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VII. SPECIALISTS® ASSESSMENTS OF HOSRIKO

‘A. Qpinibns on Intelligence and Pereonalisy

1, G;gphglgggcgl Analysin )

Three pages of penciled notes and Jjottings in Russian made
by NOSENXO during en early debriefing session were submitted on
25 March 1564 to CIA handwriting analysts, together with a nunter
cf 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 limitations on the amount of NOSENKO's_handwriting
gpecimens submitted to them, is quoted below.
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2. Reports by Psychologist
a. .Psychological Testipg 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:

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

i

4

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

i

"% A comparison of information obtained during this series of

interrogatiors with information given earlier and later by

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

During the year April 1964-April 1965 NOSENKO was under the
medical care of a CIA psychiatrist who visited NCOSHIXO at regular
intervals, usually weekly, to examine him physically ard to listen
to any comments NOSENKO might have about himself and his situation.
The psychiatrist femiliarized himself with available materials on
NOSENKO, particularly with reports of his behavior in the months
immediately following the 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 DERYABIR 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 Octoker 1966 as an Ob-
server and consultant, and he personally questioned NOSENKO during
July and August 1965 concerning cert2in aspects of his personal
past and early KGB career. On the basis of his direct, personal
knowledge of conditions Jithin tha Soviet Union and of KGB organi-
zation and procedures prior to his defection in Feuruary 1954,

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

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

_.gection of this paper 1is limited to his remarks concernihg tIOSEN -
KO's entry into .the KGB {thern MVD) and his Communist Party affili-
ation, both of which fall into the period when DZIRYABIN was active
as a KGB (then MVD) staff officer. DERYABIN personally interro-
gated NOSENKO on these topics in the summer of 1965. Since DER-
YABIN was a personrel officer of the KGB (then ¥GB 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 Cnief
of the Chief Guards Directorate for Personnel, DERYABIN trans-
ferred with him to the Guards Directorate. ke served as a8 Guards
Directorate personnel officer uatil 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 appointed Deputy Chief of the intelligence

o _ _Sektor of. the same department, 4 position he held until March

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

cadae
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CERYACIN joined the Komsomol in 1736 uad remcined a4 merber
until 1940, when he became a candidate member of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union; he became a full Party memper in
hugust 1941. During his Party career he reld a nurrer of responsi-
ble posts. Before the war, «hen DERYABIN w#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 until 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 ltaval Smersh. This was
the unit which had particular responsibility for counterintelli-
gence work within the lHaval GRU, which NOSENKO said he joined in
1951. ' In .the MGB DERYABIN wac a member of the Party Committee of
the Personnel Section of the Guards Directorate and, after his
transfer, was eiected Secretary of the Party B8ureau of the Austro-
German Department of the Foreigrn 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 on 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) sere 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
w#ould be acceptatle 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, KOBULOV, the
pan who supposedly helped NOSENKO gain dntrance into the
service, had no influence inside the MG3 apparatus. From
about 1948 until 9 or 10 March 1953, KOBULOV had no office
irside the 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

* See also Part V.B.

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

M e




14-00000

1B st e ae Mttt v e

@& [P SECRED & -

617.

c. 1t was physically impossible at the time for NCSENKO .
to be recomrended for and accepted into State Security, as he
has told us, all in one month, March 1953. (If one accepts
his earlier version that he had his talk with KOBULOV in Jan-
uary or Fesbruary, his account is similarly impossible because
KGBULOV was not then in State fecurity.) It wguld normally
have taken a much longer time, but in addition to this it was
a pericd of reorganization and the personnel staff was no+
actively conducting their work at that time, and pernuwanent
staff officers were rnot sure that they would retain their
positions,

d. In March 1953 NOSENKO vas alreadv twenty-five ard a
half years old and orly a member of the Komsomol. He had rno
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 tha: on his birthday he
would be teenty-six years old and without either Komsomol or
Party membership. Even for the son of a Mirister, the Secre-
tary of the Komsomol Committee of the KGB would have to talk
with the Personnel Cffice and would not give a recommendation
for his acceptance, especially for the Internal Counterintel-
ligence (Second Thief) Directorate. 1In the case of a son of
a8 Minister and one #ho is recommended bv KOBULOV, the secre-
tary would request from KOSENKO a recommerdation for Party
menbership 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. ’

‘"However, even acceptirg that despite these obstacles and

contradictions the KGB would have accepted him, ore must also"

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

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

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

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.

* 'See also Part 1V.B,

coagh el - 23]

T

PRSI Y

b ens A s



MV‘JOOO

§  7oPSECGREL ¢ e

618.

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

of his acceptance into State Security.

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

T

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

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

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

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

*1 asked Subject how he 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.** 1I
then asked Subject how it wds, taking into account his motler's
eristocratic 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 w~hen TELEGIN's a2partment 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
s#as urder out-patient treatment until 1958. He next mertioned
his illness in 1966, describing how he sometimes coughed up a

- "glass of blood“~ at a time, Although DERYABIN's "questioning
covered this part of NOSRIKO's life in detail, there vas no
mention of tuberculosis in July and August 1965. DERYABIN'S
comment 1S based on the 1966 information but is included here
for purposes of context.

¢4The anketa and DERYABIM's questioning on this subject are dis-
cussed further below.
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it briefly to GORBATENKO, and that he had unofficially run a name
check on his prospective bride (which was ‘clean'), and that after
the marriage he had filled out another arketa ir which he included E F
all the required data on his wife and rer relatives. After con- )
siderable prompting, Subject said@ that he tad indicated that she ,
and her parents had been in France, but that he had concealed the 4
fact that her granémother had been in German-occupied territory ‘
during the «ar. (He admitted that the KGB would have learned this

in a routine check, fowever.) 1 then reviewed for Subject the 5
negative security factors mentioned above, adding the arrest of . ,
KOBULOV, the fact that his ned wife and her parents had been

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

territory, the fact that Subject was now over-age for the Komsomol i
but not yet a Party member or candidate, and the fact that Subject a
received a 13-day sentence for misuse of cover documents and in-
curring venereal disease, and asked 'if he didn’'t think that his
personnel file had been reviewed in 1954, and if so, what grounds
there could have Leen for retaining him in the XGR. Subject said !
that he thougnt that his file probably was revieved but that '
again the influence of his father had saved him. Subject added

that another important factor was prooably his language qualifi-

cation and particularly his higher educatior. 1 pointed out to

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

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

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

"NOSENKO 's Knowledge of XGB, 1951-54

vEntry Date into KGBE: 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 . ol
1952.* In fact it would be very unusual for a KGB officer toO
forget his exact entry-on-duty date to the very day because it
is used to compute length of service and must be entered on vari-
ous forms from time to time. €

)

*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 remenmter, pertaps realizing that he could not claim not
to remember shat 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 - - S e
organized in March 1954. Thus, NOSENEC does not know what the
correct designation of his own directorate was at the time that
he allegedly entered on duty with Soviet State Security and for
the entire first year of his alleged service there,

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

told CIA that he joined the KCB in 1952. See Part V.B.
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“MVD Leadership, 1953-54: Asked t> nane the chiefs of the
directorates and separate departments of the MVD urder BERIYA
and KRUGLOV, NOSFNKO named nine out of 28. He wes unable to name
the Chief of the Intellicence Directorate, saying that he remem-
bered only SAKHAROVSKIY (PANYUSHKIN was chief unti. 18535). ~wxed
to name KRUGLOV's deputies, NOSENKO named only ROMASHKOV and
SEROV, and was ignorant of such prominent deputies as LUNEV ::id
SHATALIN. Told that a Secretary of the Central Committee of the
CPSU was one of KRUGLOV's deputies at this time (SHATALIN), X0S-
ENKO flatly denied that this was possible.

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

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

. £111ling 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 questionrnaire was re-
quired in ore copy only, and was never permitted to be taken
home since it was a classified document (even when not filled
1n) .t .

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

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

- by DERYABIN, - This- statement is given in-Part V.B. S

*%See remarks above concerning NOSENKO's alleged treatment for .
tuberculcsis from 1552 to 1958. o o S ' T N
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"NOSENKO's descriptior of the secrecy agreement that he
signed when entering on duty with the KGB is ccxplztely 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 setrecy ajreesnents '
that were taken from ajents.

“NOSENKO insists that he did not £411 cut any other forms,
questiornaires, Or papers when entering the KGB. Actually, there
were a number of other routine forms that had to be £i{llcd 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 - i
KO and his staff. He asserts that ROZ{ENKO's office, which ROS-
ENKO visited several times in early 1953, was located on the 6th %
f£loor, 8th entry, Buildirg No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Street. In fact, :
neither ROZHINKO nor any officers or units of the Personnel De-
partment were located in the 8th entry. They were all (ircluding
ROZHENKCO) located on the 6th and 7th floors of the 7th entry of
Buildirg No. 12.*

"Rank Pay: Asked about his salary when he first started to
work ir the KGB, NCSENKO said re got a basic salary of 1700 rubles
as a case officer, 500 rubles for his rank of lieutenant, plus
secrecy, languace, and lorgevity pay. He insisted that this was
correct, even ~ren told that KGE officers were no longer being
paid for ranX 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 rarke, 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, NOSZNKO replied that o
he couldn't say about anyone else but he was sure that he had re-
ceived his promotion at that time. In fact, this is impossible:
all promotions in the KGB were frozen from the time BERIYA took
over as minister (March 1953) until late 1953.

“yisitor's Pass Procedures: Im talking about his first visit
to the K3B to process for employment, NOSENKO was unable to re-
call the procedires 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
- I have forgotter the details involved if he had only visited there
: “a few times more than ten years ago, if he worked at KGB-Head- -
= --quarters for-over -ten-years-as a staff officer and particularly. .. . .
as a supervisor he would have frequent occasion to admit visitors,
SRS S _and thus should know visitor's pass procedures quite well.

i *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,

PN - - !
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"Unescorted Ertry into KGB Building with Visitor's Pass: In
describing his firet day at work, NOSENKO said that he went from
the Pass Office, where he optained 2 visitor's pass, to the 4th
entry of the Biilding lio. Z, where his pass was checked by the
guards, and thren went unescorted to KCBULOV's office on the third
floor. Chrallenged on this point, he said he wis sure +hat it was
possible to enter without an «scort. In fact, it was acsolutely
impossible to go through any entry of Building No. 2 without
escort if you did not have a properly stamped KG3 (MVD) identity
document (see below).

"KGB Identity Document: NOSENKO was asked to descrike 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 neessivy 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.
NOSENKOC was ignorant of this and was urable to recall anything
about it despite a numkter of hints and leading questions, Actu-
2lly, during the period of upheaval followirg STALIN's death and
again after 3ERIYA's arrest, all KGB identity documents were tem-
porarily withdrawn in order to have special validation stamps
placed in them, and it was literally impossible to get in the
KGB tuildings if one did not have the right stamp. This was the
subject of numerous anecdotes at the time and is hard to believe
that an officer who served in the KGB at the time could have for-
gotten it completely.

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

said fjrmly that it was already there whren he started to work
in the KG38., In fact, this Gastronom was definitely not there as

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

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

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

ENKO said that he had never visited <ither 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.
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“NOSENKO's Claim to Have Been a Komsomol' Sesretery in the
Second Chief Directorate, KGB

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

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

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

"NOSENXO 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.

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

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

"NOSENXO insisted that in 1953-54, the maximum age for a Kom-
somol member was 27. 1In 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 211 the members of his K/O paid dues
in the amount of 2 percent of their monthly salaries., This 1is
incorrect, as monthly Komsomol dues were calculated on a sliding
scale determined by wage group: at that time, Komsomol members
earning up to S00 rubles monthly paid 0.5 percent: those earning
500 to 1500 rubles paid 1 percent, and those earning over 1500
rubles paid 1.5 percent. The K/O secretary collects the dues, "~

“and must know the right amount, == ~ =" 7777 7 T otmuTmTe o s sreemos st o s

“NOSENKO did not krnow whether or rnot a Komsomol Congress

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 1nvo;ved
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in a good deal of preparatory work for this Congress, which was
8 big event in the life of every Komsomol worker at the time, and
could not be forgotten," :

Although DERYABIN's direct knowledge of the KGB ended in 1954,
his detailed information of KGB procedures has been tpdated sz
his more recent examination of reports from otter SQUIcGg. Wit
regard to what NOSENKO has said about KGB 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 him
to descrilbe 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 Spetsg-
proverka, which means a check for cleararce.

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

Otdel (Operational Reports Department - the functional name for

the 1lst Special Department). He answered that the 1st Special
Departmert holds the files on Soviet criminal cases wrhile the
Operational Reports Department is for political and cspionage
cases. It scems he invented this answer on the spot. In addi-
tion, it is wrong that political and security cards are separate
from criminal 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, NOSENKO
should have keen doing this type of thing the whole of- his ten

~ years of service, without regard to whether he was _assigned to

the American Department or the Tpurist Department."

AN
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2. Remarzks by CIA Handlers

ey e

2l -
a. Introduction inate
geTy

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 i
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 organized meetings in 1962 in
Geneva with limited time available for each of a wide
range of topics, none of which could be ignored but none : '
of which could be covered in detail. : :

- In cQncentrated. but somewhat longer meetings in
place in Geneva in 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 specfal effort was made not
to put pressure on NOSENKO or express doubts about his

" statements.

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

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

Thus there were opportunjtiep to pogé his pgﬁfgrmgnce and reac-_ _ __ _

" tions under varied degrees of stress and control.

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

NOSENKO in brief, superficial, uncritical debriefings (of
the sort which characterized the 1962 and 1964 Geneva meetings
and the debriefings. prior to 4 April 1964) was reasonabliy con-
vincing in his manner. For example, on the basis of the hur-.
ried sessions of June 1962 in Geneva, which did not allow tire
for systematic or detailed questioning, the CIA case officer
in commenting on NOSENKO's conduct mentioned "the ease of his
manner, the sureness of his knowledge of matters which he should
have known, and the amount of checkable information he provided.”
NOSENKO seemed to that case officer to be *under little or no
restraint as to the amount and nature of what he told us” and
"made a convincing and good personal impression: a vigcrous,
temperamental and vital man.” Similarly, nothing in NOSENKO's
manner caused doubts on the part of the F3I representativee who
took NOSEMKO's reports in February, March, and early April 1964.

It beczme apparent, how:ver, when the cases KOSENKO had
mentioned briefly in early meetings were taken up in detail in
leisurecly debriefings after the defection, that he could not add
facts consistent with what he had said before. He was unable to
recall related incidents or additional Circumstances which did
not come to mind in the first telling, despite being aided by
qguestioning from different angles or in different coatexts. The
game 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, NOSENKO could oifer nothing
more when debriefed again, regardless of the method of question-
ing tried. Repeatedly he used the same stories to tllustrate
his points; new stories did not emerge. In a perici of nine
months, NOSENKO was drained of information 67 Ais pPeYSONEI and
pforessional experie€rnces and knowlédde., Never btefora hag the
m_g.;sz,aiﬁssr.s_ﬁncoun;g:gd__a_-.defectdr who was tctally cde-
briefed. - - Tmme T T T T

A technique NOSENKO has frequently used to explain his in-

- ability to supply details and to forestall further questicrning

4 has been to claim poor memory. "Different Eeople have cdifferent

¥t ¢ of memories,” he has said on maiy occasiols, Or On others:

o § %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 hLad occurred most
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 coxponeat of
the Second Chief Directorate to another, and to describe their
responsibilities at particular times. Yet NOSENKO forgot where
he himself served in the GRU; he could not consisteatly dis-
cribe the circumstances of his divorce; he failed to provide a
consistent date for his entry into the KGB and fcr his transfer
from the American Department to the Tourist Depcrtment 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 _Ccohn V. ABIU.AN or details of opera-
tions against many American code clerks in 1960 and 1961.

et Ol
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These limitations of xrowiedge ar2 quirks of memory were
evident rot only cduring meezings when NOSENKO was teing decriefed.
Trey were also apparent in the interrogations wh:ch supplanted
the debriefings. : .

Ce. NOSENKO's Behavior Under Interrocatiorn

(1) Introduction

In the many and long 1interrngation sessions there emerged
hatvits of behavior noticeable to ¢ach 2f the CIA officers present.
Trese characteristics of NOSENKO were his manner of recounting
events and his evasiveness, irmprovisétions, ard other defernsive
techniques, They are reviewed elow.

(11) Manner of Recounting_Events -

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

- Talking about operations he supe:vised and about his per-
sonal role in the KGB Headquarters aspects of other operations,
NOSENKC habitually used the passive vcice ("it was decided") or
irdicated that he was rot alore in these activities (‘there was
no azcounting on who wWas WOrking on any ccde clerx case--it was
GRYAZNOV, XOSCLAPOV, NCSENKO, and also working was KLYPIN, GRIBAN-
OV," or "We made the decision--1 and KOVSHUK and GRYAZNOV, " or "I -
and GRYAZNOV discussed this with him.") +“hen asked where a par- ,
ticular conversation ook place, he rarely located it in his own : S
office ("I was in KOV3EUK's office when KCSLCV called him about
the trip” or "I was in KLYPIN's office ard he was talkirg to
KOVSHUK") , '

- At the other extreme from being impersonal, NOSENKO some-
times quoted conversations in wnich he tock part (-1 th=en said,"”
“he said to me," etc.), but it was in just such matters that
NOSENKO most often contradicted himself (e.g.. his relatiornship
with GRIBANOV and his part 1n 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 the FENKOVSKIY story, which he stressed
he iearned “little by iittle’ from several different sources, he

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

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

who, like himself, had cooperated with Anerican latelligence:
POPOV, PENKOVSKIY, and CHEREPANCV: an irability to correlate
dates ard events in different operations which he said he was
handling {such as conflicts ir the timirng of his agproach to
W.E, JOENSON and in the date he gave for John V. AEZIDIAN's visait
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 excepticns (notably the compromise of
PENKOVSKIY and the ASIDIAN 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. ot
Beyond recourse to the phrase "1960, 1961," he refused to estimate ’
the dates or to associate these activities with the time of the
year or events in his personal life.

PR BN
'

(£ii) Bvasion, Improvisaﬁi%h; and Other Defenses

In the debriefings before the interrogations, KOSENKO avoided
questicns and topics not of hisg own choosirng, saying that he would
give full details "later,” when systenatic debriefing began.
when the question or topic came up anew in a later debriefing, o
r.e would plead fatigue or boredom and propose: “This morning
we drink; tomorrow we work.® Prior to 4 April 1964 he provided
only accounts of operations selected by himself; it was only
after 4 April 1964 that he could be, constrained to reply to de-
tailed questioning on other matters. -

Prom that peint on, other evasive tactics became familiar
to his interrogators. He would try to change the subject or
to thift 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 i
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 fron 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 never reported any-
thing of interest on anyone®) ; he cited their low educational
level and their inferior status as servants and employees as
one reason none of them could give the KGB operationally useful
information. In fact, the record of many indicated prcvious em-
ployment which would demand at least the equivalent of a college
degree or certificate from a technical institute. Numerous maids
were former school teachers, one was formerly a chemist.

1@ s -

When evasion failed, it seemed to the interrogators that
NOSENXO improvised his answers. some of these evident improvisa-
tions ledé him into unacceptabie statements or positions. To use
; his responses 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 o
i

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 NOSENKCO 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

o i A B (s -
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data on ABIDIAN from the State Dcpartinent Bicgraphic Register, ‘
he said "only the First Chicf Directorate” uscs Ity when the :
interrogator parsued the point, NOSENRO said he romemkered that
KOVSHUK did have a copy in his office, "but an old ore, 19536,
which didn't list ABIDIAN." Under pressure about ABIDIAN's visit
to Pushkin Street, NOSENKO said the ¥GB thoujht that ABIDIAN may
not have entered the building on Pughkin Street; yet he had earl-
ier given extensive details about how the KG3 had analyzed the
precice nunber of seconds ABIDIAN had been inside, to'determine
where the drop, if any, might be. As another example, when he
;a8 initially asked about Geo3ge 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 ard said it
sgas not as 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 ha acknowledge he
should have known, NOSENKO would fall back upon cne of the follow-
ing lines of defense:

- “What I know 1 tell you; what I remcmber I tell
you," or “I den't know," "I cen't cxplain,” -- 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 I
have been working with "SARDAR' and 'PROKHOR'?2°® (Johan
PREISFREUND whose KGB cryptonym: was "PROKHOR, " did con-
firm NOSENKO's role.) "How else could I ‘tell you about
STORSBERG?" "The KGB would not use a staffer as a provo-
cateur,” nor would the KGB supply infecrmation on "live
cases® such as the Paris case (JOHNSON) and VAS3SALL, 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 arnd turned over the ABIDIAN file and thus that
he was a KGB officer.* .

NOSENKO referred to this method of corrcborating him .at least
20 times during the 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 gee how pooTr and miserable I'm léoking with ragard to ABIDIAN'S

file, but anyore who can check in [XGB) Archives will see.®™ On
) rebruary he said, "I greatly wish that you will have as soon. . . -
as possible an agent in the KGB. It is simple to look at the

.i‘was the only such source at the time.

Tﬂﬁ(WﬁﬁFT.
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file on ABIDIAN.
Yuriy Ivarovich, opened 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 thzt 'I, NOSENKO,
"Tinme’
3 March he rcferred nine times with-
He repeatedly stated

At one point

On

he engaged in the following dialogue with his interrogators:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NQOSENKRO:

NOSENKO:

INTERRCGATOR:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NOSENKO:

d.

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

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

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

(later in the session)

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

what can the future show?

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

You mean our acquaintances, don't you?

Yes, but maybe your acquaintances can check wi
someone, because 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 1 gave you their rames.

Ccheck someone else, not known to me, soO you can be
sure.

Additional Otservations

(1) Inquisitiveress About CIA

NOSENKO'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:—————— — ~— 7 T

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

e e v a

- When shown the CIA publication "Checklist of Soviet
officials Abroad® during the 1964 meetings in Geneva, NOSENKO
made inquiries -about what organization prepared t and to what
part of the U.S. Government that organization is subordinate.

Vo
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- In January 1964, entirely out of context, he asked :
whether GOLITSY! had reported to CIA that Finnish President t
KEKKCNEN was a KGB agent. (He was not able to explain in :
later questioning why he had not informed CIA about the case
before he made the foregoing inguiry.)

PPRTET SR,
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- NOSENKO asked precisely how American Intelligence col- : o
lection in the USSR is directed and coordinated. The CIA case ‘
officer responded: "What was that question?” NOSENKO there- : b
upon said: "It was not a guestion--just general interest.® o
When the case officer urged him to repcat the question, he re- P
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 Gerneva two years earlier had received a
medal for that phase of the operation.

(ii) Acceptance of Contrary Information from Other Sources

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

vt st g i

(e) Discﬁssions with NOSENKO on His Own Performance

After admitting his inability to respond to gquestions about
operations in wnich he said he participated, NOSENKO sometimes
gave a general appraisal of his own performance. He rculd adnit
that it was “impossible %o have such memory breaks" and agree !
| that his response was neither reasonable nor acceptable ("In your : Lo
place I wouldn't believe it either,®” or on another occasion, "It - :
: will look bad to your boss”). Admitting that the questions were . :

fair, logical, and clearly put, he acknowledged at least a dozen : y
! . times during the January-March 1965 interrcgation that his per-
. formance under questioning was bad and unacceptable.

&~ ___ ____Re also admitted that most of the leads he had passed were
largely useless. Out of the150--or-so--he-said_he had provided,
he stated that the great majority were "no good,” unimportant, or
people with whom the KGB had not worked ("Maybe *ANDREY' became :
- - - - 1 ... . not interesting to KGB, changed jobs, and was not so important any )
more®; "some of the agents recruited by the Seventh_ Department
weren't meeting the KGB"; etc. He consistently estimated, how-

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

| ’UKSECRET - - ‘!
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C. Polygreph Testing

1. Test in April 19€4

Shortly after his defection, NOSENKO agreed to undergo a : {
polygraph examiration which tre CIA handlers had told hin was a '
routine part of his defector processing, He was irformed on © |
3 2pril 1964 that the test woild be administered the following ]
morning, and that it was therefore advisable for him to get a
good night's rest and to refrain from alcorolic beverages. NOS-
ENKO arank heavily on the night of 3 hpr:l, did nct enter his
bedroom until 0300 hours on 4 April, and following breakfast at
0730 hours on 4 April consumed scveral gin-and-torics. Subse-
quently, when NOSZINKO thought he was not peinc observed, he was
seen to remove nis hand from his lips furriedly.*.

Followirg a medical examiration by a physician who noted )
that NOSENKO had been darinking, he was ir.troduced to the CIA !
polygraph operator. An exper:ernced interroga-or, fluent in the
Pussian language, this polygraph opé&rator condéuicied the test in ;
Russian from 1043 to 1515 hours on 4 April. His report is quoted :
below.

“The question of Subject's (NOSENKO's) will:ingness to par-
ticipate in the polygraph tes- was one of minor consideration,
since he had, on previous occasions. agreed that he would take
the test. However, whether Subject wouid contarze 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 completion: 1t was decided
that a minor deviation from the accepted poiygraph technique
would be used during the polygr2ph testing: specifically, to
insure that a polygraphic recc:a of 3Subject's reactions to all
the pertirent questions be obtained prior to challenging him on
i any significant polygraphic decep:zior 1rndications his charts

might reflect... This plen was followed thro:zghout the poly-
graph interview...

* On 18 May 1964 a report was received on the chemical analysis
i 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. ' J
4238 consisted of three (3) gray tablets wrapped in a piece i
of paper with the name 'Phenomin’' wWritten in Russian. Micro- '
scopic analysis of these tatlets established the presence of
. — _ a.small.amount _of dl-amphetamine sulfate, a large amount of .
lactose, and a small amount of corn ctarchi dl-azphetamine is———————-—
a sympathomimetic agent 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 tranquilizer) which 1s the accive ingredient in .
‘Pheromin' was present in these tablets. The ta%lets do not
appear to be of U.S. manufacture. ...As a result of the above
examinations it was established that none of the items sub-
mitted are of the barbiturate family. Although either sul-
faguanidine (Sample No. 4242) or aspirin (Sample No. 4240)
could be used (and indeed have been used) as secret ink, they
are also rormal medicirals which a traveler might carry, and
thore fa mathirm ir the farmalatinn of the tatless to suagest

e —— ———————tt = = (%8
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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 4
of Subject's polygraph charts as well as persorzl observation dur- !
ing the interview, that Subject has attempted czliberate deception )
in the specific pertinent areas which are mentioned below in this _ _
repcrt. L

*It is [my) conclusion that Subject is not a bona fide defector,
but is a dispatched agent sent by Soviet Ilnteliigence 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 ‘soft.' On ro occa-
sion did Subject even attenmpt tO velunteer any explanation of the
possible causes for hLis polygragh reactions. FHe continually denied
and refused to 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 poiygraphic
responses, the nature of the challenge and probing was changed.

< omg————e

——

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

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

.p
ey
5P T

pen

*Listed below are all of the questions asked of Subject. » ' _1’
"Series tl: -
Were you borrn ir the Soviet Urion? Yes. (No reaction)

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

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

oy
PR A

pid you deliberately give any kind of misinformation when
you told us your autobiography? No. (Reaction) 1K

Is NOSENKQ the surname which you had at tire of birth?
- —-————— - —-Yes+--(Reaction)- —== — -

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 Shipbuidlirg? Yes.
(No reaction)

P
b -

"
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Were you a member of the Communist 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 menmber.)

Did 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? MNo. (No re-
action)

(Subject atated 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)

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

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

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

"Series #2:

_orders of the KGB? No. {Reaction)

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

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

Did you voluntarily defect to the Mericans? 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)? No. (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

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 America? No. (Reaction)

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

Do you'qué’a 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 'ANDRSY'? 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:

s ———— s ma

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

Did 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 agaiast 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)

pDid 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-
informétfﬁﬁ‘556&€‘Sovietnagents*—penetration—ofuhmerican

1
fad
s .,.‘h'...,.é :
ey

RON

e

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 19647 No. (No reaction) .
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Did you hide anything from Anerican Intelligence about your
trip to Cuba in 19607 No. (Reaction)

pid 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 reactionj

pid you perﬁonally participate in the search for CHEREPANCYV
in December 195632 Yes. (Reaction)

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

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

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

Was GUK in Switzerland in 1964? Yes. (XNo reaction)
"Series #5:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(No reaction)

Are you misinforming American Intelligence according to a

L ey

[P

specially--developed—KGB-plan2-—No. (No-reaction)

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

To your knowledge, was PEDOSEYEV the Chief of the American
Department of the Second Chief Directorate in 1963 and 19642
Yes. (Reaction)
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pid you drink more than you told me? NKo. (Reaction) 2
(Subject admitted to having only one gin and tonic prior
to testing.)

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

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

-—

pDid 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)

pDid 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 Le brought froa Mcscow and which [werel
in his portfolio, he declined to adrit that he had had more liquor
than he told [me}l, that he had received specific instruc- T
tions about the polygraph from the KGB, or that he had taken any
type of pills during the last twenty-four hours.®

e e
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2. Test in October 1965 on Lee Harvey OSWALD

a., Introduction

CIA conducted = polygraph examination of NOSENKO onb
18 October 1956 on ¢ subject of Lce Harvey OSWALD. *

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

1
|
'
H
13
[

NOSENKO was given no advance notjice of the polygraph
cxamipation. Upon entering the room where it was to take
place, he immecdiately 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 hLad
first met on 4 April 1964.

In the prec-test interview, questions on the OS¥ALD 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.

i+ e e on s

b.- Results

“Series No. 1 ' . ‘ s

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)

w

Did you personally meet OSWALD? . f tvi
Angwer: No. (No reaction)
! 5. Was OSWALD recruited by KGB as an agent? : i

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?

tin e et s mmrm e e seaem

i Answer: No. (No reaction)

' * S L. TNl VPN Lme Tt ndVem e ACLIATH
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8. Did you see a photograph of OSWALD in 19632
Answer: Ycs. (Reaction)
9. Was Marinu PRUSAKOVA an agent of KGB?
| Answer: No. (No reaction) ) ; -
9a, Before her marriage to OSWALD?

Answer: No. (Reaction)

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

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

11. Did OSWALD have ary kind of contact with the 13th S
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)

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

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

"Series No, 2

20. 1Is the name OSWALD familiar to you?

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

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

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

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

Answer: Yes. (No reaction)

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

Answer: Yes. (Reaction) . ‘ : -

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

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

g o gy

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

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

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

Answer: No. (No reaction)

28. Did OSWALD return to the United States in 19612

Answer: Yes., (No reaction) Subject's reaction
to this question was inconsistent when he
answered ‘Yes.' 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, '

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

Answer: No. (Reaction)

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

“TTAnswer

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

Db

"Series No, 3
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pid you personally order RASTRUSIN, in 1959, to
collect material «r “SVALD?

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

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

Angwer: Yes. (Reaction)

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

Apswer: No. (Reaction)
Did tke XGB instruct you to tell us OSWALD was
a bad shot?

Apswer: No. (No reaction)

Do you know definitely that OSWALD was not of opera-
tibnal 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 instructions from the KGB

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

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

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

obtained during Subject's polygraph interrogation and

‘testing during the 18 October 1966 session, it is [myl

opinion 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
asgassination; however, he was not an active partici-
pant in 1963 as he indicates, but was probably
briefed on the case by a KGB officer.

CT“—Subject“recetved—specttr“tnstructfdns
(from the KGB) about the OSWALD case and what to
tell American authorities about it."

TND QENRET
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VIIT. NOSENKO'S BONA PIDES: ANALYS1S AND COHCLUSIONS

A. Introduction

It is standard procedure tO assecss 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.

Ore difficulty in doing so with a2 Soviet source is that
Soviet realities, particularly in the KGB, are imperfectly known:
Except where independent informatics 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 situation, or what any
given KGB officer should or should not know. Independent informa-
tion, voluminous ir quantity although never cemprehensive and
entirely current, nevertheless has been assimilated from the re-
ports of tne several KGB staff ufficers who have defected, from
the KGB agents who have confessed, and from tre Western services
which have investigated KGB activities. There is, therefore, &
base of reliable knowledge upon_whicn to predicate an assessment
of a source reporting on the KG3, even one who principally covers
a KGB component {in this instance the Second Chief 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 KGB 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 assessment
of Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO that is submitted here.

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
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. through Part VII. of this
paper.

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

_ Is there reason to question the gereral 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, personal participation in KGB operations, know-
ledgeability about KGB activities and the way he learned
of them, and his associations with KGB personnel?

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

.

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

\ life and KGB career?

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

1. Introduction .

#hat a Soviet source reports is one fzctor in assessing his
good faith. Rarely, Lowever, can it be coanclusive: Even a genuine
and conicientious source may be poorly irformeld 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
information. On the other hand, a Soviet-ccntrolled 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 {3
likely to be conclusive by itself; and all of them tugetlicer may not
parmit a definite coriclusion, although they do contribute to a
broader assessment cf bona fides. The standards are:

First, how does the ianformation 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 from investigations.)

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

Third, is the information important or useful to us? (This
point may in some cases be irrelevant, for information useful to
us may not harm the opposition, ard the apparent usefulness of in-
formation may not balaance 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, ho<ever, for NC3ENKO 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 fow

~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-.._-—-——- — —f

quence is expected of NOSENKO, altrough 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 NOSEIKO'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.

[N

TTETL T




14-00000

~— QLunLI -

644.

NOSENKO's counterintellicence production includes all of his
information on the Soviet intelligence ard security organs:

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

- their operetioﬁél activities inside and outside the
USSR.

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

2. 5B Orqanization, Personalities, Methods

Ability to discuss the structure of his service in general
and at least scwe of its components in particuvlar is an 2bsolutely
minimal requirement for anyone who clains to have bezen erployed
within that service. At the same time, current infonration or 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 penetration 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 KGB
been rovel in this sease, it would have been of cor.siderable
value, while the exposure of this information--altrougnh perhaps
rot a major loss <o the Soviets—-would nonethelesss have been
against the KGB's best interests. HIOSENKO's repcrts on the
organization of the KGB in 1964 (Pages 352-358) agree with and
are a logical extension of that framework of KGB organization
newly revealed by the 1961 sources, but this weighs reither for
nor against him as the source: In the absence of contradictory
information, hLe cannot be subjesct to criticism or to suspicion
because his repcrts show ro redirection of the thrus: of the
KGB. Purthermore, NOSENKO's statemsnts irndicating thrac there-
have been no major changes in the years between the 1939 re-
organization and 1364 are aczeptadle 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.

ROSENYO's information o: sone 1,000 Soviets connected with
intelligence ard 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. In this respect, the discus-
sion must concern ne«w identifications, for intelligence person-
alities previously exposed could not be damaged any further by
a repetition of their compromise. This discussion must be fur-
ther restricted to new identifications of staff persoznnel, be-
cause the entire Soviet population is available to the KGB for
‘occasional use as it sees fit, with the loyalty and discretion
of the individual as the only limiting factors; to learn that a
Soviet 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

~—— s
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wust be amcng persons who are fdentifiab:le ar¢ azcessible, or the
informaticn i3 useless to Western services ar? ts ro lose to the

o Soviets. On this basis, only ¥GB First Chief L:.rectcrate as well
as GRU jdentifications merit inclusion ir this -wveluation, since N
+hese are the officers who normally appear akroad and participate ST
in agent operations. Althougn KGH Second Chiel Directorate per- 3
cor.nel have in the past transferred to the First Chief Directorate,
this is rot a precdictable evert and canrot te considered in dis-
cussion of current damage.

NOSEKO idertified 165 First Chicf Directcrate personnecl, but
only 149 could be located in CIR files (i.o., were icdentifiable by
name) ;7 the remaining 16 nanes from NOSENKO wer2 valueless as they
were untraceaktle. Of the 149, there were 37 who were not known or
guspected as intelligence officers nrior to thre receipt of NOSENKO's ]
inforration. O©f 37, theve were 24 who eithar rnsided abroad at the : )

_tima of RCSENKO's defection or vere zZont enrecad since that tiine.

! Assuming that NUSENKO was corsrect 1in his ider.tifications of all
24 membere of the KGB who viere accessible,** it cannot bLe said o
that tre nurber is so large that the <datage to X5 agent opora- '
tions was substanticl. None of NOSENKD's unigue GRU identifica- !
tione werec abroad et tnc time of his defeoticn or have bzen egince.
These personality identificatzions rence do rot serve as evidence
0f NOSINFO's bona f1ides. At the saTe time, ris inability to do
further measuratle harm to the ¥38 irn this regard canndot be held
against him, either, for he has claired scrvice only in the Second :
Chief Directorate throughout his cereer and =0 cannot be expected .
to krow a high percentagce of the First Chief bLircctorate comple- !
ment. Trherefore, :OSENKO's intelligsuce personality identifications
do rot ccnstitute a factor in finding Jor or acainst his bona fides.

NOSENKO has Leen the source of many interesting details and
examples of KGB modus operardi (Pages 359-3€0), but while useful
for illustrazive purposes and valuable because of the fact that
the meterial was easily collatable for study purposes, ncne of
the met:ods described could be considered new and revealing, and ‘ :
their exposure in any event would rot prevent their centinued use !
in the future. MNOSENKO's discussiorn of tne only double agent case ;
in which he claimec to have played a role, Lowever, demonstrates ' ;
his lack of knowledge of the principles and purposes of such an
operation. This case. BPELITSK1Y, is a subje1t of sensrate

sensitive sources f A
* Cf _these 24, ten were identified by &i& A as KGB
o and thercafter, ard two became prosinen

) g:ive in
insecure KGB cperations shortly atfter NOSENKC identified them.

i *#Cther evidence hLas contradicted statenents by NOSENKO to the
effect that certain Soviets were not affiliazed with the KGB;
in Geneva, for example, where he had daily access to the KGB
Legal Residency for mwonths 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 oth=zr sources, investigations
and analysis totalled at least double this number ard probably
; triple, as many as 35 of the approximately 120 Soviets station-
- : . ed there -(a proportion which is ccnsistent ‘with other-areas

H end defactors' estimates). NOSENKO was not entirely accurate
concerning even KGB officers on his own delegation in Geneva,

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

cannot be accepted without question.

TOP SECRFT
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discussion belcw. This subject, too, must be corsidered neutral
evidence in the bona fides assessment.

) NOSENKO has shown himself to be both uninformed and inaccurate
in nis answers to questicns on KGB Headquarters staff procedures
(Page 360 and Pages 619-624) . He has been unabie to contripute
any new infcrmation, although there has been no detailed repcrting
on the subject since 1954. (GOLITSYN in 1962 providzd some new
material con procedures but was never comprehensively debricfed on
the topic.) Thus, information on the more up-to-date forms, coO-
ordinaticn requirements, mechanization of records and tracing
mechanisms, etc., could have heen a singular contribution to our
knowledge; NGSENKO could not describe anything of this sort. When
he replied to questions about such matters for the period covering
his entry into the KGB, on which orevious reporting is available
in detail, he answered incorrectly ©n 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, NGSENKO may have improvised
because he is a liar or because he is concealing an ignorance
\based on aot 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 infaormation) which NOSEL¥O has claimed for himself. He
{ndicated thiat the breadih of his knowledge about KGB agent opera=
tions and development cases increased as he rose from case officer
in the U.S. Embassy Section in 1953-1955 and in the American Tourist
Section in 1955-1958 to becone Deputy Chief of the latter section
in 1958-1959, Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy Secticn in 1960-1961,
and finally Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department from 1962 until
his defection. Simultanecusly he established lasting contacts with
his KGB colleagues soO that, for examp'e, even after leaving the
U.S. Embassy section for the second time, 1in December 1961, NOSENKO
kept abreast of its most important activities. On these grounds
NOSENRKO 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 Americanrs

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

T NONTRKS placed tha vecraliment dale prio: to his ontry into
the FuI tn saily 1%, bt Daylao W, nHeTw (ruih oryptonym
*ANUKEY") sald he becamao a KGY agyaut 1n Novewler Or December
1953.

