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Introduction: After examining the evidence of Nosenko's . mala

fides in the notebook, which I assume'to be the best evidence,
although not all of it, I am convinced that Nosenko is a bona fide 'e
fdefector. I believe-the case against him has arisen and'persisted |
because the facts have been misconstrued ignored, or interpreted ﬂ.ffj
,without sufficient consideration of his peychologicel failings. ;Ih;ﬁilli
-recommend ‘that the case be reviewed by a new team of CIA officerse ﬁy{f"

_ 1. .There are several references in the Nosenko notebook to the ex-"

etent and quality of the intelligence he provided., In the 25 Mareh fu:f
1964 ‘memo’ to DDP, it is asserted that A comparison of his positive:aAi
intelligence with that of other Soviet Bloc intelligence_officers:v.ir -
with whom we have had an OPerational‘relationship:shovs that‘all of |
‘them‘were consistently better able to_provide usefullnositive'intellié
gence than has been Nosenko."™ Tab D of this same memo'states'FEis |
-positive intelligence ordduction is practica11y~nil,ﬁ snd later:

viewed overall however, NOSENKO's positive intelligence production

‘has been 80 meager for a ‘man of his - background, training and position

as to cast doubts on his bona fides, without reference to other

/

| criteria. All ‘of these statements are incorrect.‘A“"“"’
2. There are three persons in the Clandestine Service with the

‘ ‘background and experience to. make this judgment¢ None was eonsulted

3‘regarding these evaluations of Nosenko s production and access.4 All
‘agree that they are incorrect. No KGB officer has been able to'.

provide more useful intelligence than Nosenko hae'i intelligence:fff
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usefulness of all KGB officers‘(perhaps all CI officers) is
“practically nil". Golitsyn's was nil. This is apt to be par-
ticularlyitrue if a requirements officer is not directly supporting 2
the case officer, as was true in the Nosenko case. Viewed in the

proper context, therefore, Nosenko's‘intelligence production cannot

be used in his defense, but neither can it be said honestly teo cast

any doubt whatsoever on his bona fides, and the judgment regarding

his bona fides must therefore be made on the basis of his counter-
intelligence information,

3. Before commenting on the counterinteliigence'case against
him, I feel there are some aspects of his personality analysis by the
psychiatrist which have a much stronger bearing on. the case than,ie.

s apparent in the notebook. The psychologist's report is only mentioned
in passing in the notebook, but it too‘may shed light.on'the validity
of evaluations of Nosenko s counterintelligence information which
bear on his bona fides. The psychiatrist is indirectly quoted
(presumably only in part) in the .11 May 1964 status ‘report as follows:
"NOSENKO shows significant indications of a serious personality dis-
order." "The sociopathic aspect of his character apparently explains
his inattention to 'objective fact'..." Once these conclusions

are reached by combetent authority, the interrogator and (I analyst
are out of their elemehts.. It is hardly likeiyvthat a persom with

a serious personality disorder, inattentlve to obJective fact, will

be able to provide the sort of substantlal 1nformatlon whlch would

inspire faith in him. Neither is it conceivable that he would be
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selected by the KGB to carry out even one of the severel vitel
missions which he is alleged to be on in the West. The substan;ive
evidence that he is not on any mission is given below; .

4. The March 1964 memo to DDP conciudes that "Those of us who
have worked with Nosenko cannot accept that he is other than a KGB
plant.” This statement is also incorrect. The only officer who:'
worked with Nosenko who has any depth of experience with Soviet _?:
agents—-Kisevalter--does not accept this. No doubt the psychologist,;
and psychiatrist who worked with him would also dissent. Who, then,;
accepts thisg insidious conclusion? Only one of the officers who

worked with Nosenko had any prior experience with one of our Soviet

agents, and that was not in the field of counterintelligence.. None

- of the officers was experienced in’ counterintelligence against the'

USSR. The initial judgment that Nosenko was a plant was made by . the
officer with the least Soviet experlence, a bare two weeks after_the

initiallcontact with Nosenko, on the basis of "careful comparison of

‘NOSENKO's information with that provided by Anatoliy Golitsyn..." ~

. This is an incredible conjunction of inexperienced persoannel and

crucial decision.
‘5. There are. three most important 1temsvofvinformetion in

Nosenko's 1962 revelations to us. Only two ‘are dlscussed in ‘the

- notebook, so I shall begin my comments on his CI information with .

" the one which was omitted from discussion: e T e
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A. Boris Belitskiy -~ Nosenko told us that this Soviet agent of

ours had been under Soviet control since our recruitment of him.
This was startlihg news to most persons who had worked on this case.

We recruited Belitski& in 1958 and held our second series of meetings

~with him in London in August 1961. At that time I worked very closely

with the case officer and polygraph operator in order to assess -

" Blitskiy's bona fides, which had come under suspic;on at Headquarteré,

Upon our return from London, during discussion of the latest Penkovskiy
meetings, CSR informed DDP that Belitskiy was coosidered bona fide *
by everyone but me. Belitskiy came out to the U. S. 1n 1962, Eeveral

months after Nosenko compromised him, but he has not come out since

Nosenko's defection. It is inconceivable that theA50v1ets would

build up Belitskiy, get him past the polygraph, and then compromise

A'him. As I pointed out in my October 1964 paper on Soviet disinforma-

tion cases, Belitskiy was the first such sophisticated case run ageinst

us, and would hardly be sacrificed needlessly just when it was ready
’ ’ A

- . to bear fruit for the Soviets.

B. ANDREY - Nosenko stated that this was the. most 1mportant U.S.

penetration he had heard of in his entire career. ~The analysis of

- this case in the notebook is very strange, to say~the least. The com~

parison of Nosenko's information with Golltsyn s shows veqy clearly
that Nosenko' s.informa;ion wasirematkably“aecurate‘and Golitsyn' s
was entirely misleading! Golitsyn is said in the notebook to have

been desk officer for two years on this case! Nosenko steted>quite

correctly that this agent was a cipher machine mechanic recruited
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5.
in Moscow in 1949-50 and that he left Moscow in 1950; his informa-
tion that Kovshuk (alias KOMAROV) had gone to Washingtomn to tecéntact
him in 1955-56 may or may not be true, but it gave the additionél clue
that Kovshuk traveled alias KOMAROV. It is really'surpritiné that
this much information did not lead €I analysts to the agent; the only
fact that Golitsyn added to Nosenko's informatiom is thatvthe agent
was located in Atléntic.City.~ | n :
The.notebook analyéisicbncludes that tteré was An agent'ﬁeing

hidden by Nosenko's informatiog,talthougﬁ-most ofythe evideﬁce gi@en

for this is f;om Nosenko. The opposite coﬁclusipn should‘ﬁeffeached'

