

JUP OCuitd

820

TOP SE7CT



TOP SESRET “ | s

821.

e e W25 couriterintellicence production has bren ex-
tremely limited. For the most part si.2 ha3s provided only super-
ficial reports, generally only ir response to questioning and
frequently citirg her cwn lack of access to irformation of wvalue.
Her profeased persoral irvolvament in, and dramatic accounts of,
certain situations on which NOSENKO's reporting is demonstrably
false is therefore ncteworthy in the context of her total perfcrm-
ance. QEFRCTINERPs reporting on NCSINKO, despite vagueness

ané contradicrions, ras the ret effect of supporting his bona
fices znd affirming the importance of the information he has re-
pcrted. Her accounts of the (HEREPINOV czsc emphasized the depth
of nic treason ard tie retritajion of the XKGC--tnermes wnizo
dozirate the NOSENKO account ‘&t ¥ifiﬁ;ﬁgg."_'V,«'ﬁﬂﬂﬁud:'~
Her repcrts on the compremise ot PENRUVSKIY, while differing
marxedly from NOSELKO's in basis, scope, ard detail, confirmed
almost to the month NOSEWKO's datirng of the comprenise. EHer
coenfessed participation as an egent of the KGB Second Chief
Directorate, despite her repuoated claims to Xnow rotiilng of im-
portance concernirg its operationy, has placed her in NOSEKO's
milieu, and the KGCb officers who figured in her reporting are
(with two exceptions) personzlities who have previously been
identificd as KG3 officer3 orly by NOSEXKO,

2. NOSENKO's Fackground and Career

—_ e
“‘igﬁgﬁﬂtﬁﬁy. has claimed no first-hand or authoritative
kxnow1c¥Ge of NCSENKO, reporting at various times that she had
heard gossip, had heard about him from ter KGB friend SVIRIN

(wro ske belicved only "knew about" NOSEIKO, i.e. did not know
him personally), or h2d heard about him from "scmeone froa the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, ro: SVIRIN." <She has reported frag-
ments on NOSENKO's tackground: his father's positicn, his mouther's
ethnic background, and NOSENKO's ron-KG2 stetus. €he initially
said that NOSLIKO's father was a gen=ral, later sfaid she was not
sure of that, ard still later zmended her description to “general
or minister," :dding that he was Ukrainian - thus approachirg

an accurate statement only a2fter several coaversations about

him. Her corsistent statement that NOSENKO's mother was Jewish
and involved in Llack market activities has not keen elsewhere
reported, and her statement that NOSINKO was a civilian, rather
thar. a KGB officer, contradicts his own account and that of
other sources who have confirmed his KG3 status. X SIgrms
sourcing of her limited information on NOSENKO to her KGE trien
SVIRIN nevertheless demonstrates at least potential access to
some information about NOSENKO. (SVIRIN was identified by
NOSENKO as an officer of the Third Section of the Jmerican
Department, Second Chief Directorate, since 1963, 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.)

¥
o
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3. NOSENKO's Krowlccze - Damage t> the K33 R

R ey A P has nentiored SC3RKO's a:.oclofures to ttre
Americans ccncerring the microprones in tne U.S, Embassy - her
only reference to inforzation he micnt have provided - on each
occasion when she has discussed NOSENKO, She ence attrikuted to
SVIRIN the remark irn October i9€6 that UOSEVYD had done consider-
able harm to tre Scviet Unicn by revealing +«his tnformation, thus
(and specifically only in thiscortext) underscoriny the impcrtence
of NC3SINKO's infcrmat:ion, HOSENKO himself has characterized this
information as the mos: importan: he has prcovided.) The context
in which she hz2s discussed NG3TIKO has been <he gereral one of
defectors frcm the Soviet Uricn: she has rereatedly emprasized
that the Soviets attexpt to ccnvince all Scvict citizens that
"anybody;&o defects will fird

e LB AR AT %
:’*f-cr L REPE L3 , she
Gaoted SVWIRIN as n:iving Said that NCZRNKO,. too, would ore
day be exterminated, thus ciearly implyirny rnhat NOSENY.C was a
genuine defectcer.