T”D Crnm —.
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refused to collaborate with the KB, He discussed 14 develop-
mernt cases which never culm:rasid 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, Fomptiseq the
total KGB activity acainst Eabassy personnel W#ith the ex- i
ception of the techrnical penetraticns (see Part VIII, B 4.). .t

- Scxen 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. i

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

- The number of American visitors recruited by the KG3 i
in 1962-1963 was 14, and if there had been others, NOSENKO {
would have known about thom in light of his senior position
in the Tourist Cepartment cduring that period. Moreover, for
the years tefore 1962, NOSEIKO provided leads to 19 other i
hmerican 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 the Soviet Union, NOSENKO gave leads
to four recruited Mmericans about whom he learned through conver-
sations with KGB associates:. a U.S. intelligenrnce officer having
the KGB cryptonym "3SASHA" (still unidentified), a pen>tration of
Orly Courier Transfer S-3tion (identified as Sergeant Robert Lee
JCHNSCN), arnd two agents in Gereva (naines rot given and as yet nct
positively identified). NOSENKO leagned of the X33 agent status
of[@or ce G. LUVTA an Azerican professor, because he tock part in

LUNT' ;irecrultment while on TDY in Zofia, SR :

Fegal i X

between IR Exd, and Bnrrarq kOTg-, an American tourist with whose

case NOSENKO - was personally involved. 1In addition, HOSEIKO de-

scribed two development cases with U.S. citizens. From his know-

ledge of tle "SASHA" operation, NOSENKO also knew that the KGB _ )
had no ager.t sources atle to supply information concerning the - 2
Cuban missile crisis of October 1962. A

IPT

(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. e

the USSR,

e e

Other information, rowever, ccntradicts NOSENKC's assurances . ] _
trat he reported on all major cases involving Americans working oo
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 STORSBERG or possibly William HURLEY
(Pages 166-182). NOSiNKO, the supervisor of operations
against Embassy code clerks . in 1960-1361, scated that
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STORSBERG rejected the recruitment approach, and when inter- '
viewed on the basis of the NOSENKO lead, STORSBZIRG coniirmed . N
this. Both agree the approach was made in the latter part

of 1961. ez

LR R

- GOLITSYN's reports cover six other operations (Pages
595.598) which NOSEMKO has not mentioned: The KG3's recruit-
ment of a female employee at the Embassy in 1957, the pre-
sence of a code clerk in the Imbassy in 1960 who was a KGB
agent, an unsuccessful recruitment approach to a female sec-
retary at the Embassy prior to July 1960, the KGE plan to
complete the recruitment of an Americen diplomat following
his rcassignment from Moscow in 1959, the KGB's recruitmert
of or planned recruitment approach to a U.S5. Embassy employee
(possibly a code clerk) prior to April/May 1960, and a KGB
officer's trip to Helsinki to accompany an Embassy’code clerk:
traveliing by train to Moscow. (There 1s documentary evi-
dence to support the accuracy of GOLITSYN's statements about
the last of these cases; see below.)

:
|
]

- —— o

On the basis of available information, NOSZINKO cannot be
faulted on the completecness of his reporting about American tour-
ists recruited, approached, and under development by the KGB, but
he could cite only one instance of KGB investigations uncovering
tourists dispatchad to the USSR by American Intelligence (Pages :
145-150).* He knew nothing concerrning two documents of CIA origin .
which described "legal travel" operations, one discussing forth- T
coming tasks of American agents in the tourist season of 1959, a Sl
year in which NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the American Tourist SR
Section. These documents were placed in the hands of the KGB by E
George BLAKE of MI-6 in July 1959 (before the end of the tourist AR
season) and in 1960; NOSENKO was not familiar with any aspects of 4
the KGB operation with BLAKE, That the Tourist Department was :
aware of U.S. Intelligence sending agents under tourist cover to
the Soviet Union in the years when NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of
the Americanh 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. wWhere 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 - 7
the KGB, eight were suspected of having current connectiors g
with American Intelligence. The KGB was correct with regard )
to Thomas BARTHELEMY and Robert (ERISTNER, who were on CIA
missions, and Alfred SLESINGER, an FBI informant who neverthe-

__less had no American Intelligence mission when he visited the g
USSR in 1961° and 1962: Frederick BARCHOORI, arrested in the = “??3 1
USSR in 1963, had been affiliated with U.S. military intelli- o 3
gence many years before, and Ray GARTHOFF had severed his . ; S
associaticn 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 associated with American Intelligence in any way.
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NOSENKO's reporting on individual cases wherein he was a per-
sonal participant or supervisor is not, with few exceptions, con-
tradicted by information available from other sources. Nearly all
of his statements have proven accurate when they could be compared

with collateral information:

In fact, the Americans wham 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
positioris in the U.S. Embassy. Section during 1960-1961:*

NOSENKO

U.S. Embasay Security Officer
John V. ABIDIAN, for whom HOSENKO
was the responsible KGB officer,
visited the Pushkin Street dead
drop site in 1960 or at the begin-
ning of 1961, Later that same
day KOZLOV, Chief of.the KGB Sur-

veillance'Directoratez went to the

scene. L0
ot

Wt
ol

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

* NOSENKO would have known about if
. not approved other TDY's in these

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

Returning from his single TDY to
Helsinki, KOSOLAPOV was atroad

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

JENNER; as supervisor of all oper-
- ations against code clerks at the
U.S. Enbassy, NOSENKO was familiar
with the details of all such major

activities.

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

defect, did not report the earlier

recruitment approach by the KGB.

Collateral

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

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

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

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

he was a customer for microphone

intercepts at the time and that
this 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 betwe

en 29 October and 2 November

———
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In addition, a number of Americans--e.g., Walter RASK, Adam
BROCHES, Henry APISSON, Herbert HOJ4ARD, Vasiliy VOLKOV, William
WILLACE, 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
HARMSTONE case, where he has given conflicting information on the ..
KGB's ability to obtain photographic evidence of Lis homosexuality,
and in his advice on how to identify “ANDREY"--that he was the only |
witness to testify in Roy RHCDIS' trial, and that he did not testify J
at Roy RHODES' trial but was cnly interviewa: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 personally or as a
supervisor. Regarding others to which his official positions did
not give him access, NOSENKO has indicated that it was his per-
sonal contact with KGB colleagiues which enabled him to report on ;
nine recruitments (Herbert HOAWARD, Sam JAFFE, the KG3B agent 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
{nvestigation, 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
: o basis of the details provided or in cc=iin:tion witi details i
! ’ vcceived from other sources. - . i

. There is no reason to believe that NOSENKO's information on 22 . !
; Americans under investigation while in the USSR could have damaged
i the KGB, especially since all of them had left the Soviet Union
o before the NOSENKO leads were received (Pages 402-410). In an-
e s --other-category, -NOSENKO's leads to.35..Americans under development
: (Pages 379-397), there is no means for evaluating their impor-
tance to the KGB because it is impossible to estimate with con-
; fidence the likelihood of the KGB recruiting sone or any of these : ;
‘ : targets; vulnerability and assessment data, when coupled with !
: spasmodic or even continuing KGB access to the target, would be '
i 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 . i
: recall of Robert ARMSTRONG and Stephen HOFFMAN from the U.S. T
! Embassy in Moscow.
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NOSENKO was the first source to report on the KGb recruit-
ments of 22 tourists (none with access to classified meterials
and on 11 of whom there was previous derogatory information) :
four correspondents (one said by NOSL..KO to have become inactive
and on two of whom there was previous derogatory informatiorni :
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 “MNDREY"), a ciprer
machine mechanic at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow recruited in
1953, Despite NOSENKO's statement that "ANDREY" was current-
ly supplying valuable information in Juno 1962, SMITH lost
his access to classified information through retirement from
the U.S. Army on 30 Kovember 1961, or about six months before
NOSENKO first reported on him (Pages 413-426).

- U.S. Army Sergeant Robert Lee JCOHNSCH, who with his
wife Hedwig began collaborating with the KGB in 1952 and
who made James MINTKENBAUGH an agent of the KGB in 1953
(Pages 427-462), Hedwig JOMNSCN discontinued her role in
tre operation in 1953, &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 JOH SO lead corsti-
tuted a serious loss to the KGB. In the first place, if JOHIISON
can be believed, he gave the Soviets but one classified 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, JOENSON said, that the information he could pro-
vide was not worth the risk involved and that no future attempts
of this sort should be made. JOHNSON also stated that he felt
his espionage work at Camp Des Loges had not been very profitable
for the Soviets, adding that his case officer had shown dis-
interest in his proposal to obtain for the KGE 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 unpredictable.
Finally, the JOHNSONl couple and MINTKENBAUGH repeatedly dis-
regarded the KGB's instructions to compartment their activities
and to observe other routine security precautions. The KGB
seems to have avoided full exploitation of JOESON in the latter
stages of the operation, to have been concerned over Hedwig's
mental condition as early as 1962, and to have regarded the

v
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threesome as difficult handling problems. Given these apparent

factors, the NOSENXO lead may have been consicered expencable by
the KGB, without long-lasting adverse effect con the fuifillment

of its overall intelligence requirements.

NOSENKO was the first source to identify Jemes STORSBEFG, a
U.S. military code clerk stationed at the Moscow gxbassy, 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
basis of this information, STORSBERG generally ccrfirmed NCSENKO's
reporting on the cise. GOLITSYN had earlier repcrteZ 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 recruied either STOKSBERG or Wiliiam HURLEY (who
NOSENKO said was rct recruited or approached by thé 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 Dy NOZENXO assisted the KGB--
not the American services--by deflecting security investigations
from a recruited agent of the KGB. -

-(iii) Importance or Usefulness

. The American leads from NOSENKD enabled U.S. security 2uthor-
ities to:

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

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

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

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

One or possibly two of these 32 agents (SMITH and possibly HOWARD)

in the past had been in a position to pass classified infcrmation

to the KGB, and a third (JOHNSON) had current access to classified
information and current contact with the KGB; the two homosexuals

at the Moscow Embassy (APMSTRONG and HOFFMAN) presumably also had
access to classified information. From the standpoint of pro- -, .

_ ___tecting _the security of the U.S. Government, NOSENKO brought to ~ = - -

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

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 unsuccess ful
recruitment approaches, ard 33 investigations by the XGB--a total
of 113 operational leads. CIA carried the burden of the debriefing :
and interrcgation of NOSELKO on these cases, but the investigative

. ¥ hmong these 32 agents were many whom the XGB had not recontacted
after their return to the United States from the Soviet Union,
others who had trcken contact with the KGB, some 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 JOHNSON 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
YSection. Proven uatrustwortay in othar categories of operational
leads, there is no reascn to accept at face value NOSENKO's state-
\iment that SMITH was *he only Mosccw Imbassy erplcyee workingy with

the KGB from 1953 thrcugh 1963; indeed, evicdence to the contrary
exists. The same may be true regarding American tourists and
correspondents in Mcicow, i.e., other recruitments not mentioned
by NOSENKO could have occurred. Purchermore, with the question-
able exception of the JOHNSOUN 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 comprehensive review of such activities because he did
not_hold.the clairmed positions in the U.S. Emcassy and American
Tourist Sections. Either explanation forces strong reservations
about the bora ficdes of NOSENKO as a genuine scurce, and these
reservations are reinforced by the relative costs to the KGB and
U.S. security authorities of the NOSENKO leads. . By itself, this
evaluation of his production on American cases suggests the possi-
bility that the XGB dispatched NOSENKO to report to CIA, and that
the KGB did so for tre purpose of misleading the U.S. security
services,

*
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c. Cperatiors Involving Other Westerncrs

(1) Introduction

As already indicated, NOSENXO's principal knowledgeability
of XGB 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 frcm his aggociation with the section
of the Tourist Department concern=d with United Kingdom and Canad-
ian, as well as /irerican, 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 he made ro clain for com-
pleteness of his coverage, nor recesesarily for absolute accuracy
and full details on eny one case. N5 attempt will be made here,
therefore, to compare his infcrmaticn with cther sources, excoept
in terms of whether MCUSENKO's reporting harmaed the Soviets and
assisted hmerican security. '

(ii) Diwcussion

i Of the 90 third-naticasl vacruitment leads (Pajes 474-502),
22 have not yet-Leon positively icentiticd. These cannot be
evaluzted at all except to point cut that only two of fhel ana.
potentially significant, the A0 p penetrazico_in Belydud dp i°562
(whighvggx~gg«ghq_§ggg_g§”g_1ggd from another source) and a code
cler¥ in the viest Cerman Embassy in iHoscow 1n 130.. Without
krowing the status of these twd oreraticns at the time NOSENKO
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 rermaining 68 known or possible agents who have been
jdentified, '35 were unique leads when NOSENKO provided them. No
conclusive investigation results have yet been cbtained on 30 of
these, but the majority were said by NOSELKO to be travel agency
employees (gquides, bus drivers, etc.). Five of the (30 held
positions of trust in their respective governments; these five
lezds are discussed below in terms of potential value to U.S.
security and potential damage to the KGB. 0f the five who have been
interviewed on the basis of the NOSENKO information four denied
hoiny recruited by the XGB, includingfLSeesfiipaadl (the only-one
or those interviewed holding a government rositicnj, discussed
below. Reporting on the one remaining lead, a Dutch~wcman, is
unclear and incorclusive--she admitted only to having been ques-
tioned while in the USSR.

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

e

g ol Ry
, but
not

i - 0. ng

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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such case bit thoight this must haye racn 4 ~istake for the :
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case of R, who had beea the £ e 3
time. Aside from the fact that corditicrs in Irndoresia
preclusied CIA's passing this lead to the Indonesian service
for investigation, Indonesia‘s position uatil 1966 was that ;
. of a semi-satellite of che Commenist Elsc, and revelation .
. of such a recruitment in the prevalling satuation would
‘ have been of ro value to the Unived 3tates nor harm to the _ }

Soviet Unioa.

Thus of the third-national leads originuting with NOSENKO,
five micht be considered to be important ce-a:se of their posi- 3
tion in government. I two cases (ERCIREIAIEORTNS :
not able to say whethrer there was a recruitment, nowever, while '
a third (assumirg that there wzas ro further cortusion on NOSEN- ’
KO's part) canrot ke considered n imporeuat lead because of the
Comuunicst kias of the Indonaesiin Government. mposition as
an agent or contact loses significance in view of n1s previously
reported support cf o powerful leftist political figure. The

possikle importance of the &k leaj carrot be assessed S
without irvestigation resiults. ’ .

The William VASSALL case (Pages 30:-507) was the one third-
natioral lead which NOSEXKO himself considered most important.
He invariakly included this lead vhen talking about the impor-
tance of his reporting. The Eraitish security services neverthe-
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less V%EE_EE})_Qﬂbshglz_igx to identifyirg the source of the . -
Admiralty documents identified by GOLITSY§, having narrowed ]

their list of suspects to 20 (including VASSALL) by 11 June 1962. .
when they received the fragment of NOSENKO information which . ‘ g
focused on the British Embassy in Moscow, the nunter was reduced ' :
to VASSALL and one other. Although the NOSENKO information
apparently confirined the already solid suspicions of VASSALL,
there is reascs lieve that the {gentification would have
beerEccomplished without this information. The lead was there-
fore not new or exclusive information, and HOSENKO himself ad- A
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-natfonals whom NOSENKO said were
being tergetted or investicated by the KGB, nor? held positions
of significance, with the ole excention of the then member of !
the British Parliament, ‘oz SRR vwhose personal life
and career the Soviets subsequent attenpted--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 thiré-nationals cannot te consaidered a
positive factor in the assecsmznt of his rcra fidas. 48 3 -poss-
ible negative factor in cornsideration of his DOna fides, the in-
significance of NOSD™NKO's reporting on third-national leads must
be measured against the criteria of his clarmed access and con-
trary evidence. In the case of fereign tourists his leads show--
ard he himself has commented--that sugh_recruitrments were of no
pggglgglg;_value: assuming that NOSENKO was Deputy Chief cf th2
Tourist Department, he should be able to make such a statement
without challenge. To cate no indeperdent eviderce of foreign
tourist recruitments has emerged which contradicts him. Opera- .
"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 tiose he said he I
: was informed of in connection with possibie use against U.S. 3
! Embassy targets, he has usually sourced such third-national
) leads as he did have to particularly close relations with the : )
responsible case officer. - It wculd not be valid to argue that :
a source cf one lead should have told him of others, oOr that -he
should have had mcre close fricends in the KGB. Thus on all
applicaktle criteria, the NOSENKO leads to operations against
d third-r.aticnals must ke excluded as a factor weighing for or . ¢
) against his bona fides. ,

- eawe

- TOP SECRET I



14-00000

v

tie

AN

roris

had -
nor.
i

-~

v I 4 }
15 SECREL

657. c

4. Technical Operations Against the u.S, Embtagdy

a, Discugsion -
"In reporting on KGB microphones in the V.S rmb“:‘{’ézaﬂzgur
248-269), NOSENKO said in 1962 that there were at {b?vcrsutions
or five points,* later adding a sixth, from which \:‘r Counsgelor,
were heard. They included the offices of the MiniA "'h; one
the Military Attachs, the Naval Attache, tha Alr At‘::,;éultural
(unidentified) "State Departaent employee," andg the ﬂ.nﬂ (4 the
Attache. He also referred to a non-productive it IS s ENKO
code room but did not count this as one of the p"‘“‘:a" obtained
did rot supply details of the information which the allusions
from any of these microphones except to make 09“"1“‘ fticaes of
to the importance of the materials from thore tn the o.ru;aad
the Minister Counselor and the Military Attache, o “&b, gﬁgt
that the existence of these microphones wad the Kdn's 1591964
secret” ard that only a very few people knaw of thme ¢ tha
ROSENKO gave more details and provided 2a writton ltnllgbo and
offices where microphones were actively monitored 0
1961. .

NOSENKO's information on the microphones woultd vacg:'q::er-
the basis of the findings of the swecp team in 1904, Soduction
aliy accurate. Where HOSENKO reported therue was he Q‘old be ex-
but microphones were found audible, the agscrepancy ¢V ts after
plained by KGB technical failure to receive the ‘"‘u"epNOSBﬂKO
they left the point at which the sweepers tosted! whu{uAttachc's
reported materials were obtained (such as from the Al it could
office) and the sweepers found the microphone lnnud\blTabz ard
te cconjectured that the microphore died betwenh nat by Ling did_
the date of the sweep in 1964. However, NOSENKO 'a |upor;t°g on
not_harm the Soviets, because GOLITSYN knew and h“d_'r"gi come
one specific microphone, and another earlior (and woba ero
promised) source had also reported that the microphenesd
there. The microphone known to GOLITSYN, when buca
back to the point where its wires left the but hdinds
to the urcovering of all the other microphonecs,

would lead

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

: : ation
NOSENKO was unable to expand on his mlcroph"“‘“:?s"m the

after his defection. Questioned repeatedly lut At
operation or examples of the product of those mict: 'he same
almost no cperational details* and could supp!y on by h;d already
three generalized examples of their product whiéah h'n‘prophonet
given in 1962: the unproductivity of the code 40wt R '

) ‘ i NOSEIKR Fecounted
One of the few concrete incidents which he re o eion

conrected to the microphone operation (with . fa

of the North Wing planning, see below) was Lha '"27 xronell
document reporting the product from one of Lhe T‘:‘o‘.GOL!T-
GOLITSYN had already told the same story (PaQe A Ancument
SYN said he was present during the search for Lhid :; .
and it was under these circums:tances that he "“‘"?? Lg,
fically that there was a microplone in the arfice nie
Ministor Counselor. NOSENKO in 1962 streaasd (hat U
microphone was the most important in the EmbaaBys

\od and traced’

aa |0 fact happen-

.hwones, he gave

L | =
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the Minister Counselor ‘s dictation, including fitness reports
which NOSENKO said werse of operational interest to the KGB hut
could not say how many of them thece were or whom they concerned;
and the Military Attacre's planning of trips which permitted the
KGB to seize equipment. 1L Stalingraé 1n 1955, Of these three
examples given by an cfficer who said he cuiled all the micro-
phone naterials for twdO years, one concerned a non-operating and
therefore useless micrcphone, the second concerred a microphone
(in the Minister Cour.celor's office; already reported by a pre-
vious defector, and the third concerned a well known incident
which took place years earlier (and which NOSENKO should have
larned and halped corduct, according to his claimed position in
1955; OSENKU said hLe played no such role).*

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

* A comparison betweer. NOSENKO's <hird examnple and a 1956 messace
from a sensitive 3ource who is believed to have been compromis-
ed to the KGB after that messace ibut before 1962) reveals sim-

jlarities which may not be coirncidental,

- NOSENKO (11 June 1962; see Page 260): 'We are listening
to your Military Aztaches there. We krow where they intend
to travel, what they want to firnd o.it. We know what machin-
ery and what targcts interest “rem... Some of the things
they say are surprising. They discuss, among other things,
where to go, what %0 see, what to take with them - electric
equipment or not. Anrd we are hunting for this electronic
equipment and now hrave permission, 1f we are absolutely cer-
tain that one of your people is taking electronic apparatus
with him on an intelligence trip outside Moscow, to take, to
steal it. We .now have authoriz:ztion to take any necessary
steps to steal it. PBecause you now have improved your equip-
ment. . We stole scme equipmert in Stalingrad in 1955..."

- Sensitive source, 1556 (see Page 254): *“..., All rooms
are being monitore3 by the KGB... The 'flap’' involving the
American directior. - findirng 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-finding equipment from the American Intelli-
gence officers...” :

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

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

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

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

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

- NOSENKO did not kxnow 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 par-ticipated
in the planning for the installation of audio devices in
the North Wing of the Embassy, he did not know of the ex-
istence or the purpose of the coaxial cables and grill
found there 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
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 NOSEKO exaggerated the sensitivity of
the microphone cperation, which had moreover always been
assumed by the Embassy to be active,
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b. Remarks
sparmer e e
NOSENKO's sourcing of his information on electronic opera-
tions against the U.S. Emkbassy in MOscCow was unclear and unlikely.
His knowledge of the location and production of these microphones,
as well as the existence, nature, and purpoide of other electronic
operations directed against the Embassy, was not cormensurate with
his alleged position in the U.S. BEmbassy Section ard his particu-
lar responsibility for audio nperations. Significartly, the
essential element of the information which NOSENXO cdid report,
the existerce of the microphone in the Minister Courselor's
office, wculd presumably have been considered by the KGB to have
been compromIBEZ EIX months_earlier, with the deféctiom ofr GOLIT-
SYS—Discovery of this microphone, as an outgrowth of action on
' GOLITSYN's informstion, would have led t> all the others. Thus
: the Embassy microphones must have bzen cer.siderad by the KCB to
have been compromised before NOSENKO first spoke of them in 1962,
7d4ed to this 1s the fact (suppcrted by NCSENKO himself) that
W- efficiency of the Embassy microphone installation as a whole
lal seriously diminished by late 1961 or early 1962 due to, first,
normal deterioration of equipment and wiring and, second, the
installaticn of secure roocms 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 NOSEIKO in 1962
and 1964 was harmful to the interests of the KGB por helpful to
QEggxcgn authorities, NOSENKO's denial of any installataions 1in
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 NG3ENKO's specific claim to
s have been responsible for the operational plarning for the north

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

a. Introduction

NOSENKO reported to CIA in June 1962 (as one of the two items
he wanted to sell) that dhe of 1ts agents, the Soviet interpreter
BELITSK1Y, was in fact a KGB double agent wto had been planted on
CIA (Pages 517-329). NOSENKO said that this wa3 a casze run by the
Second ("Active Line") Section, but thet he personally had a role
in the management of the case in May 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 officere 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" and "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 haé 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, aithough it cannot
be excluded that this was a long-term objective which the KGB
still sought witnhout appearing to. NOSENKO's account of the case
thus is not as accurate as could be expected if his own role in
it had been as claimed.

NOSENKO's description of his own involvement is not. consis-
tent with observed Soviet practice or with operational logic.
NOSENKO said in both 1962 and 1964 that he had had orders to
supervise the handling of this case in Geneva in the spring of
1962. The reason was that the case officer for BELITSKIY in
Gereva .(ARTEMEV) was young and inexperienced and had not even
worked on the BELITSKIY case before. NOSENKO was saying in
effect--with the authority of direct knowleige and official re-
p . . sponsibility--that BELITSKIY, a prominent Soviet citizen having

: personal contacts with well placed memters of the Soviet Goverrn-
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 cenditions: then, after BELITSKIY was
already in Geneva, the KGB had cabled instructions that NOSZNKO,
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 experiernce 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 NOSEKKO showed
under questioning, he did nct know the contents of any of the
positive intclligence BELITSKIY was to pass to CIA as disinfor-
mation; he did not know BELLTSKIY's Moscow or Gencva pattern

of movement or contacts; he did not kxnow 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 NOSENRO's
version of the case and his own access but also suggest that
NOSENKO did not have a theoretical zppreciation of how doukble
agents are handled. The examples he gave of his "guidance® to
ARTEMEV are few in number. NOSENKO also stated in 1965 that he
had arranged the actual introduction to “ELITSKIY of XISLOV, the
TASS man, to provide for BELITSKIY's need of a notioral subsource
for some of his disinformation; NOSENKO by October 1366 had appar-
ently forgotten this event, for he stated unequivocally that KIS-
LoV had had no 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 ergressed
doubts of BELTTEKIV's bona fides, CIA was hancling the operation
as if it were genuine (but not intending to go to the extent of
exposing to BELITSKIY CIA assets insicde the USSR). (The KGB is

¥ NOSENRO has reported that he handled only one American agent
(FRIPPEL) ; he had practically no krnowledge of CIA ror even
vicarious exposure to the substance of any other double agent
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 coatinuous American Department
service since then. NOSENKO did not know of the 1333-1959
operational activities of ARTEMEV, although they feil in the
operational area NOSENKO claimed to have supervised at the
time as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section.

*% NOSENKO was seemingly unaware that BELITSKIY had contact
arrangements which would presumably guarantee recontact.
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aware, as 3oviet 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?®

a. Compronise of POYCV

(1) Introduction

Fixing the date and cause of ¢
CIA penetration source in the Crl
the evaluation of NOSEKO's p

roguction,

663.

}.2 compromise of POPOV, the
Pages 530-534) could affect
I1f what NOSENKO has said

is basically true, his story of Fi2TV's compronise (which tasalso
is not partcicclarly important and

been reported by other sources)
has not harmed the KGB ror measura
assumes an ewareness by CIA thet it com
Embassy personnel, espncially th
erican Intelliyence ccrnegtions

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

kly assisted CIA:

ose hevirg known J
(as with LANGELLE and WINTERE).
plete or inaccurate

of TCPOV, then his claims

The KGB

ducts svrveillance of U.S.
cr suspected Am-

to krowledgeakility on this subject must be questioned.

(ii) Discussion

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

Cause
KGB surveillarce
KGB surveillarce

KGB intercept of
letter

KGB surveillance
Embassy officer

KGB surveillance

KGB agent

of WINTERS

of WINTERS -

WINTERS

of U.,S.

of LANGELLE

Date Imolied
21 Jaruary 1959

21 Canuary 1959

21 January 1959

none

4 January 1959

’

pricr to 23 Nov- -
. ember 1957

*  Under this heading, only the comp

and CHEREPARIOV are considered; there i5 insu

paterial available for an evaluation of

oY , Pt
VA%,

Source
NOSENKO**

CHEREPRIOV
document

POPOV message

of 18 September
1959*+*

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

LA NS X ]

GOLITSYNQ.*!'*

romises of POPOV, PENKOVSKIY,

fficient collateral
NOSENKO's information

on Vladimir KAZA-KOMAREK (pages 569-570) and Alfred SLESINGER
{(Pages 571-573).

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

letter which, upon bein
to POPOV; he has contradi

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

HShis letter.

(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 Lerlin on 28 June
1957, an assignment of high sensitivity. Urntil mid-August he
handled five Illegals, thereafter only one, TAIROVA, in Gctober
1957. - Following home leave from 12 December 1957 to 19 January
1958, he was again transferred, this time to a position where
Illegals and productive GRU sources of intelligence wWere 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:November of that:

year. These facts can be interpreted as follows::

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

- POPOV's status was comprcmised before his recall to Moscow
in November 1958, probably before his reassignment from the
Illegals hendliryg unit in January 1958, and poscsibly scme time
earlier. The latter possibility is apparent from the Soviets*
knowledge that the TAIROVA couple was under surveillance in
December 1957 (and until March 1958); it is also noteworthy
that, after having met five Illlegals 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.)

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

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

s*+444This date, which is consistent with that cited in the final

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

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

The completeness and accuracy of OS24¥0's irnformation on
% the compromise of PCPOV, supported as it is oy R sadd and the .

CHEREPANOV document and POPOV's message but contradicted by
GOLITSYN and analytical evidence, cannot te firally evaluated.
Only with resoiution of the bona fides of NCSENKO can a judgment
be made on this part of his production.
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b. Cox-promise of PENKOVSE!IY*

(1) iIntroducticn

Hecauce his direct resporsilkilicy ‘or cocveragn of ABIDIAN
15 an essential eloment an NOSENKC 'L story cf his 1550-1961 career,
beczuse he insicts that ths ¥GH had no i1iea of U,3, invelvencnt in
the FINKXCVSKIY caze urtil Richerd JAQDS wert tc tie Fushikin Street
dcad drop on 2 liovermrer 1962, and teceuse Lo ic alamant on the
point thet the KGs uatil aimosc the end of the ZELKCVEKIY case knew
0f r.o conrection between PINEOVEKIY and the Fusziin Street site
which A3IDIZ2N visited, NOSEIKO's story of the cocropromise of PENKOV-
£KI1Y appears to bear directly on the quesction of JO3SELIKO's bona
fides. Each of the various verasions of the compromise ¢{ PZUNKOV-
S¥41Y rnust Le exam:ned and compared with RNOSINKD s story and with
the established facts.,**

(ii) Discussion

cources agrce con the caus2, and two cn.the timing.
NOSENKC, QIBERER, arnd the “official KGE report” attribute the
compramice to the fact thet surveillance detecied a meeting be-
twaen Mrs., CHISHOLM ard the Soviet wnem the KCE later identified
25 PENKOVEKIY. NCSINKO dated this as around hovenrher or December
1961, the offizial report stated this cccurred on 30 December 1961,

ard %ﬁﬁ did nct give a date.

s Yﬁ} oave the cause as surveillarce, tut of Greville WYNNE
and PE&ACVC:IY rather tran Mrs. CHISYCIM, ard stated that the com-
promise Gated from May 1562, e gave two different
accounts, ore that FIUKCOVEX1Y was investiyzted for reasons unre-
lated to eny suspicions of espionage and was tnereky fourd out as
a spy. the other that his excessive spending erd sale of foreign
mercrandise led to an 1nvestigation which resulted irn detection of
his espiorage activities. Sh2 placed the timing of the first ver-
sion in 1951, without citirg the time of yecar; ia the second, she
associated the timing with a warning against association with
PERKOVEK1Y which c¢he =nd rer thbard”rc.cl'bd in _”‘L* laudﬁuer

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

*#I¢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 KGB. Although their
differing situations within the Soviet services could partially
explain the differing versions thet th2=se sources have given,
some of them revertnzless have claimed either direct knowledge
of the ccmpromise or specially informed sub-sources. There-
fore the discrepancies among the reporting of NOSENKO on the
PENKOVSKIY compromise, the accounts by other sources, and the
facts on the hardling of the case by TIA and MI-6 are pertinent
to the guestion of NOSEIKO's bona fides.
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DATE ‘{/3/7'/

LOST/MISSING MATERIAL

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

DOCUMENT NO. DATED:

OR
PAGEW é 47
FROM:

CIA JOB NO. -

Box no. _FK Ree) ¥/ 6
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PEIKOVEKIZ that ke had visited the cite afser ke chose ft in 1960, !

although it is poss:ble, especially as he had not b2en informed
of ABIDIAYN having been gent to check on a possikle signal frem
him about the dcad dron. sensitive oo :ree

1Rk L 25 vy s X -4 " however, rakes it clear
that the ABIDLIAN visit was rot the‘first observed activity

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

site. As the report states, when massive survcillance of
U.S. Embassy targets detccted an American visiting this
address the first time, he w~as not followed inside by sur-
veillants, kut on the second occasicn he w33 followed
closely and the surveillant observed that he was kneeling
down apparently tying his shoe.* & (3% went on to say
that, although this was not very vnusual, {t was gsufficient
to arouse suspicion in view of the fact that this American

for no apparent reason. There is no quostion about the
fact that A3IDIAN visited the Pushkin Street drop site on
one cccasion only, and that ~as on 30 D:cember 1961. The
refererce to this as a gecond visit to this address by an
hrerican from the Embassy is a clear indication that the
KGB hed surveilled the first such visit, which was macde

Ly the CIA officer MANONEYSR in Jeauary 1561, ard not by
ABIDIXN. Thus where dﬁ;ﬁﬁ&&gﬁgﬂA iSe8 erred by indicating
one American went to FPushkin olrcet twice, the KG3 nmust
have known that MAHONEY went there first, in January 1951

and ABIDIAN went there next. on 30 December: 1951, CnBelR

said that thre 24-hour fixed surveillance resulted frcm
the second visjit, and beccuse of it PTIKOV3KIY was sub-
sequeatly observed to enter the vestibule of this address
but did not visit cnyone there. it was determined that
no ore living at that address Xne~ PFINKOVSK1Y 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 pleces the compromise cn the Amer-
jcan side of the case, and the only one ~hich makes a direct
connection bet«een the Pushkin Street dead drop and the KGB
detection of PENKGVSKIY. (All others attribute the compromise
to surveillance of British Embassy personnel, and NOSENKO claim-
ed that the KGB was unasare of American Intelligence participa-
tion until the operation was terminated.) It is also in direct
conflict with NOSEXKO, who had no knowledge of ary U.S, Enbassy
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 MAHEONEY had beern identified to the

KGB as a CIA officer well before MAKOHEY's October 1960 arri-
veal in Moscow.
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was the erd of 1G6€0 or the very begirrm:ng of 1541, <rereas in
fact MAHONEY's visir w“ag in Januery 19¢1. Dcsprte the errors
relating o lozdings and unloadings of deacurwupi et «he Pushkin
Street locatjsa =f{ter the second {ARIDIN) vizit ritere, this
story fran@estabhshes KGB knowlelge of MMHOUIY's casing

of Pusnkin Street.

Greville AMNiiE's testimony corcerring his interrozations by
Aiztiny the versions of

OSSO, CEE R A T ER ARt and CERRst
Ac irdicated 1n @iscussion OF NUSENRS s -tory of the st
versation with DULACKI (fages 536-538), the F.B was coninced
that PINKGVSKIY's question ibout his girlfriend “ZP" was an im-
portart allusion and they demanded that fNWHE explain tt. MWNE i b
citner had forgotten the name ©r Fad rever known it, and Lo was ; :
urarcle to tell the KGi who “2EP" was. The fact that tre 1'GB had
& recorling of this 27 May 19¢l conrersaticn 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 PENKOVER1Y-aHNE reclationship Ly virtue
cf the cryptic nature of that corvarsation. The additional fact
that the KGB surveilled WYNNE to the apartment of an urnadentified
cfficer of British Intellicence on the samc day the "ZEP" conver-
sation between NYNNE and PRLKOVSKIY was monitored 1s evidence .
that coth «YNNE &nd PENIOVSK1Y were under strong suspicion of N
espiorage as of that day, if not earlier. Nor could those sus- .
picicns have been explained away by the fact that PZUKOVSKIY ard
WYNNE hed legitimate cover reasons for contact, in view ol the
content of their conversation--there was rnothing in zheir overt
relazionship which required secrecy or aver. caution in conversa-
tion.

the #GB alsc fatroduce? elements contra

-ty

N .

: The indication from Eg?ﬁﬁiwxﬁNE'J: that the K2 was oware !
of MAHONEY's visit to the inside vest:ibu.2 of the Pusktkin Street

site in January 1961 is not ornly missirg from a1l other vercions,

but conspicuously so from NOSENKO's story: he <laimed to know ;
everything the KGB knew sbout this Anerican cdead drop site, be- ;
cause of AGIDIAN's visit there. NOSENKO on one occasion said : : i
that he thougit an American tourist (rot a U.S3. fmbassy officer) - - %
might have visited the site a year oo twd eatlier than ARIDIAN, o

e A ad

(1ii) Remarks

‘0
NOSEINKO did not know or did not report to CIA that the i
only other American vwho had visitel the Pushkin 3trezt dead drop ' '§

area was MAHOLEY. This fact suggests that either NOC3ZKO was
deliberately withholding from CIA information of vital import-
ance in the PENKOVSKIY compromise. or he was unaware of the - o
KG3's possecsion of this information, despite his claimed posi-

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

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

compromise, like the "official report” of thc KGB, does rot .
show the seriousness of the evidence in the KG2's possession ' ,ood
as of 27 May 1961 adéitionally points to his withholding of in- : o
formation on the subject of the timing of PCSIKOVSKIY's caompro- :
mise, which was definitely nc later than this date. If KOSEMKO , H
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. Embassy
Section in 1960 or 1661 as claimed, and hence his bcni ficdes
would be disproven.
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€. Ccnpromise of CHEREPANOV

(1) Introduction

NOSENKC's stories on the compromises of POPOV and PENKOV-
SK1Y were examined for their accuracy as to timing and cause. 1In
the case of CHEREPANOV (Pages 548-568), there is no question about
when the so-called CHEREPANOV papers were passed, nor how the KGB
openly learned of the U.S. Embassy's possession of the papers.
The chief 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 hxs travel
authorization (sae also Part VIII.D.8.).

(ii) Tt2 Operational Plan in Draft

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

- Although only a draft, the title of the case officer,
the designation of his office, the title of his supervisor
as approving authority, and the designaticn of his office
component as well as the title of the confirming authority
(the head of the department) 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 designrations 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 vlan (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 hin, and
he is always referred to in true name, but this is contrary
to the usage in the other operational plans in the package.
It is also contrary to KGB practice, as described by NOS&i-
KO and other sources.

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

In addition to the above points of form, this same document
contains statements which run counter to rigid KGB practice and
which are internally contradictory, especially noteworthy in an
approved draft. One of the objectives arnourced in the plan is
to investigate two Soviet citizens who were detected in contact
with WINTERS in Moscow; one of the two is identified parenthetic-
ally as having gone abroad. This document, if 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 nature of WINTERS' intelligence
activities in the U3SR, six special tasks will be carried
out, including round-the-clock surveillance, metka,
“Neptun-80, " hiiden 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 toward the
USSR, there is no basis for recruitment; therefore the
actions outlined in the first paragraph will not be
carried out because they might alarm him and cause him
to leave the USSR prematurely.

- Despite the statements of the second paragraph,
which indicate that recruitment is out of the question
and which precludes putting into effect the measures
outlined in the first paragraph, this thaird paragraph
sets forth the expectation that just before WINTERS'
scheduled departure and depending on further accumula-
tion of materials on WINTERS, and the prevailing pclit-
ical climate & the time, an opportunity 1s likely to
arise which will permit testing the possibility of
recruiting him.
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If the)ﬁlﬂTBRQXoperat:on plan were a draft like tte others in
this collection, the atove cornflicting and confuzing paraqraghs
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 beern approved and sigred in draft by
KOVSHUK, as Chief of the U.S. Exbassy Section, rmerican 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 ore copy, which gives the document the appeararnce
of a draft which had peen or was about to be made a3 matter of
official KGB record. :

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

(1ii) Tlie 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 summary of the operational activity
of the CIA officer LANGELLE, covering the compromise of POFOV,
The document says in part: “In January 1959 a letter with secret
writirg mailed by a co-worker of tke Embassy of the USA in Moscow,
WINTERS, was intercepted and was addressed to a Soviet citizen,
POPOV, a worker of the General Staff of the Soviet Army. Accord-
ing to the contents of the letter, it was clearly established
that POFOV was an Arerican 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 handle & 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 (roon) 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 CHEREZPANOV's version of the com-
promise and termination of the case:; yet GOLITSYN--informed
only from the official, and presumably sanitized, account--had
more detail, as well as conflictirg information, on the same
case. While it is reascnable that a sanitized case summary
would conceal an agent source of a lead by imputing the dis-
covery to surveillance, it seems less likely, and indeecd un-
necessary, to conceal a detection via surveillance by imputing
it to an agent source. In thus supporting NOSENKO ard others
as to the cause of PUPOV's compromise, and contradicting
GOLITSYN (who is supported by other evidence accurulated in-
dependently), this document too appears to be a XGB fabrica-
tion. : -

The authenticity of another passage in the same document is

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

'
3
e

nr

_ There is no reason to doubt that the KGB observed |
LANGELLE on the two occasions of his visits to Lenin Hills,
both times to case a proposed dead dron gite, SHoth sites
involved staircases, but they wvere two di1fferent 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
drop on either occasion, KGB survetllance 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 actuelly put down until
7 June 1958 (during twilight), ten days after tlLe gecond
casing. Assuming the KGR had not stepped its coverage
of the areca after only ten days, the ClA agent who did
put down the dead drop must have been observed dsing 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.

. \‘\ v_\\ i i
- At the time the dead drop was put down, it had not h ; i
been cesignated for any agent, REPNIKOV included. It i l
was a contingency dead drop, to be activated at some
time in the future as necessary; the agcent for whom it
might have been designated could conceivably not even
be recruited until long after the dead 4drop was loaded.
REPNIKOV, identified in the document as the person in-
tended to unload it, was not a recruited agent of Ameri-
can Intelligence either at the time of the drop-loading ,
or at any time thereafter: neither was any cead drop ’
conteaplated for him in the event that he might be re- -
cruited. YNothing that wes in the drop could have sug-
gested REPNIKOV as the intended recipiert. Again,
CHEREPANOV's note erroneously and groundlessly assigned
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 :
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 XGB, and since CHEREPANOV supposedly would have had access
: to the true facts, the absence of some coment further indi-
4 cates that the document was intentionally inaccurate and in-
: . complete.

n ———

 TOP SECRET

il
.
1
o o
'y "4."
N S



14-00000

674.