‘-by objective analysis of Nosenko's statements. - Nosenko calls the

agent ANDREY and Golitsyn call# him JACK. .Obvioﬁsly, the Soviets
had two azents and we have found onlv one so far: even the notebook

analvsis agrees. Nosenko had no need-to-know on either ¢f these two

cases, and it appears that both Nosenko and Golitsyn havé'mixed them

up becausé of similaritiesvin the cases.: Nosenkofs confused version,
although less confused than Golitgyn's, is much more important than
Golitsyn's, because Nosenko states categorically that as of 1962 tha
Soviet agent "working in the Pentagtn at that time provided valuable
information on cipher machiﬁesAénd related matters." AInstead of
hiding an agent, Nbsenko is giﬁiné"infOtmation .on thé agents,4one qf
whom is at large right now! Golitsyn 1ndirect1y gave the opinion

that the Soviets still have a code clerk in. place when he disagreed

with Nosenko about a recruitment attempt in Moscow, but this may be

‘'only a dispute about the recruitment'time, not the fact.
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Nosenko's conclusive evidence that there were two cases is his
identification of Kovshuk as Komarov, which made it possible for us
to check visa lists and determine that "Komarov" visited Washington
in 1957. Golitsyn's JACK, on the other hand, confessed that the
Soviet had rec0n£acted him in 1955. Although Galitsye did not know
specifically why Kovshuk went to Washington, or his alias, he
identified "Komarov's" photo as. Kovshuk. The recontact TDY officerul

in Golitsyn S story was Yuriy Novikov; the notebook does not indicate

.whether Novikov did come to Washington in 1955.

Nosenko was wrong in. one regspect--he thought he was identifying
one important U.S. penetration, but he actually wvasg telling us about
two! No more time should be wasced in the search for this‘Soviet
agent.

€. Surveillance -- The March 1964 DDP memo states that “Nosenko s

principal message to us in 1962 and again in 1964 was that the loss
of several of our most productive sources in the years 1958'throngh
1962 was solely the result ef a comprehensive and technically ad- ~
vanced system of surveillance in Moscow." Presumablf this means

the loss of Popov in early 1959 (Nosenko 1962) and Penkovskiy in late

1962 (Nosenko 1964?). 1In my opinion this "message” is not nearly as

- important as messages A and B above, although it is impertant.

B

Although all available sourcee in our experience testify to the

'efficacy of Soviet surveillance in Moscow, with special emphasis on

Penkovskiy, the'notebook chooses to take issue with this Nosenko

information. However, no evidence is presented to prove Nosenko
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wrong. The only argument attempted consists of a grave insinuation

about an American citizen and CIA employee, Winters, which was later

iﬁuchecked and found to be without foundation.i The analYSis asserts

'1‘that the Soviet intelligence documents provided by KGB officer
B Cherepanov in late 1963 support Nosenko s information about sur-’

‘t”fAveillance of Popov.v However, instead of reaching the loglcal and

normal conclusion that these two sources confirm one another, the

“f;'notebook reaches the opposite conclusxon~—because -they support one

'3{ another, they are both suspect.

If wve have no evidence, as is the case here, what grounds are

ﬂthere for contradicting Nosenko? Presumably the Same as those”for,

suspecting Winters. - If we are proceeding on intuition at this point,

o :it has more than a touch of genuine paranoxa in it.»

'f 6.' Much is made throughout the notebook about inconsistencies

:.end.discrepancies in Nosenko s information.. This is very important‘
- however; before an experienced interrogator reaches s1gnificant
‘ﬁff conclusions about an agent s bona fides, ke must weigh :all of the.
fifupsychological factors involved. y the time Nosenko s inexperienced‘

'ﬁﬂpinterrogators were: finished with him, they were of course experienced,

s

R but by that time. they were also heavily committed to coudemning
g 'Nosenko, and the details wh1ch~they vere covering were already so =

-~ trivial, antique, or repetitive that no useful results could be

expected. In any agent operation, the case officer must be an

... amateur psychologist; but in dealing with a complex defector,

particularly when a professional diagnosis has been made, the
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amateur must step aside.

7.: There are several phases or psychological steps which the
Nosenko operation'must be divided into. There is no direct relation~‘
ship.between them,.and it is fruitless to compare information from

them. The only thread through a11 of them is the psychiatrist s

' assertion that he has a disturbed personality inattentive to objective
1fact.. These primary phases are 1962 meetings, 1964 meetings, and
"post~defection meetings. The character of the 1962 meeting is
.conditioned by whatever notivated him to make contect; the inforﬁa?

- .tion he provided is probably couched in terms of his determination

to get what he could out of us, but he was not then thinking in terms

of a relationship,which'ﬁonld make it possible for us to see through
'his exaggerated self-importance. The 1964 meetings probably still

had some of this attitude behind them, but the positive and negative

rsmifications of the contact had been fomenting in his disturbed mind
for over a year and a half, and the factors which led him to actueily
make the break would nrobably have disturbed the content and clarity
of his information as well. Once he had defected, the disturhed‘

elemenn;of his personality probably werxre at a crisis level, as he

ahad added the need to compensate for committing treason and to

‘establish himself ‘in- an alien environment; he had not only to rebuild

his entire life, but his_selférespect, ethics, and other aspects of
his disturbed personality. When one adds to this the psychiatrist's
findings that he is "brutally egotistic", “with no concern for the

feelings and interests of others", "undisciplined, narcissistic,

and exhibitionistic,”™ it becomes starkly clear that this is not an
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. such information, we find that there were several up to 1955 and then
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individual whose informationm can be judged by routine standards.

8. Throughout the.notebook there is reference to our capability

‘to check on Nosenko's information. It is stated that there.has been
'an "enormous flow to tﬁe West of detailed information on the Soviet

- intelligence and security services which resulted from the numerous

defectlons to the West of Soviet intelligence officers and the

Asuccessful penetrations of the Soviet Intelligence since 1954 "

The March 1964 DDP memo goes so far as to say that "the West ecq&ired
80 muchtinformetion-on KGB personnel, organization and moﬁushoperandi

that there was verynlittle which the KGB would not consider com-

. promised in some way..." While it is true that we have had some

good defectors in the past, the latter statement strains credulity.