4. Parallels with tiCSEK('s ficporting

a. The CHEREPXNOV Cise

{32372 -‘f— s account cf CHEREPANOV's cdisalfesvion, treason,

arrest, ard exscuticsh ~--~7irms ir gz2rerel c:tline end in emphasis
tr.at of NOSEXNKO. {,&m I -laims direct kncwliedge of the
case through rer own and ...of :23zand's persdral friendship with
CHEREZFANSV and his wife, T cezcricved hter nhusbard, in
fact, as the only €riend of CHI-_FANOV who remained fajthful
TEPANTY's acwnizll to call on CHEREPRNOV's widow,
S, krew. Tnis ciract knowledge is com-
aJ and

whoce address:

She introduced her account of the CHERZFANCV case, as in her
discussions of NCSENKO, Ly references to the deternination arnd
effectiveness cf the KGB in apprehending and executing those wvho
were “running away"; she cffered CAZFEPANCY as an example'of a
Soviet traitor wno had ceen caught and executed. EHer account c&
the details, however, differs sharply from that of NOSENKO (and
others). Her identification of CHEPEPANOV 3s & classmate of ter
husband at the GRU's Military Diplomatic Academy (MZA) from 1956

- to 1959 is unique amorng the sources who ha-e recorted on CHERE-

PANOV, For the period during which & KSR PR sald CHEREPANOV
attended the MCA, NOSDNKO has made no specific statements con-
cerning CHEREFANOV's career: he has said only that at some un-
specified date after CHEREPANOV'S return from Belgrade (elsewnere
reported as mid-1956) anc before early 1360 CHEREPANOV had been
assigned to the U.S. Iagcassy Section. Arerican Cepartment, KG3
Second Chief Directcrate, ASEIFOP It By clsc stated, however,
that after his craduation rrom tne MUA in 1959, (HEREPANOV
"finally” obtained a job in the Miniscry of Foreign Trade, sug-
gesting that ke had rno intervening assigrment. Wwhere NOSENKO

has failed to establish a clear motive for CHEREPANOV's hraving
collected KGB documernts during his assignment to the U.SJ F-tz2ssy
Section for later trarcsaittal to the Ancricars, > has
described his ircreacsiny bitgeraess from the date oI h.s ég‘.‘.erin:}
the MCA in 195&. She was not sure that he had becex a KGB officer:
she neither mentioned ror did her account allow for nis assign-
ment to the U.S. Emkassy Sectjon in 1960-1961 (as stated by

- ~—

(1 SEG?.‘(:"

.o

-

D SR

i



1400000

70P SEGRET R &

823.

by NCSENKO) : ard she described the doacuments which he turned over,

to the Aericans as raving come from the Minietry of Fo*clgn Trade.

She sta-cd, therefcre, rather than demxrnstrated, the point that
"tliese Vtre such izporctant dccum:nts, irpociant enouzh that...he
was chot.

g D-Cing her sezcnd account of the GIERZFPANOV affair Sty 2
3&;&* sourced her irforration difierertly 2rd added firszt-hand
cet:1ls which ghe had previously disclaimed having., She said that
"In teo days this man was arcestecs...In twd months he w3is sot."

Tnis is alto at variance with NOSEN¥I's acmourt of a X3B {nvestiga-

tion of Lp to 20 cr 25 davs, follouwed ty the KSi officer's visit

to CHIRIIZANOY on B Decemtaor 1963, CHEFEPINOV's fiight, ard a seven-

cay search for nin before his arresc.,

D. The Compramise cf PRMNXOVIKIY

racrzce £t NOSSNKO's aceount cf
laced <te date of initial

Clesely conformine in the
PRIKCVELIY's corp*o'v:e. S

suspicion of PEINKOVSKIY at about Cco-ocer or Neverser 1961, Her
staterents of the casis for this ""spxﬂxcw, however, differ com-
pletely from the rea:zcns advanced ty NOSEXO (and other sources).