B v .

(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 acquired his motivation of bitterness against
the KGB until 1961, as indicated by NOSENKO and other sources.
It is also possible to guestion numerous other aspects of the
CHEREFPANOV case, some dating from the earliest known history of
the man and others more recent. This seems unneceSsary in view
of the analysis of the WINTERS document and the LANGELLE summary.

It follows that the CHEREP#NOV 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 CHZREPANOV documents and thereby to the validity
of his own information on the same topics which those documents
also covered.
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‘VAN LAETHEM,achryptographic security officer and 3MI'TH's super- _ : ;

C. Ewvaluation of Snurcing

3
k]
v

1. 1lat-oductich

GOSENKO was able to provide logical ana plausible sourcirg . A
for nost of his Ancrican lezds, through his clairad professional ' [
assignments. hAuong his foreign leads, thcse to which he ha2 ne oo
plausible direct access have been variously sourced to hearsay :
from case officer friends (as with VASSALL, from nis friend
CHURANOV) ard irvoiverent in peripheral activities (such as his Co
TDY to the city of Viadinir after the 3 R :
had been spotted as 2 homosexual during a visic t.eze). (uestions
able sourcirg by KOSENKO has occurred in his statements ¢n his
one couble zgent case, four american cases and tihree involving .
foreigners, Thney are review.d Delow because they include the LT e
most important ieads KOSEZNKO has provided. : T

2. Discussion

There are two KGB Second Chief Divectorate operations in-
volvirng ;mericzas which N SERKO has sourzced inconsistently or
falsely.

He denmonstrated uncertaincy in his knowlcdie of the facts
of the “ALDKLY® case (Fagce3 413-420) 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, ke said, was due to his own erployment in the u.S.
E=bassy Section 1in 1953-1955, “"although I worxed there quite a
rit later. 2ut it was kncwn.” (In 1362 Le repecatedly dated the
recruitment as »1949-50,") . Cayle SMITH, identified as "ANDFEY",
fixed his recruitment cate around December 1953, <nd he déid not
jeave Moscow until April 1954. Sin-e ‘SMITH was dircctly sub-
ordinate to the office of the Ammy Attacne, which was responsible
for the Embassy's code roon, NOSENKO as case cofficer for the Army
Attaches had a lcgical reason for knowing rore than he claimed
about the case, including the agent's name. MULE, who succeeded

PP,

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 of the case that he was rnot aware of these, facts.

In the case of Edward Ellis SMITH (Pages 468-469), the U.S.
Embassy Security Officer fronm 1954 to 1¢S5, NOSENXO's ignorance
of the objective facts cof the case led him into statements con-
cerning his own knowledge of thLe case wnich cannot be true. In
1962 he claimed to have rlayed a significant role in the attempt
to recruit SMITE, but he admitted after the defecticn that these
clairns were exaggerations designed to make him lock better than
he was at the time. He said the case officer was KOVSHUX, and
GRIBA:OV was personally runninc the operation, bus 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. once
again it is clear that he did n6t know tre cates of SMITH'S
assignment to Moscow (1954 to 1956) ncr did he know that the
operation he has described tock place between 1 and 5 Jure 1956,
and that SMITH was recalled from Moscow on 8 June 1956. Tnis is
a full year after WOSENKO said he transferred froa the U.S. Lmbassy
Section. . : -

e b v 2t n
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%OSENKO claiasd to have had a direct role ad tve supervisirg

© ‘case officer inm the BELITSKIY case in its 19562 Genceva phase.  As
"+ s first-haad source, however, he was wrorg aboat the origins of
“the operation arnd igrnorart of the conteat and the operational plac-

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

"instance, as in the Ldward SWITH case, *OSFNKO's iuforaation s
inadequate for his sourcing.

.NOSENKO provided leads to nine Ku3 operations which hacd orig-
inated with the First Chief Directorate. S£ix of these he claimed
to have learned atout through his friend in that Directorate, GUX.
who was personally involved in most of these op-rations.® Of the
other three, two--tle Paris agent (JGIINSOXN) and the Brussels/NATO
case--2¢ said he picked up in bits and pieces frow technicians (%4
the Second Chie? Dircctorate's Spccial Section =ho had assisted in
them. For both of the latter operatiuns, nuzerous coincidences
were alleged by NOSENKO to have enabled him to obtain the freag=en-
tary infornation froa Lis sub-fources, and he ¥das never able to
clarify what parts he learred from which cf the four techriclians
be named as sub-sources.

In describing his acquisition of informaton on the nrinth
case, "SASHA," NOCZENXO has contradicted hamself: He first said he
had learned sbout "SASHA" fron SHATYAPIN, providing lergthy and
involved explanations of how he becane acquainted with SHALYAPIN
at the time of the latter's retirement frona 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 othcrs and-later saying that he could not rezem-
ber wher and from whoas he first heard it, but SHALYAPIN and others
bad talked about it. This was despitc the fact that by the time
he heard of "SASHA" he had already met and agreed to cooperiate
with CIA; furthermore, when asxked if "SASHA" was an important lead,
Je agrced that it was a serious matter. Except for this one
occasion he had consistently failed to appreciate the significance
of such-a lead, irdicating that it was not considered inportact in
the. KGB.

-Also casting doubt on his sourcing of “SASHA" is tre fact
that, in his first rcference to *SASHA" and the Cubap =zissile crisis
of Octcber 1962, NOSENKO said he had learred of this ftem from
SHALYAPIN, whereas later he said it was rot from SHALYAPIN (but ke
could cot identify arother source froa whoam he had heard this de-
tail). '

'

Regarding NOSENKO's leads tg
;illegal” in Canada--{EH Bthe RCMP's Skl
s PP A Y A AV - ~i5 to sourcing.
FOSESKO first said =is frieand GUK hac told hin of the case un-
officialiy, GUX havdng been involved in the coperation in Moscow.
¥hen asked why GUK should be involved in a Caradian case in 1953
when he was supposedly working in the First Chicf Diiectorate's
American Depariment against Anmerican targets, NYOSENKXO- retracted
his initial stateaest and sald that GUX somehcw got ir contact
with him, not as a KGB officer but sinply as an acquaintance.
Despite the non-afficial nature of GUK's relationship as thus im-
plied by NOSENKO, CGLY 2 able to tell him all the operational de-
tails coccerning Gef X except his name. This case has anm odd

sers., the case of

sAlthough he had met GUK many vears before, NOSENKO indicated that
they did not becoee -friends unt1l his visit to Geneva in 1962, aad
only then did GUK begin to reveal operatioral details to hiam.
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aspect whizh NOSEXKC failed fo see: e sail that +his men rad
ccre to Moszcw on a Soviet visa issusd cn a soparite plec2 of
paper, rather than catered in the ~sn's pa<sport, so that there
would nor te a mer—anent record of his trivel tc the USSKR. This
inplies, and aﬁgﬂﬂﬁgsicqnfirned, that he travelisd uncer nis ruc
nane to Moscow. Y X% furchermore confiraed that he Laé ycne

, , 3

as a teurist, enter:ng the USSR cn a Scviet touris? ship. In view

of the First Chief Directorate's operaticnal jurisdicztion in this

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

dination between the First Chief Directorate’s Arcrican Lepartzent :

and the Second Chief Directorate's Tourist Departreat, to prevert

ary slippage (such as NOSENKO descrited ir. the SiHUIIN case, when

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

xnowledge unoificial, and then his subscurce's knewledge unofficial

as well.

learced of the case
: g2 . 3! xe hen pressed for a
subsource, he claimed that he had attended a reception at the Indian
Exbassy in 1553 or 1959 with GRIEANOV, and when GFIEANOV :old _*im to
take a glass of wine to & he understood scachow that £ el was
an agent of GRIBAKOV's. '

His sourcing for the case of the French businesszan, €EK
(Page 484), is not unlike that of tie said he rhad known
that there was a French businessman wnc was an agcent. On one occa-
sici when NOSENKO was duty officer for the Second Chief Directorate
a call for GRIFANGY ra-=_in and he ashed who was calling. NKhen he
was told it was then he knew scomehow tnat this was
GRIBAANCV's agent.

3. Remarks

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

NOSENXO's acccunts of how he learned cf the "Paris agent'-are
vague and vary with each telling; they also depend heavily on coin-
cidence. It is notewurthy too that he claimed to have been told of
this onec 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 onrly two cther individuals.
Furthermore, his kaowledge of '"SASHA" ste~sed frorm elaborate and
apparently contrived sourcing which he himself was unable to recon-
struct when pressed for exact details. NOSENKO's inzbility to

. give any clear and cunsistent account of how he heard of either the

'Paris agen:” or "SASHA" must be judged ia the 1ight of the fact that
he first heard of bctn cases only just after proaising to collec
such inforcation for CIA. because these were arccag 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 theM\nd

illogical and fabricated. It also appears that NOSENKO has given an
inaccurate version of the way in which he would have learned of
‘not an Ill=gal as NOSENKO indicated, but an agent).

B leads seems
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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, bcginning with the yearsg 1951 and
1952, ip the naval GRU and contipuing 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-
Bible posts with the KGB and his rise to these posts. This
assessment is based on a coxparison of the information supplied
by NOSENKO with collateral information from a variety of overt,
official, defector, and clandestine sources.

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

a. Introduction

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

and examined for accuracy against information-from other sources.

o oo
b. Discussion

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

- He studied for the equivalent of 7th, 8th, 9th and
part of 10th school years in naval schools in Kuibyshev, Baku
and Leningrad. This would normally 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:! =ntcy into the military forces--was at no
time given before the age of 17, and never for purposes of
"show® or "morale® as NOSENKO claimed it was here.) He .
clains to nave 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 serereal disease at least
twice and this went on his record.

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

- He was processed for entry into the naval GRU in
1950. He said he visited the GRU perscnrel cffice several
times for interviews and to fill out quegtionnaires 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
wvhich can te 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 disease, still-valid marriage
to a State criminal's daughter, rejecticn for !GB employ- : L
ment, and a bad academic record including failure of a . :
course in Marxism-leninism just at this-time. ) : 3
LS e

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

- In ZSovetskaya Gavan NOSELKO's job was to extract irn- i
formation frca Amcrican publications reporting naval de-
velopments, Asked in April 1964 for any personal account i
of his own work, LOSENKO was able to think of oniy "four or
five trips® on small ships to the coast of Sakhalin,* and
three to H.kxaido, to drop or pick up agents. His own role,
he said, was as a trainee; ne was taken along oniy "to iearn
how it was cdone;" he himself never traired or dispatched any
agents, nor did he know the jdentities cr missions c£ any
others. He also could not descrite the ships he had travelled
: on. Questinaed 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 ’ A
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
o detected no indicaticns that NOSENKO ever suffered from
' tuberculosis.)

i - At this time, the summer of 1952, NOSENKO said he was
1 offered in ¥oscow 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-
sides, NOSENKO said in October 1966, he failed the physical
examinaticn when sugar was discovered in his faecces.

.- NOSENKO was then transferred--without returning to
the Far Bast--to the Intelligence Staff of the Baltic Fleet
_at Baltiysk. He irnvented a story in 1964 about going there

¥ In October 1566 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 Lecause he felt

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

then closing down, and had travelled directly to Baltiysk.

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

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

- He could not remerher the name of the place he served
near Baltiysk. 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 rajil 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 Le 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.
¢c. Renarkrs

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

Certain general aspects stand out, however:
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abeCoAing to ail avalla.le information, not have Leen accepted

into the rnaval GRU, ore of the particularly sensitive parts
of thiz navy. Either the life history is false, or the GRYJ
officer sesvice is, or both,

(z) 1be story is vague, unsubstantial, and contra-
dictory; nc substance has Leen addcd to the kase outlines
of the story cdespite 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 tserved, 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 actually was a raval officer.

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

That this period is fictitious is supported by the findings
of the psychologist (Pages 6C5-611) .

NOSE}KO's éescription of his naval GPU service cannot be
accepted as true. On the basis of his statcments, it appears
moreover that he was never a2 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 zbout his earlier

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

Intelligence. Accoréing to information available to CIA from
several knowledgeable sources, the ¥GB has more stringent entry
requirements than any other Soviet organization. The candidate's
family background, personal conduct. ard Party or Komsomol rec-
ord must be impeccable. NOSENKO wculd have American Intelli-
gence believe that in his case the KGe--specifically the offi-
cers responsible for signing their nawes to 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 daugnter
of ¥ state criminal, & bad acaldenle record [ificluding faillre of
a~—COUTZE i Marxism—Leninism;- and a prior rejection by the KGB
itself. Trez Tnly thange since” the carlier-ycjection had beer,
according to NOSENKO, two years of undistinguished military ser-
vice in the Naval GRU. B
ety gt

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 nn 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 preciuded admission to KGB
ranks if there was a recent history of tuberculosis even though
already arrested.

b. Date of Entry

NOSENKO has given a variety of dates for his entry on duty
with the KGB and has provided several reasons for his changes of
story (Pages 3¢-89). During his first zeeting with CIA, when
NOSENKO gave a brief personal and professional autobiography, he
gaid that he had joined the KGB in: 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 basis of his own account,
NOSENKO set this date back a year, to early 1952. During the
interrogations of April 1964, after naming several other dates,
NOSENKO returped to the original one, March 1953, and has remained
with this version since that time. NOSENKO has given two dif-
ferent reasons for this change of dates (which, he said in Octo-
ber 1966, was conscious deception). In the April 1964 interrogations,
he explained that he had failed his examination in Marxism-Leninism
at the Institute of International Affairs, which forced hia to
take all his exams over again and Zelayed his career: This was
*unpleasant,® NOSENKO said, and he was attempting to conceal it
from CIA. In the October 1966 interrogations, NCSENKO gave a new
and different reason. He described hos he had been rejected for
employment by State Security while at the Institute and was trying
to cover up for this because he thought CIA would not beliesve
that he had first been rejected and then, later, accepted by the KGB.

NOSENKO's change of story tock place in 1964 while still in the
relatively relaxed circumstances of an operational meeting in
Geneva; he came back to his original account only during the
April 1964 interrogations. NOSENKO's explanations of why he re-

vised the story have been inconsistent and have forced him into
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further inconsistencies. Because of this and, in the absence of
any pressure of any kind (including any apparent psychological
pressure) to lie about his date of entry, the most logical explana-
tion fcr this change is that NOSENKO forgot in early 1364 either
when Le joined the KGB and/or what he had told CIA in 1952.
DERYABIN Las commer.ted on the significarce which the date of entry
holds for a KGB officer. He expressed the opinion that it would
be unusual for a KGB officer to forget this date.

NCSENKO was guestioned at length by DERYABIN (Pages 616-619)
concerring the t:xzing of his entry on duty with the KG2. As a
result of this irnterrogation it was determined that NOUSENKO 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 wersa. Therefore, NOSENKO would have joined a
component entitled the First Chief Directorate in March 1953,
not the Second Chicf Dircctorate as he says. NOSENKO did not
kxnow or had forgotren various other facts, including the date
that the MVD was redesignated the KCB, and misstated the loca-
tiors and existernce of various huiidings and offices in the
vicinity of the KGB Headquarters buildirg in early 1933,

Ir. Jure 1962 MOSENKO said several times, in different neet-
ings, that the KGB agent “ANDREY" (Pages 413-414) had been re-
cruited ard had left Moscuw before he, NOSENKO, entered the KGB.
lle estirated the date &s 1949-1950. XNOSENKO knew that "ANDREY®
was associated in Moscow with RHODES and when told that RHODES
was there from 1951 to 1953, admitted that the date he gave might
be wronz. NOSENKO continued to say, however, that “ANDREY" was
recruited before he (KOSELKO) 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 1933 in Mcs-
cow, after returnirg from the Baltic. However, he has changed the
date of these discussions with KOBULOV virtually every time he
has told this story. In June 1962, NOSENKO said he talked with
KOBULOV at the NOSENKO dacha while on leave in March 1963; 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 before, and that he spoke again to

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

from the sanitorium. 1lt was at this second encounter with KOBULOV
that the latter promised to concern himself with NOSENKO's entry
into the KGB. '
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In 1962 NOSENYO described the simple procedure by which he
entered the KG8, volunteering that there was no 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 questionmazircs or othzr docurents, NOSENKO des-
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 inm-
plied that there were no forms to fill out. :

d. Remarks

According to all of KOSENKO's stories, his GRU service was
the springboard for his acceptance into the KGB. He met KOBULOV
while home in Moscow from Primorsk/Sovetsk, he 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 nas concluded that NOSENKO
was never a GRU officer and it appears highly improbable that he
waa ever in Primorsk under any circumstances.

On the basis of gererally available information concerning
Soviet realities at the time of NOSENKO's claimed entry into the
¥GB, supported by the expert testimony of DERYABIN (who was in
the KGB, then MVD, in Moscow at 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, NOSEJNKO descrikted a
series of incidents in his life equally likely to cause rejection.
NOSENKO's mistakes, changes of story, and apparent fabrications
add to the unlikelihood of his account.

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

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

a. Introduction

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

NOSESKO sought to avoid discussion cf his own-or.other KGB
activity during this period and on occasion he has tried to dis-
miss the whole period as "not relevant® and "cf nc cohsequence,”
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 connecticn with Lis par-
ticipation in and award for the BURGI case; anda after August 1956,
when the death of his father forced him to pull himseil together.)
Before this, NOSENKO said, he was a vastrel and "did not pay
attention to the work."

b. Work Against American Correspondents

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

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

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

c. Work Against Army Attaches

Regarding NOSENKO's work against American Army Attaches, he
claimed a specific area of KGB responsibility, one for which he
alone was accountable and one about which something was previously
known from U.S. records. Only 20 months at the longest, it is
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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 remember when he touk over responsibility
for the Army Attiches, and he namced two other RGB officers before
gsettling upon BUDYLDIN ag the person from whonm he received the
Attaches' files. ¥hen belittling his earlier responsibilities
for correspondents, he has said several times that he had been in
that job "only about gsix months.'" Assuming that NOSENKO entered
the KGB in the middle of Yarch 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 consgistently
said that it took place in 1954. Asked when in 1954, NOSZINKO
hag variously replied "at the beginning of 1954, January 1954,
and Mey 1954. Under ipterrogation in early 1965, NOSENKC re-
fused to estimate when he took over this responsibility. He has
2lways said that ke 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 gources on the individuals
who were his targets. He has mentioned information reccived from
the XKGB First Chief (Foreign Intelligence) Directorate; the
Archives of the MGB/MVD/KGB; micropiiones which were aemplaced
about a year before NOSENKO entered the American Department*; a
network of Soviet chauffeurs, cooks, language instructors, and
other agents in the Eabassy who together provided little useful
information; permanent and roving surveillance patrois outside
the Embassy; fixed observation posts next to, across froa and
near the Embassy; advance notification of intent to travel by
the Attaches and their itjireraries; and reports from outside Mos-
cow, including surveillance, cgent netwnrks, 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
wvere doing in Moscow ard thereby to control their intelligence
collection activities. Far less important was the goal of re-
cruiting Military Attaches; NOSENKO knew of only several in-
stances when this was attempted, and all of these efforts 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

s0On 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 uszed this‘explanaticn to suppcrt his claim

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

deal of vulnerability data on an Army Attacte, was described by
NOSENKO in connection with the approach to Walter MULE (Page 104).

"An exception, wherein the KGB did carefully compiie a great

i g—————— =

On the basis of these expianations, NOSENKO's knowledge of the
official and unofficial activities of his alleged targets in this

period deserves attention. ;

NOSENKO knew almost nothing about the personal backgrounds

ard families of the eight ‘members of the Army Attache Office :
whon he identified as his targcts (Pages 99-106). hlthough he was &
able to identify each by rank and position in the Tnbassy--some-

times inaccurately--and in a fow cases to cescribe certain cf

their operaticnal activities, he was unaware of or hed forgotten

such facts as:

independently to CIA, which were within the sphere of what he
claimed was his direct, personal responsibility:

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

cow in 1954,

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

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

NOSENKO, furthermore, was ignorant of important events, known

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

®

WOSERKO 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 diploxats stationed in Moscow on . N
permarent assignments, who could be studied systematically and i

slowly.
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anything about FELCHLIN'S backsround, presurably well docu-
mented by the KGB becizuse FELCHLIN had been to the USSR in
two different capacities, merchant seaman and diplomatic
cotrier, pricr to arriving in MOoscow as the 2ssistant Army
Attache; also FELCKLIN hLad had prior official association
with GRU officers in Austria, Germany, and the United States,
and he continued to be in liaison with one of them in Moscow.
NOSENKO could recall nothing about FELCHLIN's intelligence
activities in the USSR or his trips about the country, or
what had been done aktout them by the KGB. 1In speaking of
FFLCHLIN's expulsion from the Scviet Union, NOSENKO reported
the KGB file noted that FELCHLIN had been caught taving
photographs on some occasion, but he did not know trat FEL-
CHLIYN in June 1954 was arrested in Kiev with another Assiste
ant Army Attacne, F.J. YEAGER. (Erroncously identificd by
NOSENKO as an Air Force Attache, YEAGER likewise should have
been NCSENKO's targe:z.) 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, at the end of March
1954, had been the subject of a newspaper article which
charged that they had lost "spy documents® on tha train.
NOSENKO was unable to gprovide a date for FELCHLIN's expul-~
sion from the Soviet Union, and he «new nothing of the un-
usual circumstances cf FELCHLIN's ceparture from Moscow;

he insisted that nobody else was declared persona non rata
along with FELCHLIN. In fact, FELCHLIN was exp‘e‘l‘le’a‘dong
Wwith Air Force Major Walter MCKINNEY, and the Soviets re-
fused to permit the two to leave Moscow atoard the Arxbassa-

dor's personal plane until ambassador BOHLEN himself protested.

Confronteé by his lack of krowledge of the persona non
rata action, NOSENKO said that he cculd not be expected to
now the details because this incident occurred after he
transferred from the U.S. Embassy Section to the Tourist
Department in June 1953. NOSENKO was then told the recorded
date of the expulsion, 3 July 1954, and he replied that this

was not true.

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

“Stalingrad from three hssistant 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 egquipment 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 LAEZTHEM 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 krow
that VAN LASTHEM was 2ctually an Assistant Army Attache, who
left Moscow in March 1953 and was succeeded by NOSENKO's own
target Walrer 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
friernd of the motor pool sergearnt Roy RHODEES, a KGB agent.
NOSENKO furthermore did not know that on 19 March 1955,
again as an Army Attache, and only two years after being
transferred from Moscow, VAN LAETHEM'was again sSent %to Mos-
coWw, 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. Additional 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 thé military cipher
machire mechanic having the KGB cryptonym "ANDREY" (Dayle SMiTH,

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

VIII.C.). 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 "ANDREY" wes the last KGB recruitment in the
Embassy until the time of NOSENKO's defection in Jaruary 1964.

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

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

~—.

1955. The other operation was an unsuccessful recruitment approach

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

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

e. Remarks

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

The statements by NOSENKO about this period therefore hold
80 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 1940)

a. Introduction :

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

: hardling and recruiting agents and planriny ard m:naging opera-
ticnal activity., The sccond part covers NOSENKO's service from

June 1953 to the beginning of 1Y€0 as Lepu:y Chicf of this sactica.

kpart frem his gersonal involwvement in a nurber of recruitiment

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

a basis for FOSENKO to ciaim awareness of cll impdrtint arrests

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

(i) Gereral

recording to NOSIDNKO's story, he s aiong the £i-s8t case
cfficers in the Tourist Docpartment. He arrived there just as
the Department was beiry formed and took part with other officers
assigned in the acquisition of an agent retwork from within
Inturist, in the establishment of facilities ar.d methods, and in
generally “gettirg thinys going." Several months later he parti-
cipated in what he says was his first operation against an Ameri-
can tourist. 171his was NOSENKO's tehind-the-scenes (and hence
uncor.firmed) orgarization of an unseccussful attempt to compromise
Martin MALIA (Pages 112-113). NOSENKO'S next case (the first
operation in which his participation is confirmed) took place a
year later, in June 1956, when he assisted in the hcrosexual en-
trapnent and rec-uitrent of Richard BURG1 (Pages 113-120). This
vecruitment, which cccurred close in time to the Minister NOSEMKO's
- : death, was by NOSENKO's account a turning point in his personal i
B and professional life. With it, NOSENKO began to acquire a sense
of self-confidence and responsibility and began to “grow® from a
: wastrel into an effective and successful KGB officer. As a re-
i sult of this cperation, the first successful recruitrent in the
then short history of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO first came
intc personal centact with Gencral GRIBANOY. According to alil
" accounts prior to October 1966, when he retracted 'the claim,
NOSENKO received the first of a series of KGB awards for opera-
tional performance because of the EBULGI case--a letter cof com-
mendation. Within a month of this operation, NOSENYD said, he
was promected fr:>n the rank of lieutenant to captain, his last
prowmotion prior te defecting eight years later.
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NOSENKO's direct operational activity ia the next two years,
before his appointnent as Ceputy Chief of the Section, was des- '
i cribed by NOSENKO as follcws: Sometime in 1957 he was involved
- - -——4n—the—atterpted recruitinent of the German busineéssran BASE) K
’ {Pages 120-121); after surrounding him with agents, NOSENKO . :
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personally spoxe to him. NOSINKO erxplained his (unconfirred)
participation in this case, which was not aronj the repponsibili-
ties of his secticn, by _caying there ~as no KGB cfticer availaktle
wvho spoke German but BT VO was xrown to speak "a little Eng-
1iga,” & language in whica WNOSENKO hed fair fluency. In 1957
NOSENKO was also irvolved in the sexval and blacknarket entrap-
IR Korwegian journalist (again, not & target of
NOSENKO's section, being neither Amercican, Lritish or Cenadian):
NOSENKO has rot explained how he care t3 be involved in thias
operation, but he said his role was that of inveclving ith
wonmen and blacknarvatcers so that arcther officer, ARKHIPOYV, could
recruit hin. iﬂEEﬁgéhas r.ot identified NOSENKO, but rcported on
an indiviéral whose role corresponds to the one NOSENXO claimed
as his own (Pages 121-122). NOSENKO's third operaticn in 1857
was really not an cperation at all. the was assigned to accompany
the British GIRehitahr 2e-nd the latter's interpreter mon
a tcur of Soviet publ:shing houses (Pagz 121). NOSENKO said his
purpose was only to watch GEEJIR » suspected irntelligence agent
or officer. lis vresence was confirred by XSS, who recognized
ROSENKO's photrograph.

o .

This is the sum cf NOSLNKO'aikaorted, geretires verified,
operaticnal role diring the three vears preceding iiis pronotion
in June 1958 to the position of Ceputy Chief of the Anerican-
Canadian~-British Tourist Section, hereafter referrecd to as the
Arerican Tcurist Section. -

The on'y case of the June 1955-Jure 1958 period resulting
in agent ccntacts abroad, and the one2 to which KCSENKO ascribed
the greatest importance, was the recruitment ~f BURGI. For this
reason, the BURGI operation is diccussed in detail below, with
particular attention being given to those aspects of the case
which reflect upcn KOSENKO's own personal role. ’

(ii) The BURGI Case

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

The identities of the other two KGb participants in the Kiev
recruitment, KGZLOV and PETRENKO, seem clearly establishzd. There
werc discrepancies between NOSLNKO's and BURGi's versions, but
most of these could stem from NOSLXX0's faulty marory nine years
after the events. (Such discrepancies include NOSINKO's Zailure
to remember his first Moscow meetings with BURGI: the identity,
role, or even existence of the person "Anatoliy® whom BURGI says
introduced him to YNOSENKO 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; NOSEIKO'Ss 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 operationali consequence:

.
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-~ NOSENKO was unable to say when or how the KGB first
learned that BURGI was a homosexual, nor could he remember
who first proposed an cperation against him.

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

- NOSENKO insisted that there was no official file on
BURGI, and that none was opened as a result of this opera~
tion., The initiative for the operation came, he said, froa
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, reporteé 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 backaground, work, and
military service, BURGI's relations with the Russicum in
Pome, which BURGI said he had never mentioned in the USSR;
and BURGI's acquaintance in the U.S. with Alexander KERENSKY.

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

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

et m—. e 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 mo>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 of Section’s Staff and rZgent Persornel

NOSENKO has named with clarity and consistency the other
officers of the American Tourist Section during this period. The
Soviet agents of his section whcm NCSENKO has identified were
mostly his own; he said that the agents were cornstantly shifted
from case officer to case officer znd hence it was “difficult to
say just who handled which agents.® NOSENKO said he had approxi-
mately eight Soviet agents in 1958 ard about 12 or 14 in 1953, °
most of them employed by Inturist (Pages 109-112). With the ex-
ception of the two homosexuals, YEFPRI!IV and VOLKOV discussed
separately below, NOSENKO cannot suppiy personal cata on nis 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
section of which he was deputy chief was "just getting going.”
Its nmission was, first of ail, 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 summer of 1959

'

_he_passed_the,_KGB_a_19=page_summary of the results of a three-day

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

e ————r——————
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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 gupport of interral assets, ) i

While NOSENKO has displayed some familiarity with CIA modus ;
operandi in thre field of tourist operations, he has never mer.-
tiored that the KGB was in possession of documentary reporting i
which described these methods in full detail. NOSEXNKO 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 Depertment (of the Seccrd ~h:iof Dire=
. \ +ho was not nearly &s valuable 3s the$§§
Pbr the other Englisnman® (VASSALL). Ev .
coudla rot recall any such zgent of the Bracish Department,
When the name BLAKE was mentior.ed, he asked: 'Who's BLAXE?"

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

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

received by the KG3, said that he reviewed all important ma- -
terials of the American Tourist Secrion wvhen he became its Chief
in January 1962, Asked whether the Tourist Department had re-
ceived documentary information from a2ny agent source while _
NOSENKO was away from the department in the years 1860-1961, e
he replied that none had and that he knew of no agent who could

have provided such documentary irformation.

(i1) GOLITSYN Document

NOSENKO in 1964 reported knowing that GOLITSYN at the time !
of his defection in December 1961 took with him an official :
top secret KGB documert concerning Western Intellicence opera- ;
tional activity in the field of 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 cdescribe the :
document in detail and specifically did not mention that this g

ot

_ particular document was in large part based, as subsequent

analysis has shown, upon the above-mentioned reports submitted ‘y'”‘
to the KGB by George BLAKE. . !

(i11) Tourist Agents

NOSENKO asserted¢ that the KGB detected no agents among
American tourists during the years 1958 or 1959, and that rno
tourists had been caught 1n the act of mailing letters, servic-
ing dead drops, or contacting agents, except ore in 1959 whose i
name, NO3ENKO said, was MacGUIRE (actually McGOWAN in 1958). i
NOSENKO signed a statement attesting to these facts. !

-
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The ¥GB docurent supplied oy GOLITSYN, however, refers ts
a nunber of cascs cf Azerican tourists who were f{ound by the
KGB to be engaged in intelligence coliection or intelligence
support activities. In acdition to McGUW2N, 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 sectiocn which was responsitle for monitoring and
uncovering activities of this sort, but NOSENKO has never =en-
tioned them. Furthermure, the annual roports ¢f the section
which LOSENKO would have helped to write, by virtue of his
claimed position as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section,
presumably included all of these cases.

£. NOSENKO's Tourist Paper N

NOSENKO was guesticned at lerngth on the review of Western
tourist operations which 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 GRIDANOV's
office. NO3SENKO could rot remember whether he discussed his
firdings with GARIBANOV, cculd not give any exanples of the
information which he incluled in trne 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 increzased use of tourists
travelling by automobile), and did nct know what other 2merican
Intelligence services were sending égents into the Soviét Union
under tourist cover during these vears. On the basis of his
rosearch 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 American 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 persorzilly connected

;";ﬁmg,ﬁ'ithfany~aspectfcffthe~GSHALD-casefand_thathheﬁhad.heardﬁoiﬂt_fgg,

OSWALD before the assassinatior of Presicent Kennedy. The
polygraph results also indicated that the KGB gave NOSENKC
special instructions on the OSWALD case and what he should tell
U.S. authorities about it. )
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h. NOSENKO's Cperational fcriviti~s (193i-1929)

(i) General

NOSENKC appeared in one ogperaticn snorely aft Leing pro-
roted to the position of Deputy Chief, the recruisnient of the
American woman YLAFRIS in Septesber 1393 on the t.s3is cf har
rozantic involvement with a Soviet male. HARRIS tentativeliy
jdentified NUSENFKO's photogreph as thut of one oi %0 Soviets
who approaciied her in Moscow and €1aid that, of the two, re was
“de¢finitely the mzn in charge.” She dzniecd haviny had furkther
contacts with the KG3 after leaving the Soviet Union, In 1928,
KOSENKO said, Le also stpervised the sexual entraprent of
put did not become personally involveid in the approach, which
was nade by his superior DUBAS. Scmu2 vime durirg this year,
NOSENXO said, ie recruited tne sccond of his pair of homosexual
agents, YEFKEMOV. Begirning in the srping of 1959 he used the

! recruitsent approaches o [TREEIEDM
. ERL R s 7 'In the case of&EZRIEER, wno
as a commercia T in Moscow, was hot the
reeponsibility cf NOSENKO's section, NOSELFRO was asred to nake
the anprcach because he was 2 "specialist” in this type of
operation.) In 1939 NOSINKO aiso usel! these agents in opera-
tions against two American guides at *he Sokolrniki Exhibit,
BARAETT and WILLERFORD. Firally, NOSEX®O said, in 1959 he
accomplished the recruitmert of the A-crican Express Compary
representative in Moscow, fRIPPEL,on the basis of sexual coa-
promice.

.
(i) The Momcsexuals YEFREMOV ané VoL¥ov

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

NOSENKO claimed to have re-recrueited VOLKOV, a feormer
agent (cryptonyn *SHMELEV*) and recruited YEFREMUV {cryptonya
*GKIGORIY") arnd to have been their scle cese officer from the
beginning of their KGB carecrs in 1957-1958 until they were
deactivated in 1963 because they becane too well known. He met
them frequentily, directing them in at least a dozen entrapment
operaticns or cther homosexual encouniers. NOSENKO took them
witk him whan he transferred to the American Department in 1%6¢
(but used them in no cperations during 1960 and 1961) and back
again in early 1962 to the Tourist Departaent (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
patronym.

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

____ _ _or other basic informaticn_about either of thea.
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- lle said that during the five or six ycars he
handled them, he never was at their homes, necver met thea
in a safehouse (only on the street), an? never met either
of thenm alone without the cther's preseacc.

- He did not know about VOLKOV's and YEFREMOV'S en-
ccunters with and developrent of one patch ard five other
rmerican3, irdependently known to CIA. 0of the Arericans,
three were CIA agents and a fcurth was the well-Xrown
rrerican diplomat and author Charles . THAYER.

- He told about VOLKOVY's and YErFFY0Y's cemoronise
of Robert 3XREETT in 1959 (Page 126) but did nct know that
they rad met BARRETT again in 1961, shkortly tefore BAPIRETT
was recruited on the basis of the 195% compronise.

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

(iii) tomosesual Entrapee: U Cperatiors

Luring 1959 NCSENKO said he made recruitment approaches
to five U.S. and British citizens c¢n the pasis of homosexual
entrapment operaticns involving the agents YEFREMOV and VOLKOV.
All five approaches were successful, and the four Westerners
who hLave row Leen identified have, in turn, identified KNSENKO
in one way or another as the recruiting officer. With the ex-
ception of the FRIPPEL case and the hormosexual compromise of
BARRETT and WILLZCRTCRD. (which did not result in approaches dur-
ing NCSENKO's tour in the American Tourist Section), these were
the only operations in which NOSENX0 tock part in 1959 and
they represented, in fact, the caly recruitments by the section
during this year, YNOSELKO said. He claimed repeatedly in 1962,
1964, 2rnd 1965 that at the erd of 1959 he received a cormenda-
tion from the KGB Chairnan for his recruitment of the five homo-
gexuals and FRIPPCL (discussed separateliy below). In October
1966, he admitted that this claim was untruc.

In discussing the XD case (Pages 123-124) NOSENXO had
forgotten details which, ircm his confirmed participation, he
certainly once knew. He said that (as with th=2 1 ™ case--
see below) another case officer (IVALLOV) had the file iraterials
on the target before he did. NOSENKO stated tnhat his agents

‘VOL¥OV. and YEFREMOY reported to NOSENKO in Mosccw on

homosexuality 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, ncr in what Moscow hotel ‘the photography
took place. When nt to Leningrad, NOSENKQ wa3 sent
there to approach nim, flying alcne (as in the case).
All Leringrad arrangements were made by the local KGB. Asked
why he was assigaed to the casz, NOSENKO replied: "I was told
to go." Asked why IVANOV could not handle it, he answered:
*He was not considared capable,” his English was “not bad but
he dién't have enough operational experience.” NOSENKO did
not remexmber who wrote the rejuest for permission to make the
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approach Jfrziaybe 1 did, or maybe I dictated it to IVANOV") or
wvhether @& fMAwas staying in the hotel where the lLeningrad com-

promice and approach took place. He nimed the lLi:ningrad case
officer, FEPFLETCV tat said that he, NOSENY.D, made the re-
cruit.ent 742 #@p»8aid another man was presant,

I statements
ncice, 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 HOSENKO was at this time Deputy Section
Chief, when asked to exrlain his own sclection as recruiting
officer, he said that he 4id nct know why "they" chose him
and, when pressed as to who scelected hir, said "CUBAS, I think."®
rhen asked why the case officer VETLITSKIY, who originally had
the materials cn ﬁaﬁﬁaaxg could not do *he jeck, he arswered:
"I don't kncw.™ RNOSENKEU clairia that he himself arranged the
transfer of a K53 “agent or operational contact”™ (he did not
remerber which) to Uzhgorod from Odessa for this case, and
said he did this only by phone calls, with nothing written,
He gave a physical description kut had ro cther krowledge of
this agent, neitnoer name nor code name nor job nor background
ror XG3 status ("I wasn't interested"). The agent, he said,
travelled alone} NOSENKC did not arrange to receive hin in
Uzhgorod because the local KGB tock care of everything. NOSZNKO
met him only once, and then in the company of a case officer
of the Uzhgorod KGB, whose name or other date he has also for-
gotten. KOSENKO said he Jdid 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 XGB's in
Uzhgorod, Lvov, and Minsk did that, he said. NOSENKO could
not describe KGB arrangements and support in Lvov and Minsk,
where he said "the onlv thing I needed was a car from the air-
port to the city." iGN said they travelled by train.)
Likewise, NOSENKO was unable to describe the KGB procedurnes

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

NOSE¥KO 8 account in general matches &3

(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 meetings at any time in his car-.
eer (with the exception of (FRCHKRE, rages 201-212, and “PROKHOR, "
Pages 173-181). The American Express Ccmgany representative
in Moscow, FRIPPEL was not recruited so that he could report
on American tourists visiting the Scviet Union, or on official
and unofficial Americans living there, but in hopes of learn-
ing about approaches being made to members of Scviet delegations
visiting the United States. With a weaith of reporting assets
in Moscow, NOSENKO said, the KGB did nct need him there. When
FRIPPEL was reassigned to New York City, however, there were
no plans to contact hin through the local KGB Legal Residency.
FRIPPEL- is identified by XGB cryptonym in the CHEREPANOV paraers
as a suspected American Intelligence agent. That FRIPPEL was
considered such by the KG8 is confirmed by statements of a self-
admitted KGB agent in contact with the American tourist ROBERTS_
in 1962, )
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NOSEXYD said PRIPPEL was his agent and said, repeatedly:
*I recruited him.myself.” 1In 1962 no other XGB officer was
mentioned by NOSENKO, who qucted from a mumber of his conver-
sations with PRIPPEL. In 1964 NOSENKO said he and THELNOKOV
°hzd carried out the recruitment together,® but NOSENKO was the
cage officer. According to PRIPPEL'S account, CHELNCXOV was
the senior officer in the recruitment and in the later meetings.

NOSENKO never met PRIPPEL alone while FRIPPEL was stationed

in Moscow. The only times he ever did so were later, he saig,
when PRIPPEL returncd to the USSR, and these consisted of a brief
‘visit to FRIPPEL's hotel room during FRIPPEL's visit to Moscow
in the summer of 1962 and a short meeting in Odessa where FRIP=-
PEL was on a cruise in February 1963. (Both of these meetings
took place after NOSENKO, in his 1962 contacts with CIA, had
exposed FRIPPEL a> a KGB agent.) According to PRIPPEL, in the
February 1963 meeting. NOSENKO phoned scmeone to ask whetler:
he cculd accept PRIPPEL's invitation to board the ship; the
answer was evidently no. NOSENKO denied this, insisting that
there was no onc in Odessa superior to nim, and as a Deputy Dle-
partment Chief, he would not have to ask anyone anyway.