If we examine the KGB sources available to us who could have provided

AN

none until December 1961. Since Popov.and Penkovekiy were GRU
officers, they had little detail to contribute on the KGB: Golenieoski.
was Polieh, s0 his real knowledge of the KGﬁ was accordingly and under-
etandably limited. Therefore, as of January 1962, when’ Golitsyn

reluctantly began to give us information, gur enormous'flau of

"information" on the 'KGB had been interrupted since 1955, and by'far‘

the larger part of it was at least eight years old, as it had come
from Rastvorov and Deryabin. Since Deryabin had left Moscow in
Septembexr 1953, and Rastvorov in July 1950, our best stock of KGB

info predated late 1953. Therefore, to say that the KGB would

consider almost all of its organization, personnel, and modus operandi
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compromised to the West from January 1934 up to "Penkovskiy's arrest
in October 1962", is a considerable exaggeretioo. A more balanced
statement is made in the DCI memo of 9 September 1965, which limits
the "enormous™ reference to 1954. The only defector or agent who

might have been in position to provide us any volume of information

L on these subjects from 1954 to 1962 was Golitsyn. himself A better

indlcation of the state of our knowledge on these subjects is
suggested in ‘the March 1964 DDP memo in the form of a criticism of

Nosenko s performance. ,';..but he has brought out not a fraction of

‘what would have been easily available to him on such subjects as KGR

table of organization, which he knew from 1962 to be of interest to
us..." It is very unlikely that the KGB would equate our 1954 fund

of information with Nosenko's 1964 knowledge; the genuinely relevant

‘question.is yhether they would equate Golitsyn's knowledge with

Nosenko'e, and that is discussed below. 1In fact, the March 1964 mémo

. later contradicts itself on this point, stating that before the

Nosenko defection, we had no contact with KGB officials.over many
years.

9. It is not easy to compare Nosenko's information with

=

‘Golitsyn's because‘the latter broke off contact with us before he was

"fully debriefed, but the comparison made in the notebook should be valid

to the extent that the two men reported on the same subject matter.

Most of Golitsyn's service in the KGB was spent in school. His

actual intelligence experience consisted of two years on the
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of information on the KGB.
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American CI desk from 1951 to 1952, about 6 months on the Emigre CI
desk, two years in tHe.field, since August 1955, has been as NATO

Reports Officer from September 1959 to April 1960, and CI officer

on the American desk from that time through his tour in Finland

' and.defection in Decembei 1961. He left Moscow PCS in August 1960.

His significant information dates:primatily from his serxvice as a

~ reports officer. Nosenko, on the other hand, is unique as a source

3

His entire 12 yeérs in the KGB has been
in Moscow, éxce§t~for short TDthripé tolEuropg and éonsidefgblé
TDY.t;avel through 1962 and 1963 fo outlying KGvaostS in'the USSR,
Most of this fimg he ﬁaé a CIhofficeryworking againét fourists,

except for 1960-62, against the American Embassy. Therefore, his

- information on KGB Headquarters is almost four years later than

-

Golitsyn's, and should bg'cdrrespondingly better.

10. A number of assumptions are madé in the notebook ébout
“that sfecific area of knowledge which'NOSENKO_shéuld have poéées;;d
if he had occupied the particularx KGB positions at’the particular

times he claimed." As outlined in the paragraph abbve, our-insight

- which would even theoretiéallyupefmit such assumptions is dated 1954

at bes£7 Does this give us firm g:ounds for reachinglrg}iable con-
clusions about the access affofded b§~a KGB ﬁbsition?' The most
difficult problem for analysts iq tﬁe Sﬁviet spﬁ;fé is to translété
themselves into the Soviet environment.v Outside.thevCIandéstine

Service it is rare to meet an analyst with a realistic concept of

the USSR; most of them go on the assumption that Aﬁerican analogies
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‘ states, "loss of ops funds is a tg;riblg'offense‘in Soviét éyes;.;'

12

are applicable to the Soviet ;cene. From our own operatibnal
experience we have learned to be quite wary of assuming knowledge

of specific aspects of the Soviet target. Since our basis for
ﬁéking assumptions about Nosenko's job is ten years old, thét would
suggest that Deryabin or Rastvorov_woﬁld be as competent as any of
ug to judgeANosenkﬁ. Bowever Derfabiu betrayed his prejudice'when"he
made the snap judgment tﬁat Nosenko wés "phony" after he had been
“briefed on the mere faéts of the Nosenko case..." Such horseback'

judgments do not inspirelconfidence;'Defyabin's compétenge;to.sit in

judgment of Nose@kolié-‘further gnalyzed below.

Another examp1e of'fau1ty projectioh into the Soviet situa:ion

in the notebook concerns the $250, in operational funds which Nosenko

_-misappropriated in Geneva in 1962. In the March 1964 memo it is

stafed that the amounf of money was “only abopﬂ$25d and he cbuld.
ceftainlf bave made up this deficit.through either of two close
friends-(another is added elsewhere) who vere present in Genéva at the
time..."” Aside from the fact that the notebook tries to prove
elsewﬁere that.neifher of these personsAwas,ieallyva close friend,

the weakness in this assqmptioh is obvious. As the March 1964 memo

{4

' Does any of us consider $250 to ﬂé'a~pai£fy’sum?. If we had misappro-

priated such a2 sum would we want ourx beét friends or superiors to
know about it? Even in an emergency, most of us would probably go
to extremes to avoid embarrassing a friemd by such a request, or

exposing our weaknesses to a friend. However, the psychiatrist has

already given us evidence that Nosenko was not the kind of person
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who makes friends, so the gotebook is probably corrxect in its
'alternate finding thatAthe persons in Geneva were rot friends in
“the best sense of the word (the money-lendiné sense). Nosenko had
no place.to turn,.parricularly when one adds his need‘to indulge
himself, which has been confirmed by the psychiatrist, Golitsyn, our
own experience with him, our knowledge of Soviet VI?P sons,‘and his
own admission. Our ignorance of the specific background{is.anotheri
factor in weighing the significance of‘the ops funds vulnersbility.
question. How many times had Nosenko misappropriated funds previously?
How had he made up the deficit before? What would be theArationaliza-
tion of the situation in the case of a disturbed persenality such as
£ his? |
| Throughout the memos and other docgments in the,norebook rhere
is a stream of consclousness discussion of Nosenko's eareer, firsr
-providing evidence and conclusions that he had certain positions, ~
later evidence and conclusions that he did not, and so forth. This
uncertaintf even goes so far as to suggest, even rovconelude, that
' Nosenko.is not even Nosenko! Gradually, the case was built up agais
that he is in fact Nosenko. There are several ways to read this
confusion, but the psychiatrist s findings show the path to the
correct understanding of it. It is very difficult to deal-effectively
with e disturhed personality, and it is not surprising that the SR
vpeop1e<working witﬁ him found himAconfusing. ‘However, Golitsyn

confirmed that Nosenko worked where he said he did, even that he was

a "skirt-chaser", many of his agents confirmed his employment in the
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KGB, and Artamonov could have confirmed that he was Nosenko if he
had been asked to do so. The inability of our personnel to see the
facts through Nosenko's stories which were "inattentive to objective

fact" is not necessarily a reflection on them, but neither can it be

. used with confidence to support serious accusations against Nosenko.