Her azcouant is vacue, 1in consonance w.ch rer claimed lack of any
first-hand contezporary krowledse ci the irvestigation leading to
kis arrest, ari is celored by her expressed personal dislike for .
EENKCVEXIY thre man and by the professicnal masfgst, cf ner hus-
pand which recsulted from PENKOVSXIY's arrest., <&id
Yer K33 frieni SYIRIN as the source c¢f some of her 1n‘orra-1on.
ac the scurce cf the irdirect warrirdg to her tusband to stay away
from FENKOVSKIY, and as scmeone who knew aoscut PERNKOVEKIY's trial
z=d Lad beer. scmehow asscciated with the investication - thus
cor.firming NOSENKO on SVIRIN's perticipation in the PZNKOVSKIY
investigation.

c. Repcrts or. KGB FPersonnel

oo Fnas r2med reiatively few KC3 officers who have
figured :in ror career as a k6B azer: cr about whom she zcculd re-
port any sugstance. Of her KGB handlers:

- CIA has been urakle to igentify one, Gennadiy Fedor-
ovich, whose last rams she did rot krow, haer handler while
ste worked at the Embassy cf Yepal in 19€4. NOSEWKO has not
referred to operations against this Embassy.

~ Two KG38 handlers were assigned to &% HegZdA in
Leninrgrad - V. iI. DEMIDOV and Georgiy PCAELIN, 3oth of these

officers had previously beer identified by WOSENKO as officers

of the Lerningrad KG3 and have not been identified by any
other source. Threy were two of the total of four Leningrad
KCB officers named ky NOSENKO.

- Her KGB handler while she was emnloyed by a Caradian
corresponcent in Hoacow was V1ad:imir Ivanovich KCSTYRYA.
Ornly NOSENKO has identified FCSTYPYA as the KGB oificer who
had been in the Uniteﬂ States under the r.ame Yladinmir )
Viktorovich VLADIMIRIV: NCSENKD cernsidered this, as he said
in 1965, Lis most 1vnoT :‘-":'fzca'xo" among KGB ee'
O_‘.nPl A B D B S L N - -~ - ) 3 N

KUSTNP1A was in tre U.S. unces I~--r's 'yover-¢r

work, however, tut her connection with a foreigrn corres-
pordent, which was KOSTYRYA's respcnsibility after his re-
turn to Moscow.

relationship with him was not related tc her ea:l-er Ln:urxs;

| - ————— ————— e
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Of the four other KGB cofiicers c¢n whem -
reported in any cepth, threce were previously iden
and only Ly NOSENRXO:

- V.G. SVIRIN, h2r XG8 frierd, is mubicuitous figure
in ruch of rer reporting on other subjiects arnd in her account
of her personal life, as weli as her prinmary cardidate for a
Western recrultment approach. “IRIN had previously been
identified by NOSELKD es a KGB oL'xcer of the Arerican De-
partrent, Secord Chief Cirectorate, previously involved in
OVSKIY investigation (both of which assignments
.as confirmed).

' e sy Pt G ot allelt s

- In connectiocn With SVIRIN, Skl X @ recountcd an

incicdert in wh:ich @ RGB officer whox =he cescriped in deroga- t
tory tcrms, Valenczin MJZEYUIK, had rarzowly escaped disnissal :
as a result of a drunken bravl with a militizman, MUZEYNIK i
hed not only survived, however, but continued to bear a

higrer ¥GB rank than his former friend, collecague, ard sub- i
crdinate, SVIRIN. YNOSQIKO said MUZEYNIK wac an officer of i
the Directoratc cf the KGB Seccnd Chief Directorate. ;

- Vadim BIRYUKOV was ident:ficd by & ﬁ% as the

FCGB officer urder lovasti cover ‘*"1'"°d =¥ rc on tha

‘rrer' iew ir Aimust 196" o‘ 4":""-{’:’“‘ f’\'\?’ﬁﬁm PR
i i ﬁp d2ar Rhn st d ,} _‘h\.tf_. ¥ :’:;‘: .'

o . - 5 & bt s o 4

NbSLﬂAU hac pr cv;oaslv'qxven'i.formatio\ con cernxng BIR{UXOV,
a KGB officer of the Ternth Department, KGB Second Chief
Dircctcrate, targetted against foreign correspondents.

S. Rerarks

There is confusior in B B po) s
information on NOSENKO and incok;xsterC) in her st::ements that,
on one rard, he was a civilian kut or the other, Fe was aware of
picrophcnes in the U.S. Itbassy. These facts indicate that if she
was brigied s the KCB to report to American Intelligence on :05-
; o€, EEYas 1nadcguately prepared. Otherwise, however,
% X328l 35 perscnally supported the bona fides of NOSENKC
by offerxn drect confirmation of tha bona fides s of CHEREPIHO\
by corrororating NOSENKC's cetails on the PENKOYSKIY compromise,
and by verifyirg his identification of KGB Second Chief Director-
ate personalities.