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

NOSENKO said he retained operhtional centrol of FRIPPEL,
then still Moscow representative of a tourist firm, when KNOSENKO
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 agtet 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 concerninrg 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. NOSEXKO 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 NOSENKQ posed
when he carte to FRIPPEL in August 1952, FRIPPEL said, was
whether the agent krew "what the newspaper editors he was es-
corting were going to ask KHRUSHCHEV in an interview. Accord-
ing to FRIPPEL, in the February 1963 meeting NOSENKO posed
no questions ard merely made polite conversation until FPRIPPEL
excused himself.
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During the early 1965 interrogationa, NUSLN/O volunteered:
*1f you had been clever you cculd have made mc werk insile rhe
USSR; you could have ccntacted ne throush FRIPPEL..." KCSENKO
was asked in October 1906 whether he had expoctel or hoped CIA
would attemst to establish ~ontact with nim inside the USSR
through FRIPPEL. He strorgjly Jeniec this.

i. Remarks

NOSZNKO claims to have particirated directly or indirectly
in every recruitrent operation with lmerican tcurists in the

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

cases involve tourists of the thrce natisnalities--hmerican,
British, end Canadiin--fo: winich NOSENXO said his section was

responsibie: . n

Ve e -

R s

LS
)
H
&

i

1

Years Name nationaligx' Status in USSP Confirmed

1955 MALIA Frerican " Tourist
1956 BURGI American Tourist

Cerman Comnercial/Tourist

British Tourists (under in-
"vestigation)

Norwegian Quasi-cfficial visitor

1987

Anerican Tourist
KFAFT hmericar Tourist

1953.

kaerican Tourist
Britisn Tourist
British Tourist
British Resident

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

1959

This tabulation of 15 cases shows a higher number of operations

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

FRIPPEL and BEITI-ere neither tourists nor (eccording to them
O e TR TR e

3 A

and NOSENKO) used against tourists;

o
Yes

No
Yes

Ho

Yes
No

Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No

Yes

from continental Europe; BARPETT and WILLERFGFC worked in Moscow

for several months. The tabulaticn also shows that, according

to NOSENKO, his operational work was ccnsiceracly more irtensive

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

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

sibilities presumably would have been far less demanding.

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

can Tourist Secticn is confirmed, his acknowledged role in five

othere of differant varieties--with corroboration by other

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

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

- In the BURGI case NOSENKO did not have knowledge
of the extensive background irformation on the recruitment
target which the KGE pcssessed 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 recruituent of BURII.

-~ Regarding the DREW case, NOSENKO said he was chosen
for the approach (made on the basis of hcmosexuality) be-
cause the regular case officer lacked operational experi-
ence. By April 19259, however, the KGB had arranged "hurdreds*®
of homosexual compromises in the USSR, NOSENKO reported in
another context, His earlier personal experience with
Western targets had been limited to a secondary .role in
the BURGI case and a principil role in the HARRIS case,
the latter not an approach on homosexual grounds. It is
difficult to comprchend how NOSENKO would have qualified
for the task whereas the caee officer IVANOV would not.

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

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

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

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

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

In further reference to NOSENKO's claims to having 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 approvale for action, etc, Pinally, of his
alleged 54 months of service in the American Tourist Section, !
NOSENKO's described activity against foreigners accounts for

only about three months; if the bulk of his tire 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 operatiocns or activities for the KGB, and knew no pe:r-
sonality background data on any of then. '

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

hig appointment to the job., He did not Xgow about the CIA- {
"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, amcng all KGB
Headquarters uvlements. These documents offered material that
could have proven valuable to the preparation of. NOSERKO's own
paper on Weatern tourist operations; they were used in the genu-
ine KGB paper written by the Tourist Department and passed to

CIA by GOLITSYN. As with his status as a caze officer in the
American Tourist Section, NOSENKO the Deputy Chief could not
describe how data on tourists was received, general and spe-

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

BEven if it were ass.med thét NOSENYO was a case officer of )

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

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

"Principal agent. These cohclusions do not cast doubt about

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

assassination of President Kennedy.




795.

6. U.S. Embassy Scction (1969-1961)

a. Intrcduction

fFrom January 1960 until January 19¢2 NOSEKKD claims
to have been Dcputy Chief of the U.S. trbassy Section of
the American Cepartment, KGB cecond Chief Directorate,
under KOVSHUK. This period (descrited in Pages 152-285)
{s the most significent in NOSENKO's account of his KGB
careaor for a number of reasons:

- The section is the specific unit workirg against
the U.S. Erbassy, by NOSEWXO's cwn staterzats the KGB's
most important counterintelligence tzrget in the U3SR,

I1ts operations (characterized cn Page 152) dirrctly

offect American security. Th2 cection has the twe-

fold purpose uf knowing of and controlling ali access

of Embassy personnel to Scviet citizens ané of collecting,
assimilating, evzluating, and usirj informac.rn from

all possible sources to recruit American: stationed

in Yoscow.

-~ NOSENKX('s position as Caputy Chicf <f thig sec-
tion provided him his access to ost of <hc rajor counter-
intelligence information ae nas regorted, inciuding
recruitnents of foreiun embassy officials and micro-
phone operations against the U.S. isbassy. Yost impor-
tant, it provided LOSENKO with his authority for
stating that tnere were ro succaegsful recruicnents
of or agents among official Americans in Yoscow for
this two-year period, cr for a tiwe both pcefore and
after. (This is the same point made by incirection in
the CHEREPANOV papers; yet this view is countradicted
by information from GOLITSYN. Although the latter did
not serve in the U.S. Embassy Section, he know merxbers
of it and gave leads to KGBD operational interest in
and possible recruitments of official Americars in the
Moscow Embassy during this period. Some of these appear
to be related to information itenms LOSENYO nas provided.)

- The eapparent importance of NOSENKO's information

on this period contrasts sharply with that from other

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

- NOSTN%O's work against the U.S. Exbassy is con-

5““:233:2 tirmed by GrnEpand less directly by other Scviet

sourced reporlxng to CIA and the FBI. It is cenied by
GOLITSYN. (GOLITSYN has said that - NOSEKKO was not in
the section during these years.)
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b. Entry into 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
GRIBANOV'S insistence and against NOSLYXKO's own personal
wishes. GHRIBANOV 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
new 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. (sec¢ Part VIII.N.5.). NOSENKO's transfer could not
Lkave been a result of his close personal relationship with
GRIBANOV or because his father was a friend of GRIBANOV's:
NOSENKO has admitted that he exaggerated the closcness of
his rclationship with the Chief of the Second Chief Directo-
rate and most recently (February 1965) said that he had few
personal contacts with him outside of work; NOSENKO has also
said that his father never met 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 confusion on this
point, his description of how he assumed custody of certain
files from BAXHVALOV although the latter had transferred to
another department, and the opportunities NOSENEKO had to
name BAKHVALOV as his predecessor before he eventually did
so are described on Pages 154-~156.

c. Functions as Deputy Chief

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

.NOSENKO said that consequently nothing was hidden from
him for the two years 1960 and 1961. He claimed to have
had conmplete 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 opecrational 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 been spec:itically 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
respoansibility for John ABIDIAN. the Embassy Security offi-
cer (ideptified by NMOSENKO s a ClA officer. duc 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.S8.
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 from
these duties, which apparently'were routipely assumed by

the Deputy Chief, NOSENKO supervised, during the early part

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

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

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

d. Kbowledgcabllity as Deputy and Acting Chief

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

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

NOSENKO did not meet any of KOVSHUK's agents during his
absences. He could not remember any of KOVSHUK's agents,
except GLAZUNOV (whom NOSENKO said in aApril 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. )

|
|

£QP SECREL

[ A e



14-00000

1C8,

NOSENFC knew that his immediate supervisor KOVSEUK had per- !
sonal contect, urder Ministry of Foreign aAffairs ccver, with sorce
U.S. Embassy offizers and was aware that one of these had been
WINTERS. He knew no details of XOVSHUK's cont=zcis wi:h{wINTEEET
ror that his own friend KISLOV, as well as his friend anéd fow- A
quent source of operatioral information LOPUXHCYV, were also in v !
touch with WINTERS.] He could not remember who else KIVSHUK
knew, cr what KOVSHUK was doing with them, or why. NOSENKO

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

Unlike KOVSHUF,ARTEMEV, KOSOLArOV, BORODIYN, BIRYUKOV,
KRIVOSKEY and many other Second Chief Directorate officers,
HOSLNKO rever had any direct contact, é&ven fer cultivztion
or sssessmcnt, with any hmericarn officials, either stationed
in the Emtassy or visiting the USSR. However, kis English
had been proven gcod cnough to gquatify him particularly for
tourist recruitments ard his operational flair nhezd been tested.
(1t was this which caused him to be picked for tno DPEA,

b3 anc other approaches and the cnly 1easorn why he,
an ing.ich speaker, wcould have been sgecially swlected to
work on the German&ilg W who spoke "some Englisz.”)

DERYABIN and other defectors {rom the KGB have stated
that the deputy chief of a section working against 2 Isreign
exbassy in Mosccw would be responsible for acprovirng ard
retaining rmcnthly schedules for tte plarned use cf safehouses
by the section; that ke would discuss agent meeting sciiedules
with indivicval case officers ani approve and retain a list
of planned agent reetings for cach case officer on an indi-
vidual basiec; and that he would approve the acquisition of new
agents and new safehouses and their traasfer €fro= Oone opera-
tion to another. DBy contrast, NOSENYO first did rnot list
these furctions arong his responsibilities and later denied
that he had them. NOSE1KO did rot understand the questica
vwhen 2sked whether he had any responsibility for supervising
the use of safehouses in Moscow (Page 162) andé s2id that as
the agents and the safehouses belcnged to the case cfficers,
they could use them when and how they liked without informing
aryone; only when they were meeting an active 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 or four sukcrdinate officers had
safe apartments, but he did not remerber the locaticn of any
i of them. Neither NOSENKO rcr -his subordirates GRYAINDV and
{ . KOSOLAPOV had such apartments, instead using less secure
*meeting apartrents” (which are used in the abscnce cf the
full-tize occupant). NOSEKKO was able to locate his own
*neeting apartment® (which he said ne brought with him when
he transferred frcm the Tourist Department and iater took :
back with him to the Tourist Department) by street and could
do the same for GRYAZNOV's. He was not sure of +he lccation
of the apartment used by KOSOLAPOV.
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e. Knowledgeapility of U.S. Embassy Phvsical Security

According to NOSENKO, he maintaincd tte file on physical
security at the U.S. Embassy, and it contained detailed
floor plans and photograpns of the installation. NOSENKO was
unable to give the location or the floor of the office of
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
room).  NOSKNRO matd that all tapartant Kubpauy wiltliva
were located in the "zone of securtiy,” which he han vartoualy
reported as the “seventh, eighth, ninth, 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 Personael

XOSENKO said that not only the deputy chief but every
officer in the section cculd identify the known and sugpected
Azerican Intelligence personnel in the Embassy. Nevertaeless,
he himself did rot know about three CIA officers (MAHONEY,
‘MORELL., and GARBLER) whon the KGB had definitely jdentified
as such before their assignments to Moscow in 1960-1961. For
example, MORELL', whose overt CIA affiliation wag 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 and given hirts) and did not identify
- MORELL as a CIA officer. Four of the seven officers whom
he said the KGB suspected to be CIA had never had any such
affiliation. He could not give any information at all .on
the person he said the KGB considered to be the CIA chief
in Moscow, KLOSSON, either on his Moscow activity and contects
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 were within sight and hearing of

sAccording 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 Amecrican 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.

~

e At e et ¢ P A S W fu| S it e e e e a0 g & =

z:n-tu'#-?v

0P SECRET



Tl 0000
]

710.

one anothcr and used a2 single safe, which contained flles
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 years, discussing their cases

with them, taking part in operational planning, and approving
or disapproving all operational measures. NOSENKO originally
asserted that he had also read and studied all the files

kept on the American code clerks; under questioning on indivi-
dual cases, however, he retracted tiese statenments acd 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

currcent 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 Departmaat of State
and the military services; it also includes the special de-
briefings and interrogations of the Departnent of State,
the FBI, and CIA as a follow-up to KGB opcrational activity
which has become known from various sources, On this basis,
CIA has accumulated a considerable amount of collateral
information on the activities of the U,S. Exbassy Section
involving Unitcd States code clerks during the period NOSEN-
KO said he was its Deputy Chiet, 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 thereby directly contradicts NCSENKO's statement that
the KGB had no successes in its code clerk recruitment opera-
tions from the early 1950's to the end of 1963, and none of
the subjects of GOLIISYN's leads have been positively identi-
ficd. Some of GOLITSYN's information has been gernerally
substantiated by other sources. 1ln one case, this confirma-
tion has come from NOSENKO himself, whose information on the

STORSBFRG operation, on—the agent PREISFREUND's role in it,

and on GOLITSYN's knowledge of KGB use of PREISFREUND pre-
sents an explanation of one and possibly two of GOLITSYN's
leads.* Another of GOLITSYN's leads, that concerning an
operational trip by KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki in order to estab-
lish contact with a code clerk, is confirmed by documentary
evidence that KOSOLAPOV did in fact travel on the Helsinki-
Moscow train with 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 differcrces in the
accounts of GOLITSYN and NOSENKO, particularly regarding the
outéome of this operation. .
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' his lack of information conceining a sixth (GARLAND) is
' discussed in detail in Pages 166 through 219. NOSEINKO ‘s
' information on & 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
knowledge equates with details which the deputy and acting
chief of the U.S. Embassy Section could reasonably be

‘ expected to knovw and retain.

(1) The STORSBERG Case

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

MR R S T
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NOSENKO originally raised 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 discussions in the American
Department, GOLITSYN learned that this Finnish agent was
being used in operations against Embassy employees living in
America House. NOSENKO said that the KGB realized that
GOLITSYN had passed this information on to the Americans
following his defection, for the regulations goverring
visits to America House by third nationals had been tightened.
At this mecting 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.
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Later in the 1962 meetings NOSENKO gave a detailed
summary of the Finnish agent's involvement in the unsuccess-
ful recruitment attempt against an Americac military code
clerk. NOSENKO, without naming the Finn or the American,
said that he personally conducted the recruitment confron-
tation with GRIDBANOV present. These early accounts were full
of quotes of what VOSENKO said to the American and vice
versa. descriptions of the American's reaction to the confron-
tation, and stateunents of NOSENKO's admiration for the Ameri-
can despite his refusal to work. Following his defection,

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

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

: fied the Finn as PREISFREUND ard the American as STORSBERG
and described ard referred to the cise whenever possible
(over 50 times). When asked for dctails of other code clerk
cases, for example, he repeatedly diverted to discussion of
the STORSBERG case to illustrate how the KGB operated against

code clerks in general.
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~ After defecting NOSENKO denied that he personally con-
fronted STORSBERG. He said that his personal role ¥as limited
to directing STORSBERG into the hotel rooa where the approach
was made; after first saying that he had never claimed any
other role, he admitted that he may have been "painting”
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hixself (exaggerating) ip his descripsnions 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 wss not his voice, (b) he was druxk 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. Interrogated further
concerning his role in the STORSBERG operation in October
1966, NOSENKO said that he had rever read the KGB file on
STORSBERG, which was held by GRYAZNOV, .

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

NOSENKO volunteerced at his first meeting with CIA that
he was on leave outside of Moscow on the occasion 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 aftcr his
return from leave in July 1961, and that he was certain that
ke (NOSENKO) was in Moscow in January 1961.

YOSENKO 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 in
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 GOLITSYN.

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. saild it was in October 1961) and GOLITSYN's state-
ment that this approach had already been made in January 1961
when he learned of it.

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

*GOLITSYN has based his assertion that NOSENKO was not in
the U.S. Embassy Section in 1960 and 1961 partly on this visit.
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in the spring of 1960,* he lcarned from GRYAZNOV that he
(GRYAZKOV) had developed an operation against an American
military code clerk to the potnt that the KGB was '99 '
per cent” certain that a recruitrent spproach 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 HURLEY; the superior of STORSMERG, HURLEY perforned
back-up cryptographic duties in STORSBERG's absence. 1If
VOSENKO's report that there was no developacnt of or approach
to MURLEY can be accepted, this l~ad from GOLITSYN would
apply to STORSBERG rather than HURLEY. There is a conflict
batween NOSENKO's information on the STORSBERG case and this
second GOLITSYN lead in that GOLITSYN described an operation
which was in its final stages in thre 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.

(i1) 7The JENNER Case

Apart from the STORSBERG operation, NOSENKO has been
able to supply the greatest amount of detail concerning the
operation (also unsuccessful) against the State Departrent
pouch clerk Paul JENNER (Pages 186-196). This case developed
as a result of an idea originated by NOSENKO himself shortly
after ne arrived in the U.S., Embassy Section. Because of
the iraccessibility of American code clerks to the KGB in
Moscow, it was NOSENKO's plan to send 2 KGB officer to Hel-
girki in order to strike up an acquaintance with 2 ‘code
‘elerk cntering thoe Soviet Union aboard the Helsinki=Moscow
truin. The first (and 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 sanme train as JENNER.'
Additionally, GRYAZNOV took a KGB female agert to the town,
nf Yyborg, on the Finno-Soviet border, and placed her on the
same train. Botn KOSOLAPOV and the fcmale agent met and
spoke with JENNER en route to Moscow, and the girl gave hinm
her telephone number, asking hia to call her., After JENNER's
arrival in Moscow, both KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNGV subnitted
written reports to NOSENKO describing the contacts on the
train. Although the KGB later found out that JENNER was only
a2 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 inm May or June
1960, he denied that it took place, saying that he reces-
sarily would know if it had.
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JENVER reported te the Security Officer at the U,S,
Embassy upon his arrival that he had been contacted by two
Soviet students from Vyborg, & young ma: and a wcman, on
the Helsinki-Moscow train, He also reported having been
given a telephone nuzher by the girl and lator reported
having been recontacted by her at the Moscow airport.

CIA has documentary eviderce, in the fornm of official
Ficrish train manifests, that JENNER travelled from lelsinki
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 Helsinki to Moscow by rail on 2 April 1960,
two days later, and that no Americans travelled on this traio
with him. KOSENKO identified KOLOSOV's photograph as 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 travcl on the same train as JENNER
and thercfore could not have met and talked with him as
YOSENKO had reortad, NOSENKO refused to belicve it; ke in-
sistnd that he had read the reports of both KO3S0LAPOV and
GRYAZNOV, and that the events were exactly as he described
then. .

(1i1) The GARLAND Case B

GOLITSYN told CIA after his defection that while he was
stationuvd 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 GOLITSYY, the Legal
Residency learned which train this American was to board and
succeeded in placing KOSOLAPOV in the sane compartmcnt with
him. GOLITSYN saw KOSOLAPOV board the train with this Ameri-
can. Later, when another American Department officer visited
Helsinki, GOLITSYN asked him how KOSOLAFOV's operation with
the code clerk had gone; from the officer's refusal to answer,
GOLITSYN assumed that it had been a success.

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 Novenmber 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 travelled to Moscow on the same trainp
as an American code clerk, one of his own targets, NOSENKO
said that this could not be. He agreed that, as in the case
of KOSOLAPOV's trip to meet JENNER, 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. (12 fact, CIA travel records show

that KOSOLAPOV arrived in Helsinki on 12 Noveaber 1960 and
that NOSENKO le ft Moscow for Ansterdam, en route to Cuba,
on 15 November.) NOSENKO has not changed his position that
there was no such trip.

(iv) The MOROXE Case

Like the STORSBERG operation, the MORONE 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 clerlts 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 NOSEVKO and KOVSHUE
and approved by GRIBANOY, proposing that a ferale agent of
the Polish UB be introduced to JCRONE on the Yoscow to War-
saw train for the purpose of obtaining comprorising materials.
KOSOLAPOV arranged with Polish liaison officials in XNoscow
to have such an agent sent to Moscow, met her when she
arrived, and briefed her on the vperation, She was then
placed on MORONE's train together with a KGB technician
whose task it was to obtain tape recordings of the compro-
mse. Events went according to plan: AIORONE. ~ct the girl
and was intimate with her on the train, but when the tech-
niciar reported to NOSENKO the day after the trailn arrived
in ¥arsaw, he said that the tape recordings were of low
quality and unsuitable for their intended purpose. In a
further attcapt to acquire coaproaring material on MOROMNE,
KOSOLAPOV later brought the UB agent to Moscow, and oo this
occasion photographs were obtained of their intimacies in
a Moscow hotel room. Still, the 4GB felt, therc was not
enough blackmail matcrial to ensure recruitment, and it was
further planned to have the America House maid IVANOVA
attempt to lure MORONE to a room in Moscow where truly
comproenising 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 pumerous
variations in his different accounts. In 1962 he said
that he had handled the entire operation himself, including
telephoning Warsaw with the request for the girl; he also
said that the UB obtalned compromising photographs in Warsaw
and that several months late: the female agent was brought
to Moscow expressly for the purpose of introducing MCROXE to
a Suviet girlfriend. This, NOSENKO said, was successful and
MORONE was soon having intercoursc with a KGB agent. While
still in place in Geneva on 1 February 1964 NOSINKO gave &
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-
sawv but no recruitment was attempted because KHRUSHCHEV had
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given instructions that no actions were to be taken which

might embarrass then existirg good relations with the Lnited
States. When in February 1365 it was pointed out that MOPRONE
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 re<ad thae technician's report after returning :
from Cuba in cecember 1960. S

CIA learned of the MOROGIE train trip ard subsequent
involvement witn the UB agent in 1961 from a lolish 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.* K
It was on the basis of ‘this report that MORONE was .withdrawn &
from Moscow in May 1961.

in accounta given since his defection, NOSENKO has con-
gistently named KOSOLAPOV as MORONE's case oificer. KCSOLA-
pov drafted tae plan for the operation on the train, discussed
it with KOSEN%O and KOVSHUK, met with a U3 official in Mcscow
to arranue for the agent, met the agent on her arrival, and
briefed her on her assignment, NCSENKO has not been asked
and has not volunteered who specifically placed the agant
on the train. Records show, however, that MORONE left Moscow
on 13 November 1960, arriving in Warsaw on the 14th; from

"12 to 16 Novemker 1960, KOSOLArOV is confirmed to have been

in Helsinki, apparently in conrection with an operation in-
volving the Arerican code cler: 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 frcm them. He
reported that an Egyptian agent visited America House, met
MOROKE there, but did not report anything of interest ccn-
cerning him. NCSENKO also mentioned IVANGVA, a maid at
Avwerica Bouse, who knew MORONE and whom the XGB wanted to use
to lure MOPONE into a comprcaising situation (see above}.
NOSENKO said that he, himself, had met with IVANOVA several
times to discuss 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 sho may have reported on MORONE, NOSENKO
gaid, was an East Geiraan girl sent to Ancrica Hci'se to pose
as an Austrian; NCSENKO was not sure wiat shec might have
reported or when this was, other than it occurrcd when he
was working against MORONE and that It was durirg ABIDIAN's
tour in Mdoscow, for he had coze tu America ilcuse to question
the girl.

various repurts indicato that LORONE was_involved in
1l1legel currency speculation with the Egvptiar agent and
that on at leas® unc occasion the Fgyptian introduced MORONE
to a Soviet female, with whonm MORONE was intimate, NOSENKO
did not know that XORGNE was also involved in illegal cur-
rercy dealings with & Ppahom NOSENKO has identified as
KOSCLAPCV's 2gent a:id who, ne sald, was involved with and
reporting on NOSENXO's target ABIDIAN. NUSENKQ did not know
that IYANOVA ounce incroduced WRONE to a Soviet fenale, with
whom MORONE was intinate; additionally MOROXE was recported
by a nuamber of his co-residents at America llouse 1o nave been
intinate with 1VANOVA herself (which MOROANE dcnied). Some
of thcse samc americans reported 2lso that MORONE was inti-
mate with UMANETS, another KGB agent identiticd by NOSLNKO;
MORCHE hinself satd he knew ULMANETS "wnl1l." Ftnally, the
incident involving the East Gerrman girl posing as an Austrian
involved tke code clerk ZUJUS, not MORONE, and took plece
after NOSENKO claims to havo becn transferrcd frem tne U,S,
Fmbassy Section; she was interviewed by ABILIAN's suco- sSOT,
MONTGOUERY. ‘

(v) Thue KEYSERS Case

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

that it vas possiblec that STORSEFRG--thc only other possibility--

may not havc seen hia on the night he was approachked in the
Voscow hotel.) KEYSERS therefore is the nnly independent
American sovrce who could cvonfirm that SOSENKO was involved
in opcrations against Aacrican Embassy porsonnel in 1960 or
1961. NOSENKO himself polnted cut, rowrever, that this coc-
tact was of very short duration, and that it was possible
tkat EEYSERS would not recognize him. This was the case:
KEYSERS failed to identiry NOSENKO's photograpn and described
the officer wno approachcd hinm as a nman considerably older,
shorter, and probably of a puch 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 nunber of discrepancies have been
noted. ' '

In 1962 NOSENKO first reported the approach to KEYSERS,
without naming him, but saying he was the successor to STORS-
BERG. Since dcfecting in 1964, NOSENKO has centinued to
identify him as STCRSBERG's replacement. In fact, KEYSERS
was sent to Moscow as an assistant to the Emhassy medical
officer; he also worked in the office of the Air Attache as
a2 collateral duty and for a short while in 1961 was under
training in the wilitary code room a8s 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 ZWUS, who he said was STORSBERG's
replaccment, 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.)

cemowe s

In February 1965 NOSENKO said that the KGB belleved
that KEYSERS did not report the receipt of the defcction
letter ecd that there was no indication that he had from
microphones or telephone coverage of the U.S. Embassy. In
fact, KEYSERS reported the letter at once in the office of
the Military Attache, where a microphone was discovered in
1964. NOSENKO had earlicr said that this particular micro-
phone was being monitored arousid the clock by the KGB.
(XEYSERS' homosexuality and drinking problems kad also
been discussed widely ir Embassy offices. NOSENKO was
unaware of these discussions.) \

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

(vi). Otrer Code Clerk Caces

Frark DAY: NOSENKO identified DAY as a State Nepartment
code ocTerx 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 any of DAY's friends in Moscow, or of nis travels
inside and outside the Soviet Union, etc. NCSENKO answered
"no" to all these questions. le said that the KGB had no
derogatory information on DAY, was unavare of any vulner-
abilities he might have had, and that po 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 Cauvcasus 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 ore occasion they
found four '‘repairmen’” in their hotel room upon returning ;
unexpectedly ahead of scheduvle, and that another time during :
this trip an “attractive and available Soviet female' was
placed in their train compartment.

John TAYLOR: NOSENKO said TAYLOR was a State Department
code eTerk 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 TAYLCR which centered around’
his intimacy with a Russian maid (a KGB agent) and his syme
pathy towards the Soviet Union and its people. XNo compro-
mising photographs were obtained of TAYLOR and the maid,
however, and no approach was made to him, possibly because
the KGB did pot want to jeopardize the more important STORS-
BERG case by creating 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

o
HEA I o Wl E N




14-00000

719.

ber. money for sp abortion. TAYLOR left Yoscowv in February
1961, sheress the spproach to STORSBERG wes reported by
NOSENKO and STORSBERG to have occurred four to cight months
afterward.

Maurice ZWANG: NOSENKO identifled ZYWANG 88 a State
Departrment ¢ode clerk who was "actively zorked on™ during
the 1960-1961 pericd. An Fgyprtisn egent., vhose reae NOSEN.
X0 did not recell, introduced ZWANG to e rferasle KCB agent
ip 8n atteapt to obtsin compromising prctcygraphs, but the
agent did pot l1ike ZWANG &nd refused to have intercource
with him., At the time NOSENKO left the U.E, Embessy Sec-
tion 15 Japuary 19€2, there was no further activity sur-
rounding Z¥ANG, The KGB had no agenats in corntact with hinm,
and tkLere wes rno vulnerzbility data concerning hia. When
ZNWANG was Iinterviewed by the State Department 8ficr returuing
froa his Yoscow assignment, a polygraph exanuipstion indicated
that Z¥ANG had had intercourse with his Russian ruid, else-
vhere identified by NOSENKO as a KGD agent; 2% ND sdmitted
visiticg the maid's apartment several tizes hut denied
intimacies. In Xarch or April 1961, er igyptian intrcduced
ZWANG to arother Soviet fenale; ZAANG also acmitred visiting
her apartrent con several occasions, but 2zain denied having
had intercourse with her. ZWANG was reported by varlous
other Americsns stationed in Moscow to have been acilive in
currencv _speculation and bleckmarketeering with the Egyptian
and m“d agert of KOSOLAPOV according to XNOSENKO.
NOSENED was upneware of this.
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L. Respons.bility for ard Knowle.lie of “3IDi N

NOSFNLO saa:d tnat, ss Deputy Chicef of the U S, Labassy
Secct.cn, he was direcily rcsponsible, us case officer, for
all coversgt of the Embassy Security Officer Jobn V, ABIDIAN.
This was NGSINFO's only individuel target responsibility,
end no KGB officer shared i¢ with hin. NOSENKO s8id that
he opeacd 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. Eatassy Soction at the end of 1¢Cl. It wrs NOSERKO
who wrote thce K5G8 plan for operationc against ABIDIAN in
about October 19582. ARIDIAN, seccording te NOSIENKY, was cone—
sidered Ly the KGB to be 2 Cla officer a:d, 8s LANGFLLL's
sucressor, vas also considered to be the most important
counterintelligerce target in the Embassy. ABIDIAN was thus
made a spocial target of surveillarnce fron the day of hig
arrivel in the USER; this m=cant he was alwzys under surveil-
lance by suveral tcams of the KGB Seventh (Surveillance)
Directoraste. Tac intersive coverage of ALIDIAN includdd
£ail censorship, telephorne taps, aad agent re~orting; it was
instituted, NOSENEO said, 'in the nrope that he riyht lead
the KGB to anotner PCPOV." ABIDIAN was detectied, NOSENKO
continued, in turece letter-mailings--ali to agents already
under KGB control. ile was scen to enzer @ suspacted dead
drop site on Pushhin Street, the significance of which dld
not become known to the KGB until later, wnen it was learned
that this site s:s5 to be used by PENFOVSKIY. In tne hostile
interrogations of earty 1965, NOSINKO agreed {at e vas the
single person 1n the KGB responsible for vaosin everything
possible about ‘LIDIAN.

NOSENKO sgid he krew notlhirg ahbcut ARIDBIAN's perconal
background, his educatio:, his studies 1» Frauce, his nili-
tary service, his date of ertry into the Staze Department ,
his State Departmcut rank, his previous foreizgn assignments
with the State Dcpartment, or his status as 2 Foreign Ser-
vice Reserve, Staff. or Officer status (FSR, BES, FSO).
NOSENKO said he tried to lcarn these things, but the informa-
tion was unevailable in the Second Chief Directurate cr in
KGB Central files. and although he reguested information
from the First Chier Dircctorate, nothing was received. The
only informatior the KGB had on ABIDIAY, insofar as NOSENKO
knew, was that contsined ir ABIDIAN's viga request and in
e report 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, FS3, and FSO. When asked whether he had checked the
Department of State Biographic Pegister for information on
ABIDIAN's background, lie replied the: this document wes not
available to the U.S. Embassy Section; he subsequently.

rocalled that there was an old copy of the Biographic Register

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

NOSENKO reported that one of the reasors ABIDIAN was
considersd 8 Cla officer was his behavior ahile serving as
8 Departmcnt of State Security Officer witr KEHRUSHCHEV's
deiegation when tre latter visited the lrnited States in
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1959, NUSENKO never rentionerd that KOSOLAPCY. +%e ne
said wasg his icmediste subardinate and share? YOSENIO's
off.ce in KGB liendquarters, was a member of this same i
delegation.

NOSENKO did not know where ARIDYAN's office was located
in the U.S. Ewvbassy. Ne said ae did not knnox and was
unable to find out who ARIDIAN'Ss sccretary wis. lic reported
that some agent told the KRGl that ABIDIAN tad a sign on
the door of lhis office shich said "Security Offlcer."
Therc was no such sign. '

o ey

HNOSENEO did rot know wherc APIDIAN's apartuent was
1l ocated. He did not knows {'s conteats and s2id that the
KGB was pot interested in this. e did not znew whether
ABIDIAN changed apartzents in Muscow, which re did.

NOSENKO ide:tified GROMAKOVA, an Enbassvy language
teacher, as a kG agent who was valuable because she was

) 1intelligent and was able to provide persoaality sketches on
her students kased on clagsroon: discuv=iong. He never
associated ABIDIAN with GROMANUYA., Tien told that ABIDIAN
had taken lsrguage lessuns fronm iter. NCSLNKO rezalled that
ABIDIAN took "several” lesgsonsg from GHOMAKUVA at the beginnirg
of his tour buu discontinued; she reported nothing of signi-
ficance and vhere wu.s no regular reporting fron her on
ABIPIAN, ABIDIAN, hovwever, reported that he took regular,
private Pussian lessons frem GROMSCOVA throeghout his tour
in Moscow and tkat they discussed i c¢lass h:s past personal
life, travel, education, fiancee, and his trips abroad (o
sce his fiancee.

NOSENKO knew that ABIDIAN :ravelled out of the USSR
two or three times, burt had no i1dea when these trips took
place or what countries ABIDIAN visited. SOSENKO said that,
as ABINTAN's prodecessor LANGELLE was known to have travelled
outside the USSR for operational reasons in connection with
the 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 trhat GCRKOMAKOVA
knew.) Wwhen NOSENKO'sS interrosator pointed out the possibi-
lity of photographing ABIDIAN's pass;ort tpun L:is return to
tae USSR, NOSENKG replied tlat the xsB dues mot photograph
th: passperts of foreign diplozats entering the Noviet Uniou..

et ——san 117 g

NOSINKO said that ABIDIAN made no trips outside Moscow i
within the U3SK 2nd explairned that. as case officer, he :
would necersarily have Leen 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 Octlober 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 frieads in Moscow or his friends and profes-
sional contacts among forcigners therc.

NOSENKO said at the ernd of the January-Felbruary 1965
interrogations concerning ABIDIAN that th reason he knew
so little about ABIDIAN was because he was “working badly"”
as ABIDIAN'S case officer. The reason for his poor work, he
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said, »as that he had to coiLel:itrate on supervising tid work
against code cierks ard therefore had vesy little Llice
left for ACIDIAN (sce abov> concerning ¢ade clerksi.

In 1962 NCSESLU correctly described all of toe three
clandestine letter mailings carried out Ly ARIDIAN an Mos-
cox at CIA request {(Pages 226-230). He zlso proviced ac-
curate information c¢n CIA letter-mailings in gencral.
pointing out that none wt all were mafilcd for a vear and a
Lelf after the arrest »f LANGELLL in October 1959. (No
letters were mailed froi U2 Fehrusry 1960 until 1 April
1961, when ABIDIAN mailed his first one.) NOSEXKO explainced
that the KGB coapletely contrclled this activity through the
use of metka, a thicf powder spplied to tac clothirg of
foreignérs in the USSR; a trace is lefr oa anythang coaing
into contact with treated areas, and this can be detected
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 enywsy,
it was mctkua, NGSENKO said, vhich in each case 1cd to their
initial Tdentification, After his defection NOUSENKO described
how the mctka had been applied to ABLUIAN's clothing (anc
honce to the letters) by the agent rinOROVICH. 2ho began
working as ABIDIAN's meid several months efter ABIUIAN ar.
rived in Moscow in March 136U, NO3ENKO irtisticd under inter-
rogation that FEDOROVICH was the 5nly agent who had 2ccess
to ABIDIAN's epartzment, that he, NOSENKC, hazd perscenally
bricfed her on the application of metka, and that e was
surc that ABIDIAN's letters were dofected by means of mutka.
From a CJA dcbriefing of ABIDIAN, howcver. it eppears That
FEDOROVICH did rot begin working aw ABIDIAN'S maid until
some time in July 1961, whereas ARIDIAN matled his first
letter in Yoscow on 1 April 1961 and “is sccond letter on
2 July 1961. ABIDIAN's third letter was nailed on 1 Septem-
ber 1961, after EEUOROVICH hegan 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 detail 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
Strect, where ABIDIAN was noted to enter a residentiel building.
Upor exanination it was decided that this was 8 likely
dead drop site, and a stationary surveillance post was as-
sigoed to watch it. After thrce months, since nothing sus-
picious had becp noted, this post was removed. Tihe true
significance of the location did not become known to the
KGB until after the arrcst of PENKOVSKIY in 1962. NOSENKO
sald he was still in the U.S. Enbassy Section and was ABIDIAN's
case officer when this event took place. He heard of it
while sitting in KOVSHUK's office on the day it haprened.
visited the site the following cay with V. KOZLGV (Chief of
the Americen Department of the XuB Surveillance Liirectorate),
pleced the original surveillance rcport in ABIDIAN's file,
and discussed the results of the stationary post ¥ith KOZLOV
on an alcost daily basis during the first monti ard periodi-
celly thercafter until the post was removed. 1t was ¥CZLOV
whe t9ld NOSENKO ttrat aiter three months the stationary
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surveirllance had hecen dincontinacd.  NOSTNYO did nat tell
ClA atout this i-cident in 162, Le seid, beciust se krew
that the watch hLad bewn cincontinued and thit poining SUY-
picicus had becn roted; therefore. he thought the mciceat
would rot nave oeen of {uterest to vacvivan Intelligence.

NOSLNEOD hes stressed that ALIDIAN s35 wnder spceial
surveillance by &% least oo surveilla-ce teoms st E1l tizes
ar¢ t.at, ud the agy he vistted Pistkap Street, SLILTAN zas
under continucus watch froa the goment he left ihe enbassy.
NOSENKC has teen able to ive a detgilec descrintion of
ABILIAS s movezent to the dead doop nite,

IO.spite thke special enpveillanee coverage of ADIDIAN,
NOSENKU sg1a, he was unawnee of any ULUSURL movezeats vy
ABIDIAN during the days immedigtlely preceding his visit
10 Pusakin Street. NOSENKO said thaes ke knew deofinitely
that surveillance had reported nothirng unusual during this
period apd that he was sure ABIDIAN hLad not ecludzd the sur-
veilia: ce 8% any time cduring it. A~cordins to ClA records,
three days before ABIUIAN woent to Fushxin Street in response
to indications tnat trne dead drop vad Yeern loaded. 3BIDIAN
left t=e U.S., Lmbaseyy in his privatc car for Spasto iiouse
at about uire o'clock in_the evening: at atout two o'clock
the rext rorning he and E]RhLER;kCIA Chief of Station) went
in ABIL1AN's car to check the tclephore pole fer the signal
PEVKOVSK1Y was to leove us part of hils sigral that the drop
had becn loaded. Two Jdays btefore ABIDiAN went 1o Fushiin
Strect re drove ais car to the apariment of Air force Captain
DAVISIN; he agein checked the telcphone pole frum & wirdow
in the apartzcnt and then salked by it oo foot. NOSENKO
identificd GARBLER las a U.s, navil officer but not as e CIA
emplovee (sce atove).

Asked why, ie his opinion. A81LTAN went to Fustkin
Strecet at the tite he did, NCSENKO replied that 12 about
P60 an Anmerican tourist or delegatiorn me=ber had gone to
tbis sddress. It was the "opinion of tre Secorc Culef
Directoragte” that this Amcrican had selccied the sitc as @
decad drop locetion, end that ASIDIAN went tnere mcrely
to check the suitability of the site for this purpose. In
fact, ABIDIAN =zcut to vushkin Street irn respansce to what
appeared to te & prearreuged telephone signal freom PENKOVSKILY
signalling tbat ae had lnaded the dead ¢rop there. It has
been confirmed that FINEOVSEIY did not zive this signal
and, Lecsuse of the circumstances and type of signal given,
the possitility of coinrcidence -is been ruled cut. CIA has
therefore concluded that the signal came from the KGB.

The Pushkin 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 delezation mcuber” visited this eddress. The
only known visit3 by Axericans to the buildiug on Fusbkin
Street--the only ones having any connection with 1ts use
as a desd drop. locatica--occurrrd on 12 November ard 4
December 1960 when the CIA officer YAHONEY checked the
2dédress from cutside, and on 21 Japuary 1961 wvhen MAHOMNEY
entered the building aid dhocked the sprcific l~rcation cof
+he dead drop.  AAHONEY is kpown to have been 1dentified
to thce KGB as a CIA officer tefore ariiving in voscow 214
was tte target of heavy surveillance throughout kis tour.
(NOSENKO did not know about MAHONEY or ais ClA status.)
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NDSENKO's date of "late B60 or carly 1641 18 jn~orrect,
slmost exactly by a yecar. XCSENKO seid he turncd ABIDIAN's
file over to GKYAZNOV about 24 Deceaber 1261, ABIDIAN
checked the rFusihkin Strect dead drop vn 20 Trcepber 1961,
NOSENKO hes described his gerticipation in ao approach to
tho American tourist W,E, JOUNSON a8 larpﬂnix" “"right after
returnirg to the Touriut Departrent in 1562 Beceuce

NOSENKD's participavion ip this cese was confiraed by UOHRDO\

and because the approsch to JOHSSCN took place on 5 January
1662 (¢ reported it to the U.S, Fsbassy at once), 1t carn
be said with certainty that NOSENKO's ertire story of his
own participation in the surveillence of the Pushkin Street
dead drop sitc is false. NCSENKO: (a) could not have
visited the desd drop site with KCZLOV (who in anv event
was not in Moscuw at the time); (b) could rot have placed
the originerl surveillance report in ABIDIAN'E file,

which GT\AL\OV reld as of 28 ecember 1961: (¢} could not
have received alaust dally reports from KOZLOV for about a
month 8nd periodic reports thereafter; and (d) could not
have ncglected to tell CIA of ABIDIAN's visit to the drép
in 1962 on grounds that the surveillarnce of Pushkin Street
had beer discuntinued after three months without anythting
suspicious bLairg noted. (NOSENKO was in Geneva on 15 March
1962, only two and a half months after ABIDIAN checkcd the
deed drop.)