The evaluation of an agent on personality or "eyeball-to-eyeball"™
grounds is extremely precarious. In fact, the one Nosenko

interrogator with Soviet agent experience was involved during the

same time period with jﬁst such a judgment on another agent, in which

he, gn@ another of our best and mést experiepced case officers, as
well as the polygraph, proved‘to be 5bsolutely wrong in ;heir
assessment of the égent. Many of our Soviet agents and defectors
have been unbalanced. This observatidn applies to Qenkovskiy, it
applies to Nosenko, and it applies to Golitsyn, and t& Krbtkovﬁ
Deryabin's long siegg with.alcohdlism shows'that he was not ent;rely
exempt.i Treason ié indeedva grave déciéiod, even if committed in )
steps, as Nosenko did it, and fhe-defecﬁor ﬁoes not becomé 100 percent
Kmeriéaﬁ and O peréent-quiet when he crosses the border.

The ultimate coﬁclusioﬁs about Nosenko's bona fides, as fhe
4no£ebook indicates, must be béséd on his production--how much did
he hurt the Soviets. The eviﬂencg shows that he has damaged the
Soviet‘intelligeﬁéeléffort.moie thaﬁAalluthe.bfhér KGB defééfofs
combined. The specific elements of this damage are as follows:
A. Belitskiy--The evidence is stated above; this was the pinnacle

0f the Soviet disinformation achievement. Once Nosenko had com-

promised it, as I pointed out'in my October 1964 paper, all other
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similar agents are unmasked.

B. ANDREY-JACK--Although Nosenko's information was precise on one

of these two agents, and Golitsyn's was largely incorrect, Golitsyn
is inexplicably given the credit for our discovering the agent. This

agent was no longer active, but this is small consolation, as he had

_been a cipher machine mecﬁanic, and detalls of cipher machines have
‘valqe well beyond their date of'manufaqture.

L More iﬁportant, Nosenkq aésﬁres us that anotﬁer agent is still.
providihg thé Soviets such information. A}l the wrong data Golitsyn

f'provided may actually app}y ﬁo the agent who has not been apprehended.

C. Vassall—fﬁosenko'is given credit for the apprehension of Vassall--

gthis alone is sufficient to establish his bona fides. Information on

Western naval matters, particularly Polaris submarines,_is undoubtedly
top priority for Soviet iﬁtelligence. It is completely out. of the

quéstion that a source with any potential for reportihg on this

‘subject would be terminated even an hour before he had to be. The

only substantial clue that Golitsyn gave us on Vassall was that

- British Admiralty documents were being'received in the KGB Reports

Office in 1959. It is not surprising that CI officers did not dis-

cover Vassall on this slim lead, since it could have beeh assumed

that the documents came from the Lonsdale-Cohen~Houghton net com-

promised by Goleniewski. It borders on fantasy to reach the con-
clusion that the Soviets would compromise Vassall to us over 6 months

after Golitsyn defected on the assumption that Golitsyn had com-

pPromised him. In fact, it is fantastie!




14-00000

-

LS b

16

D. Johnson—-Nosenko is qulte right in asserting that thls is one of

‘the best 1eads he gave us.' If it were not for him, this agent would

still be operating against us. The memo to the FBI makes a strenuous
effort to demonstrate that this was a troublesome case for the KGB
and that there were security weaknesses in it. That is the kind g
of trouble we would love to have;—this agent had'access to some of
the highest-level information available in NATO, which is to say,
U.S. plans for war in Europe. His rank, experience, clearances, and

tradecraft ability Qualify him as the best possible type of agent.

The KGB undoubtedly had great hopes for his future access. If the

- complication of his wife's disturbed personality had constituted a

genuine threat to the operation, the Soviets probably woald have
arranged for her to have an "accident". They'may well have con-
sidered this and concluded that she was a valuable cohponent ofl
Johnson's motivation. The only stralghtforward reason that the
memo to FBI gives for the Soviet willingness to'compromise this -
operation apparently is Soviet fear of its being blown to the
French. Isn't this ptetty weak? iOf course. Nosenko's knowledge

of this case is questioned on the grounds that it is a violation

.of the usually effective KGB security compartmentation", yet we

have said earlier that most of Golitsyn s valuable information

consisted of things he "had no tight to know".

~E. The KGB-~-The March 1964 memo states that "Nosenko's production

has been most useful in those areas which the KGB must consider

already compromised (KGB organization, general methods and




14-00000

information on his diréctorate was far more detailed than Golitsyn's,"

R

techniques, Headquarfers personnel) or expendable (name% of per-

sonnel who do not work abroad, etc:)..." After consideriné fhe

five cases cited above, it is impossible to agree with this. This
éentence is also cont;adicted by the faéts giveﬁ'above 6n the unique
nature of his access and the paucity of re;iable.information on the

KGB since 1954,vexcepting Golitsyn, whb gserved in an entirely different
directorate from Nosenko. Inlfact the memo sfates that Nosenko's

and most of ghe 240 naﬁgs he gave us were pteviousl} ﬁbt knowh to us.
To assume thét the KGB wsuid-considerANosenko's information com- '

promised 1s to find them unaware of their own defectors or grossly

" wrong about our knowledge of the KGB. The criticism that he does

not know (or remember) eh&ugh about CIA ﬁe:sonnel in Moscbw in=
corporatés another large)a5§umption; perhaps we have made.some B
progress in concealing our people‘froﬁ the KéB. They may make errors
in ideﬁtifying AIS officers just as we do on-the.Ris.