: Kote: Aside from her SLpDQtt of \O ENKC and CHEREFANOV,

: there are many aspects of the § Feebengs case which in- h
depercertly led CIA and other he--ern services to corclude
that she is a KGB-dispatched agent. Some of these aspects
are as ‘0110d5.

- The cxrrumstances cof her claxmeo 'elatlonshlp with
the KGB contradict KGB practice as known frca other sources.

: '*zﬁuz'descrxptxoﬁ of her husbtand's recall
from vtOC\hClﬂ a2 his punishment £or having previously
worked as a GRU colleague of PENKOVSKIY in the GKNNR fit
neither the treatment of other GRU officers whom PEIKOV-
SK1Y also identific? nor the logic of the situation: Her
husband was sent to Stockholm after PENKCVSKiY was un-
covered and even after he was arrested. (That the brief

S T o ol
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assignment in Stockholm may lave t-er a Kall-organized pre-
lude to the dufection of m 15 alsn suggasted by

the fact that the one operatiuial «=i.tact rer hustard as
to have had there was a Western doubhle azent, &nd
Q» wus able to provide 1d:atifying data on this

- She has given conflicting accounts cf her motivation
for defectirg, of her relationship with her huskand, and of
her associations with KG3 personnel.

- Against the background of the claimed difficulties
in which she i L\.xcl'n‘d fourd themsclves, it seams un-
likely that f yp would have ncen permitted to leave
the USSR. -

A

- There are oddities in her relitionstiap with the
Canadian cor:espondent who employad her in the USSR and who
was her allcyed KGU tcrget,. as well 23 in her corduct in
the West arnd 1 her husband's situzti2an and behavior since
the defection.
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Otner Te2nnlues €L WAlCH VeI lOoLs sCurees
anotner inclide the fo1iowing:

Fo L) f T : : . X . 3
: s cnart the culveltlante el orans. u €S zy Tk
KGob qu.-l.Lu.C“ Dircotore e includrr gpecial p2int invisible
to the naked v LU visiple tnrougn osc ot & sp\cxal ces.CcEe
It 13 used In CCRTUNLITIGL ¥Ith REL opnecs c o83 civcuirt
- televigicon at Lria3es. Tunil.s  oUS A s:milar telrnyqie

was cescribed by (AlINInwed
AN 3
- KOSEUKC @'_‘.l.'j oo IMFUFTANOV paAvit: 1AVEe Cc2S-
‘ £

criped & spPetaal Jrnaida. TOL WG S iti.r to dOGS Zaw oo
te nuMans fHni UTIE P wnarnoal &- i Fuarveslience -

\

[ PR SR - W LT B RONIPESIUCE 45 SRS VI ROREST 7S BRI 82 T s L)

Tt
Uraor. =y porionied ¢f tpe Fob Suevertiaie Direlnorine
GULFEIIENSN L m:fled D OvVidld many Lot drlih Ono TRLs teannifue

: 2 A v VG Ll
develor<d a Toiopope.lettiih LATLGOlCS 5O Snaped
tnat srey <ern tit an the SLouviaed Dids ¢t @ men # 3uat. Trey
alco carn Le Coneedi€d 1IN T 10l LOvers Gl TEeLusS. Thus
corzealed, iy @i uted 0 HOSO OV *ne KL to listen to
CONVErSatierns Lelvwearn torerin Ca1paiuzt . particutlacly at the
Eotel Mewropae. and tne moted Batiwenal 3u. i Tiniaturizecd
devices nave 1120 g 7 ) (y OLZIIEASET. TOLITSYN
WOHERD ! 4 i *re CHIZIPANOV papers
g .ntcr si1a NLT RPN papesr s gave tne KGB
cryporym as

- MOSENR : Leo cepirtea tpe KB recnnigue
of swii.narg te:«p:u . . i~ tatercho gy tor tie U S, Tnbassy
IR Moscow o a KeB 1nstaiiation  waere Lney ate inter<cpred

by & Soviet pcsing as an AGTr 130

Wrere tne bLik of KOSEIKO s reportirg on KGH orvcrations was
concerned Wi=h thos: or the Serond Caves D1t tDrate. this nas
Veen LA W't o ot A T AG 7,0 Tee Crrer coor o6 TAMEG NRIC.
G SRS A ¥ ~ M owewer nh2ve aLsy
giv ;n é=tails or CMLaC fOBR Lot slfal JoLnlerinulilgence Activi-
ties 10 &ddition O TNELr Stascments On tie compremise of CIA
assets witnin the UTSk {a topic of reporiinty ovxxggg;;;a g CUEZRE-
BaY a8 well).  The intormar-on from (P IErealIgigigy 27 450
O s nar 1262 fe low '