NOSENXO has refuscd 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 NOSENKJD refused to sigu duri=g the hostile
interrogations of eerly 1985. In October 1956, wnen he was
again ask>d whether he went to the Punhkin Strest dead
drop site with KOZLOV, NOSENKO said that he could not remca-
ber whether he had gone there at all,

5
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J. Responsibility 6} Supervising Military Attache dperations

On 29 January 1965 NOSENKO told his interrogator that

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

transferripg to tkte U.S. Embassy Section and as part of his ..
responsibilities as its Deputy Chicf, he supervised Second
Chief Directorate activities ageinst American service at-
taches in ¥oscow. Ey this he meant, NOSENKO said, that when
GAVRILENKO (the cese officer for Air Force Attaches),
KURILENKO (Army Attaches), or BELOCLAZOV (Naval Attaches and
Marines) hed any questions or reports to submit, they would .
come to him rather than to 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 more suitable that
ALESHIN, rccently assigned to the American Department as
Deputy Chief, be given this responsibility.

NOSENXO -had previously been questioned in detail on
his respesibilities in the U,S., Embassy Section, and had never
before mentioned this one. NOSENKO told CI.N in June 1964
that when Le reported for duty in the U.S, Exbassy 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 ovelr' by BELOGLAZOV, who had
earlier been assixting DRANOV zgainst 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 thkat he would be responsible for activities against
the Naval Attaches., DHANOV was retiring and gave NOSENKO
the files on Naval and darine personnel. This was NOSENKO's
first mention either of the leave period ir early 1960 or
of having had case officer responsibilities for personnel
of the Naval Attache's office in Moscow. (At the same time
he said that he had lied about going on leave in November
1960.)

NOSENKO was reminded on 25 October 1966 that he had
said in 1965 that io 1960 he was supervisor of operations
against all U.S. service attache personnel. XNOSELWKO 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 attempt o recruit) the Indonesian KGB agent

g Which he has described in detail (see Page 488)
after he was relieved of these functions.
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k. 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 Arerican Department of the Bulgarian MVR concerning
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. KOILOY, an advisor there and a former
employee 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- i
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. .

B e s

e

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 D
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

. - he knew nothing of the organization, personnel, area of
responsibility, o1 problems of the American Departmernt of
the Bulgarian service before arriving in Ssfia.

\OSENKO was sclected for this mission despite the fact
that he was extremely busy with his duties in the U.S. Erbassy
Secticn (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 Departcent until 1953 and then fronm June 1955

. 7 until sometime in 1958 was Deputy Chief of the Tourist De-

partment, Second Chief Directorate. {KOZLOV, assisted by .

NOSENKO, had recruited BURGI in June 1956.) Asked why KOZLOV

could not have advised the Bulgarians, NOSENKO said that he
was too busy advising on higher levels and had been away

from active operations in Moscow too long. .

A P e e e

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

NOSENKO's story about his role in the LUNT case changed
greatly between 1962 and 1964. During the first meeting-
series he described in detail how he set the operation up .
and what he said to LUNT when he personally confronted the
! American with the evidence. Since defecting in 1964, how-
ever, NOSENKO has said 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 hecane 3. are
of LUNT's homosexual tendencies only after he caw LUNT's'
name or hcardit mentioned; he recognized the name as that..of
a professor who had been asscssed as a homosexual when i
carlier visiting Moscow, and traces with the XCUR Second Chict
Directorate confirmed that this was the same man. In state-
ments rade -to U.S. authorities after the approach, LUNT said
Le had had hozosexual relaticns at least five difrerent times
with a Bulgarian during an earlier trip to Sofia. LUNT
gave this Bulgarian travellers' checks, which the latter
planned to sell cn the biackmarket, was on one occasion
stcpped on the street with him by a Bulyarian civil peclice-
man, and corresponded with him in the interim between his
first visit znd the one during which the arproach tack place.
LUNT had written the Rulgarian hemosexual that he was retyrrning
to Sofia tefore arriving on the second cccasion.

The U.S. Visa and the Cubs TUY

NGSENKO said that in October 1960 he was sssisned to
accompany a delegation of automctive specialists cn a visit
to the United States but that when this trir was cecelled,
ke went on [DY to Cuba (lages 274-278). aAfter he had com-
pletcd arrangements for his passport and had submitted his
true name to the U.S. Embassy for a visa, thc Soviets were
informed by U.S. authorities that the d:l2gation could not
then be accepted in the United States. At about the same
time, a delcgation of nickel industry experts was being
readicd for departure to Cuba. At first, NOSENYO explained,
it was not considered nccessary for a sccurity officer to
acconpany this delegation to a friendly country, but at the
last rornent, two days before the delecation was scheduled to
leave Moscow, the Central Committee of the Communist Party
dermanded that such an officer go along. Because there was
no time to do otherwise, NOSENKO was chosen for this job
since he already had a valid passport and authori:zation to
travel abroad. Visa arrangemcnts were made for the transit
countrics and NOSENKO left with the delegation, returning to
Moscow in mid- or late Deccmber 1060.

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

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

name in connection with travel aoroad. (He travelled o
England in 1957 and 1958 as NIKOLAYEV, NOSENKO saiZ. because
he had used this name with Sritish citizens Q¥ 15 ARSI
in the Soviet Union; a$ .«»> suspected ot veing an intel-
ligence officer, NOSENKO was exposed under this identity.

He applied for U.S. entry:under true nane, however, despite
the fact that he had also used the NIKOLAYEV naze with
Americans; one of them was FRIPPEL who, according to the
CHEREPANOV papers and one other source, wcs suspected by the
KGB to be an American intelligence agent. NCSEYKO further
explained that he could not use the name NIKOLAYEV because
the automotive delegation cover he plarned to use in the
United States conflicted with the sports/cultural cover he

had used in Great Britain, and tho KGB feared that this

would be ncticed when the American and British services ex-
changed notes. The propesed sutomotive cover, however, con-
flicts in the same way with the Ministry cof Foreizn Affairs

cover NOSENKO used, again under true nane, in Geneva in 1962.
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NOSEXKO said that the decision to send him to Cudba
wag made two days before the delegation left Moscow because
& security officer was required avd 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. NOSEXKO, who
had been transferred to the U.S. Eabassy Section in order
to supervige and revitalize operations agasinst code clerks,
the Section's most important recruitment target, consequently
left Moscow on the day that MORONE also departed by train
for Warsaw and at a time that his subordirate KOSOLAPOV was
in Helsinki (12-16 November 1960), apparently in conbection

- with an operatior against John GARLAND.

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

When NOSENKO transterred from the Tourist Departeent
to the American Departncot, he took slong a number of the
sgents he had used in tourist opersticng with Lim: YEFREMOV
and voLxOV, 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 gl vho were used ln code clerk opera-
tions. These agents and NOSENKO's handling of them are dis-
cussed below.

(1) YEFXEMOV and YOLKOV |

NOSESNKO continued to pect with these t¥0 homosexual
sgents during Lis two years B8s Deputy Chief of the section.
fle did not use them in any vway, however, accordirg to his
gccount. The ocly contact of the tzo known to CIA was &
meeting in 1961 with BARRETT. In 1999, while in Moscow end
a C1: agept, BARRETT was compremised by YETRE'OV and VOLROV:
ia 1961, chortly after &pn upparently chence neeting with
then, BARRETT vwes recruited by the KGC on the basis of the
materials obtained in 1259, NOSENIO descritcd the compro-
mise cf BARRETT in 1959 and knew that he had been recruited
{fp 1961,  He did not know of BARRETT's contacts w¥ith YEFRE-
WOV and YOLKOV in 1961.

(11) FRIPPEL

NOSENKO said he continued to handlc TRIPFEL during tihe
196u-1961 period, despite the fact that he never provided
anything of value, because he and CHELNOKOV (the Chief of
tke Tourist Department who was always present at tnese
rcetings) “'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 NOSENKO's agent during
the 1955-1960 period. DUITRIYEV was then caployed by the
Japanese Exhibition in Moscow, and NOSENKO did not indicate
bow he was used in tourist operatious. NOSENXO did not
describe apny opcrational use of hin in 1960 or 1961.

(iv) RYTOVA

RYTOVA was NOSENKO's agent inm the Tourist Department
after 1956 or 1957, at which time she was esployed st the
Russian Permancnt Exhibit in Moscow. An Englisa 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 during his service
there.

(v) LEVINA
LEVIXA worked as a language teacher and librarisn at

the American Embassy and NOSENKO handled her because she
had 8 number of code clerks in her language classes, He
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pet with IEVINA @ punber of times, l'2t she never reportced
_anything ipteresting and ¥es never uncd dircctly ip opcre- i
tiors involving tie Arericans. "She =28 fircd froa the ’
Enbassy Lt tlhe end of 1960 or early 1951,

(vi) Johen PREISFREUND

As described in Pages 173-131 and discusscd above,
PREISFREUND vas, NOSENKO said, recruited by KOVSHUK in 1960
ard was hacdled LI NOSLNKO in the operation mgainst Jarmes
STORSBERG,.  LCoth NOSLNKO and PREISFREUND said thrt this was
the only operation in which he tonk pert. NOSZNKO suggested ,
to CIA that PREISFREUND would be able to attest to his C
description of this case, and CIA interviewed PREISFREUND .
in Helsinki and Stockhola during the suzmer of 1965, PREIS- o .
YREUND's account gencrally agreed with SOSENKO's ond he was 5::;;;;;;:
able to supply a considerable amount of personglifity and
background information concerning his former case officer.
From PREIS}REUND's menner during these intervievs, the nature
of his responses and statements, arnd his sctions sfter the
interviews were completed, there was no reasonshle doudt
that ho remaincd under KGB control while meeting the CIA
represcntatives.

BB NGB cryptonym "SARDAR™) was re
KO in 1u6l. A Syrian B AR AESSEEIL R
was first targetted against aacrice louse
was <hen used only in the development operation against
ZUJUS, the successor to Janes STGHSLERG as militzry code
. clerk ic Moscow., @EFEThpet and developed ZUJUS, but nothing
had cozme of the operstion at the tine NOSENKO transferred
from the American Department. Yo other use was made of this
agent and there was 1O approach to ZUJUS. NOSENKO first
ed that ClA actempt a "false flag" recruitzent of
sing his (NOSENRKO's) name for this purpose; he pio -
IA with CRESHTHSIRLITSRRDRin Danascus So that
; * ater NOSENKO said that &85
like PREISFREUND, could verify NOSENKO's position as his o
handler in the ZUJUS operation (Pages 209-212) _ CIA inter-
_ viewed ZUJUS, who vaguely recalled havirg net KELA
| recall his name and denied that his relationshi
vas as close as KNOSENKO reported. :

L ————— - e s s 7 11 e e e -

TOP SECRET B

- -




14-00000

CLLRERL YD ¢ AN e = S bt - -

731.

m. Transfer to the Tourist Departnéﬁt

Some time in the fall of 1961, NOSENKO said, he heard
of GRIBANOV's decision to promote himto the position of
Deputy Chief of the eontire American.Department. NO3SENKO, _ ..
however,  knew that his chief and friend KOVSHUX wanted the
job and that FEDOSEYEV (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
wighing toc 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. BALTUIN, in July 1962.
To this GRIBANOV agreed. NOSENKO said that GRIBANOV did

- not discuss with himhis reasons for wanting to appoint him

Deputy Chief of the American Department or for appointing:
him Chief of the American Tourist Section, nor did he discuss
with NOSENKO his personal requirements for these positions.
On one occasion, ip early 1965, 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 questiors 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 Americau Department,. had earlier held this po-
sition, according to NOSENKO and GOLITSYN. He iad 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, .

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

By contrast, GRIBANOV's original candidate for®the job,
NOSENKO, was present when KOZLOV recruited BURGI,and himself
recruited BARRIS 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
admi tted under interrogation, was ''not good."

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

_at various times that this took place in January 1962 and

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

it was pointed out that he appetred 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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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 defectod; he pluced this on‘
15 January 1962 and refused to believe the correct date of
15 December 1961. )

n. Remarks o

For no single reesponsibility has NOSEXNKO substantiated
his alleged sBervice as Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy
Section in the years 1960-1961. His statements about the
appointnent to and transfer from this position have been
ipconsistent; his comparatively narrow experience and his
acknowledged falsehoods about a persobal relationship with
the Chief of the KGB Second Chief Directorate, GRIBANOV,
dispel the likelihcod that these personnel assignments were
made 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 hirnself; 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 ignorant of significant facts.

The reporting by NOSENKO thus was so superficial, so in-
conplate, and 50 demonstrably erroneous as to suggest_without

reservation that he never gerved as an officer. in the U.S._.
Embassy Séction, zuch less ags its Deputy Chief.. All avail-

*able evidence, excluding that from certain Soviats who were

CIA and FBI sources (see Parts VIII.H. and VII.I. below),
combines to formulate this conclusion.

i
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7. Tourist Department (1962-1964)

-

a. Introducti~cn

NOSLNKO ajreed during the interrogatiouns at the beginning
of 1965 that he must have reported for duty as Chief of the
. pmerican Tourist Section on about 3 January 1962.* 1In this
job he was responsible for pianning and supervising KGB acti-
vities against all tourists of Arperican, British, and Caradian
nationalities arrivirg in the USSR, and his duties also encom-
passed preparations for the coming tourist season (Pages 2825-
287).

it ohitem e byt

]
1)
3

)
-

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

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

Hi

.
patc

b. ~bse:nces from Yoscow:

During his two years in the Tourist Department, NOSEXNKO
was availapble to perform his assigned duties only part of the
time. ‘After arriving in the American Tourist Section and after
‘the approach to JOENSON on 5 January 1962, NOSENKO spent sev-
eral weeks “gettingy the feel" of things by talking to case offi-
cers, reviewing repcrts of the section's activities during the
previous two years, and discussing plans for the up-coming tour-
ist season. In mid-February he began preparations for his assign-
i ment to Geneva with the Disarmament Delegation. NOSENXO has .-
said that this involved discussions with the Eleventh Depart- S
ment of the Second Chief Directorate, responsible for arranging T ,
for security coverage of Soviet delegations going abroad, as i -
well as with the case officers responsible for the investigation ;;,_1~*'“'
of suspected American agent SHAKHOV. NOSENKO said that he did~ ;
this on a part-time basis in addition to his regular duties,
but has noted in another context that these preparations required
sufficient time to make it impossible for him to take a personal
part in the recruitment of BIENSTOCK ir February 1962. On
15 March 1962, NOSENKO arrived in Geneva, remaining there with
the delegation until 15 June, when he left Geneva by train to
return to Moscow to reassume his duties as Chief of Section.
(He said that he had no deputy chief in this position, and it
is unclear who performed these functions in his absenca.) Thus,
according to NGSENKO's account, of the six months he was Chief

———_——— - -

n o ———————

¥ TRIs date was settled upon after hLe acknowledged that his
approach to the American tourist W.E. JOHNSCON must have
occurred on 5 January, as CIA records show.
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of the Americcn Tourist Section, he was in Mos“ow only three
months ard for nuch of this time was involved ih breaking in
abrozd. NOSZHKO said ne hed "no acconplishments” in this !
period. L .

In the fall of 1962, NOSENKO went on leave for a wmorth in
Sochi with his wife urd mother. 1OSENKO has estimated that six
morths of 1963 were spent Cn Vario:s temporary assignments in
the Soviet Union outcide cf Moscow, plus a one-nonth's vacation
in 1€53. From 15 June 19€2 to s arrival in Sencva cn 19 Janu-
ary 1964, a period of 18 months, UOJENKO was aksent from KG38
Headquerters for eight months. Trus in the period 1962-63,
holding supervisory pousitions, NOSELKO was absent or "reading
in® for about 13 months, cr akout S0 percent oi the time.

or Lis rew job or in pireparing for his temporary assignment | F
3
t
}
|

c. Personal Participation in Cperat:ons

NOSENKO hoad direct operationcl cortact with tnree Americans
during 1962 ard 1963. Two of these (tLhe approach to JOHNSCN
ard the 1nterrogation oi hARGHOCKY) were unu<ual 1n that they
were provocatiorns without any attempt to recruit the target;
NOSELKO could namne no cther examples of. such operations. In
both cases, the victim of the provccation has verified ROSENKO's
presence. The third cace, the rec-ruitaent approach to BRAWNS,
was unsuccessful. Additiorally, WOZfNKO supervised the homo-
sexual ccrnromise of KCTEY, who was closely vied in withgrifeld
RN ENER

(1) The W.E. JCHNSCH Provoraticn

ceasitive scurce and related.

JOHNSON (Pages 289-293), NO3ENKO said, was i Moscow as

a tourist in early January 1902 ard was considerrd for recruit-

ment, but a decision was made thet he was nct worth the eflort :

as he had ro access to classified naterials and lived too tar {
) from the KGB Legal Residencies i1n washington and New York City. i
f (JCHNSON's home was in Texas.) Severai days after this deci-
’ sion was made, postal intercepts showed that JCINSON' was writirg
abusive letters concerning the Sovietr Un:ion. They were "so
bitter" and critical that the KGB decided that something had
to be done to stop him., At about the same time the KGB received
an indication that JOHIZON was a romosexual, and it was dec ded
to entrap him cn this basis and force hum to promise not to
write any more letters or criticize the USSR in articles when "
he returned to the United States. The compromise was effected
by use of NOSENKO's homosexual agents, and 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. Eunbassy
reporting that NOSENKO had recortacted him.

e € 1
s

CiRS

v

NOSENKO told CIA in June 1962 that he had taken part in
this operation "in January." When he contacted CIA in Geneva
: in 1964 he had a scrap of paper on which was noted JOHNSON's
: nane and the date "5 January 1962." This was the actual date
! of the approach, but NOSENKO insisted that the date bore no
i relationship to the name, arnd that the approach to JOHNSON took

o = e ot i
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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

!
b
!

N FARGAS € e DOy N M A LTS 4

el

i ‘. against him. This implies a very tight time schedule, JOHNSON -
¥ arrived in Moscow on 31 December 1961; NOSENKO said he reported .
R for duty as Section Chief on 3 January 1962; JOHNSON reported :
* his first contact with NOSENKO's homosexual agent VOLKOV the :
% evening of 4 January; and the approach by NOSENKO was on 5 Janu- . :
% ary.

% .

-ﬁ Although NOSERKO implied in 1962 that his homosexual agents

VOLKOV and YEFREMOV: were the ones who criginally detexmined
,cngNSON's hemosexuality, he said in 1964 only that there were
signs.” ~ NOSENKD did not know what these indications were Or .
where they came from. JOHNSON reported that he first met the :
agent VOLKOV on the evening of 4 January when the latter sat
down at his restaurant table; on this same occasion VOLKOV in~-
vited JOHNSON to his hotel room the n2xt day. The fact that
VOLKOV joined JOHNSON uninvited anc set him up for the approach
without leaving the table suggests that there had, in fact,
been signs of his homosexuality beforenand and that coperational

plans had been laid by tiis time.

NOSENKO has described the caution taken in othar homosexual
entrapment cases and has named several which were called off
because of a risk of gcar.dal. 1t is, therefore, vnusual that
the KGB would take this risk merely to force JOHNSON, an
American and a Baptist minister, to stop writing insulting let-
ters and articles. ) . i

NOSENKO did not know why he became involved in this opera-
tion the’day after he reported for duty in the 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 JOHNSOH as NIKOLOV)
the "Chief of Police.”

I . (ii) The BARGHOORN Provocation-Arrest

The arrest of Professor BARGHOORN (Pages 304-309) took .
at the end of October 1963, at the time NOSENKQO said he

'place
irst Deputy Chief of the Tourist Cepartment. NOSENKO has

was F

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

| . PENKOVSKIY dgad drop is discussec above.
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described in cetail the selcction of B)23IOLPK as a hostege for
fvaiov (the KGB officer arr cted chortiv befor- in New York
City as a result of A T e s 52 YV the gplanring
of the provocation, ol 2l = A fa) : n3 BAIGHDORN
which were not related to the provocation, DAXCHEOORN'S arrest .
in Moscow, and the early ctag?3 of his interrogetion. Except
for some variaticn in datcs, LOSENKO's accounts of BARGEOORI'S'
movenents and of-the sequcnce of events in the provocation-
arrest matched that of BARGIIOOR!N., This case is in two way3
similar to the approach to W.E. JOHNSON: It was an operation
in which there was_no thought of recruitment, and RARGHCOMN 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 matcrials” which had
been planted on him. With this officer on this one occasion
was his "chief,” whom BARGHOORN subsequently identified Dby photo-
graph as NOSELKO. NOSENKO has sald that he was told.bhy the
Chief of the Tourist Department that GRIEANOV wanted him (NOSENLKO)
present in the interrogation room at the time when BARGHGOPH
admitted that he had the. compromising information in his posses-~
gicn at the time cf arrcsat. NOSENXO did not kncw why hig par-
ticular presence was aceded or desircd, tut he complied des;ite
the fact that he did rot want to reveal hie face to BARG!HOOPN
as he kncw BARGHOORN would be released. LOSILKO said that he
stayed in the interrogation room ornly until the interrogatirg
of ficer sccured this aamission and then he left. BARGHOCRU
has reported that UNSEURO attended one of the interrogaticn
sessions, that th:s gession covered only biogrepinic and bzrkxground
matters, and that thne ccmpromising dar:rents and his possessicn
of them had been discussed the previous evening, right after his

arrest.

1n describing the plannirag of this provccaticn, NOSZNKO
told ClA that the suggestion to pruvide 8ARGHOOEN came frcn
GRIEANOV, who toox the idea of arresting BARG!OOKN to KGB chair-
pan SEMICHASTNYY, but did not divulge t> him that it would ke .
based on provocation. nhis was on the Jay befnre the arrast.
SEMICHASTIYY agreed with the idea of the arrest ard sacured
permission to carry it out from EBREZHNEV, as KiRUSHCHEV was
out of Moscow at the time. Reliable scurces show, however,
that KHRUSHCHEV was in Mcscow on 30 October, the day when SEMI-
CHASTNYY allegedly called BREZENEV, and was also there oOn 3l
October, the cday cf the arrest. BREZHNIV was not seen Ly
westerners in Moscow from 29 October until 2 November 1363.

W{iii) The Aoproach to BPAUNS

NOSENKO said he personally approached the American tour-
ist BRAUNS (Pages 293-295) shortly after returning to Moscow
syom Geneva in 1962. BRAUNS had lived in Leningrad until World
war II, had left with the fleeing Germans, and had eventyally
settled in the United States, where he was a technician wocking
at an "interesting company making computers, adding machines,
or other instruments.”® NOSENKO had originally instructed his

TOP SECRET
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SR Alegal Residency reported thar KOTEN was in contac.
with an s-portant Z¥&ccent in ; that he was carrying

1317.

subordinate KRUPNOV to handle the case, but KRUPNOV was not able
to get anywhere with BRAUNS and in the middle of the approach
called NOSENKO fcr hLelp. NOSELKD went to the Mcscow Hotel where
KRUPNOV and BRAUNS were talking, and he eventually secured-
ERAUNS' agreement to cooperate, againsc threas of imprisonrent
for treason on the basis of his wartim2 flight from the Soviet
Union. BRAUNS left Moscow the next day for Leningrad, and be-
cause NOSENKO felt the recruitment was *shaky,” KIUPNOV was "
sent after him to consclidate the agreenent. BPAUNS refused

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

was clear to NOSENKD, hcwaver, that BR:UNS. was 8O frightenecd
that he would never work for the KGB; NOSTNXO thereupcen decidad
to terminate the casa, and BRAUNS wag sent on his way.

NOSENKO could not recall his position at the rtime he approazhed

PRAUNS, he did not know why SRANS had visited thc Soviet Uaicn,
and he was unable to name any Soviet citizens with whomn BZAUNS
came into contact while in the USSR. ERAUNS, irn fact,_had spent
almost a weck in Moscow before the approac.a was pacde. . During
thig time’ he spent his days with an Inturist tour arnd his even-
ings with an old girlfriend he Lhad known Tafore the war. She
had been writing to BRAUNS in the United States for ahout a yoear,
telling him of her unhappy marriage and i-pendiry divorce.
ERAEUNS had written her cf his intention to vizit the USSR, and
che travelled specially from her heme in Lenincrad tc Moscow toO
spend this time with hinm.

According to the account given by ERAUNS, the men (NOSENKO,
acceréing to MNOSENXO) 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 KRUPNDV. BRAUNS
was unable to-identify NOSLNKO's photograph but explained that
he was so frichtered that he prcbably cculd pot recognize any-
one involved. Other aspects of his story therefore may ke ccn-
fused.

({v) The Arrest of KOTEN

NOSENXO said he supervised the homosexual provncation and
arrest of American tour guide KOTEN in 1963 and the develop-
ments in the case were reported to him (Pages 298-392); he was
not in face-tc-face contact with KOTEN. NOSENKO explained that
KOTEN, a member of the CPUSA, had freguently visited the USSR
gince the war, heI numerous suspicicus ccntacts there, and was
considercd possibly to be a “plant” (presurably of the F3I) ir
ve Cormunist Party. Prior to his arrival in1963, @IS sSAR

s

the addrecs of relatives o£~this agent with uLim on his trip,
and that he intended to visit them. ©Cn this basis, it was
considered that ke might have the missicn of invescigatina

AN ager.t insidie the USSR. & 1w el e )
ot g3 2 Tk SLBR 35T AR Pt e B

r ¥ As 1t was suspected iroux r trips tha%t KOTEN
was a homosexual, the KGB planned to compronise hir, arrest
_him, break him, and provide time for the €% agent to make his
escape from the United States. KOTEN ‘was arrested, but the GKE¥
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the United states, and wten the CPUSA

agent refused to lcave
f one of its members, KOTEN was released.

protested the arrest o

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

reasons why the KGB should doubt his loyalty. His homogexuality

was well-known to hlis acquaintances within the CPUSA, and at
iet Union he was acting as a tour

the time of his trip to the Sovi
guide for the lNew York firm “afton Tours,"” which is owned by .
SVENCHANSKIY. (NOSENKO said that SVEKCHANSKIY, alio a Commuiiist,

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

NOSENKO was able to give a consilerable
ing data on the *important agent” BEVY
This agent had been i s i

2 £ *%Ef.'

Sre FUIFEN'S
 OROTE N

[
-

i g 9
: The fact that KOTEN had bLeen arcested on chargas of homo-
! gexuality was leaked by Inturist to pruss scrvices two days
‘ after the roported date of the orrest, resulting in wide pub-

licity in Western rewspapers. ('tha U.S. "rrbassy was nct noti-
fied officially until =wo days later.) There was no apparert
reascn fcr this extrerciy unusu2l step by the KGi3, which can

2 assumed to manipulate Inturist for operaticnal support pur-

POEES .

After the CPUSA had protested the action, XOTTN was re-~
leased frcm priscn., HZ was told that tnhe incident was a mistake
which had Leen cortected, that h2 was free ro> go anywhcre he
in the Soviet Uaion, and that re c¢2:.1d return anytime.

33 the @, agent, has sjince repatriated to the Soviet

AT S T el

d. Agents Handled by NOSENKO

[ 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, BFCHA and RYTOVA
(Pages 287-289). The homosexuals he used the day after his
, return, in the operaticn against W.E. JCHENSON. This was their
oo first operational use since the fall of 1353; they were never
used again before beiny terminated at the end of 1962 or early
1963, NOSENKO said, bvecause they were "too well known." PREIS-
FREUND was considered compromiscd to tmerican Intelligence
following the defection of GOLITSYHd, <O he also was never used
again, although NOSEKKO met hin sccially when PREISFRELUND re-
turred to Moscow on tusiness trips as recently as 1963. puring
_ the first part of 196z, on instructions from KOVSHUK and the
- Chief of the americzen Department, NOSENKO continued tc meet
with who was still involved in the developrment of ZUJLUS,
the Anerican code clerk. NOSEL¥XO last saw Lefore going
to Geneva in March 1562; WEiISS left <he Soviet tnion to return
to Syria while UOSENKO was away. ~RYTOVA, NOSENKO said, had
been his agent since 1956 or 1957. " Some time in 1962 she moved
from her pcsitiorn as an instructor of Greek at the Institute
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139,

of International Relations to a position in the school of the
CPSU Central Committee and ceased agent work. Altrcugh she
wag inactive, NOSENKO continued to be registered as .er case
officer until 1964, when he defected. :

() PRIPPEL
Having left his assigrment in Moscow in early 1961, FRIPPEL

" (Pages 129-133" and’ Pary vill.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 NOSEiIKO and
CHELNOKOV in Odessa, and two later times in Moscow and Odessa,
when NOSERKO 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-

parted 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 HOSENKO apparently made
a phone call to ask permission to go aboard FRIPPEL'S ship, and
it might have been at this meeting or the earlier one that
NOSENKO told him something of his personal background. (FRIPPEL
knew a considerable amount of information about NOSENKO's father
and family.) NOSENKO denied the possibility that he would have
to request permission to board the vessel and said that if he
had told FRIPPEL anything about himself, it was when' he was
drunk. Both FRIPPEL and NOSENKO agreed that FRIPPEL provided
no information of value during any of these meetirgs.

(i1) SVENCHANSXIY

NOSENKO has cited SVENCHANSKIY, KGB cryptonym “"ANOD,® as
an example of the Second Chief Directorate's use of foreign
travel agents to signal the KGB when an interesting tourist is
about to visit the Soviet Union (Pages 295-298). 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 SVENCHANSKIY's file as the

responsible officer.

NOSENKO first said that he had read SVENCHANSKIY's file
and then changed this to say that he had only skimmed it. He
pet twice with his new agent, once in September 1963 and once
Jater in the year. On both occasions, NOSKOV was present.
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NOSENYO said that at the time SVENCHANSKLY was recruited
in 1961 that, because SVENCHANSK1Y was known %o have kad con- _
tacts with AMTORG in New York, there was some suspicion that T
he mignt be an FBL agent. NOSENKO was unable to be more pre= -
cise as to tna basis for these suspicions arnd, when asked how ) Lﬂ__ )
A R
t
[}

NOSYOV had resolvec them, was able to say only that NOSKOV
*felt” that SVENCHANSKIY was not an American agent.

NOSENKO knew little about SVENCHANSKIY's background from
the one-volume file kept on him in the Tourist Department: He
aid 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
to his travel agency, SVENCHANSKIY ran a Russian-language book-
store in Chicago. FBI and CIA records show that SVENCHANSKIY -
has becn erployed by a series of registered Soviet Government |
organizations in the United States since the early 1930°'s, :
that he was released from his position as a United 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 and his book store are affiliated with registered Sov- :
iet agencies, Inturist and Mezhkniga. Allegation3 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 SVENCHANSZK1Y to the Soviet espionage
network in the United states during the war. The FBI has re-
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1dential cecretary of GOLOS, the "director of Soviet espion- \
age in the United States.” (NOSENKO knew that someone called

i Sonya worred for SVENCHANSKIY in New York, but said that she

8 is not a KGB agent and was not the one who marked the visa _
} " applications.) ;
r r

e. The OSWALD Investigation

o
o

As First Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department, NOSENKO
said, he was directiy irvolved in the investigation of OSWALD'S
. actfvities in Minsk which was ordered after the assassination
r of President KENNEDY (2ages 136-144 and Part virr.p.s.). It
' is 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 i

: 1ived in Minsk was restricted to passive otservation. .

§. The CHEREPANOV Investigation

.-ﬁﬂ",l[ iy

A

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. Renmarks

T

Leaving aside NZSENKO's unsubstantiated claims 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 operatjors and investigations
of the period appears artificiAl in scpe instances and im-
plausible in others. KOSENKO's knowledge of the origins of
the JOHNSOXN case is incorplete, the timing conflicts with other
activitiec attrabuted to himself, the expressed purpose of
tne comprouise in unigue, and the outcozs seems to have little
consequence beyond enabling JOHNSOXR toO confirm that NOSENKO
appeared in it. Although BRAWMIS may have been in a position
to corioborate NOSExKO's appearance in that operation, he has
r.ot done so and his statements contradict KOSENKO on the part ;
the latter played. So too Jdo the statements of B RGHOORN, who { ;
recognized NOSENKO as a person who was seen briefly during the '
interrogation sessions; certain facts from other sources con=
tradict NOSENKO on one important cetail (KHRUSHCHEV's presence
ir. Moscow) of the EBARGHOORN arrest, explaired ag_a retaliation-
hostage actizn for events in A e R pe pre s
prRen R P MOSELKO's informati=id Wt L Iet arres. :
erican Communist KOTIN seens simply to have confirned :
. earlier information G lRic o E AR AR AT, HOSEUXKO's

information on the baCAgloused i/ cperation i3

fragmentary. lacking even the most impcreant facts krown froa

‘geveral, mainly overt, scurcesj his attendance at meetings

with SVENCHANSXIY: was confined to the two times when the .

original handler was also present. The position of NOSENKO in

_the FRIPPEL and OSWALD cases ig discussed in Part vVIli.D.5.

In summary, NO ENKO's operational work was not comrensurate

with that of a Section Chief and Deputy Department Chief, nor

with that of a case officer, regardless of rank. Where the

participation of 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 (:::::===h

that he was even a case officer. : _——
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E. Examination of Other Aspects of NOSENKO's Biography

1. KGB Awards and Ranks

a. Awvards

At various times since contacting CIA in 1962, NOSENKO
described a series of awards and decorations which hz received
over the years for his parformance of duties in the Second Chief
Directorate (Pages 313-321). e claimed to have received the
Order of Lenin, the Order of the Red Star, and the 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. Rarnks

NOSENKO's descriptions of his various rarnk promotions 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 che rank of lieutenant while serving
in the Far East with the naval GRU at the teginning cf 1951.
NOSENKO explained that the required time in grade is scmetimes
cut in half for cfficers serving at this undesirable post, and
that this is why he was promoted after only six months of
active duty. In 1966 NCSENKO said for the first time that he
did rot enter on active 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 lieutenaat
colonelcy. NOSENKD gave an apparently accurate description
of the structure of his salary as a major (so much for rank,
so much for longevity, etc.) and pointed out that he was fill-
ing a position (Chief of Sectinon) normally held by a lieutenant
colonel. On contacting CIA again in 1964, NOSENKO claimed the
rank of lieutenant colonel. He supported this claim with the
TDY authorization issved for the CHEREPANOV search,®* which

¥ Sce Part VIII.D.2. for a discussion of the likelihood that
NOSENKO served in the naval GRU.

a% See Part VIII.B.7.c. for an analysis of the CHEREPANOV
case.
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gave NOSENKO's rank as lieutenant colonel and was slgned 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-
ticns came during the interrogations of Jenuary 13965 waen he
volunteered out of context ard for no clesr recason that he hed
never held the rank of major but rather, because of a scries
of administrative slip-ups and GRIBANOV'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 tha:

he was a major.®*

3
b
f
i

g

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

by

A
i
é
e
e

C. ZXcmarxs

NOSENKO's admissions regarding his awarcs and prcmotions
directly affect his self-portraiture as a successful and rapidly .
rising KG3 officer. They also have a beari SliAke £ the '
alleged reasons for this rise gk wih ‘
GRIBANOV's favoritism. NOSENKO s
BANOV's name to each cf the awards he earlier cl
received. In most cases it was GPRIBANOV who cecCided that
NOSENKO should get a particular award; in the rest, it was
GRIEANOY who physically presented the award to NCSENKO. The
game. is true of NOSENKO's account of his rank premotions:
GRIBANOV, NOSENKO said, had promised him that he would be pro-
moted cirectly from senicr lieutenant to major in 1959; when
the Persorrnel Department made a mistare 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 ¢ that he was
: proroted directly to lieutcnant colonel. fhis is what happened,
NOSENXO said in 1965, and after he received his rank of lieu-
tenant colonel, GRIBAIOV called him in and corgratulated him.
On the basis of NOSEXKO's admissivas, there is additional rea-
son to queg:tion his relaticnship with GRIBANOV.**

NOSENKO carried with him to Geneva, against ¥GR regulation
and for no reason he could explain, ar official HIB 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 CHEREPANOY and NOSENKO's document is also fabricated and
not a mistake as NOSENKO claims.)

* This change of story coincided clecselv in time with a change
in the infcrmation reported by ¥ 15 Shortly after NOSENRO'S :
defection had said that remarks by his KGB associates :

e QITNKO 7as 1 lieutenant colonel.

eh i
was only a capzain.

_#% NOSENKO's retractions and changes of story concerning his
personal and cperatioral relationship with GRIBANOV are
discussed elsewhere (Pages 327-336).
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2. Affiliation with Communist Party Organs

a. Introduction

RIS g - gt

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, NOSEKKO told CIA, he was apoointed Secretary of
the small Komsomol ZOrganization of the Second Chief Director-
ate, a group of about 17 members.

.
-
.
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5% b. Discucsion

NOSEN)O 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 i
certain basic information which DERYABIN felt a person in this
positior. should have. Thus, for example, NOSLiKO provided a
description of the system of levying dues on Kcrsomol members
which was substantially inccrrect and was unaware that a Kom-
somol Congress (the first in nany years and therefcre a major
event) had been held cduring his claimed tenure 2s Secretary.

NOSENKO said that he held the position of Komosmol Organi-
zation Secretary until the late spring or early summer of 1954,
when he got into trouble for navirg used official KGB alias
documentation to conceal the fact that he received treatment
for venereal disease contracted from a prostitute. Immediately
after this incident, said NOS&ENKO, he was removed from nis
position and a “strict reprirand® 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 NOSENKO was
admitted as a candidate member of the Comnunist Party cf the
" Soviet Union, he vas the orly cfficer in the KGB who was neither
'a Komsomol nor a Party member. LOSINKO's account of his expul-
: sion from the Komsczol on reaching his 27th birthday is con-
i tradicted by the official Statutes of the Komsomol in effect
at that time. These regulations stipulate a maximum age of
25 years and NCSENKO should therefcre have been forced cut at
the end of October 1953, upon reaching his 26th birthday. This i
was explained to NOSENKO, who insisted that he remained a member
until he became 27 years old and that no speciail exceptions
were made in his case.

¢. Remarks

The fact that NOSENKO is incorrect regarding the age limi-
tation makes it cdoubtful that his account of the venereal
disease incident and his removal from the Komsomol Secretary-
ship is true. The date which he gives to this incident is
after that on which he should have been expelled from the Kom-
somol. (Additionally, NOSENKO's descripticns of the veneral
disease incident, his use of false documents, and his subsequent
punishment by the KGB and the XKomsomol have been inconsistent;
see Pages 80-8l).
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The evidence that NOSENKO lied about this particular
aspect of his first tour in the U.S. Embassy Section further
suggests that his entire account for this period of his
career is fabricated (See Part VIIL.D.3.).
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3. Schooling
a. Ictroduction - ' g
There is relatively little reliable collateral irformation
concerning NOSEXO's schooling up until 1950, Other than what

. he himself has reported, available information consists of over*!
‘press releases pertainirng to the Minister NCSENKO's career {(and. _

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

references to these other sources, is summarized below, 5

With the exception of minor variations in dates, attribut- f
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
tellirgs. Moreover, his accounts of having studied in Lenin-
grad and Moscow agree with informaetion concerning the positions -
and movements of the elder NOSZXKO during these years. In con- !
trast, the pericd immediately following, during which NOSEXNKO ¢
allegedly received his early training in naval matters i{s char-
acterized with freguent changes of story, contradictions, and
admitted falsehood.

b. Discussion

In 1964 and 1665 NOSENKO recalled that he enrolled in the
Moscow special naval school in the summer of 1941, immediately
after the Germans attacked the Soviet Union, and was evacucled
with the entire school from Moscow to Kuybyshev in September
to begin studies in the seventh grade. {(An article in the Sov-
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 completedi
the seventh grade. The article did not indicate that the Moscow;
school was evacuated.) In April 1966, NOSENXO remembered that 1
he did no* go to Kuybyshev at this time but rather had been
evacuared to €helyabinsk with his mother and entered the seventh
grade of a regular school. :

1964 ard 1965 that he returned from Kuybyshev in the swmer 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
!
!

!
In keeping with his respective accounts, NOSENKO said in !
]

!