F. Foreign agents—-No Soviet defector has identified as many Soviet

agents.as Nosenko. He identified 73 past, present, or developmental

American agents and 97 foreigners in the same categories. The arguments

" employed in the meﬁqldeprecate Nosenko's list of agents Yo not yrovide

evidence that he was . wrong or that it is incomplete, but lean heavily
on the fact that we knew most of them or that they are not important.
Thank God for something. However, the fact that we may have known

or suspected most of them is irrelevant, particularly when our basis

for suspicion was derogatory information. If this were used as a
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Awhether the Soviets would be willing to give them all uvy-

1962 info can be judged remarkable;.it is only in the s###¢

primary basis for suspecting people of being Soviet ages*#%, several

thousand more perSonsvcoulé qualify. The significant o aktst 1D

; ‘ o . e weTE
evaluating these agents is whether the Soviets knew tha# ¥ #e
: ‘ " - : ; dudge
already aware of these'agents. The. next logical step 1% vy JUCE
ne way

of looking at this aspect is to assume that they are our #%Z#2TS in

the USSR, rather than theirs in the West, and then calcuint® BO¥
many of them we would be willing to compromise to the g7’ £%¥®- Out
_han

of the 170 on our list, I doubt that we would surrendexr #77%

half a dozen. Unless they are going out of business, naltosx VOUld

the Soviets. On the basis of the table in the memo, thers iz

evidence to indicate that only about 15 of 170 were certainly k#éwn

by the KGB to be compromised to us. The old argument, t##% Golitsyn

said it first, is repeated in the memo in respect to Nos*ﬂk”’s 1962
informatioﬁ: "There was a reﬁarkable-correlation betweesn tA% EYOL
sources, giving the distinct impression that NOSENKO was ?” fact

reporting from the KGB s damage assessment on GOLITSYN'# /*fgCtion‘

The same claim is not made about the list of agents whinm Bosecko

provided, as only 8 of the 170 were confirmed by Golitsy# ‘e snforma-

: . : . . .
tion. If the correlation of Golitsyn's information with ﬂﬁikﬂk° S

zaat
. P SRR R
Nosenkg reported useful detalls correctly while Golitsyn w5 9

sistently wrong. This is understandable, since most of ﬁb“ 18

points of information fall into the category of things (o0 b 3EEYD

"had no right to know ; and which therefore probably wou“4 rs®t

appear in the damage report after his defection
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'discovery of the large number qf mikes in the Embassy. Once again,
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G. Microphones in U.S. Embassy~--0f the 3 points of the 18 on which

" Golitsyn provides better or contradictory information, omne concerned

iGolitsyn's desk directly and was logical for him to know. The other

two concern bugs and SIGINT equipment in the American Embassy. The
major contradlction deals with bugs, Nosenko stating that the new .
wing had none and Golitsyn_stating that a iot of money had been

spent arranging audio coverage of the new wing. Examined carefully,

- these statements are not contradictory, Lots of plans end up in the

tresh. Golitsyn goes on to say that Embassy bugs wvere still active.
in 1961. 1It is clear that this statement does mnot refer specifically
to the cew wing, which was built in 1960~61, and not occupied until
1962. Although Nosenko was che third source‘to identify a microphone
in the mihister-councellor's office, it was his specific information
on locations of | numerous other mikes which ultimately led to the

. -
his ‘was the information which was critical to our security, but he

does not get the credit. 1In fact, once he had given us the key data,

L)

all other embassies in Moscow with which we are friendly could use
'our experience to detect mikes in their embassies, thereby denying

eche Soviets additional intelligence. The Soyiets would herdly

sacrifice all this! Although we found a few more microphones than

we knew of, they were all compromised as soon as we found the first

cable acd foilowed it around the building. Nosenko stated that
there were no mikes in the renovated north wing, and he was right.

Whatever we found in that wing resulted from his information.

Nosenko's service in the American Embassy section from 1960-62
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sﬁould have made ﬁim knowledgeable at least of CI aspects of this

subject. The mikes were not the responsibility of his section,

~nor was the intelligence produced. So far as the entire 18 points

. go, Nosenko's information is unqqestibnably more complete and

accurate in the main.

| The Cherepanov éapers; delivered to the American Embassy'in 
November 1963, are said to support Nosenko's story of his career.
and he vouches for them. Logically, they are both valid, but this
is not accepted. Along with considerable nnuendo and insinuaticn,

the March 1964 DDP memo calls the papers the "Winters Papers

" Since Winters was examined and cleared after this memo was written,

the arguments against the validity of these papers lose cohesion,

at least, and should be tedrafted if they are to make any‘sense at

~all (if not for sake of decency).' The only other serious argument

' giﬁen against the papeéers relates to KGB resources for writing and

handling documents. Since only Nosenko and Golitsyn are accessible

‘,and knowledgeable on such procedures in the modern KGB, quitsyn's

- .comments would be appropriate, but the comments used presuﬁably are

10 years old from Deryabin. The conclusion that the papers are ef

no value to us is irrelevant,-as long as the individual %ho gave

A'them to us thought they were and believed he was hurting the Soviets

by handing them over. Penkovskiy's views on the value of what he
gave us were often inconsistent with our own. Whatever Nosenko

told us, we could not, and did not, pretend to know the identity

of every Soviet agent in any country, including the United States.
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His position in the Counterintelligence (Second) Directorate of the
KGB certainly would not afford hiﬁ.such access, since the primary
intelligence effort 6f‘tﬁe KGB is in the Intelligence (First)
Directorate for which Gplitsyp worked. The aspect which Nosénko
could observe wms the nérrow one of Moscow, with an occasibnal
incidental, iliegal:insight'throﬁgh the com;artmentation.system,
which Golitsfn demonstrated to be rather leaky.

Krofkov, ihe agent of Nosenko'§ direétorate who defected in
Londoﬁ in Septembex 1963, has little bearing on the Nosenko case
but'is‘mentioged-here because'it is cited as evidence égainéﬁ
Nosgnké, althohgh it1a1so'éupports Noesenko tbAsome extent. There
appears to be good reaéon to beiiéve, as Nosenko ééid, that Krotkov
was a "litfle'crazy“. 'Tﬁe book which Krotkovw wroté gives evidence
of pefsphalitf distufbance, and the hfpertenéion from which he
suffers could not be faked, but could well be ofganic evidepce of
mental 1mb&1anée. Tﬁe approach of the KGB officer, Lysov, fo the ¥B1
in September 1962'also‘lacks convictién as circumstantial evidence

against Nosenko. If a KGB officer were in financial |straits .

involving mishandling of dps funds, the éctions of Nosenko and

Lysov presumably are characteristic of the primary steps he would
’ . ®

take to extricate himself. There may be an operational suggestion

here for us, as well as a warhing whiéh is echoed in the Dunlap,
Johnson, and Whalen cases. Another quéstion is poséd‘in the memo

concerning the Soviets whom Nosenko has recommended to us for

i

recruitment, particularly V.P. Suslov. There is an obvious answer

[4Tale Sakaln
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new operations have been conceived’ since, such as[??kYPHOON ir

to' this question, however and that is'to recruit Suslov. The
objection that this may be a provocation by the Soviets is not
valid, since we are alFeady runping a Soviet disinformation agent
in the UN. .
The-point is made and emphasized in-fhe notébaok.that the KGB
Disinformation Department wés‘forned in 1959.. This ié a very mis-

leading fact. As Rastvorov and Golitsyn have reported, there was a

 Disinformation Ser#ice in the KI, and Golitsyn confirmed that the

function continued after the KI dissolved in~-1951, although there was
no separate element for it. Most of the Soviet disinformation agents
known to us were run against us before 1959, and the most sophisticated

ones, Belitskiy,[f%bACRON . and probably[ngLOO were conceived and = 7

-exgcuted before 1959. The establishment of a separate Disinforma-

tion Department, therefore, appears to have followed the heyday of

AAthe disinformation'operation; rather than preceded it. . Certainly ~

andEggkLASK in and probably others, as 1ndicated by our memos

to CSR- on[AébARING and[}ﬁhINUS, but the days-of the dlsinformatlon
agent probably have been .numbered since Nésenko's'ekpbsurévof
Belitskiy. | i