7N haS A vl ADLE LV Provii: weiails ol
Chief Dire-torate acrivity. He reporied tne FGU's discovery of
an American employsa at the Sokoinik: Exhivirion 1 MOscow 1n

-

i * The existernce and feasipility of such a rupstanie has rot been
verified.
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clardestine CORTILt With wi cnident i1 o Sovier fermale.  (Tnis
contact 1s rot 1dentifica witii any €A coerataon at the Exhibirion
in 1959.7 ke syore of the Kl s o wwlews: ot ar Amcraican Intellil-
gence deadarop urcer & cermch 1n the ares of b ~3riculrural
Exhibition, He said trat the KOS contrcllea a.l U S, agent con-
tacts 1n MoOScoOw, (uoS

including on: with en old za~ 14 his 60's (UCE-
ENKG reported ¢n an inG:viduzl who mmay re -7zl with *tas
agent) .

S .2 cliirzd vo rave. Z-1filled functions
ave ces.rtoed as stendrd procedure 1n

whichi SCELRLAC and ool
3 and sosunt srcowue tn2 Soviet Lraion.

opaerat 1058 azainst <
5. > TR : L

ite: the defeceions of
the gernuire source:s GCL. Ve oani O ieieomioan 1280 thau fmerican
Intelligence kesen 10 1€ 2:%€ volziinoas ard fnatsally corrczcorative
informaticn froa others on the aitiLit o of ne KGR Sccond Thief
and Surve:llance D1r=ctordics. The. tir.nyg O thas anfcermacion
therefore arpuars to ko signifaicant a#di1t10r ro the overlap of
specific deza1ls T ‘a v tnlt Lo sty of these tources, even
incluidiny & . rosnodet ¥ AL socond Chael Direc-
torate ir.formatic : . oeepa.ired Ko declsion tO em-
phasize cr sacriilcte at. ‘¢

As previously eniicer
;
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H. Evaluation

The conclusion tha: ROSERYY 12 or & KE n:ss:on could carry
damagang implicaticns tor tne American intclligence sources wno
have supported his hHona tides., Unless er2ir ctatements or. NOSENKC
carn be convincir.Lly erplaired e 1nnozent repetition of misinfor-
mation spread by trne P within the Sovicr €c(vics. these sources
mignt be conciuvced o nave been celiberately misleading eitner as
Promdotors ¢f tnfir O4n persdonal !NLErests Or s parties to a KGB
colspiracy.

Recard:ng GOLITSYN. tre opinion of CIA 1s that iie purpose-
fully gave falsc supporc for huFTnnO in 2n attempt to make his
OpInions mOore eulhoritative nis e not a satxf'ac “ory exolana-
vion for the remarks on NOC ENKO by GG g ¥ ; 7
hodever, trere scem to D2 no perscnail .

“support 0f NOSERKD's hona fides mign: have

_____ served. The choice
thus seems to lie betwoen tnese threc ofiicers being cenuine
sources of Amerilan intelilgence put unsi1t-1ng <ohanrels of KGB
misinicormatilon and, oa tne otner rand, cne or more of them being
in league witn tne RGE,

@ Tne possibilsty ol SQRLETRID o Rl are under
K3E cornirol was tested iutthier 1n the -<acext of nne NISINKO opera-
tilcn Ty reviewing paraliels in their reperting ard his. and c:neral
correlazions thnat rt {rom ore case 1o another, At the same
time, wtne KNIUSENKO- T3 XH connecticns were snow~n for compar-
ctive puzpc<=s. .2 to:nd tnat would eliminate

¥ from considerazion as poassioly being

Thls exemiration agalnst the <onclusion trat NISENKC is
ontrol, ras kbrougnht the pona tides of

into serious question. (it NUSENKO 1s a dis
1n.e KGB, <these cther so.:ces <e«n also to oe.
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