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

* Describing the reasons for his transfer to the Leningrad Naval
Preparatory School, 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
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 Achinesk,
-but was shut down.

el
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_ earlier acccunte hc said he was at the preparatcry school there

to NOSENKO's statements, NOSENKO would have been about two

| ve oLulit-t

2qain to accommodate the added yecar in Chz2lyabinsk, NOSENKO
gaid in 1966 that he spent half a years (actually, accordirg to
the rest of the story, about thrze months) in Baku before run-
ning away from schocl back to Mescow in January 1944, In

from Cctober 1942 until January 1944. Earlier he had also
giver. exganaive and charging accounts of his escape fronm school
to join the Soviet front against the Germans at Tuapie; now he
admitted@ that this was a lie. By cuttirg the time he was in i
Baku from 15 months to about three, NOSENKO also admitted im-

Plicitly that his accounts of the basic- trainirg he received

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

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

his “"certainty” that he cclebrated his 15th birthday in Baku

were also false.

NOSENKO has bLeen relatively consistent in recounting the
events of 1344. 1In 1364, 1965 and again in 1966 he told of
studying as an “external® student in Moscow to complete his
ninth year of schooling and of rejoining his classmates from
Baku when the naval prcparatory school returnad to 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 ternth 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 tae
latter category he has claimed and later adnitted as untrue that
he atternded the Frunze Naval Academy from 1543 to 1944, that
he was on active military duty until being demobilized in 1945,
and that he wes ghct in the hand by a jealous ycung naval offi-
cer in 1945.) According to the account given under interroga-
tion in April 1964, 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 neval officer in February
or March 1945 and cthat he shot himself in "early” 1945; since
the 1964 interrogaticns he has claimed only that he received
a statement of the courses fre had attended at the preparatory
school and that he completed the tenth grade at thc Shipbuild- {
ing Tekhnikum in Leningrad. ) .

T A

The earliest collateral information specifically concern-
ing NOSELKO's educational backgrou¥;_1 ;:22rs to ﬂleéfkééﬂ*kc
Gereral sericd described annay h;;u"@A;.év‘ ;_.;é:?ggl.‘ o) R
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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 kxnown a scn of the Minister NOSENKO in the naval school in
Leningrad from 1944 to 1946. He was then shown a picture of
NOSENKO and confirmed this was the man. However, acccrding
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classcs tehind ARTIHONOV, arnd wouid rave heun at the scnool

for only about two ronths. It is ccnceivadle <rat the preseace
of the scn of the Mimister of Snipruilding would be widely krown
tn the school and later remembered, but s0 would that son's
self-inflicted wound ard disappearance, «which ARTAMONOV has not
mer.tioned. It 1is unlikely, moreover, that ARTARMCNOV 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. {NOSEIKO
claims rot to have kncwn ARTAMONIOV nor to recognize the name.)

In all zccounts, including his 1962 statementy, HOSENKO
has said that he entered tte Instituts of International Rela-
tions in Moscow in 1945. His descriptions of courses, events
and fricnds are as vague and unsubstantial as his accounts of
his earlier schooling. He has given various cates for his
graduation and has explained that he did so to cover up the
fact that he failed his fin21 examinztion in the subject of
vMarxism-Leninism," of which he was ashamed. UtHOSENKO indst re-
cer.tly ciaimed that he received his Ziploma in tre end of the
summor of 1950. YR POREO ] T

X

c. Remarks

ROSCNKO's own admissions, as well as the small amount of
collateral informztior available, moke it clear that auch of his
account of his education has keen false. ‘‘he reasons for tnis
are rot at all clear and peri:aps, ir fact, there is no logical
explanation., The Cix psychologist «ho tested and questioned
“GSENKO about his youth sucgested that, under ~orditiors of
interrogation, he may lie for no other rezson other than his
neeé Lo savje face. This vied is an accurate description of
HOSERKO's behavior when questioned irn cetarl on this and other

cpects of his pre-KGE life; it is noct so with regard to ques-
tioning on his intelligence career, Nor does the psychologist's
view appear to erplain why NOSENKO forgot or was unwilling to
tell Cla about an entire y<ar of his life, particularly such a
significant one, after consistently and apparently accurately
(judging from the Soviet press accouuts 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
1lived Ly someone else) Las 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 Motivatton, and Other Opera-
Tional C.rcuastances

1. 1Introduction

Appraisals of NOSENKQO 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 manner as were NOSENKO's production, sourcing, and '
biography for they are tangible pleces of evidence. In the .
next portions of this paper are presented these appraisals,
which draw chiefly upon Pages 603-641 (for NOSENKO the man),
Pages 20-29 (for his motivations), and Pages 11-19 and 30~

43 (for the operational circuzstances).

2, NOSENKO

The CIA specialists who assessed NOSENXKO foubd him to
be of above-average intelligence, cne of them saying that
*his effective iptelligence is more cleverness than intel-
lectuality, more shrewduess than efficliency. " He_ is capeble
of good memory and, as illustrated Yy bis repeating certain

facts_in TﬂEﬁ}i@E:g?“ﬁéﬁééT—Eipﬁgle_qg_wngj_appeag; to hLe
Egeq_nemorizaxiogmgl details. 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 VIFLD, and VIII.E. discuss NOSENKO's truthfulness
with reference to his Soviet Intelligence ard personal
backgrounds. Here may be added other observations by the
CIA specialists: NOSENKO can exercise decepti on cleverly,
he improvised and was evasive under interrogation, and he
hss a “"remarkable” disregard for the truth where it serves
his purposes. The results of the polygraph'examination wvere
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 attenpt to mislead
American Intelligence. Independently, then, this conclusion
raises the questions of whether NOSENKO was dispatched by

. the KGB and if so, why he was chosen. Regarding the latter

point, it is noted that a CIA psychiatrist observed: "This

3_ man is capable of playing & role and playing it effectively,”
{

and that a CIA psychologist stated: '"From a distance NO-

! SENKO looks very good [ to his KGB superiors] as a possible
penetration agent, but close up he leaves much to be desired."
It was "close up,"” in the CIA debriefings and interrogations,
that NOSENKO displayed an insbility to explais the gaps and
errors in his reportiog. .
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3. Motivation

Part of one's motivation for such a2 drastic act as
treason or defection may not be wholly coascious, ind there
may be underlying causes which any source aight not want
or be able to admit ecven to hinsclf. Thus, what XOSEMNKO
said about notivation need not be taken at face value, and
for this recason the whole question of Lis motivation must
remain a miror weight ir the overall asscsszent of bona fides.

NOSENKO has tried to present a neaningful explszatlion
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 amouat of
operational money which NOSENKO needed to replace was hardly
enough to have driven him to treasoa, especially sirce '
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 CTA moncy ip aﬁotbef;druniéﬁ'dégqgghery_(with the
tame companion) and camne 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. Thereupon \OSENKO added nevw
reasons: His distaste for certain aspects orf the regize,
his resentment of KHRUSHCHEV, aad his liking for JAmericans.,

~

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 conerent explanaticn for
the change of heart and in October 1966 he denied, for the
first time, that hehad said in 1962 that he would not de-
fect. His only motivation was that, having risen to the
level of Deputy Department Chief, he would not get to travel
abroad any more. (This contradicts NCSENKO's 1962 state-
ments; anticipating immirent promotion to Deputy Cepartment
Chief, he said that he would ILeave the USSR at least once
8 year in the future.) For no visible reason NOSENKO seems
to have abandoned a purportedly successful and promising
career, an undisturbed razily life and children of shom
he was fond, cast shame on his father's memory zud his re-
maining relatives, and departed forever from his osn 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 borae out by his conduct,
attitudes, remarks or reactions. He appeared, wherever his
reactions seemed spontanedus, to dislike the United States,
to have po in‘erest in it politically, culturally, or
scenically, and to preserve x 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.”

op SECRET ..



14-00000

R

PPNy Uy Yt kit i

751. : v

4. Operational Circumstances

s. Presence in Geneva (1962)

19567

¥hen he came to Geneve in nid-March 1962, -NOSENLO
was a newly appointed Section Chief in thLe KGB Sccond Chie?
Directorate, bavirg held this position for iwo months.
He bimself acknowledged to CIA that it sppeared strerge
for the KGB to send a new Section Chief on an extended trip
abroad unconcected with his own work. His rcasong for being
in Geneve have varigd and to some degree contradict one
snother: The Disarmaaent Conference was not expected to
last rore then "a few weeks,"” but NOSENKO did rot tegin his
work egainst SHAKIOV (onc of the main reasons for his being
there) until six weeks after arrival; GRIBANOV played 8
role in his TDY, but NOSZi X0 Jater dconted this; ttere were
in 1962 "aew rules" rcquiring 8 staff officer to accoapany
a Soviect delegetion, but in 1965 NOSENKO said he did not
renenber such regulations. He was permitted to go to Geneva
in 1962 ard 1964, as well &s to Cuba in 1950 and Frgland
in 1957 and 1958, uader no supevvision or restraiuzt cespite
Lis claim to a record so bLzad that he was not clearcd by the

KGB for peraaancnt posting to Etriopia in 1360,

b. Presence in Geneva (1964)

\GSENKO said on one occasion that GRIBANQY was cne of
those who allowed him to come tO Geneva in January 1¢64,
as a oersonal favor;* he later not only denied this tut said
in 1965 that GRIBANOV knew acthing about the TLY. Ile re-
ported the 1264 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 LCeputy Uepariment Chief

(which he knew he was about to tecome) hc would in the future

cone to the ¥est at lcast once a year. Also, XOSENKO could
.pnot explain why & First Deputy Departamcnt Chief, 1f allowed

out of the USSR sas @& “treat,” would go atroad for a conference

shich could be expected to last many seexs, probably months.
This question is comrpounded by the fact tkat NOSINEO would
be needed in Moscow: He said that a KGB conference to plan
the handling of the tourist season was to be held at about
this time, and he stuck to this story even aiter admitting
that the telegraa recalling him for this Moscow conference
vas an invention (sec below).

c. Access $o XGB Residency and Availability to CIA

NOSENKO in 1962 routinely visited the KGB Legal Resi-
dency in Genevs every weekday morning, 2lthough he claimed
that he had npo reason and that it is rormally forbidden (&s
other sources hive confirzed).** Wonen atked how snd: why he

sernsitive source

3 Alicited GRIBANUV's personal authorization of NOSENKO's
Tip in the face of derugatory information as ore cause of
.GRlBANOV'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 trip 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 vo are
unacceptable in terms of known or likely Soviet practice.
His explanation that it was due to TSYHBAL's ausplces or

or intervention were contradicted by: First, his oscr 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 meeting times to shortes
and shorter reriods 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 tave any official respoasibilitles or any
calls on his time: He was willing to spend 2ll his time in
mectings with CIA. Although this could be explained by the
fact that he plawned to defect anyway, it nevertheless would
have iavolved unnecessary risks to & genuine source about
to become a defector. Hec showed no concern at the time,
but later (ip 1966), he said that he had been in fact afraid;
it was for this reason that he invented the Moscow recsall
telegram, in order to hasten ais defection and put an end
to his fears of getting caught. It is, of course, impossible
to make conclusive judgments on Soviet practice, btut one
would expect, 1f NOSENKO were not engaged in security duties,
that he would be required to participate for cover reasons
in more of .the Soviet delegation's official activity. He
said that any absence could be explained as “security duties,"
since everyone on the Soviet Delegation 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 freedon
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 KISLOY expected to see him 1in
bhis free time. (This story does not explain kis ability in
1964 to get away during conference workirg hours; ceitker

. GUK nor KISLOV affected this in 1962.)

d. Timing of 1962 Contiét

NOSENKO had been in Geceva for three months in 1962
when the incident which brought him to CIA occurred; it
was only two weeks before his departure. He came to David
MARK only 10 days before leaving. This bad tie effect of
liniting CIA's time with him. NOSENKO's contact ceae only
about 10 days after CIA had completed, in the same city, a
series of meetings with BELITSKIY, a Soviet interpreter who
be2d been recruited and handled as an agent by CIA during
earlier visits to the West. NOSENKO, as one of the two
primary items he wanted to "sell” revealed that BELITSKIY
bad been uander KGB control from the outset (Page 517).
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e. Willinagness to Meet CIA

Although in 1962 KOSEKRKO claimed that Le 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 meeting he called attention to
certain information in his posscssion about POPOV, hinting

that he would tell it later; even as he protested his unwilling-

ness to continue meeting with ClA, he was giving ample
details about himself which would inevitably have compro=-
mised him to CIA and forced his future ccllatoration. Befora
he finally agreed to return for more meetings, he said:
*Mayte I‘l] reet you again Monday® (two days after the firss
peeting). NOSENKO refused, despite repecated inducerents,

to meet on the intervening Sunday. In fact, when he did
return on Monday, ne said that he had spe:nt Surday with
friends, drinking and °discussing recent USSR foreign policy
roves and spceches DY KERUSIICHEV. " .

£. Tre Recall Telegranm

NOSENKO'e confession that ho fabricated the story of
his having Leen urgentle: resaiied to Uossow by a telegran
Do b At e W FIAY NN T IR leaves only two

ations:

possizle interpret
- There was a telegrzm, but NCSENKO's nind has

slipped and he is no lornger able to distinguish between

fact and fency. This, however, is rnot borrne out by

Lis general conduct nor his performance under interro-

gation in 19€6.

- There was, in fact, no telegram. (This is borne
out by Special Istellicezce.) —ihus, the inrvention was
s AR WL R e Rgey not NOSEKEO's but the
KGB'TS; trhe EGB brieted NCSENRO to report to CIA that a
telegram was sent; ana LICSENKO made an errcr in later
admitting that it was not.

Lo

S

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

- NOSENKO was inconsistent if not corntradictory in
stating his reasons for being in Geneva in 1962 and
- 1964;

- He had unusual access to the KGD Legal Residency

and an availabilily 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 there were but two
jtems 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 purponse of contacting CIA, that the KGB wented the
opportunity to gauge CIA's reactions to the walk-in in 1962
and to the defection plans in 1954, snd that the KGB guicd.d
NOSENKO after 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 answer CIA questions
by saying: I will have to think about that tonight," or
#] wiil have some time tonight to jot down and prepare a8
good answer for you," or "l don't want to give you an answer
to that right off--1 am afreid to mislead you." He would
return to a later meeting with the information, after hsving
visited the Legal Residency. In 1964 there were other
exazples 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 ap earlier meeting.
Initially NOSENKO had named ZUJUS instead of KEYSERS
s the U,S, Embassy code cilerk whom he had personally
approached. in 1961. This seeaed remerkably urgent snd
important to him at the time. and in retrospect this
case gains special importance: It was the only time
he claimed to have had direct contact with a U.S.
Embessy staff employee durirg his alleged tour in the
American Department ibp 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 mneeting
nor to bother about correcting a minor migsstatement.
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 peart
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 a time. Each step, however. was
quickly negated--usually at the pext meeting--by some
jnformation NOSENKO had picked up by chance.

—He asked, out of context and without gny explana-
tion, whether GOLITSYN had told CIA that the President
of Finland was a Soviet agent, and later could not
coherently explain where he had heard this, why he had
not told CIA about it in 1962, and why he had asked.

In addition. the Soviet reactions to the defection were
unprecedented and contrasted sharply with, for exsmple, 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 effact
of underlining NOSENKO's suthenticity, establishing him as
a public figure, confirming that he had 8 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 abardcned
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. Socurces Supporting NOSENRKO

1. Introduction

Th:e preceding portions of fart VIII. present an

analysis of the NJSCKRO casv without givirng -letailed con-
cideration to information ahout him f{rem Soviets re-
porting tc CIA and the fBl. because their nvicdeace generally
“yuns counte:r to the results of the foregeing analysis, it

is revicwed hicre segparately so that the concentrated examina-
~jon of NOSELKO wcull not ba diverted by asidec as to the
authenticity and rcliability of these Soviets. A3 indicated
belcw, tie CIA and FBI sources who have directly sucosrted
NOSERRO's intelligenci ba~ksround are MY park i sensitive sources
{%Z'f" TR LY and the defecters o7 anré GOLITSYN. ;
W8i.é £acpt CULITSYN claimed o hinow T TerLonrlly or

to nhave worked with him, and LOUDNKO contradicted GOLITEYN

vy sayinq they had rever ret. Jom: ot thewm, as woll as

CHEREP/NOV, susported NOSENKO fndirectly through overlapping

inforration on specific XGB cperationy, but this aspect

of their reporting is reviewed in Purt 1X.

Cret - . o

2. Corroboraticn of KOSENKO's Intelligence Career

Ix

The statements of By the sources confirm that:
NOSERKO was 2 KG3 officei with access to sensitive irnformation:

ooils LLve _Taure”

A

said NCSiliXO was a KGB licutenant coulcnel (later
changeG to captain), a friend and protege cf thLe head

of the KG3 Sccund Chief Directorate, GRIBANDV, who
approvec . _ Gereva. !{_. ol

RS- <

i <7 s

-

S L -

GEoW RAR S RT LA Pgax NCIENKD
wes a Kob "chief," with ac-coss to dotilis on- KG2 Jpera-
tions agains® thre U.S. Ercassy, and was most Tecently
Deputy Chief of the Tourist Uzpartment. lic also sta~ed
that NCSENKO, with his information on U.S. Embassy nicsro-
piiories and KG3 operations involving correspondents and
tourists, was “more valuuble [to American intelligence]
than PENKOVSKIY," NOSELr¢n "could <o tremendous harm

to the KGZ," Qif et niis i

KGB "will not be able tu opcrate normally ror cwo years®
({.e., until 1966). Ile described the reper-ussions ia
the KGB caused by NCSENKO's defection: new XGB regu-
jations to increase secucity, the dismissal of many

" - .
KGB officers incluﬁ}nq GRILANQY and the rec 10 »f rany ‘ f
K ) o9 01 4 P N g 5

e g -———

~ reds e

Tec: o .,‘d .,‘\_“._.‘-.‘:--,

L R R S sensitive source
@ stated that SUSENKO had attenied the GRU's Mili- . o

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

clined the opportunity to enroll in this strategic

intelligence schcol in the early 1959°'s.) ‘Afterwards,

NOSENKO served in the GRU and theni entered

1+ e s e e P -
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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 NOSENEO'S friend
GUK, whc had recomnended the TDY to Geneva. In addi-
tion, ¥FE {f'xrcpnrted, immediately after the de-
fecticn a wpresentative of the Exits Cormission of
the CPSU Central Cctmittee went to Geneva to speak to
the Sovict Government employces there. €% SN R N
said thot NOSENKO had been tried in ~bsernt:a 21n M“oscow
for treason and sentenced to death (see Pages 46 and

342) .

- GULIT5YY feiled to commernt w.en snown “~OSENKO'S
pame 1a 1960, +7C there 1S ﬁﬁ‘rﬁpvr::gt'ﬁTE:ESQr having

—_——

TR YT Y — m s i
GELEIoned wios i DI10T —{ e nG5.&rn Press annGunces :
ment 0% tae cefection in 19064, ~ven tadugh L2 had named :

—v—

pcooic knoan To huim 1 e TmeTiCan TAparlionT cf the

KGB Second_EETET_DT?EETB?ZTET—"{Sﬁtftrr'ﬁfftf cclfecting
GALTIoYN s11c taat ne Ra¢ visited thic Deparczent in
1960 and at tne tuare of the year 15€0~1961.) After
NOSENKO defected, GGLITSYYN was given a swehery of
NOSENKO's Liography- Thcreupcn GOLITSYN reported that
NOSENKO was a KGB cfficer whon he firrst met in 1953 and
last saw in 1959%. Frem 1953 to 1957 or 1958, GOLITSYXY
stated, N SENKO was in the U.S. Embassy Sccticn of thre
American Department, resgonsible for covecraje of U.S.
militarv personnel ancé later either for others in the ¥cs-
cow Fnbassy or for correspondents. AsS of 1959, GOLITSYX
said, WOSEUKO was a senior officer in the Tourist Depar*nent;
as of 1960, he was definitely not in the American Depazt-
ment. GOLITSYN acded that GUK, CHUBEANOV, and KASHCHZYEV

: were friends in the KG3 whom he shared with NOSENKO (see

! Pazes 343-344). : :

o

Sou-ce

i A s Soviet source, D, indicated she had

; . been told by her XGB friend SVIKIN that NOSENKO was a b
: scivilian®; he had nevertheless provided informarion on . '
; microphcnes in the U.S. &~ ~ansed “"consicerable . °
damage.” IR 2 AV FYrEe,21s0 have COIL= %
i roborated certai- non-Inteil

i’ background. ;

3. Rermarks -
—_— Scurce,

T =T 8§ as:ce, thc Soviet sources have certified
that NOSENKXO was a senior KGB officer, anli all asserted or
implied that he had access to information valuable to Ameri-
can Intelligence--the micTopLllIs in the U.S. Trbassy being
one item in comnon @& » xE e .

s e e =
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I . Most of them have described the serious repercus-
sions cf NOSENKO's defection, The possikbilities with regard to
the accurecy of these sources' reporting aze:

First, they arc correct. If so, tre foregoinrg
aralysis is in error, they sre valid sources, and
NCSENKO is what he claims to be: a genuines defector
wnose previous positions in che KGbL enablie? hir to
divulge all inportant dctatils on operations against
Westerners, miinly Americarns. :

Second, they are misinformed. I1f so, the fore-
¢oing analysis is correct, they may e valic sources,
and NOSENKO has always beea under KGB contrel. For
this to Le true, it would have leen ncceSsary for the
KSB o dispatch NOSENKO with only a highly restricted
rumber of FGR personnel (including CRILANOV) aware of
tre actual circumstances of the oneration. The K38,
at the same tine, would hove propagated within and out -
side of the Soviet Intelligence Services the fiction
that NOSENKO was an actual but aisloyal KGB officer
ard would have suuported this fabricatton in various

13‘ .
€ tuveilty 0f tra .03s Or NUSINKO, etc.).

epout thn

Third, they have been purposefully misleading:
rmerican Intellicence for their own or KG3 purposes.
If o, the foreccing analysis is correct, and some oOr
all of them have participated in a KGS conspiracy to
support the bora fidzs of HOSENEQO, a KGS-controlled
source.

These possibilities are discussed further i1n Part IX,

© e e et
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H. “~Alternative Explanations

1.  Introduct1on

- “parts VIII.B. through VIII.P. have discussed the
{naccuracies, self-admitted 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-officer in
the KGB but has a faulty memory, has a selactive memory,
and/or has embellished or boasted:

a. Faulty Memory

NOSENKO himself has repeatedly appealed for understanding
that "different pecple have differcnt memories® and that
his own is "funny,” and this is supported by his forgetful-
ness and errors concerning events he is known indecendently
to have lived through, such as the BURGI and i casc~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 haerican and
Tourist Departments. He has a good memory for tcces and
rarely failed to recognize photcgraphs of pecple he claimed
to know. He remembered consistently details about certain
operations (the compromise and investigatlion of PENKOVSKIY,
the surveillance of ABIDIAN to Pushkin Street, the JE~NNER® ‘
case, the arrest of BARGHOORN, and the search for CHEREPANOV,
to cite a few examples). 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 the characteristics
of other people, for example, and to the sequence in which
events transpired; the aspects important to him might rot
appear so to a more objective observer. Such a person would
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guppress unpleasant memories and would have no real appre-
ciation of or respoct for &n "objective truth.' His re- ‘
porting, like his perception and his memory, might therefore ——

. seem distorted. He right recount events according to Lis

mood of the monment. Thus, fo~ example, if real attachrments e
to family or friends is irpossible for a psychopath, there W(E—__—:__
be an explanation as to why NOSENKO cannot easily remember L |
his childrens' birthdays, why in 1962 (or 1965) he appears

to have lied--or been indifferent to the truth--about his

older daughter's schooling, and why he cannot rocall when

he first married. In theory this hypothesis can explaip

any aberration, sinco {t involves the unknowable. In 1its

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) remeumber or recount

how he did the things he did. Most important, it woula

dismiss any conclusions based on NOSENKO's testimony siace

nothing NOSENKO said could be taken seriously. This hypo-

thesis, however, 1is unsupportable because of several

factors.

First, NOSENKO claims--and other sources confirm-~that
he quickly rose to high supervisory responsibility in a
counterintelligence organization which is known to require
attention to detail. He would have risen in the KGB while’
overcoming the black marks in his file: scandal, indiscip-
line, necgative background factors, and bad Party record.
NOSENKO admits that his performance wa&s not good; he was
i4nattentive and inactive and almost none of his operational
activity was carried out unaccompanied. That his rise re-
sulted from his father's influence or GRIBANOV's is unten=
able, for his father died in 1956 and GR1BANOV's patronage
(itself open to the strongest doubt) would not and could not
be dispensed upon such a mental case. Mental aberration to
the degree which would explain his poor performance under
CIA interrogation would necessarily have hindered his per-
formance of KGB duties, denied him special privileges, and
and hence cost him the carecer which NOSENKO has claimed for
himself.

A second factor negating this hypothesis of a psycho=
pathic personality ig that such a person could be induced
to recall certain details with the help of discussion,
questioning, and reminders, whereas NOSENKO's vague and hazy
reports seem to represent the absolute limits of his memory
or knowledge. Years of questioning have not succeeded in
dredging up any new details or incidents. Even when reminded,
he could not recall, for example, one of KOSOLAPOV's TDYs to
Helsinki, the details of the seizure of electronic equipment
from the U.S. Army Attaches at Stalingrad, the correct date
of GOLITSYN's defection, or the presence of KHRUSHCHEY in
Moscow at the time of the decision to arrest BARGHOORN,

Another factor is the impossibility of applying this
hypothesis to the totality of NOSENKO's reporting. I1f the
hypothesis holds that some . things are important to him and
others are not, and that he therefore remcmhers the former
and forgets the latter, it lsf;efuted by the inability to.
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find a_category of information aboyt himself which he con-
Eistently remenmbered nor 8oy that he consisiently forgot.

{f what is important is his cen direct experiences, for
example, it is odd that he recffled the operations of others
better than his own; he remcmbered the pnames of hundreds of
KGB officers, but could not reccall 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 American spies
among tourists, such as McGOWAN, for which he was respbnsible;
he remembercd details of the 1955 MALIA case in which he

did not meet the target personally but forgot details of the
1961 KEYSERS case in which he did. 1f it is the importance
to him of recruitment opcrations against U.S. Embassy 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 him personally; and it is not selective
memory which made him forget almost every detail about CIA
personncl in Mocscow and KGB 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 cannot recall detalls
dbout his childhood. If drinking with important people is
meaningful to him, it would explain why he remembers one
GRIRANOV evening with sharp cliarity, but it does not erplain
why he cannot remember the other two times, not even in what
scason of the ycar or in what restaurafst 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 ABIDIAN
or on his story of the Pushkin Strecet dead drop, among
numerous exanmples.

¢. 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
admicssions 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, thc decgree of his relationship
with GRIBANOV, etc. This theory, however, founders on &
number of points: -
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—Thc validit
To EC* such inforration re
staff officer, agst Lave worke
and Tourist Departrents as he 58YS he did.
have Lecn & fairly senior of ficer with prosd respor- :
sibilities (in view ol of Tourist Depaztuent ...
operztions revezled by naz¢ in his 1964 rotes). To .
pape a fev¥ other exarples from among huncreds possible:

(a) NOSENKO pot only Knew the identity »t a KGB
double agent agaiast CIA, BELT'LSKIY, but gave checkable
dotails fro3 inside the ChSC. itncluding the RENES by
which the ClA casc¢ orficers ideniificd thezscives %0
the double agents

0 vas ablce to report, with almost con-
that Cla ceasecd clandestine letter-
goviet Union year after
11 LANGELLE in late 1
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plete accuracy,
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the arrcst of Russ¢
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(c) Ue jdentified sever
ne said

npproached by tne KGB in oper
he did ot directly participatc,
(Dayle SHITH), sergcant Robe
'SHAPLIRO; :

(d) NOSENKO krow inside informaticn 00 Americacs
at the tabassy in LOSCUW, including operational activi-
tics of John ABXDIAX,CE?NTERé) mailing of a letter to
POPOY, the homosexuallty of two diplomatlc officers,
etc; erd

(e) Mo knev certain details of the story of Alek-
sandr CHEREFANOV which would pot have beed available
outside the KGB staff.
; Thus there would not be any great need no
‘ for enbelllshcent.

~The confirnatioons of otherse. He appcarcd vefore . s
RAGHOCRY and cth® KGB targets as a “caief," and ceunsitive sousg
A ubsources confirzed NOSENFO'S unusual weels
jmpoilaaCe: trat he was 2 Deputy pepartment Chicf 1n
the xCB, that his defect evere blovw to Soviet
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rtazt than PESKOVSKIY,

Intelligence, that he was morc impo
- and so on. A Soviet journalist told Paris gifgg_thnt
;reatest {355 2ver Suffercd
3 . . \i&‘

NCE ENKO'S defection was the
by Sovict Intelligence.“ 32 FHIh! 6
) ffers as

WO sources reported the recall to }oscow of many AT
a result of the defection, and these officers did

indeed return to the Soviet uvnion.

mbcllishncnt nust concern only mioor detsails such

{
‘ Thus any €
which he has already admitted.

as his rank,

: d. Cozbination of Adbove
: Apother possibility might ®
formance ¥as duc to 2 combiration

! pathologtcnlly selective memory,
i this theory is xntrinstcally nore ljogical ar
and round off some obvious weaknesses in any one
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individual thoories, 1t canrot explain the counsoerarguzents
discussed under corponcnt yarts above.

e. Insaalty
flliiadndid

It oight Le poustulatec ihat NOSENYO went insano ard that
thig vas the cause not onaly of his scemingly unrotiveted
contact with CIA 15 1962 tut of shortconings in his story.
However, NOSENXQ thereafter gndled seniur KGB functions
vell eaough to te pronoted and to be .pescitted abrnad 1in
1964; ke Las bdeca exciatned pericdically by a CIA psyciolo-
gist and a ClA psychiatrist; e has hron in contact Oover
considerable perials of time and under varyicg dcgrees of
stress with expericnced C1A and FBI perscanrcl; he has nain=-
tained his equtlibrium under difficult circunstances. Nore
of tuc fcregoing results in an irdication of fr=anity and
there are countless other srgunents which would irvalidate
thas hypothesis.

3. Sccond Alternpative

1t has also heen postulated that NOSENKO is a psycho-
path, is ~hat he says ne is, but that ftor psychologtcnl
reasons &nd while under irnterrogatien, he dia rot want to
tell whzt he anewv. By this line of reas~ning, NOSENKO has
lied for no other reason than to save face; by dwelling on
the incoasistencies in NOSENKO's statenents, the interro-
-ator merely caused more irconsistencies or else received
the false answers tnat NOSE'RO did not know or did not re-
rember the facts. Uuder interrogation, hewevev, NOSENKO
recallcd and repcated what he had previousiy said in the
less inhibiting atoosphere of the relaxed debriecfings prior
to 4 April 1964. Tais alternative explanation
thus does aot account for the factual contradictions 1in
XOSESKO'S rcporting teforc the interrogations, such as the
errors in dates, in sourcing on the “ANDREY" case, in de-
tails about the Pushkin Streot dead drop, etc. It also
fails to account for NOSENKD's retractions about his rank 2s
lieuternant colorel, in tae face of the KEGB TDY travel autho-
rization which shows han to be a lieutenant colonel, and
about the tclugraa recallin: hin to ¥GB Headquarters in
January 1961, € ek TGRSR ‘..‘.a.
‘{13; $ The suszestion that NOSENKO lied to
save f{ace Conscequently cau be disnissed.

P

4. Third Alterczative

The only other postulate is that NOSLENKO i5 not what
he claims to be, in which casc his misreprescntation was
done eithcer on his own or as part of a KGB operation.

1f he is misrcpresenting himself on his own, there are
(even in thecory) orly two possibilities: He is rerely exag-
gerating (discussed above, under the "First Alternative") or
ke 4s a fabricator. He cannot be 8 fabricator, however, since
the Soviets have certifled him in many ways; including his -
diplonatic status at the Geneva Confereace, Soviet o’ficial
protests and Sovict Embassy confroptation in Washington,
Soviet officials’ renarks in various ereas of the world, and
reports fron QLJEERAR, other sources or his KGB status end
inportance, scusitive syxce and - : :
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There remains the possibility that NOSERKO has misrep-
resented himself and is a witting part of a KGB operation. This
hypothesis could accormodate the argument that the KGB would
not dispatch a KGB staff officer as a couble agent against a
hostile service Lecause, whether or not the arguzent is 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 eppear that he was
being built up for years to look like an officer and was shown
to Westerners in certain rccruitment operations.* This could
explain NOSENKO's revelations to . FRIPPEL and others about his
family and background; the otherwise pointless W.E. JOHNSON
case, and NOSENKO's arpezxrance in trhe BARGHOORN interrogation.
It could explain NOSLNKO's uneven memory and performance under
detailed guestionirg: Much of what he should have kncwn by
personal experience could have tcen mercly memorized as part
of his KGB briefing. Nothing n NOSLENKO's production (see
Part ViI1.B. above) would preclude his teing a XG3-dispatched.
agent. That he was a KGB-dispatched agent was the conclusion
independently arrived at by the CIA specialist who administered
a polygraph examination to NCSENKO in april 196d.

4. Pemrmarks

The first alterrative above has been rejected while the
possibility that NOSENKO on his own misrepreserted himself
is unacceptable. The remaining possibility is that NOSENKO
has been manipulated by the ®GB in an operation directed
against American Intelligence.

[N
'
I

¥ 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 not confirm; PREISFPEUND is an
unreliable witness; and .is not accessible to
interview. :
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1. Sun3ary of Conclusions

CIA has considered every major aspect of the NOSENKO
case for the purpose of reaching 8 definitive corcluston
about the bont fidew of this zab ahe sgys he is xen
of {icer-deTector collaburating with Ancrican Intclligence.

As this point-by-poxnt analysis has denonstrated,
there {s no reasoi to accept Aany of NOSENKO'S clain3 to
a carcer as an officer irn Soviet Intelligence, to asthority
concerning the rango and degrec uf KGB uporatiunal SUCCCESCS
{n the USSR {particularly with U.S. offictals and private
citizens), to accuratce xnowledge regarding rgajor security
cases in that country, or to couperation with Arcrican Intel-

ligcecec.

1t would be gsufficient proof of his mala fid-s to
verify that NOSEXNKO licd abiout a sinsle pognent of his
cereer in the KGB. lic cannot have beon truthful in saying
that he was the Doputy Chief of the u.S. £ bassy Section.
Azcrican pepartacnt, KGR Seconw Chicfl hlrvcturatu.'in 1960~
1961 and A Deputy Catef in the Tourist Departnent of the
SALe dirnctorate fron 1462 until als defection. Nuzerous
indications pake it doubtful thaot NOSFNKO, as he contended,
belongea to the raval GRU in 1951-1952, to the U.S. Eabassy
Scetion in 1952-1955, and to the Amcerican [ourist Scction
in 1955-1859. Hc wos unable 1O support his alleged staff
officer status in the EGB, providing inconmplcete ard ipaccu-
rate information on his sub-sourees and oa such topics 83
Headquarters staff procedurcs while making {1lowical state-
cents on modus opcrandi. Neither & supervisor nor, pro-
bably, a casc oTTicer, it renains dubious but possidble that
Le wes 8 KGB princlpal agent whose speciality fo the past
WwaS CcOomprosising western hoanscxuals. #hatever the capacity
in which ROSENXO served, {t was not in the KGD ranks, holding
the KGB titles, or with the KGB honors he has ascrilted to
hiepself, ard this fact is cnough to prove the falsity of
his claims to being a génuine defector.

There is Do question, hosever, that NOSENXC has had
the benefit of iaside information froa the Kcb. e has
gatd so, other sources have said so. the Sovict Governzent's
reactions to the dofection ipplécd s pach, and his recports
contain details which could have cOx%C cnly from the FGE.
He was {ntrcduced into several operatiens, the first as
early Aas 1958, in a position appcaring vgenior”™ to known XGb
staff officeds. He has provided data on orpanization, per-
sonpel, and methods ccapletcnt ing ard supplenenting that from
others affiliated with the AGB. purposefully nisleading
about hirself, NOSENKO has also beln deceaittul in discussiog
the comprumises of CHEREPANOY, PEMNKOVSKIY, and pcrreps POPOV,
although Lere 15 reporting oftc: correlates with that f{rom
several S 4 ‘*“ﬂ%%y@!ﬁ?i Analysis shous
== —= CHEREPANOV w1s
a KGB provocateur, PLNEOVSKLY was detected at the latest in
early 1961 pot 1952, and POPOYV was probably uncovered earlier
than January 1959 bccause of & KCB agent rather than surveil-
lance. NOSENKO thus has pot wrercly misrepresented hinself bdut
has practiced deception uncer KGB guidance. Appraisals of
NOSENKO's performance undcr interrogatioa, his alleged motiva-
tion, and the operational circumstancces support this view.

4 - b -
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Furthermore, it is tho only acceptable oxplanation, em0dg
the alternatives, for what bas transpircd since contact with

CIA began in 1962.

CIA's conclusion about the borna fides of NOSENKO is
uneguivocal: ile is a dispatched agent coatrolled by the KGB,

pPart 1X coptains a discussion of tho impiicatiors of
clusion for the Soviet scurces who, @y M
WA T T have corrctorated the bona
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& -The conclusion that NOSENKO did not serve in the KB
positions he claimod contradicts information reported to CIA
£ Soviet Intell:cence sources;
(2) AR Ly GRY
e e a ri : These sources, all of “f
< .. whom have claimed to be collaborazing honestly with laerican
t Intell.j2rce, stated or implied that NOSENKC held eralor
' pesitiors ¢n the KG3 Second Criecf Directorate.,** 1.f the con-
clugsion € this study of HCSEXO's beng f1des is accurate, none
5*?&&.ources can be correct, cnd they m:st therefcre be
efither :utsinformed apout NOSENKO oo purposefully misleadirng.

in assessing whether and how Gaalab s 3 SR SIEisY sencitive
sow-coes could have Leen innocently misinformed about HT3ILNKU zfrer he '
defected, 1t is necessary tc consider the ways in which the KGB
might have createl and suppsrted a legend for a cnurterfeit KCB
officer—Gefector like NCOENKO, Tr2 ¥3B mi:ht have accurplished

this by the following mears:

K.

- NO3SINKO's legend would have :egurred the KG3 to
brief hLim in depth on nune:ous cases and various torgets
whick he would be free to discuids with CiA. The KG3
weuili also have to fzmiliar:ze nim with KGP staff organi-
~aticaa! structure and procedu:es,**" &4 K3B officers
promirent in his storv le.g., GUR, KCVEETK, TSTYBAL, .
GRIEANOV) so that he could not only recosnize their :
Erotographs bur also leri reality ©o his remarks atout
them. NOSENKO would alsc have to visit KG3 installations
and other areaqs which appeared in his legerd.

-

¥ Sources whose reporting ternded to support NOSENKO but vho
have r.ot been members of the Scoviet Intelligence Services
are eliminated from detailed ccnsidecaticn here becauss
their connecticns with NOSEXKC are lecs cirect then the
sources with scrvice in the KGB and GRU. ® 38 has Source!
never reen 2 Soviet Intelligunce officer, en< his support
for NOSENKO has been relatively iimited., However, he re-
portec cn repeccussions in Ceneva cauced by NCSENKO's ce-

: fection and like NOSENKU, he zaid that the KGB suspected

: ' the U.S. State Department officiai David MARK of belornjing

i to CIA. He has also reported on certain personalities

proinent in NOSENKO's reporting. including Yu, I. GUK

and V.V. VAXRUSHEV,

s* Although all of them supported NOSENKO by corfirming his
KGS status, there its nevertheless a distirnct differerce
between GOLiTSYN's opinion about him ané the statemerts
by the other scurces. GOLITSYN believed NISENKO to be a
KGB-cispatcled agent, while the resc indicated that he was {
a genuine defector. }

SR

*s*That these preparations were irperfect, cr at least that
NOSENKO imperfectly mastered his briefing, was shown in
his performance urder interrogjation.