There are a number of references in tﬁe case against'Nosenko
to unidentified "knowlédgeéble sources" who are quoted making

damaging assessments of Nosenko. It is apparent from most such

references that the knowledgeable sources meant are'Deryabin and

Rastvorov. However, neither of these two KGB officers can genuinely




..be said to bave knowledge of the KGB which ds applicable to tbe
‘Nosenko case,since one left Moscow in 1950 and the4other,in 1954.
Tbe most serious assumption affecting Nosenko's‘assessment arei;~; {
those which involve his production. The.argument against him’falisil-“
'Lapart completely without the eontinuous application of the assnmption
'3chat he has told us only what the Soviets knew was already in our ;;?P?

'ff'hands. Ihis assumption, in turn, rests entirely on our estimate of

" .. the damage assessment which the Soviets probably wrote on Golitsyn.tléﬁx
.This is where the argument 1oses all of its force. We have no basis
.a'whatsoever for making a. reliable 1tem1zation of the things whick are

\
Aincluded in the KGB damage assessment except for the documents which

-Golitsyn brought with him.'< We can guess. that the list 1nc1udes the::
- gist of all documents which Golitsyn ‘saw while in Finland for the 17
" months before he defected. It would be.impossible for the Soviets to

say precisely what Golitsyn remembered of KGB organlzation, personnel,

" and activities since he had left yoscow. It would be absolutely
impossible for the Soviets‘to know what Golitsyn had learned,illegally

- by word of mouth, either.while ke was in Mostoﬁ or after he had gone

" to Helsinki. The March 1964 DDP memo stated that Golitsyn 1earned

_many details about sensitive operations "which he had no right to

know" in this way. " Just as it would be impossible for us ‘to make a

- . parallel itemization on a CIA officer, even with the complete honesty
of all persons who knew him._ The most serious part of the KGB damage
rassessment probably would have related to Golltsyn 8 service as a

reports officer on the NATO desk. From what he has told us, it ig

apparent that he did not know the names of most of‘the”agencs whose

i
T Col i
NI S |
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Lmanaged to pick up some other operational details, many of them

’-9-'*.
§-.~f‘:...’~:f'-l'=-il..

24
reports he handled. He was able to describe subject matter ‘and had

wrong, as in the ANDREY JACK cases. - While the KGB would probably try

”Lto minimize the damage assessment in their report to higher authority,;d
'fthey would probably maximize it among themselves, but it defies logic }

Hf"‘to conclude that they would send us an agent who wonld be able to.

provide the details which would lead to compromise of producing assets,

' Neither wonld ve. We would nove very carefully operationally, or even:.
.‘stand down on cases where we thought there was danger of compromise,
‘but if our agents sutvived ‘for a few weeks, or even months, ‘we would

-conclude that the storm was past. And the KGB is. prohahly considerahly

more coldhlooded than we are when it comes ‘to collecting intelli-
gence even in the face of perils to their agents. Nosenko summed

it up accurately when he said that ‘the KGB "would not really know thev

extent of my knowledge," "It will take many months to look.into

L1

these matters, so nothing—will change for a long time, and when

.discussing a case: ."they won't have any way of knowing I know. Cexr- .
‘tainly the people who told me won't volunteer the fact.™ The problem.f
-of the damage assessment, here or there, conld not be stated better.::
8ince Deryahin was employed in the Personnel Directorate, he would

‘normally know and remember more ahout personnel forms and procedures.f;

than would operational personnel. The latter generally consider all
forms and procednres a nnisance and spend as little time and thought
on them as possible. If organizational errors are to be used against

Nosenko, they can also be used against Rastvorov, as he was one year

off on both the formation and dissolution of the KI and just as




'/Nosenko'did,'left out the.GULAG.and other extraneous units‘when
f~drewin§ up’the'oréanizetion'of the7KGh;'e1though'he had‘onlyAheen
.fiaway from the Center four years when he defected.f"Theﬂenidence
'Lwhich Deryabin uses to support his essertion that he can deny the'"

truthfulness of varions aspects of Nosenko 8. story consists of the‘
~'tkind of trivia on which few persons could score. well.. Since

~Deryabin was engaged in actual intelligence work for less than two

'-}years before his defection in February 1954, and had been in. the field

for the six months just prior to his defection, his tests of Nosenko

: _involve facts at least ll-years old. They are fairly fresh to

mDeryabin s mind because they relate to his last experience in the
USSR, but Nosenko s considerably greater depth of experience
naturally has placed so many layers of information over the. 1952 53
era that he could not reasonably be expected to: recall the things
that Deryabin can. This would become clear if we were to have a
current CIA CI officer debriefed on'the-sane'period in-CIA‘by a
former CIA ?l employee who resiéned in l953.‘

. It has also become clear in a hurried comperison of Deryabin's
-original reports with his present criticisms.of:Nosenko.-'For
example, one. of Deryabin s trivial points is that Nosenko claimsl.A
Ahis working hours to have begun at 1030 Deryabin agrees with the«':“w
other details Nosenko gave on working hours but insists that 1000
was the starting time. ‘Rastvorov confirms.in his reports that
Nosenko is correct; Deryabinls own reports in 1954 stated that the

‘working honrs'were'llOO—ZlOO,Zalthongh'he now agrees with Nosenko




‘:»1700‘(10".)‘ R

if‘asserting that there was a tenth directorate of the KGB in 1955

could be farther from the truth. When the system was-first:

that 2400 was closing time. ConsiderablyAmore interesting is

Deryabin s accusation that Nosenko made an Youtright mistake")G!

.. which was called the Directorate of the Kremlin Commandant.-

Deryabin assures us in his criticism of Nosenko that “This

directorate had actually merged with the Guards Directorate in “.éﬁ'-
. kR

1947, and the combined directorate was designated the 9th Direc# / .

in 195’ {(and has remained so to this day).“ However, Deryabinr.

" again contradicts himself in his 1954 reports as follows..t"Thé

f ‘:/.4”

Kremlin Commandant Directorate existed as a separate organizat

until August 1953." * He made this statement at least three time%‘

-his 1954 debriefings.. Deryabin thus disqualifies himself as a

/?
knowledgeable and objective examiner of Nosenko. With all the ¥y i

Deryabin spent in the Guards Directorate, this is a point one Wf'r,
expect him to remember.' These contradictions, and others which
would probably turn up in a careful examination of the rest”of'
Deryabin's case against Nosenko, are in the area of Deryabinfs’
supposed greatest competence and usefulness to us. It is‘only’
logical to find that Deryabin is also on shaky ground when he
pretends to have knowledge which he never had. The most obvious"

example is his comment on the fact that in giving his military’

mailing address, Nosenko,includedithe town name with the fieid”>m

post number. Deryabin says: - "This is yet another mistake, sin-"
military postal security procedures prohibit linking the militay” e
: et S T

unit number with the location of the unit on the envelope." No*
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\established in 1942, this was the concept, but it soo0on deteriorated;-if
A‘and almost all Soviet internal military mail after the war contains

_both the FPN number and the place name.: If Deryabin really knew

the Soviet FPN system, he would have been able to say that the FPN s

were asaigned in blocks at first, and that the 901XX block from whichi'

'Nosenko s FPN in Sovetskaya Gavan was taken waa in a naval block. If"

_he had this real knowledge, he could then say that military intelli~A

gence FPN 8 commonly contained a zero as one of the five digits.‘ He
could then have concluded that the number Nosenko gave was in fact a

naval intelligence unit., It is admittedly somewhat easier for us to

'make such an analysis, as ‘we know from an~incontrovertible.source

... that the FPN Nosenko gave was‘assigned to a naval intelligence unit-

in the Sovetskaya Gavan.area at the time Nosenko said he was there.
Deryabin is not an experienced Soviet intelligence officer.-ne
less than
spent/two vyears in intelligence work, 17 months at HQ and 5 in the
field, two years in military CI at the end of the war and sub~-
sequently served as a personnel security officer; this is not much
more than a familiarization tour. He is, of course, qualified to
comment on Soviet realities in .general better than any of us up to :
1954, and to a gradually decreasing extent ‘since that time. He is an
adequate, but not fluent, translator, He is a thorough researcher‘,n“
to the extent that he has access to.information; his research has'

the same limitations as any‘reeearch——what is written in books or

reported by agents rarely coincides with the objective facts of

" human behavior.




14-00000

o, =T
Tt e

g." L% apiss s,

PPN Y §
" e
#

28

7?5ﬁﬁ No doubt the motivation, or the‘évolution of the motivation, “:

:'which led Nosenko to defect is very complex, in keeping with his CoE

:,personality disturbance. The same was dramatically true with ;;!3;§Q.f

:frenkovskiyli Ihe same elements which the rational, normel person ff'zﬁa'

alt

f>wou1d weigh carefnlly before taking the road to treason vere
'fif;ignored, fortunately for us, by both Nosenko and Penkovskiy, and i

Lperhaps by the rest of the few important agents and defectors ve have

: 3?f~had. Both of ‘them were protected by high level general officers 5;'

‘.5and had - illustrious family names° both appeared to be devoted to ~;j:r*"
"ftheir families.: This does not mean that their motivations were at fi?i

. ::fall alike,'only that the obstacles to changing allegiance were

?troughly similar. Nosenko s real motivation must be sought in his

"7'formative years,'when, like the sons of most Soviet leaders,':;'h'

'ifg.beginning with Stalin s _own son, the V°r1d “88 his for the asking

"7 and he took all he could get., Yet, there is a motivational element 5

relating to the father in both cases--as an amateur psychologist,'f}::"

*Eﬂfsubmit that Penkovskiy was revenging his father, and Nosenko defected,

IS

{;as the ultimate act of rebellion against his._!:s~kﬁ

..,.,

Assuming that the Soviets were to conceive an operation against ;Zf

ffﬁ:.ns which involved an RIS officer, what would that officer be like and '
.how would they prepare him? “Our’ experience vith disinformation~;;v“4§r
agents indicates that they would not prepare hlm at all in the sense

o ':Nosenko is said to have been prepared in the notebook. ) They wonld j;

select a man who could not compromise anythlng, but who also did not

m{ have to invent any significant period or chapter of his life.chhe o




very fact that Nosenko appears to be fabricating his past from i

ﬁ}5kindergarten days is the best evidence that he is not a- plant, .,:;;;3gh
‘5:j and good evidence that he is not fabricating anything at a11 except
-ﬁﬁ.what is required by his disturbed personality.' A disturbed per-n"

':1; sonality cannot be controlled,_so he ia not a candidate for a dia~m

R

:3ijinformationnoperation.' The candidate would have to be a legitimate
"”:officer, for otherwise the KGB would not be sure that we did not have~~
'fi'a penetration of the KGB or Soviet government who could tell us all

T about the operation, or that we would not soon have a defector who

"‘jcould tell us that Nosenko's story was fabricated. Actually, one
‘”:f‘of our best Soviet agents told us that Nosenko was a legitimate »
Q}:w‘ defector and knew more damaging information than Penkovskiy,Aso it

"Tf.is remarkable that the case against Nosenko has gone this far.-

As far as the preparation of the KGEB officer disinformation agent
is concerned, it would be thorough and complete.' This rules out
.”fl Nosenko immediately, as he was not. able to pass the polygraph

”.,_successfully.: As stated above in the- Belitskiy case, a knowu dis-

H:“iinformation agent, he passed the polygraph successfully in 1961, SO
it is quite unlikely that the most important disinformation agent
_;3f:::would be sent out unprepared for the polygraph.l There is surely a

need to study why the known agent “passed" the polygraph and the"~u

Avalid defector (Nosenko) did not. What point would there be in
resistance to interrogation" and "how to conduct himself in

‘4_detention" if he is not trained to beat the box? -Another flaw,'

a serious. one, in the theory that Nosenko was prepared by the.KGBei._

partlcularly on the basis of Golitsyn's information, concerns




- the tourist ops document which Golitsyn had brought out with hima_:

'}{Nosenko knew that Golitsyn had taken this document, but was: not 1fﬁd§ﬁ
7;:;£amiliar with it._ This would not be possihle if he had been
f;hprepared by the KGB.: Naturally Nosenko did not know Blake hed
:iicontributed to this document—-he had no need to know.;j;¥?f