© - —n————— ——
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2 pother phase of the praperaticas vo:ld have boan
* WOSESKD's actual and dovnitisble participaticn in cpers-
Y. tiocs, ecealngly as & X538 officer. Preaurably this would
ve done 80 that Westerners (6.g., BARGIOOPN, TRIPPEL, ard
W.2., JOMNGON) could Sertify that they hed sean HOSEXKO. tn
some such role.* o

- The KGB presunably would have restricted the number
of its officers aware of sxae or all of the operational
plan; it would ronetheless be faced with the problem of
how putlic krowledgce of HNCSENKO's defection right affect
others in the service, XGB officers abroad uainformed ct
the operational plan micht be indiscreet with foreigners,
in meeting Westerr double agents, or before microphcre3 in
their hocses and office3s, a:xang such remarks 23 "l.never
heard of this man NOSEIKO” or spec:ulatirng close to the

mark., orus the KGB might h2 tr:ed tn er.pocr tha hona
fides of NCSINKC SYTORETIRILE A ARATOR L WY 2 T LAY
T R S h e P iy O the spreading or t=::ic

rumors &oout his aswuthzaticity {(this on the part of tre
limiced few aw:re of the Zacts of <nn case), by recalling
K35 cfficers from the pc3zs in the vest (osteasibly Lo~
cause they wule FKILCwn tO NOSEVKC) . uy arngurncing the whole-
sale dismnissal ~f those responsilie 1nciuding GRIBAIQY
{althzugh in fact they may have routinely retivred cr may
Lave been rcmoved from the maelfn stream of KGB Headcuarters
activities). ard Ly making ceneral announcenerts within
-~e KCB,2-our the "loss” srrovreed tooth fe-tion ERiR
S L e e e AT e e S R IR  Further-
sore, Sin-2 1t 1S COmada SSviet fralfiice td naze a bad ex-
ample of Jdefectors, such annuUnIEments might be cxpected
to denigrate WOSENKO 1s a “sad character ‘'with venereal
‘disease. an odd Party record., self-inflicted wound, e€tc.,
in his cackgrourd., The K32 maght aiso have taken pains
to support NO3ENKO further by having Western Intelligence
sources, notab.y double agents rezcgnized by the KGB to
te sach, told cf the seriousness oi the defection.
sensivive ¢ .urces

' sne might judge whether
L® -~oncerring NOSENKO

e da
e " TR TG 24 a = . :; l"‘

It is withan thi
the repcrts oL@y 33 pyed
were unwittirg repetitiins of wilely
or whether thelr reports corstiziuted
disinformation.

Their direct and irdirect support of KU3SENKD's bona fides,
as well as the statements by GOLITSYN, are presented arnd evaluated
in the rnext sections Lelow, tocether with presentations and
apprezisals of their informatich on topics of :eporting in c.

with NOSENKO's. Certain reports by ESENAT T d 3

on

Source

* It :3 roteworthy that such participation was linited to Tourist
Departrent operations. NGSENXO did noc claim physical partici-
pation 1n any coatacts with American orbassy officials during
the periods 1953-55 cr 1960-%1, except for MULE and ‘STORSBERG
{where his claired roie was uncheckacle since it involved only
tolding a door) and KEYZERS (which KEYZERS did rot confirm
ar.d on wnich NOSZ=iKXO did nct insist, admitning that he doubted
KEYZERS. would remember or recognize ham.
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: are elso conaidaered bocause they
2'e_to some extent, slthough by saying he was a
.- ‘civilian, ERARRLLOSID contradicted his claim to KG3 otaft
i v officer status. A number Of gereral correiaticns betveen the -
o ' HOEDXNXKO case ard the BN AARILS A AN e T

: ek R R B s
tuerces . operations are then reviewed., 3he final section ©

swrary of conclusions sbout the relationship butween the NOSENKO 1
. case »nd *he reporting about him b GOLIT3MN, RN A -
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and vocau o of the targe cveriap 0l NCSLIKD'e inormation and cirn-
Lacts woie GULLUTITH's, mow o7 the ClA ca:n off.c>rs whoa haa et
oSN v Geneva st woth GOLITSYN 0o onbain fan commenis on St
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6a 10 Feioyuwsgy 1964 NusilhO's urrcction tiva the Soviet Dias-
armemont delesjation 1o senevey, aiateorland wan coblicized, inclued-
: ing bas HGB aftrizanacn. NnCs GOLITRLY hoav i tni3 nows he 1mncda-
ately rocalled the Jdue Pvel tiotter® froa Switerlune and linxed
EOSELIXO to 1t ; e taereuvpor stated tilat e revailed NOSENKO as 2
member 0f tae Sccond Che! ulrestorsna wWorking ~gaznist Awcrican
crtizens.

A 31 Feicuary 1964 GULITSYN T '.;15_39_:,“;43_1_1.4'_&._11;_&

articipstion in inte:y . g.:tions of RLSTiRg, and ru o this time he
w18 givern scme bickgsiurl of the c.a. and an :nurcation of CIA's
reservasions about ROSENRD'S bona 1iozs. over the next several
menins GCLITSTH was provided With milerias froa tad 1962 and 1964
mectings with NOSENKD 1n seitzcrland, and at n1s requust was
supplied witih ull tho avall.atle biugraghic data 2F NOSINRO to
assist nim in analyzing tive operatizn. Cn 29 Junce 1964, GOLITSYN
was interviewed in dctasl on thu subjoect ot KosENrO.  Ne confirmea
MOSENKO's 1dentlity as the zun of the former Miristev ot Shap-
building and said tpat he was a KGh ¢tlicer whoe nad worked 1n the
Averican Department and the ‘fourist Lo ticnt ot the KGY's Second
Chicf Diractorate. He ~us shown o it ograna of NIAELEO. (ot
buriled in a photo sproad, Bt stnoly)l and e chentrgaca 1t as 3
photograph 1 the man he Liew. Ao this viwe v gave the information
. abcu. UOGLEIKY whach 1 supdirized boelow.

L YOP SECRET




14-00000

e
R L1 §
|
5

The NUSEIKV case h:s not heen dis»ussed with GOLITSY.l sincn
the 29 June 17C4 fatervied; thus he hi3 uot Leen questioned
further on the circwactances which led to the encounters with
1105ENKV descrihed by him, 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 review, analysis, or comment;

2. Resume and Discussion of Information*

smerican Depactmont - 1953

NOUSiIKO has said that he entercd the KGB in #irch 1953**
and was first assigned to the U.S. Embassy Section of the American
Department of What 53 now the Second Chief Dircctorate, KGB. He
statad that his duties from Y43 entry until sometime in 1954, per-
haps 3bout June, werse to work cn ftles of Aamerican cérrespondents
on p~rranent aszsignment to r0sSco¥ and to meet with the Soviet
citizens vwho were agents or informants reﬁortlng on the corres-

pondents to the KGB.
GOLITSYN stated that he met NOSENKO ir. the American Depart-

‘ment of the Internal Counterintelligence Directorate*** a couple

of times in 1953 when he, GULITSYN, was there on other matters.
GOLITSYN had earlier identified his own job between{becember
1952 and April 1953 as Chief of the american 3ector, Counter-
intelligence {finth) Department, Foreign Directorate, under the
Chief Intelligence Directorate (formed in December 1952 and re-

prqanized in April 1953). Prom April 1953 until his departure

* The relationship between the reporting by GOLIT3YN and NOSENKO
on specific operations i3 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 Smcond 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 ;1

ceemmin (a nes teaicnated the KGB Second Chief n:rertornc,.., J}L}:-‘;
[ 4
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for Vienny in Uctober 1953 GULITSYY ‘was Deguty Chief of the

Emigre secter, Countarintellicence vepartrment, Foreign Int2lligenc:

Department, Foreign Intelligence Directorate, GOULITSYN 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 cormaon interest with the latter would appear

- logical., KUSENKO's description of his alleged duties with corres-

; pondents, however, did not cncompass his having official contacts
i with represenctatives of any component of the Couﬁtgrintelligence
Departrent of the Foreign Birectorate. According to NOSENKO'=
description of the location of his claimed office in the Arerican
Departmer'\t, and his descraiption of the duties of the co-worrzers
he said shared it with Lix, chance contacts there with such a
representative would have been precluded. EIven by NOSRIKO's account,
then, an encounter between GOLITSYN and rimself could not have
been in the course of interdepartmental lizison betwzen their
respective units, nor could it have occurre:l in HOSEKO's office.
GOLITSY¥*'s lack of reporting on KCB operations against American

: oorréspondents (other than his conversation with KOVSHUK in 1956

or 1957 about Henry SHAPIRO) 1s further evidence that his business
I_in the Axerican Department was unrelated to NCOSENKO's claimed

activities at that time, and GOLITSYN's own statecent on the 1953 oo
encounters implied that his meetings with NOSENKO were accidental,
Fleeting as their contacts would therefore have been, it could
have led GULITSYN to make the unfounded assumption that NOSENKO ~
was a member of the staff within the american Cepartment.

hmerican Cepartment/Tourist Separtment - 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,
GOLIT3YH, however, insisted that NOSEXXO remained in the
- American Department until at least 1957, or possibly as late as - x
- ;' 1958, GOLITSYN added that the KGB would not be aware thit he knew .

R I Y

R B ' -
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LHOSELKU's true position in the american Depiactnent in 1357 or
195€. GOLITSMM d13 not indicate how he acguired his xnowlndye
on this sior why the KGB subécquently would have bean unible to
deterrine that a2 hid. If his access to this information wag in-
decd thit rcmote (as GULITSR's assignment in 1957 and 1958 rwould

indicate - se= below), it is readily appirent that it could like- ,

-

wise ba sonewhat garbled. GCOLIT3YN was unable to explain the
fact that HOSEXNKO's physiéal presence in exclusively Tourist
'.)ep:arﬁnent cases had bren ;»nsitively established through photo ‘
jdnntifications inade lry s:veral of the individuals \nvolved, who
met NOSEIKO as eurly as 1956. »
From 1955 to 1959 (the same years when .HOSEZ!KO claimed to
have becn in the Tcurist d:partnant) GOLITSYW was enrolled in
the KCB Higher School. lie was detached from the school, in the
period January-tlarch 1959, in order to é.;th_er material for his
thesis. At that time GOLIT37N 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 EOS.‘:.'.:KO in 1959; althcugh
he 414 not specify that it was at precisely this time, it seems
probable that it would have been. GOLIZ3YN said that he asked
NOSEXXO 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 staéus and function with the

Tourist Departrment.

*In describing his own and others' responsibilities in the Tcurist
Department, HNOSENKO has made no reference to this ﬁnlt Laving a
formal or regular relationship with the KGB school or to students

from the school having been detached to the department.

0P SECEE!
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Thoe detuiled interrogations ol HOUS:IKG cori nrnl’m nis cl.a_lngs.._"
to K¢o po»ltions bctvemi 1953 and 1964, did not ta)te phc'- until
nany months afrer GULITSY: mede his Jtotenent:, ‘and they were: La3nd |
upon all collatersl information known?relae!nq to each phase., None ; -
of the results of these interrogations was madn available to
GOLITSY™N, 80 he was not aware of the countlrss pninti on which
NUSEXKO contradicted known facts and revealed his ignorance of
activities which were carriéd out by the KGB during his alleged

o ' __ tenure in t:_}g_;ap/gepartments. .

3. Corments on GOLITSYN

Several factors influence the evaluation of GCLITSYN'S siatea
ments on WOSENKO:

) - First, as stat=d in Part VIII.I.,, it is concluded
that NOSENKU did not serve in the KG3 positions he f_:laimed:
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. More-
over, in 1962 GOLITSYN concluded that .the KGB ™letter-writer®
(actually NOSENKO) was under KG3 control in suwaitting infor-

> ‘ mation to Aamerican Intelligence. At issue, ther=fore, i3 the
evidence from GOLITSYN to the effect that NOSENKO was an
officer in the rmerican Department (until 1957 or 1938, .v"hereas
, HOSENKG said he was reassigned from the department in 1955)
and in the Tourist Department subsejuently.

- Secona. GOLITSYN made no corrment about or identification

of NOSENKO prior to the public announcement of the latter's
defection, despite many previous opportunities to do s0 (e.q..
in discussions of GUK, CHURAIOV, and KASHCHEYEV) ard despite
GOLITSYN's proven excellence of memory for names and tagks of
KGB personhel. GULITSY: 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 in

the foregoing 't'emaiks on the circumstances in which tho two

4! ~ 'J
: men could have met, it seems apparent that any contact vould : "
2. ' e s
STR have been brief, infrequent, casual, extra-ofucul. a.m!? SE ,EI
piee A
- Thoel S —emtanl Ve 2@ o Vot oY PPN PN Y2 L-&Cf\é’l&'ﬂ*ii%a&f‘ﬁ.&L



“he foll wing diicusgion conridorq < uLIT.n\ '3 inforhatio'l :
about NUILURV in conjum Hon wit‘h NuoamO's dc-\tal )Lout. havtn'r .‘ i
b2en in contuct with GULIWIYI.*- vossible oxpl ineeions for . i
GOLITSYN's having referred to their cncounter;i but haQ!ng'nis-' - »
{dentifled NUSINKO's positions in the KCB are: First, GOLITSYi
could have er:nd-; second, GOLIT3YN cculd have lied for personal

reasonsy and third, COL1TSYH could have lied at the direction

of the KGB because he (like NOSENKO) is under i:G3 control. To
examine each of these points scparstely:
- GOLITSYH could have erred. Apart from taz denial

by NU3LRKO, who is an unrcliable source, there i3 no evirence
to rn~futc COLIT3Yi's statarent that he and NCSZKO met in
the rmerican vepartment in 1953 and §n the Tourist D2partnent
in 1958 or 1959. (lThe conélusigr}?fxiufrart ViII.I. about
NOSFUKO's bona fides do not rule out the possibility that

-~ he vas physic:illy prasent on occasion on the pramises of tha
two departments in these yoears, aithouc.;h not in the capicities
that he has claimed.) The nature of t.};eir encounters, however, E
tould have heen such thiat GOLITSY. erred in assuming - becauce -
'aosmxo wis secn on or near the prenises of the two depsrtments:
and because NOSENKO told GOLIT3YJd in 1958 or 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

misﬁakenly identified NOSENKO ag being a mender 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 i8 insufficient information available to reach a conclusion :
about, or ~ven apecﬁlnte on, why HOSINKO was so certain GOLITSY:'s'
defection occurred in January 1962, as contrasted with the fact

:: that it took place on 15 December 1961. !
1 - .
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.JUJ aku" poqlticn in thh Koy would uud :uthenticity to

hlo aarlier cvalu. tion o( Lhw NUaLﬁU* xntorn:tion of 1962,

to higs. contrauxc‘(ona af NLSLNKU'S Stutements coxcern1n~
service in thn U 3. Dmbassy aﬂction an the operations of
thet section, and to his contention that the KGB would try
to counterict his (GOLIT3YN's) informition by spreading
purportadly suthoritative but purposefully misleading reports
on the same subject matter. In swmmary, GOLITSMN's intention
in lying about NO52VXO cpuld simcly have beeq tc udd greater
crrdibility to his expressed opinion that INJS<KO was @ »p
provocateur.

- CULITSY' could have lied ut the direction of the KGB,
an explanation that is examined here for the sake of ccmpleteness
and not lLecause ClA has any reason to relieve GOLITSYNlls under
KG3 control. This evplznation would mean that COLIT3YW,
although offering purtial confirmation for NOSIZIKO's claims,
directly attucked the bona fidns of :nathe; KGB-diapatched
agent of allegedly comparable rank an{ knowledgeability. ncting
under KG3 instructions, GOLIT3YN would have sought to undermine
ROSENKO's acceptability, regardless of the fact that NOSINKO
said he wa2s ptqvlding reliable and compr~hensive information
about KGB operations against smerican officials and tourists'
in the U35R. At the sume time, NOSN¥O was not giving an
account of their relationship that waas consisgent with GOLITSYN'Ss,
by implication NOSEIKO wae distorting or diluting thé earlier
reports of GOLIT3SYN on KGB operations in the $oviet Union,
and HOSENKO was seeking ﬁo Ggain acceptanée by ClA equal to that
experienced by GOLIT3YN. According ﬁo this hyyothesis, two
sources urder KGB control - each stglVing for acceptance -
deliberately guve conflicting storiéﬁ of their -alationship,

and each tried to undermine the bhona fidcs of the other,

GULITSYN explictly snd HOSE'KO by implication. Thia explanation
1s so i1llo~‘cal, as well a3 so detrimental to the KGB, that

it must be rejected from serious consideration.
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“ha cholce thus secms to 1lin betwoen thn first two explanations
for GULITIIN'S misiduntification of HULNKO, onw un unricrstim_d-:hlc

orror of issumption drawn from their few chanca ancounters, the
other o misguided uttempt that had no sinister goals. In either

case, GOLITsYN's testiwony does not contribute to & determinaticn

of the status of NOSENKO within the KGB as of tho yeots prior

to 1960,
There are two explanutions for LOSENKO's denial about havino

met GOLITLYM. One oxplunation is that they wverc never in personal

contact, thc KGB was awvare of this fact, and - unpurepired for

GULITSYH's statements to the contriry - the KGB briefed NOSZWKO

sccordingly. If in this particular instance NOSEMKO told the

truth and (as discussed above) GOLITSYN did not, no additional

or different conclusion cin be drawn apout the bona fides of

NO3SENXO and his clainms cof service in the KGB. The second explesnition

is that, as GOLITSYN said, these encountets.did take plece in 1353

and again in 1958 or 1959, but becuausa of thelr casual and flegtinq

nature, NOSENKO (unlike COLITSYN) has not rememhered them.
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2, Resume of intorigrion®

hecording to CObll'tsY, he persotially mec OZELKG wwo or
three Line-s an s, wintle visatanag the U 5. Emb sy inction of
the Averican 1a pattinea t, o component of the intoceonal aocurity
directorate, ond «gain an 1998 and 19%2. On the other hard,
HOSEUKO was urable to 1doutsfy COLITS'M's photograph arnd he denied
ever havirg seeorn am GOLITSTN suid that GUK, (HUKANOV. oand
RASHCI'EYEV were tri1enGs of NOSINKO as wveell as of fwlatsyN, (NOS-
ENKO clatmed ro e o1 {11endly terms with each of tlv e three
KGR of firers; hee Chnowledced, hodiever, that hrs acquaintance |
with GUR had ey merery caswal urtsl NOZENEOD's threc-month ‘FDY .
1o Cuneva an 1240 wlacn made them the best of friends.)  From j
1953 to 1997 ar 19LAR ol tovl sawd, VOSENKO was o ease of ficer
i thee U3, Falayy Seoton, then transterrced 10 vhe: Foug et
Depat tacnt . wheges b s o SenIot o« ogta- oftfacee 3 199 (HLIETSYN
stuted uawjaivocally 1hat KUSERKY was ot o Deputy Clhael of, the i
U.S. kapszsy S.0t10n o vthoerwise sciving in that section or an )
the Arncricar Lepariment. a8 of the vime he (COLITSYN) .onsulted
with various otficers these 1n Aptil-June 1960 and January 1961.**
GOLITSYi spoke thern with officers wivrn HOSENKO claims as close
colleaciurs e Jud g FOVIHUR and CRYAZIGY and would douztless
Fave krowa 1f XNOIrUKO weete supervising or otharvise involved in
codie clerk cprrations.  Irn sumnary COLITSYN (orcrobot 1ted some
of NOSE..K3 s alleurd @ncicenzent in tiwe KGIW Scecond Chi:f Direcrorate
tut not all ot ticm  while RCSENKO contradicted GOLUT YW by saywng
that the wwo men iiad reover pot

3. Commenrs on Gl ISYH

From Decenicr 19952 until Apral 1953 GOLITSYN was ‘‘hicf of
the hmesican Dok Jounterintellicence Depacutment. Foreign
Directorate. Foit (then 6B and focr rrost of the periond from
Jaruary %o 'arch 1999 . was on TDY ccaining assiglunents tod the
Second Cri¢f lnre-tozate In the first job avt least SOLTTSYN
presumsoly would have had regular ceatings with the U 5. Embossy :
Sectior, and peri:ap:. also 1n the se«cond he would have been in !
contant with the lourist Leparutmenr, n which NOSENKO claimed
to hawve brzenn then servaing Deospite thay  and de:pirte has
proven excrllence: of mowory for the rawes and tasks ot Kb
personnel, COLIPSYH never meationed NeSENKO an debrasetings
during the years 1962 ond 1963 nor comchited on his name on
the two occasions whcen Lt was shown to him. although he had
numMerous OppOrtunitics to menvion k™ 1n conneccion with the
rames of THURANTY, PASRTUEYREV, ang LUK,

* 1he relationuitip between the reporting by COLITSYN and
ROSENFU on specific operations 1s shown on Puqen 594 -995,
with comm~nts .wreun appearing on Puges 647-659 while an
the section which follows below are a discussion and an
evaluation of what GOLITSYN said apout NOSERNKO's assignments
in the Secord Chief Directorate,. S desctibed on Pages 343-344.

se2s stated in Past V1Il.1., however. 1t 1S not credible that
HOSENXO served 1n the U.S, Embassy Scection in 1951 5% or
1n 1960-~19c .
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There would appeat to b: rno reasen why ROSEINNO, 1f he had
ever oot (ULEYGYH, should noo have cald 0 to Aeericen intelit-
gence: pepresentatives.® o Yesve dotue @0 would hawee gqaven NOSE KO
corciete support for nis clains ot Kt stuff service, which he
knew to be in question. T the contrary. kowever, NOSINKO consis-
tently dcnied any contact 2rnd ronufactured a demonstradly false
story Lo c¢xplairn his own c¢tsence during GOLITSWUH s admitted visit
to the scctien 1in which HOSTHNO claims to have scrved 1n January
1361. Scn Page 183, secors footnote. )

On tre other hand, COLITINI'S claim must 4 reasured against
the tackcoround ond crrcunstanten of his statemones. In the ab-
sence of any comu:nts atour of sdentitication of KCSENKO by GCLIT-
SYN prior to the public annotnoement of his defection from the
KGIl, and in view ot tlhe arourt of informas 1on made avallable to
him from HOSHNEL mAterigis prior to 5 a1 any statements
about his alleged acquairtance with him, COLITSY s "identifica-
tion" of 'OSENKO as a KGE staff officer krown to h.m persorally
cenrot be considered as spoiiteliOUs Or uncentaminated' information,

The weight of aréeperdent evidence againco LCZENKG's allcged
service in those positicns vitich GOLITSYN corrotorated, combired
with the conflict Letwoen GOLITSYN'S and NOSEIKO's testimony about
their personal arjualnleniesnlp, mawes it impossitle to accept
GOLITSYN's verif{ication of 1OSTNKO's claimed YGB status duriny
any stage of the latter’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 ramalning ®GH cfficers: even if tomporaraly forgotten,
post-defection reminiscerces would alimost certair.ly bring back
memor 1es of such recert ar? direct contacts as GOLITSYN relates.

100 SECPET.
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2. NOSFNKO'G Background and Carecy

B Y P

Date of Information

/
15 februvary 1964 (Re-

ported tqfthc FBI on
12 Fubruary 19€4)

;
/

10 relruary 1964 (Re-
ported to the FRI on
12 Fepruary 19604)

i

16 February 19064 (Fe-
ported to the FRI on
12 February 19640

19 rebieuary 1969 (Re-

rorted to tpe £RT on
20 Februusry 1964)

. x = n . . R

[
fource K\?’%
iy ﬂl.’:'-:;.__.'-', ~
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N
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h i
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Information Peported by §%

NOSENKO was affiliated with the KGN for approxi-
mately 16 vears, since about 1937, and wWa3 an
employee of the Second Chicf Directorate in
Moscow. I'is father, now dead, was a Deputy to
the Prime Minister of the Soviet tnion and also
Minister of the Shipbuilding Industry. There

is a shipyard named aftec NOSENKO's father in

the Lkrainc.

The pliotograph which appeated in U.S. nhewse
pagers 1s not that of LASENKO ., ¢ ¢ s
werkced with NOSENKN for saveral ycars in FGB
Headguartars; he described NOLLNKO as o person
who Lixes to be fashionably dressced at atl

times ard s fond. of women, by natare o tricndly

individual and generally well=liked by his fol-
low workers. NOSENKO worked in the Second
Caicf{ Lirccturate.

wared guite certain
B hat

cl
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(chortgk\gg «yc FBI

on 20 Febru.: 1964)

2 (Reported
~7.on 22 Febr

(Puported

the FHI
1845)

e

Qr

/

to the FBIY
1ry 1964)

o CIA b‘;’
1 rekbruary

pl gl ) R e ,,
&E‘thms asked LAgdd3asg
‘TS-;,':QCC

whether ha felt -
HuSLN ually defectcd whether he félt &J

the dntection might . be a "trick? by the KGH.
Srrdreplied that from his own knowledge 0

1s matter, he was convinced that NOSENKO's
defection was not a "txick" by the KGA.

NOSEK:O worked against personnel stationed at
the U.S. Cmbassy in Moscow, and with hig help
agents were developed among thése Amoricans,
Tt is assuped by the KGR that he is familiar
with the number and location af microphones in
the U.5. Enbassy,

Frior to NOSENKO's defection he was Deputy to
the Chief of a department in the Second Chief
D)rectorate., While working in the Seyenth
(surveillance) Directorate in Moacowel) e RN
an throe gscparate occasions participated in
conferences batwaen "important paop a" of the
Second Chiesf Directorate and the. Seventn Direc-
torata,. NOSENKO was present at all of theso,?
Althcugyh NOGLNKO was a Deputy Chief he held
only the rauk of captain in the KGB, R
attr:buted this (the disparity bdetween Joo and
rank) to the influence which GRIBANOV exerted
on tha behalf of NOSENKO,

L e W e
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DATE ‘{/”‘}7 ';I'

LOST/MISSING MATERIAL

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

DOCUMENT NO. DATED:

OR

pace(s) __J 177

FROM:

CIA JOB NO. :

BOX ;\IO. Ree | ¢
A

FOLDER NO.
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Decause of his long tenurc in the KGB, NOSENKO ’ : g"}g
would have a great deal-of important informa- hﬁ
tion which he could impart to intelligence
agencies of cther countries. Certainly, he
would be acyuainted with many KGB employees
and could identify them. He also would be
intimately acguainted with a large number of
Soviet agents working inside the USSR against
Amermican and British nationale.

The Lilk of I'OSERKO's knowledge concerning KGB
activities woulé revolve around the intelli-
gence nperstions of the KGB in Moscow and aleo
¥Ga perscnalivien working in Headqguarters.
NOSTLK wns aise undoubtedly familiar wath all
KG peuvionalities in Seneva® and certainly knew
gom EGH personaiitics 1a cther countries.

&

porrad N
¢ tebruer

: Vet = 25 HOSENKO had heen b
the Seoonu “haef L ~enorato for about 14 ycars
and was aurqrainted with atmost all of the «m-
ployees of this :irectorate, He was awarae of
the grructure of the KGR and rnows many persons=
nel of the First thef Directorate.

- - 14

TS D, e S GIALE T S JOW u.‘.i?x.jﬁ'y:&‘g. 2 £
as veputy to the Chiel ot the ourist Department,
had in his possession a telephone dircctory

which listed the names of some 10,C00 KGD em-
ployecs in Moscow. Only Chiefs and Dcput P
rementsahiad these phone books.** SRR .
styxpressed the opinion that"NUSLNKO A%

107 SE02T

PR Rt s
é‘l‘ ot B B Ry
w '!."‘(‘,, B L, _.‘.1"- :
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779.

is much mure valuable to[the FBI and CIA than
. was Olcg PENKOVSKIY becayso of tha fact that he
Y knows so much about the methods of work of tho
Wl . First and Second Directoratcs of the KGB and

' : : ig familiar with so many individuals in the KGB
both in Moscow and abroad. SHEANEIlaEA R RTEReY -
that PCNKOVSKIY was ableto furnish American
and British Intelligecnceiwith a lot of informa-
tion concerning defense socrets of the Soviat
Union, but NOSENKO is much more knowledaeable
1in intelligence 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 directocraces &nd demartments at KGB —
Headqusrtoers 1n Mcscow. !In KG3 Keadquarters Lol
tr.or: are four aepsrate ¢ining cooms for per- tj;
sonnel who work there; omc such dining rocm is LU
reserved for chiefs and deputies of departments. “9
Because of this fact, NO{ENKO has a vast know- : 5;5
the KGB.* et

ledge of the hicrarchy o:

SVt SR s

:;_‘.’? g -

<« w

T OEINRD 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 eaxlier.

- v !
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: 5 (Report to the FBI on
i i 27 March )X

20 May 1 (Ro~
ported to
on 21 May

1000 vt

Report
by the
11 June 1

nariimous opinion among them
KGB chiefsq® g d-hat NOSENKO... could do

‘the KGD a tr? anount of harm."™ NOSENKO
in his position as a ddputy chief in one of the
departments of the Sec?nd Chief Directorate
would have been entitlﬁd to have one personnel
directory of approximately 30 pages setting
forth the identities c{ all of the supervisory
officials in KGB Headqiarters. NOSENKO would
also have had a 200-pn19 directory listing by
narce and telephone numlier all the rank-and-
file cmployces working cow. The opinion
1 by some € 'GB "chiefs"{§
.WKO were merely ablc
. wese two diredcories available to
Aneraican Intelligence, Ithe KGB would be severely

damaged for the present and for several years
to come,*

—
1Ll
[ A/
e
[ Vel
[ o W9

[ asond
'—

The KGB was lucky that [the Americans found only -
40 microphones in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow.
Actunlly, about 200 midrophones wec~ concealed
by the Soviets in the Embassy. 4§ eels
quite sure that NOSENK( was respr.anil.c for
furnishing 1nformation 'ts the Amcericing which
resulted 1n the microphiones being found. It
was his opinion that NUSENKO knew only the gen=-
eral location of the 4(| microphones which were
found and does not havel any knowledge of the
remaining ones, i

RS




14-00000

ta

,'--:E.
B 1

The qencral consensus among (KGCU cmployocsiﬂ:lP
is that in the future the XGU will
L tceling rharply 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 appeare to
be based on geveral factors: First, NOSENFKO
worked against personnel stationcd at the U.3.
Embassy in Moncow and with his help agents wore
Jrevelop:¢ among theue Amerlcans. Sacond, it
1s assumed by KGB personne} that because of

(chorte;\§h§;;§,(f;
on 22 June 1

hig closcness to the U.S. Embassy in the post,
MOSENKG would also be familiar with the number
of microphones which had been anstalled in
the imuoassy by the KGB and|the locations of
‘%ese microphones. ‘Tnird,|as a Deputy Chief
of a department, NOSLNZO quld normally aave

|

[
[E W}
(= =
cD
(S
(72
e
[ o ]
|

nad access to a telephone lirectory listing

all pcrsonnel in all directorates of the KGI in
Moscow. Another foctor, which 1s a formi-dable
one 14 the m.nds of other KGR employecd, iu
that NOSENKN travelled in a rather influcncial
circle .of friends 1a Moncow whe sl nigh in
the Soviet Government, G . ST
these comments cited as rcusons for NINLIKC
being an “"important catch"i fcr Anmerican Intel-
ligence, but & e s i no onc 1in the
KGB rcally knows exactly how much information
NOSEN¥O had concerning the; KGD.

UL vLv.iee

Tha amount of damaqge caused by NOSEN:O's de-
fection is "unpredictable.| HNOSENKO knew few
employees of the First Chiqf Dlrectorate worke
ing abroad, but knew many huch employces gerving
in KGE leadquarters by virgue of sceing them in
the dining room which is riserved for chiefs

and deputy chiefs of XGB dfpartments.

{Reported X0 A
by the F3I 8
Fobruary 1 )

et o e —— . . e e e e .
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ot o e on

4.

}Jn-r:uunionn of HOSKENKO!

1o reb Mmgy 1964 . (Re-

portaed _3\\\;1552 on
29 ’”'r11£>/‘064)

3 Neofection
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{Reported ™
2R Februa:ry

Ny
vlyiin:

I0F




NFLRCEL

Lo y
LN

Yy

.

Aty

[

SRR

QS

(Pe-
Bl

.
v

EEVAY
",

-

Yo,

areh XIeGd)

LN

J MArdn
norted
"1

"~

14-00000

¢

. i

a
<—‘
-") .
-

x

n
y T
f

. 3"
S

oy

R
e

rhiy 3. aim 5ot

oy
\.'(‘
g

- e
R
-rpy

(%
b7

O - [ PN K
3 - Y ¥ wmfv.tv

v \‘
MY r.Y’
I
i WY
g
L
> N

0On

P4
- o PR




14-00000

|1 L

(reiported ¢ F8: 2]
on v May 19€4; L
:f-"..
avs
SATRS SEt SR At o ot . b da
: A : ' AT i
2% ; V& : : N
ey L e s B Bl B B S by g el
M.f'«.‘: .-‘;.:.-;-g'.#,":"‘:&l; y N E 0 e b /
AT P N i

B .
Twa reantee 1?5 nave hoen establishod by the CPSU
for the puaposes: {3y to determinn why KGL cm-
ployces such as DERYABIN, GOLITSYN, and KOSENKO
dcfected while sorvang abroad; and (b) to attempt
to climinate “weak" KGB employees and improve the

efficicney of the KGR.

SR WA

LR A T

e~

A investigating commission of the CPSU Central
Committo cherking into the circumstances surs
“rounding NOSENKO's defection has thus far been
rusponsible for the expulsion from the KGB of 15
Second Chicf Directorate employecs. These in-
clude GRIPANOV, who was also expelled from the
crsy and was stripped of his rank of lieutenant
general. GRIBANOV has been given a very small
pension, like an ordinary Soviet citizen. This
drastic action was taken sinde the primary re-
sponsibility ror the defectian was placed on .
GRILANOV. It was realized tlat, in addition to .
being Chief of the Seco ‘~f .

: e PR ol = O Y
| maciiza R A AN A o IR e PR v e v P RS R S
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787. !
the time of the defection, GRIBANOV was a por-
gonal friend of NOSENKO and had more or less
treated NOSENKO as a protege and had taken many

. pranesnr

steps to further NOSENKO's ¢areer within the KGB.*

1t was fclt that GRIBANOV should have beea aware

of NOSENKO's plans _tn defect, INYYINE® A S Ny,
O NPT R B R . SO
Tnree of GRIBANOV's deputiep were also expelled

from the KGB, one of whom wes a Major Gencral

BANNIR Of the 11 other
torate Thployees cxpellec,
have been personal friends
of them were found to have

;ome were found to
£ NOSENKO and some
lonfided to NOSENKO

Iecond Chief Direc-

details of nncravionn Lo yablh ey were working.

a ¥Gb oifaicer stationcd in
leaving for Hoscow because

THPP §.M. GOIL.UBEV,

iashangton, would be
bhe 1nvestigating com-

mission had deterraned that|GUk, a mutual fraiend
of NOSENKO and GOLUBLV told| NOSENKQ that GOLUBEV
had Leen assigned to the Wapghington Legal Resi-

dency.

GOLUREV had himgelf|worked with NOSENKO

T ‘in KGB Headgquarters sometimg in the pust, but L3
subsuquently NOSENRO and GOLULEV werc given dif-

ferent assignmcnts witkin tlic XGB and thereafter )

did not associate with one hnother in the course —

of their daily actavities. ’

¢ €cc Pages 327-136 1n which XNCSENKO's descripuion of his relationship with GRIBANOV.1is discussed.
i s -"\' N m

- e YR " .

ese NOSENKD identificd GOLUBEV by namc anl photograph as a First Chief Directorate -counterintclligence officer,
who had served in New York City urder Unitcd 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 1n the delegation befcre his own assignment to Geneva. NOSENKO said he last saw GOLUBEV
in KGB Headquarters in 1963. At that time COLUBLEV was assigned to the New York Direction of the Counter=
intelligence ivgactment of the First Chief Dircctorate, and NOSENKO said that GOLUBEV had been in this
Department as .ony as he had known. hin.,

- o
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It is common knowledge among KGB employees that
GRIBANOV was cxpelled from the KGB and CPSU and
is now on pension, partial rather than full, as
a result of the NOSENKO defection. When NOSENKO
was being considered for assignment to Gencva

(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 a=ted upor properly, it would have
removed him froim cornideration for this trip.
GRIB/NOV read the summary material, ran a line
through 21l of it, and udded the notation: "5ond
h:m to Gereva." The gencral feeling is that
GRIDANOV was willing to overlook a lot of NOSENKO's
dericicncins because of GRIBANOV'S long~-time
triondship witli NOGENRQ's father.* ~a?$§3§3§“'

T T W S0
GRIBANOV has been dismigsed from the ¥GB, ex-
pelled from the CPSU, and is presently living
on a gmall pension. His dismissal occurred
immediately after NOSENKO's defection.** In
addition, aot less than 50 other peeople 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 Second
Chief Dircctorate. The present Acting Chiel of
the Second Chief Directorate is a Major Gancral
BANIiIK, whosa appointment has not yet been approved
by the Central Committee of the CPSU. One of
h1s deputies is a Major General (F.A.) SHCHERBAK.

(Reporzed to by the
FBI on 2% Juanua )5)

(nnportcé~:a‘<gé\:?
the FRI on 8§ Fell™w-

ary 1965)

h
Ll
s
)
Ll
(7]
[ = 9
[ =]
e

. NOSTHRY sa1d thut.his father and GRIBANOV were not acquainted.

e+  GRIDBANOV was remortcdly an 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.

——
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Major General BANNLIROV is currently temporary
Chief of the Sceond 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
Hoscow ~n the chief of security at an import-
ant military plant ond is new a *nothing."

Early Juné\q;65 {Re-
ported to CIM by the:
FIrI on 29 Jn&?‘i&uﬁ)

After the datection of IOSENKO the KGB conducted
ar. cALuns.ve invescigation to detcermine which
cmonloycas %aew hiim and the nature of their rela-
« +nghip. Duvring this TAPABRIN was questioned;
L. waid he knew NOSENKD, hut only casuvally and
priy Yeoause ol Lt ed contacts within the KGB.

[ IR
K . .
[ “he invccesticatisn duecevininied, however, that
fiz kAR LN and GRIBALCT were Iricnds socially and
P chat TARAGKIN attendmd several parties at which
a. TOCENYD wan Proesely farls invited by NOSENKO
4 wore waba thore.d described one such
b~ party. Therealter, TAGERIN was afforded a hear-
10g and was awcused on willfully cencealing
v1tal infurmation. As a ra2sult he was expelled
from the KGB and the CPSU and was deprived of
all pznsion rights.**”
- NCaEnnL seid zhat 1t was 2ol b authorizoed his 1964 Lrip o Geneva, during which he defected, and
that to the best of nis knowled GRIfANGY Jid not know that he (NOSENEO) was making this trip. MHever- (70
thalecs, MOZENKO said ot e a1hL that GRTBANDY might be fired trow the K63 oas a result of his defection [~
hecLuse"he was rosponsibis for nashing me ahead." NOSENKO sald that BAHNIKOV would not be punished because gfz
he had dorce nothing ofher thad surpodct bin as a candidate for the 1964 Geneva assignment (sce Pages 333-334).
bl IDSENKO reported that TARABLIN was Chicf of the British Deparusent from 1958 to 1963, at which time he bo-
came Deputy Chief or “"torvice Nu. 2, the reorganized Counterintelligoncs Deportment of the First Chicof
Divectorate,
wae  NOSENKO said he saw GRTYBANOV tLrea Uimen sou1ally during his KGB carcor: on cach occasion TARABRIN was presaont.
NOSENED reported that he vrovided gitia for CRUDBANOV and TARAGRIN At parties in 1962 and 1963, but not in 1961.
He could not recall any cotairls of the 1Yuvl party fe.g., who the girls were, where they went, what they did,
etc.). He was, howuever, anble to deseribe the 1903 party, whlch took place in October or Novamber , in con=-
siderable Cctail & T o SRS RN TP e ; "Iﬁfv‘-p#:!égy}:whm?O
h )
o - e - - - * pr— ~ —
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b. The Conpromisec of PENYOV3IXIY

(1) 1lutrodurtion

QEEHRP and  NUSENKO agree on only cne aspret of the
PENKOVSKIY conmpronise (sce Part VIII.B.G.b.): They both
attribute the inftial cemgronise o KGB survelillance. Al-

o 5 » report cgrees with NOSENKG that
the KGR ’cnrnﬂu ol \"exlcan participation in the operation
only after PANKOVSKiY was mRrrested, BB subsequent reports
contradict this by tying the comprorisec directly to surveile-
lance of U.S. Embausy personnel visiting the Pushkin Street
dead drop site. sfedli@FRE- story of the events stenaing from
the coupromise of the dcad drop site is at odds borh with
the facts of the case and with all other reporting by
Soviet sources of CiA «ind the FBI.

- (ii) Discussion

after tlc EGB tcrminmtcd tne opcr~t1on--1nd1cn»ed that the
KGB had been aware of PENXOVSKIY's involvement with Aperi-
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, wiin was a last-minute
substitute for the servicing of the Pushkin Street dead drop

on 2 Kovember 1962 and who necver before had personally par-
ticipated in the opcration. 3FRXLIVE statements otherwise @ -
agree with NCSENKO's subsequent report and the "official

report' regarding KGB igrorance of the role of American
Intelligence in the PENKOVSKIY corse.

sy port or. the case, however, is contra-
dictory“tu his first repcrt and to the othe: sources: He
*said in ; p1963 that surveillance of U.S. Embassy tar-
gets dotected a \xsxt to the Pushkin Sircet site 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. CI: however, has no evi-
dence besides the statements bl B that PENKOVSKIY ever @53
went to the Pushkin Strect sitc after it was visited by CIA
personnel.

i In B reported at greater length about
the roie of Pusnk1n Slrcet in PENKOQVSKIY's compromise. At
this time he explained that the American had visited Pushkin
Street not once but twice: surveillance had obscrved him on
both ouccasions wiien he went inside the entrance, but followed
“him inside only on the second visiti. The survelllant who -
entered the buildinz rcported that the Aserican appeared to
be tving his shoe; although this was not unusual in {tself,
Riedycontinucd, the ract that it was the second visit to
the same address for no visible purrose causcd suspiclon,
and as a result the KGB installed a closed circuit 1V caxera
to provide 21-hour coverage o the site. PENKOVSKIY was ob-
served checking it (sce prcceding paragraph): an JAmerican
was observed loading a dead drop behind & lobby heating unit
(radiator); the KGB tagged the dead drop material with a
radicactive substance; PENKOVSKIY was observed unloading the
dead drop and procecding to his office where he secreted the

T 0P SECRET
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contanued in caorvealioane of the degl
PENKOVEXEY 1od the <=4 Lrop, and o
(JACOE) vho c2me to undlord it,  FLUYICVOLE S
with protosraphic cvidenece of the loddipngs and
could offer no deferss.  Tnis report s tha cnly indicaticn
from a Soviet source tnat the EGY had suTveilled the two
vinits 1o the Fuolwin Strecor site made Ly 4 Exiass)y oi-

? ficers: '»hxlvmrvpurt stated thit onc Aserican
visited tne site twice, in fact {vo diflcerent americars
vicited the site once cach, VAHONLY on 2) Jacuary 19€1 ard
ABIDI AN on 30 DLecenbor 19061,

(iv) Remariks

The Pushiin Streat dead drep was never uased fcr communia
.cation to PTNKOVSKIY. and in fact was loaded only conce, when
the KGP c¢il suv and activated it on 2 November 1%€2, thereby
! apprehendiag JACOB, Uorcover, the first visit to Pushkin
Strect, in Januvary 196}, predated any rersonal contact bet-
veen PENEOVSKIY and "¢ :tern Intelligence, either Americaa or
British. Thus, report on Axcricans visiting there
is obly partially os_curate. and the use of thsse "surveilled”
visits 2s an explanaticn for how the XGB detected PENKOVSKIV

i is unsuppartable. In veporting incorrectly or this mattiar,
T T SFE M coul s have orrec rwrely tecause his sub-sourc2e (one -
r.nzmed, the othe: appirently J2szpite the conflict in

repcrting iicut his position) regestad erronecus infcrxa-

tiocn in a.s prescnce.

SEITIED recriizless : 2 - t> reveal =hat the
¥GE wa: owiri: Gf ki 223 & ic ea: 'y -as

21 Zanuary there- ¢
fcre hLas cs

“i . £y sheowing
KG2 awarcr.e a2 Zead drop

bt

tn s W ¢ b

s:te 11 ren TR i ev2~ before

PERXIUSHIY ed ighi parsonali centact
with Western ; e ser t was cthe fBIDIAN visit,
NOSEYRO said, wnich first arouse:! RSB inzcrest in tne site at

Pushrin Strose.
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i. Irntrodudtior )

. \

While in general terma corroboratiii HOSZUKOD's claims to ’

service in both the GRU and the ¥GB, SEEREE. nas supplied scme
details wh.ich are incompatible with the statenente by NOSENKC on
his intelligenrce career. houch ot 3s prolific a reporter on
ROSTNMKO a3 '.'-".',w..,""t:?:‘f'“> SNDYIT A ’ .05 had several topiCS in
cormon with NUSENKO: #UPGY, PESKCVSKIY, CHERERANCV, SHUBIN,
SLESINGER, and thLe contacts hetween the GRU officer BOLSHAKOV arnd
Attorrey Gsneral Fobert FEWIDY un 1962. Wiren compared with
NOSENKO's information, the reports by -Ggdgf on the case of FOPOV,
PENKOVSKIY, ard QIZREPANOV ére interlock:n;: .

EXBrEFand NOSFNKO agree that FOPOV was compromised
after his rerurn to Mosccew from East Berlip in Novemrber 1958
ard in conscquence of KGB surveillance.

- CHEREPENGCV and NO3SENKO likewise agree about POPOV's
corpromisa.

¥ concurred with NOSZNKO by indicating that
i source O lig

ik s 5 EP™ lcarned some of his
details con the compromise of FENECVSKIY, a2nd WREAEESRand
HNOSENKO liave indicated thet this compromise resulted from
KGB surveillance of PENKCVSKLY's British contacts in Moscow,

a review of the topics conmon to these two sources.

2. Statements on NOSENKO

.

When discussing LOSENKO for the first «ine, CERREEP said on
AT F B0 that they were not rersonzlly acquainted, but

! various persons" in Moscow (whom he did rdt identify) had
spoken to him about NOSENKO. The statements by GifEpgs® and NOSENKO

on the latter's background are compared in the féliawing tabulation:

KOSENKO
As a young man, NOSENKO attended NOSENKO said his entire ser-
the CRU's Military-Diplomatic vice in the GRU, ir the years
Acadeny (MDA) and then was in 1950-1953, consisted of duty
; the GRU Irformation Department-- in the Naval GRU, first in
e in 211, perhaps a year of service the Far East and then in the .= =
' in the GRU.* Baltic.**

‘;gntil the late 1950's, the course at the MDA, the strategic
sintellicence 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, '

; ‘ e
11 | | T10P SEC
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A “very urdisciplined person®
while in the GRU and "not very
good, * NOSRIKO was to have been
diecharged from the GRU.

NOSEXKO's father, "a very in-
fluential person in the Ministry
of Shipkuilding," was able to
get NOSTHKO trarnsierred to the
KGB.

NOSERKO was "an important boss”
in the KC38 (directorite or
departmert unknom).

NOSZHKO

NCSENKD's statexents sbcut him-
self durirg the 1950-1353 period
appear to acree with the cvalu-
ation, but he has caid rothing

about facing discharge by the
Naval GRU,

His transfer froa the Naval GRU
to the ¥G3 In 1953, RGS2NKO
said, w23 at the irnitiative of
KGR General KOBULLY, p friend

of hie €father; <. elcder NROSENKO
was Minister of Shipbuiliding.

krocozrding te NISEIRD, his most
recent K&3 titla rrior to de-
fectirg was Ueputy Chlef,
Tcurist Department, KG3 Second
Chief Direcrorate,

" Fstated that NOISITNKO gave 'very, very godd information®

to the>»n1£éd States, having had "great access” to K38 information
which ircluded "all means of KGP cover a*c of people in Moscow,

L 2D

~:~rophone systems in the embassies, etc. :
N/ -ontinued, had found mxcrupbonec on the basia of informatior
that NCSENKO had provided.

itke Y.5. Emtassy, i&@ﬁp

3. Parallels with KOSENKO's Reporting

a. The CHEREPANOV Case

(i) Summary

One of the two ways in which

the KPB-
vhich returned them to che Sosiet Miniszry of Foreign Affairs
(MFA).; the MFA turned the papers over to the #GB, which traced
them by analysis to CHEREPANOV: nearnwhile, GIZREFANOV had tried
to flee the USSR, but he was captured near the Turkisn border and

executed. In every major. respect,

NOSEiKO's version of the case
incident might hav
U.S. Embassy, &5

The second way in which
was a gentine source is irdirect,

therefore
When asked whether the CHEREPANOV
been "a trick” kty the KGS to emcarrass the

¥y replied that it was definitely not.

:’é;35‘ has corroborated NOSENKO

hR;?A:OV Cuve-SOﬁe Dapers to the U.~. -ﬁbassy in Aoscow,

agrees with

has certified that CHEREPANOV

Like NOSENXO anad zme-0of the
icated that KGB surv-:llance

CHEREPANOV documents, \Grpgmepr F3d if:

of a U.S, Embassy officer crcught about the compromise of POFOV.

(ii) Remarks

As stated in Part VIII.B.6.,

the GIEREPANOV incident was a '

KGB provocation against the U.S. FEmbassy, but it is conceivable
that statements suggesting the ccntrary could have bcen made

0P ST
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t.owever, appears to Lo based on'g e direct involvement, and
does r.ot eppeer to be attributebie O sub-sources having provided
him with erronesous information; this is discussed further below.

b. The Cos:gromise of PEMKIOVSKIY

3 dates on tlhie compronise of PERIKOVEKIY are at vari-
ence nxth NCSLIKO's er.d they diszgree on wrecher the ¥GD knew
Arerican Irtelligence to be involved in this operation befcre
JACOB of CIA was apprenerded at the Pushkin Stireet dezd drop on

2 YNovember 1962. Soth eo'irces stated, however, that gurveillance
led to the detection of PENKCVSKIY, although ccain they diff.r on
the person with whom PEXOVIXIY was firsct seen by tho KGB: viggl"
said this individual was the Britisn busirecswar WYINE, while NOS-
ERKO said it was the Englisnwoman Frs. CHISICLM,

According tuWPEG(GVSKIY had been working oprnly
with WYINE, explianing trnat he was trying to ”'\'ej.op WANE, and
the KGB learred cf their meetirgs througjn surveillgnze,* CiA
records show that WYNKNE pet PENKOVEMIY in Mos:cow during April-
vav 1961, May-June 1661, August 1961, and June-Tuly 1962, TS

repcrt that PLIXOVSKIY came under ruspicion in May 196
therefore is not consistent with i3 staterent ebout KGB surveil-
lance of the WYNNE-PINKCVSXIY reetincs, nor does this report co-
incice witi. the evidence rfrom WYNNE himself that the K33 was
sufficiently suspicicus of their eetirngs to record a converse-
vicr_they had ha2d <88 @ 1951 {(one year ~arlier “kran in the

version). NOIZiirJ dated the FrENHOVIKIY compromise at a
month or two after he was first se<n, ktut at the time not iden-
tified, in contact with Mrs, CHISHOLM in KNovember or December
1961.

Whereas NOSENKO said the KGB was unaware of the participa-
tion of American Intelli-~-nce in the FPEIKOVEKIY operation until
JACOB was detained, Y rcported that while PENKOVSKIY was
at a reception in Moszca, Te was otserved mzking contact with an
American in a lavatory. €Rgangrdid not date this event, but
CIA reccrds show that it was on 27 Auzgust 1562, Padded

that the KGR "invented” the incidert at Fushxin on 2 tlov-
ember 1962, the month after PENKOVSKIY's a:—rest, in order to
catch the American unlcading the dead drop.**

A PR i~ ] Y e hgreement with
both CHIRAErAlNOV and hUSen( on the cause of PQ:’O‘J 8 compromise,

* The sane statement was made by NOSENKO ard in the official
KGB document on PKCGVSKIY's comprcomise.,

**This is obviously true, although the date cf P-NKOVIKIY's
arres: may have Leen more than a month tefore.

70P SECRER
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Ce. The Corpromise of PCPOV

(1) Introductacn

Of ell the sources available to American Intelligence,ﬂigfiﬁggﬁ
is "}vs onst placed to report on thre com;.orxsa o‘ POPOV SFE AL

-;; 33

B Eol s S TN : < AP
‘,.g-s'-xtr thq p:cvxded by h“S"\KO and

'Crinz?é;ov as well as that in the 18 Sertember 1939 message frem

POEOV to CIA {kolieved to rave Lkeen dictated by “he KGB). These
four sources have indicated that the ccmpronise resulted from KGB
survelllance of a U.S., fmlbessy off:cial folluwing the recall of
PCPOV 1in November 1958.%)‘.0’&9\@:‘, Fas not precisely dated
the incidert (dated by inrerence oy tha cthers at 2] January 1959),
has asscciated it with an Awerican Intelligence dead drop for POPOV
(whereas the otlicrs have s23id it was CIA's mailing of a letter to
PCPOV), and has rnor_n:=-sd tre CIA officer irvolved [{George WINTERS)X
Tte evidence f:om@ ike ti-ac from KO3En¥O, GIEREPAICY, and
the FCFCV message, conflicis with «<hat from CQLITSYN,whose state-
ments on the corpromise of FOPCV zre unportcd by analysis of events
in 1957 and 1358 on which FOPOV reported (s Fages 663-665).,

(ii) LCetails

& - ad rade a "very sarious mistake" by using an
acconrnaatxon acdress supplied by Anerican Intelligence to receive
mail from a girlfriend in Austria.'* "In scirre f£2shion” this came
to the attention of the Austrian police, W TR s TR

it was determxnec trat sne had been scrnding m3il to a Soviet offi-
cer in Berlin. The Fustrian police ndtified the Soviets, arnd
eventually FGFDV was conironted ty the chief of his GRU component
in Berlin.*** CRU ilea2quarters was notified, POPOV was recalled

hat POPOV made the m’staxe of provlding xn-
Q va;plf. No sub-source for‘this remark

M’was given EIR TSN NEER® and since then TFELHA
resolved the discrepancy petween this version aﬂo the other

one treated at lpngth here.

** CIA cdid not supply PCPOV with an acconmodation address, but
he did secretly ccrrespond with KOCHANEK.

went to the Austrian police on 25 Augqust 1953 with

4 o e ————— ¢ 0 ot - 1=

h‘d-‘

iriormation that included the iderntification of POPOV as a o
Soviet Intelligence officer. POPOV's superior confronted him
on 4 November 1958 about KOGHANIK ard received from him an
adaission to having had some cosrespondence with her corcern-
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 gifficulties. PCPOV was recalled to Moscow on 17 Nov-
enber 1958 ostersibly. for a weex's TDY to discugs the case

of an American whom he was developing under CIA aegis. He
did not return to Berlin.

TOP SECEET
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to Moscow to explain the cituation, anrd when he was gynable to QO
so, the fagrs were turned over to the KG3 for full-scale investiga-
tion. 4aﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁa&ﬁfﬁ@ﬁ-gﬂ”;J4Tx-_;*-.it not been for POPOV's
correspordence with an Austrian wonan, "they would never have
caught hin," and that FOPQY was “arrezted because of a‘czﬁggcgéggv
with a girl;" also, I TP TNAELL Ak at_sTa néd of 1985
was recalled to Moscow "for scmething” 4:{ Ty MQ’—'
While tre foregoing KGB jrnvestication was in p:ugL‘ ket KGO
routinely placed under gurveillance a U.,S., Embagsy official in
Voscow. This person was observed rentirng a boat in sorkiy Park.
going to thre vicinity of a 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 drop. He was arrested, doubled, and
"operated" against Averican Intelligence for & year ard cne-half."*
Eventually, the KGB put in notion a plon to attempt to compromise
the Amcrican official who was meeting POPOV. The KGB photographed
a mecetinc in a Moscow restvaurant, then arrested the official and
showed him pictures of his reet ing with FOPCY and of FOPOV un-
loading the dead drop at the oridge. After the Anerican refused
to work for the KGB, he was released and declared persona non
grata.**

AN R Rl CLA questionlrdm&':g‘}, Y on POPOV's
cenmproa se. He gaia at t..5 Lime that %e hod hesrd POPOV was
apprehanded through a dead drop. PCPOV "“apparently was under
suspicion there in Berlin, 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 Limbassy employees wuaidec surveillance.' 7They observed an
Amerjican at the staircase... and they found a dead-drcp unier the
staircase. So they estabiished coverage of the dead d-op 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. Thney showed him photographs. They told
him he was going to work for them to expose his contacts. He
agreed to ie.. .o

[ ]

* Since POPOV returned to MOsCOW in November 1958 and LANGELLE
was arrested the following Octover, he could rnot have been
doubled against CIA for more than eleven months.

#+ Starting on 4 January 1959, POPOV had a series of six brush
contacts in Moscow with the CIA officer Russell LANGELLE of
the U.S. Embassy, culminating in the detention and interview
of LANGELLE by the KGB on 16 October 1959,

**%2A5 previously stated, no Moscow dead drops were used by CIA
in the POPOV operation, but LANGELLE did survey the possi-
bilities for dead drops to bLe used in other operations, One

.y

of these was Yocated—in—benin-Hills,-an_area of Moscow_not

far from the new bridge near Moscow Stadium, and it was T

w:jtuaced beneash a staircase; Rtk oF ol (]
P mY A5, ot B R a  LNIGELLY visited cthe area ol the aeas
\arop'site on SrasE?¥ o5 May 1959, but the dead drop was loaded
by a CIA legal travel agent (on 7 June 1958) rather than Ly
LANGELLE. The CHEREPANOV document,discussed on Pages £63-
6§64, stated, in the course of reviewing LANGELLZ'S operation-
al activities in toscow, 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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that he had learnsd these

W‘W“’“ R el

‘r:'l\uuon .u 'OruV secause at ae time he vas a!@, t

& B F S A RLEERE” The sanwe: ful-source was cited byﬁmmm.

information t.2 supplied CIA i @

(iv) Pesarks

éﬁiwg"g’reporurd, inscourately, that Arerican Inteliigence
gave boi an accomacdal ion address an Berlan, that a dead drop
wzs utedd in the Moscow puase cf the operation, 2nd that the KGB
doubled FOPGV for a year and orne-half tefore terminating the case,
Fach of tr.se incorrsict itvems cane 1o wERBIRgRA NI :

circe G TRiBEGF participated in tne investigation of

PO“ from a cor.vcrsation it A

FCFUV, presunusly e wculd have vecoonized them to be un trut_- One

crplanation for the inaccuracies mignt be +hat £

przcisely what he had been told, bLut SSERIAITNS ‘Mbera::lé mis-

informed nim. There is, however, no evident reason why
wo2ld have done this. Anothser explanation night be thal
misunderstosd nis subi-source, or 1n r-*ldv'nn .hﬁ lnfor atisn to

X e

y 3 A% A . garbled
the detalls, Tais would mean tiot WoLkEH a fully
attentive to d..-cails ea a personal d"\.,..é‘.r\. znce who ‘xad (eined
ro*oriety, detaile wnich ha was told at a time when he wa:z in a

pos"“io*x cerparghla £o POV s ._-_'* ~Intact with

Yonn Sf these explonations seems
ertirely satisfactery, and “the answer way lic eluewhere.

,

%& has been inconsistent alvwut the deqree of suspicion
gurrounding POFOV vhen ne was recalled to Moc -ov i~ MNovemrber 1958
in cornection with his correspcndence with § Cr. one hand,
in 196243 QM?_QQ cated that the WGP surve, ar‘ce _of the U,S.

Eabassy “officer was coincidental with the separate investigation
Of POPOV'c rp‘q*lo"'ﬁxp with this Austrian woman. Ci: the other

N, % i 3 implied that as a result of the suspicion
of rOPOV in Berlxu, trere was 1nterest i1in POFOV's future contacts
irn Moscow, an intcrest wh:icn would he covered by the KGB's sur--
veillance of U.5. Exrassy employees.

*However, .in another vers;on@said that as soon as the
1llegals reported their compromiske 1n January 1958, POPOV_
irmediately fell under suspicion. The conflict between &3

Statements has not been resolved. '
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4. SUrIN, WLESINGER, ard BOISHEKCY i;

Ir. threa 1nstanu%36$ NCEDKO co-xfimed repor+s made by
me® the iiciARfication of SHUEIN as a GRU agent, the

Svets suspicions that SLZSINGER was in cortactc 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 the United States during the 19495's, but indepen-
dent of NOSRXKO and Wthere 18 o ‘-erificatin-\ af his having
i nore rﬁcc—wly bee an r*en_ of the GaU, ‘.:éf)?f AR BT A it

% ,5; hﬁ:.g»i S faf “i":;;% ":-%\?“T‘i SR ﬁg@'

POLSGHAKOV, the only claimed rutual acguzintance of €, g\w
and NCSERKO, has not bren named as 2 GRU off:cor by anv other
cour~e, rer has ne been ohce rved ir. motinas with GRU acents, Bat_h

and NUSFNIO spoke of BOLSHM.W's having m2t attorrzy
uene:rc.l Ropert WENNEDY 1n 1662. MNOZINKO acded that, in iniziating
the contact, =he Attorney Gencral kuew HOLSHMOV to be 3 "military
intelligence officer, " hun tris regate has r.ot been corroborated.**

7] ¥ confirmation that HU3SZKO is = cenuine KG3 officer-

defector .LS Lm‘prl..ed of hearsay evidence. and hence the corclusion

that ;,;;‘F‘\KO was dispatchad hy the =G5 woula nct recessarily brmq
‘5“"*- Lona f\des irto gquestion: much would depend upon

of PORO\ a'man X5 (560

have autrentLCucLJ B Dl Ly QR Y AN valldxty of a Ch-RE-
PANOV document whicu cowcez.cd the Turov compronise and which was
prepared by toe KGB fof rransmittal vo Amerizen Intelligonce. In
addition, and NCIMKO suppor: or.e another about th e PENkOV-
SKIY conororxse, about the contact Tetween BAILSHAKOV N2
I iy and Rorert KENEDY, and about SiiUBIN and W
Melr ihiormation or BOLSHAKOV and SHUBIN a1s unique; on SLESINGER
it is cerrororated by actions taken by the KCB, as reported by
SLESINGER; on 20PovV, PENKCOVSKIY, and CHEREPANOV it is confirmed
: by KGB controlled sources.

; With the exception of his details on FCCOV,&m report-

: ing on HNOSENKO and on ccmmon topics I2n be explained, individually,

; by misinfcrmation s i >received and innocently passed 2leng.

' } . These items taken together, however, in the lxght@‘}w:tate-
: ments on the compromise of POPOV {(which conflict with GULITSYN's

reporting and analyuca; evidence) are irdications that ¢ M

is contrelled by the KGB.

bl § 3 Robert KENNEDY indeed knew BOLSHAKOV to te a GRU officer,
: the question recmains as to how NISEIKD was aware of the fact,
. since as the only source to have made this identiflca-
; ticn before the time when KENNEDY and BOLSYAKOV met.
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¥ QP‘Y'J‘ ‘_ i
trecely limiced. For the most part st~ ha3s provided only super-
ficial reports, generally only ir response to auesticning and

frequently citirg her cwn lack of access to irformation of wvalue.

Her professed persoral involvament in, ard dramatic accounts of,
certain situations on which NOSENKO's reportirng is demonstrably

fides arnd affirming the importance of the information he has re-
A4 J

pcrted. Her accounts of the (HEREPINOV czsc emphasized the depth
of nig treason ard tue retrilmjion of the XKGC--tnemes ricn
dozirate the NOSENFO account ‘afel RiRis PRIt )bt s

Her repcrts on the compremise of PENROV3KIY, while differing
markedly from WOSELKO's in basis, scope, ard detail, confirmed
almost to the month NOSEWKO's datirg of the compremise. EHer
confessed prrticipation as an zgent of the KGB Secnnd Chief
Directorate, despite her repoated claims to <now rotilng of im-
portance concerning its operationd, has placed her in KNOSEXO's
milieu, and the KGb officers who figured in her reporting are
{with two exceptions) personzlities who have previously keen
identificd as KG3 officers orly by NOSENKO,

2. NOSENKO's FRackground and Career

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 hzd heard about him from "scmeone froa the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, rot SVIRIN." She has reported frag-
ments on NOSENKO's tackground: his fathers's positicn, his mother's
ethnic background, and NOSTNKO's ron-KG2 stetus. €he initially
said that NOSEIKO's father was a gen=ral, later gaid she was not
sure of that, ard stiil later amended her description to “general
or minister," :dding that he was Ukrainian - thus approachirg

an accurate statement only a2fter several conversations about

him. Her consistent statement that NOSENKO's mother was Jewish
and involved in klack market activities has not keen elsewhere
reported, and rer statement that NOSIENKO was a civilian, rather
thar. a KGB officer, contradicts his o#m account and that of
other sources who have confirmed his KG3 status. I g
sourcing of her limited information on NOSENKO to her KGE trien
SVIRIN nevertheless demonstrates at least potential access to
some information about NO3SENKO. (SVIRIKN was identified by
NOSENKO as an officer of the Third Section of the lmerican
Department, Second Chief Directorate, since 1963, and opefcre
that of the Third Department of ‘the Directorate of the KG3
Second Chief Directorate, where he participated in and received
an award for his part in the investigation of PENKOVSKIY.)
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3. NOSENKO's Krowlccze -~ Damage to the X33 e

. R ag meentiored HC30KO's ate clos'..res to tte
Americans ccncerring the microprones in tne U,.S, Embassy - her
only reference to inforzation he ».1cnc have provided - on each
occasion when she has discussed NCSINK She ecnce attrituted to
SVIRIN the remark ir. October i9€6 that :iOoE‘.’YO had done consider-
able harm to tre Scviet Unicn by revealing «his tnformation, thus
(and specifically only in thiscortext) underscoriny the impecrtence
of NC3INKO's infcrmat:ion, (NOSEANKO himself has characterized this
information as the mo:s: important he has provided.) The context
in which she hzs discussed HCG3TIKO has been the gereral one of
cefectors frcm tne Soviet Uricn: she has rereatedly emprasized
that the Soviets attexpt to ccnvince all Scviet citizens that
“anybody‘;:\o defects will find his crave ov tre r.arnq nf KGE

Woeople® T SN A e B LR 3
R LI B0 IS v J3E mith refercnce to :.OS“\KO she

cgoced b.-RII as .. aid that NC3DNKD,. too, would ore
day be exterminated, thus mearl, implyirny =hat NOSENKC was a
genuine defectcer.

4., Parallels with HCSEK(G's_fieporting

a. The CHEREP2NOYV Cise

ﬂa‘""“ X7: account of CHEREPANOV's cisalfection, treason,
arrest, ard executicn ~--firxs in general cicline and in enphasis
that of NOSIXNKO. &Ewlaims direct kncwliedge of thre
case through rer own and v.5f :'.'-s'-arﬁ"; ver SD!‘—:I friﬁ"dghip with
CHEREZFANCV and his wife, b R A g

T enouvgh aji tc_r C
whose address:

She introduced her account of the Gi!:.‘-(EI-‘A\'GV case, as in her
discussions of NCSENKO, Ly references to the deternination and
effectiveness cf the KGB in apprehending an d executing those wvho
vere “running away"; she cffered CAZFEPANCY as an example'‘of a
Soviet traitor wno had teen caught and executed. Her account cé
the details, however, differs sharply from that of NOSENKO (and
others). Her identification of CHEPEPANO/ as & classmate of Ler
husband at the GiRU's Military Diplomatic A‘.a..e-—y (M>A) from 1956

= reoorted on CHERE-
PANOV, For the period during wnich & % PR sald CHERIPAINOV
attended the M-A, NOSDNKO has made no specific statements con-
cerning CHEREF:NOV's career:; he has said ornly that at some un-
specified date after CHEREPANOV'S return from Belgrade {elsewnere
reported as mid-1956) and before early 1560 CHEREPANOV had been
assigned to the U.S, Iscassy Sec*m—-. Arerican Cepartment, KC3
Second Chief Directcrate., SSTFuy el .lsc stated, however,
that after his craduation rrom tne MUA in 1959, UHEREPANOV
"finally" obtained a job in the Minisctry of Foreign Trade, sug-
gesting that he had o intervening assigrment where NOSENKO
has failed to establicsh a clea" motn'e for CﬁEREPA‘iOV's l-avxr.g

described his x..‘rea*‘x 23 bxt;er..ess "-ort the da"’ o: |
the MCA in 195&.  She was not sure that he had becex a KGB officer;
she nefther mentioned ror did her account allow for nis assign-
ment to the U.S. Emkassy Section in 1960-1961 (as stated by

@ o
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Ey NCSENKO): and she described the documents which he turned over’
to the A-ericans as ra»1'~ come frorm the Minietry of Fo*cign Trade.
She sta-ed, therefcre, rather than dexcrnstrated, the point that
"tl.ese wsre such izporcant docum:nts, irmvociant enouzh that...he
was chot.

oreg -Ti0g her geccnd account of the GIERZVANOV affair sigad
“V?ﬁg sourced her irforration difierertly 2rd added first -hani
cet211ls wnich ghe had previously cdisclaimed having., She said that
"In teo days this man was arrestes...In twd nonths he w3is shot."
Tnis is alco at variance with NUOSN¥I's acmournt of a XGB investiga-
tion of vp to 20 cr 25 days, folluwei ky the K3k officer’'s visit
to CEIPZIZANOY or 8 Decemier 1963, GiercPrliGV's fiight, ard a seven-
day search for ninm before his arresc:

D. The Comrpramise cf PENXOVIKIY

to NOSSNKO's account cf
PRIKCYELIY's corp*om:se, : T #olaced <tre date of initial
suspicion of PENFOVEKRIY a: aboac bb:o~er cr Ncvember 1961, Her
statements of the casis for this cuspicicn, however, differ com-
pletely from the rea:zcns advanced ty NOSEXO (and other sources).
Her acczuint is vague, 1n consonance with her c‘aired lack of any
first-haind contezporary kriowied;2 cf the irnvestigation leading to
ris arrest, ari ig ceclored by her expressed percsonal dislike for |
FENKCVEXIY thre marn and by the professicnal zmasfgst. ct ner hus-:
pand which resulted from VENKOVSKIY's arrest,
Yer K33 frieni SYIRIN as the source ¢f some of her 1n‘orracxon.
ac the scurce cf the irdirect warriny to her htusband to stay away

from FENKOVSKIY, and as scmeone who krew abcut PENKOVEKIY's trial
£=d tad beer. scmehow asscociated with the 1rvegt*gatxon - thus
cor.firming NOSEKO on SVIRIN's perticipation in‘“the PENKOVSKIY
investigation.

c. Repcrts or KGB Fersonnel

ik o oy nas r.amed reiatively few KG3 officers who have
figured in ror career as a KB agern: cr about whom she cculd re-
port any sugstance. Of her KGB handlers:

- CIA has been ur.akle to identify one, Gennadiy Fedor-
ovich, whose last ramz she did rot krow, her handler while
ste worked at the Embassy cf Nepal in 19€4. NOSEWKO has not
referred to operations against this Embassy.

~ Two KG38 handlers were assigred to @& G dEed in
Leningrad - V. I. DEMIDOV and Georgiy PCHELIN, 3oth of these
officers hac prevxously been identified by WOSENKO as officers
of the Leningrad KG3 and have not been identified by any
other source. They were two of the total of four Leningrad
KCB officers named Ly NOSENKO, '

- Her KGB hardler while she was emnloyed by a Carnadian’
correspondent in Moscow was V1adimir Ivanovich KCSTYRYA.
Only NOSENKO has identified "’”YPVA as the KGB cificer who
had been in the Urited States under the rame Vladinmir .
V‘xto'ox‘ch VLADIMIRIV: RCSEXKD censidered this, as he said

-aﬂ- 17 fl arong KGB oe—

in tre U.S. unces loturist COVEr: (s R, 5
relationship with him was not related tc her earl-er Lwturxs;
work, however, tut her connectiorn with a foreigr corres-
pordent, which was KOSTYRYA's respcnsibility after his re-
turn to Moscow.
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Of the four other KGB cfiicers c¢n whem P
ed by ROSENKO

reported in any depth, threce were previously ident
and only Ly NOSENXO:

- V.G. SVIRIN, h2r XGB frierd, is mubicuitous figure
in rmuch of rer reporting on other subiects arnd in her account
of her personal life, as welil as her primary cardidate for a
Western recrultment approach. VIRIN had previously been
identified by NOSENKD es a KGB on'xcer of the American De-
partrent, Secord Chief Lirectorate, previously involved in
OVSKIY 1nvestigation (both of which assignments
;as confirmed).

- In connecticrn with SVIRIN, ¢ @ recountcd an
irncicert in wih:ich @ KGB officer whom she cescriped in ceroga-
tory tcrms, Valerncin MIZEYUIK, had narrowly escaped disnissal
as a result of a drunken brawl with a militizman, MUZEYNIL
hed not only survived, however, but continued to bear a
higher ¥GB rank than his former friend, collcague, and sub-
crdinate, SVIRIN. NOS&KO said MUZEYNIK wac an officer of
the Directoratc cf the KGB Seccnd Chief Directorate.

- Vadim 1IRYUKUV was ident:ified b" {f

FCB officer urder Hovasti cover ==¢1’“°d SO ore on ¢

inrervies ir Aicust 1966- of ﬁ’t?“ﬁﬁfﬁ"\"‘ﬁm‘_ s
‘E:\.“ &3 -a YRR LN Al e v\ "-.. v E2F

» f S LT S -.,. .?:‘._». ' # ‘ ‘F'-",—.ﬂ v
\bSLﬂAU fac p cvxoqslv'ngen L.formatiox concerning BIn{UKOV
a KGB officer of the Tenth Department, KGB Second Chief
Dircctcrate, targetted against foreign correspondents.

S. Rerarks

There is confusion in R _‘gp‘wv‘fv s sub-scurcing for her
inforrmation on NOSENKO and xncostscerC) in her statements that,

on one rard, he was a civilian kut on the other, fe was aware of
microphcrnes in the U.S. Zxhassy. These facts irdicate that if she
was brigfed v the KCB to report to American Intelligence on :N05-

; { P=2s 1nadeguately preparLd. Otherwise, however,
TN w1y perso“ally supported the bona fides of NOSENKC'
by of:erxng carect confirmation of the bona fxoe; s of CHEREPIhO\

by corrororating NOSENKC's cetails on the PEXKOVSKIY compromise,
and by verifyirng his identification of KGB Second Chief Director-
ate personalities.

. Kore: hAside from her suprort of NOSENKC and CHEREFANOY,
; there are many aspects of the Qg sesgse case which in-
deperdertly led ClA and other Western services to corclude
that she is a KGCB-dispatched agent. Some of these aspects
are as .ollows.

- The cxrrumstances cof her claxmeo 'elationsh1p with
the KGB contradict KGB practice as known frcm other sources.

: ¥¥ description of her husband's recall
from utOC\hclﬂ a2 his punishment for havirg previously
worked as a GRU colleague of FESKOVSKIY in the GKNNR fit
neither the treatmcat of other GRU officers whom PEVKOV-
SK1Y also identific? nor the logi: of the situation: Her
husband was sent to Stockholm after PENKCVSKiY was un-
covered and even after he was arrested. (That the brief
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. +
assignment in Stockholm may Y.ave t=-er a KOB-orgenized pre- . . {
lude to the defecrion of m 15 alusn sugyasted by ' !
the fact that the ore operatiunLdl «wi.tact ner hustard as ; i

to‘haye had there Was a Wesxtern doubhle agent, &nd . “

was able to provide 1d:ntifying data on thi

- She has given conflicting accounts cf her motivation v
for defectir.g, of her relationship with her husband, and of !
her associations with KG3 personnel.

- Against the tackground of the claimed difficulties
in which ste and hae:and found themzeclves, it seams un-

likely that ¥o piyy would have ncen permitted to leave
the USSR. Db :

- There are oddities in her reliationstap with the
Canadian cor:espondent who employsd her in the USSR and who
was her allcyed KGB torget,. as well 23 in her corduct in
the West and 1 her husband's situztisn and behavior since
the defection.
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Otner TEZIO1-Ja2S CnL WAlen VEarlous acurees nave confirmed onn

anotner include the f0110Wing:

£ Jiade® tnar the surveltlante cqiaprent Lics Iy
KGn SurwolsichCe nrcltore’ e includes cpecial paint invisible
to the haked v LU visiple tnrougn ose o1 a spwcial cesice
It 13 used In CCRIUNITICL Y1th ety oprecs ciosod cirguirt
televigicen at Lridzes. tunil.z  ot’ A sruilar telrnydgie

was cescribed by {Alinlwwssg

T

MOV papt s 1AvVe CcnsS-
£iti.~ to doGs Zat O

0 Furvesliernce

' T LI CPLINeS and
¥ T dutononrlas X0 oLne
Spee B3l Surverclace Directorine

St lE: Orn TnLs telnhnid

_ iag TN e ee ¥GL hud
develor<d a - i i fettiihoL2theil€s SO Spaped
©pat srey <ern tit an tne Slouiaed oads ¢t @ men & 3ult. Trey
aleo carn Le cofcesied 1IN toe iar.s wovers o renus.  Thus
corzealed, tixy @i¢ uted N NS0 +ne KL rto listen to
conversatliors Lelwesrn tore'gn 1P <. partlcularly a%t the
Eotel Mewropo. and ine muoted Latwenal 3u. i Tiniaturizecd
devices nave 3120 g < : (y COLTIIEAZED. COLITSYN
WOSEFO P 4 i - re CHIFPANOV papers.
intcr alia LE TSenp YT papesr 5 gave tne KGB
cryporym as

-~ UIEENED ) @ Lee seprtte e KOR tecrnigue
of =Wwii.nlrg ve:eprnitt - . is 1aterdog for roe U S. Tmbassy
In Moscow -0 a KeB instaiiation waero Lntcy are interccpred

L
by & Soviet pcsing as a0 ARTri.an

Wrere tne bLik of ROSEIKO s reportirg on KGH orvcrations was
concerned Ji1vn thoss 2r the Second Cave® Dt tDr3ane. this nas

s e ety 4.0 e St rer

(o34} e P S Y
ties 10 &dditicon O TNELT SLATeMERLS AL e compremise of CIA
assets witnhin the USSRk {a topic of repariing ov RS 37
T es w2ti) . The antormarton Sy M L S g
i35 sumgmar 1zl re low

LA B -"',6_"‘ >
= g - LAas Al Avule Lo

Chief Dire--orate acrivity. He reporied the FGU's discovery of

an American empioyea at the Sokotniki Exhipirion :r Moscow 10

-

* The existernce and feasipility of such a rupstanie has rot been
verified.
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clardestine CORTALt With uil Grident 1i1 G Sovier ferale. (Tnis
contact 1s rot ldentifica witi any 1A cpernasn at the Exhibirion
in 1959.) Ee sioke of The K- s - walecg: ot ar Amcrican Intelinr-
gence deadarop urcer & eo.r-oh 1o the ared of <bke ~3ricultural
Exhibition, He said that the KOS5 contrellsa a.l Y S, agent corni-
tacts 1n Moscow, 1including on: Wwit- an old sa~ 1~ his 60's (LCE-
E1KC reported c¢n an inGividual who may e id-Treal with *t1s

agent) .

Se55] sliarzd vo rave .lfilled funcst:ions
which SCELLAG and Lolel3 have dese.rtoed as sredird prozedure n
operations avainss Joreigneeri @and So/iats ook tn2 Soviet Lriion.

. Yy 3 15 she a Scocor?d Chiwf Durezncrase agernt
4

wS -
Sepelese fiebassy in MOSU oo ar? lor-
Sepnt Wo0 enpioed ] W 41
4 * ot . 45 X

+re defeceions of
the genuire source:s Noand el EeoE *121 thav ;merican
Intelligence kbesen 10 L€ 2:..C volziinoas ard farsally corzezorative
informaticn fron others on the actinit s of nne KGB Seccond Thief
and Surve:llance D1r=ctordics. “he. ¢iriny D1 thas anfcrmacion
therefore arpears to ko sigcnifacant an a#di1t10r ro the overlap of
specific details e fa t that Lo ity OF thene cources, even

N i My . o el 3L socond Chael Darsc-

As previously
!

torate irformatic - . eepa.ized K declsion tO em-
phasize cr sacriilte al. .
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H. Evaluation

1he cornclusion tha:t ROSERKO 15 or a2 K n:ss:on could carry
damagang implications tor tne American intclligence sources wno
have supported his hon2 tides, Unless *r2ir ttatements or NOSENKC
carn be convincir,ly explaired es 1nnozent repetition of misinfor-
mation spread by trne Pl within the Sovicr €crvics. these sources
mignt be conciuvced o rnave beoen celiberately misleading eitner as
Promidtors cf tnelir OWn persdnal !RTerests or 2s partied vo a KGB
col.spiracy.

Regard:ng GIOLITSYN. tre opinion of CIA 1s that e purpose-
fully gave falsc supporc for LUSFHAO in 2 atzemp= to make his
opinions more euthroritative. This i+ natoa satxf'ac “ory exolana-
tion for the remarks on NUJENKO by €FZF §4 7 s
hodcver, trere seem tO 52 no perscnal . hCA Lne.r

“suppart 08 NOSERKD's hona fides mign: have

_____ gerved. The choice
thus seens L0 lie hetwoen tnese threc ofiicers being ¢cenuine
sources of Amerilan inelilgence put unsit-ing <oanrels of KGB
misinicormation end. oo tne otner rand, cne or more of them oeing
in league witn tne KGE,

@ The possibility oo VIEL! ; 2 are uncer
K3E cornirol was tested rurthier 1o the -<acext of one NISINKO opera-
tlcn Ty review#ing paralieils 1n their reperting ard his. and c:neral
correlazions that : from ore case 1o another. At the same
time, ne h;aLVnO- LAy connactions were snown for compar-
Stive puIpcsEes, . s to:ad vnar would eliminate
225 7 from considerazion as poassibly being

KG: p;O-OCctJOW as S€nta.
Thls eximiration agalnst the conclusion trat NISENKC is
genNtrol, ras brougnt tre pona tides of
Rgf 1NTO Serious question, if NUSENKO 1s a é1
tne KGB, <hese cther so.:ces ce<n also to ze.
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