Along with the tendency to identify Nosenko 8 detractors as

:",“knowledgeable sources ‘ there is a corollary which casts doubt on j'ﬁﬁ

"hsources who help to substantiate his story.; Five of these are

ﬁj},said to confirm Nosenko s identity. Some of these are cited above. ; L

»:f?Another significant one* is the 1959 naval defector, Artamonov. Theﬁf%?

languege used to describe Artamonov 8 comments on Nosenko is_ .1d”

| "decidedly hostile, but there is no evidence at all to suspect
ﬁ;vjiA:tamonov. Artamonov made a major contribution to u. S. intelli- iyffxv

,gence, is highly respected by senior U. S. naval officers, and is

~the most. intelligent and well—adjusted Soviet defector in the Westv-tf

= He vas Golitsyn s best friend while Golitsyn was here, and Golitsyni'
called him several times from England having left “both his dog ;A”“:‘A

L-:iand color television with Artamonov. We have found Artamonov to benéff

If'highly cooperative with persons who understand the Soviet system '

Aand completely impatient with those who Pretend to such knowledge;yf;;?
;He can probably make much more useful and valid comments on some ot;
':ldf'~the points which Deryabin was asked to review.:'f'" . |
Something should be said about Nosenko 8 memory. All. memories
.. are selective, depending on personality,'interests, requirements,_

‘ and other factors. In a sense,.nothlng is ever forgotten, but in

- practice we can recall only limited amounts from the sub-conscious.
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‘,As Nosenko said' “There are different types of memories. ' When‘
‘:udwe consider that Nosenko has identified up to 200 leads for us,

:fover 400 KGB officers and agents, and 127 of 173 Americans in the'

72{0 S. Embassy in 1960-62, we must admit that he has exceeded most of
;us in memory capability.; In addition to these, he undoubtedly has 7”"
dthe usual fund of information centering on his family and non—career'
;life.' Yet, in examining his production and his statements, we expecti'
;;him to add all manner of trivia to the immense amonnt of information -

he has already provided, and we expect him to . have it right. i}_iyx

'Then his memory of flying in lobster and vodka for agent projects

_is called "little details.f We have not asked as much of any other
‘_Adefector. -If we did, we would throw them all back.= Although we j'
. have no place near the agent stable in our past that Nosenko has

'-identified i would not be able to come close to the number of f}

"identifications Nosenko has made, and neither could anyone else.
o Unfortunately for him, what 1s trivial to him on the inside is
A:ifar from trivial to us on the outside, and the same 1o doubt applies

-;:in the opposite direction.._

Another factor which affects our evaluation of‘Rastvorov and '
Deryabin as judges of Nosenko is their conclusion that Nosenko : S
'history is such that he could never have heen employed by the KGB.
‘Times have changed since. they were there,lsince his employment is
confirmed hy Golitsyn, independently by one of our hest agents,

" and a number of agents whom he handled. Another curious remark,

.'=,Q apparently ‘made hy both Golitsyn and Deryabin, is that Nosenko~
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’fﬂfhad provided us. ihig_ﬁga curious on several counts, becausei

A e
Q’_o‘." wri® S
s

';f~seemed to be giving iﬁfgzcnation from the CIA reports they

&

'wae do not show defecﬂé'”' reports to them, so they would have'r
‘1;troub1e knowing juet vpé%; they had told us. It 1s also curious,<~w?i
,‘gﬂif accepted. at face vzwqgﬁ, because it would be additional evidence.,k-:
"-¥:that Nosenko was provoav”cz accurate information, to the extent
}'that Golitsyn's ané Dé’”‘gﬂin 5 reports agreed With one another.-
'7-In fact, however, 85 ;erﬂvabin points out correctly, in part,
.Nosenko's memory iﬂ na "j*s complete as Deryabin s, 80 he ‘does -
" not report as accutaﬁe on the KGB up to 1954 when all three
”of these defectorﬂ'we’e serving in the KGB concurrently for a few
J,_”months- comparisoﬂ 6f'fosenko 8 and Golitsyn's reporting shows‘
}that their reportinz an,laps in some respects, but that Nosenko st

'-is superior in evory fe’?eCt except French agents and First ﬂ

"Directorate organi&atibﬁoi

Ihere are a aumbe? P34 contradietions and discrepancies in

the notebook analyﬂiﬁ of Nosenko, some of them. quite significant,f

e The 0ctober 1964 gtatﬂﬁ report, for example, makes the assertion

that "Since NOSENYD # fglsely-claimed service in the American

Embassy Section coiﬂ¢1de“ fairly °1°591Y With the Petiod covered

by the KGB—concocwd Cm'REPANOV papers on the same Section s
 activities, and alnce @nLITSYN was ‘aware of certain Successful~

or impending‘operntioﬂ“ there in this period, the conclusions

reached here 1mply that hoth the CHEREPANOV papers and the NOSENKol

'

information are 1ntundﬂd to cover up penetrations involving

personnel stationed {0 the U S.,Embassy, Moscow during the per1od
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from epprorimately 1957-8 to-1963.“ The quality of'Golitsyn'sdi.
'iknowledge has been discussed above. TheAkey wordrin this very -
"'ﬂcritical and final judgment is’"coincide .ItfistcompletelpfA.

xg:iifalse.: The Cherepanov papers cover the period 1957-8 to 1960,‘{} ;5
- while Nosenko 8 service in the American Embassy Seetiou was. from

';fi1960 to 1962. Possibly some other word was meant, but the fact

E remains, Cherepanov and Nosenko did not work in the Section during
the same period of time.. If in fact the two events did coincide,

one would have to consider them both more seriously, if the SovietS' L

fyhad sent Nosenko out, they probably would coincide. As it is, the

Soviets cannot hope to convince us- with some worthless" papers

.about surveillance that there were no Embassy penetrations for

three years and then feel obliged to send out an agent to convince

. us there were none for three more years. Another case eoncerns

the assertion that Nosenko tells "pat" stories.. This is not
illogicel for someone who is relating gossip or someone else s
jokes.‘ In the March 1964 memo, ‘some 15 such stories are cited

“And the odd thing is that practically every time he tells the

'1story, regardless of . the context or angle of approach to it, the

story comes out in exactly the same form, with exactly the same

',} details given in exaetly the same way, ‘no more and mo less.

This is strong 1anguage. However, just a few pages later, with

.~ equal vehemence, his stories are described as follows. "However,

the number and type of contradictions within NOSENKO'S stories

go far beyond ‘what could be considered normal. Now, strictly

speaking, these two violently opposite assertions could be true,
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- when an individual'is telling‘different stories. -However

the ANDREY story is given as an example in both cases! Oneff,.,j_-

nfitends to lose a little confidence in the analysis at this Fi

-"vpoint,‘and perhaps doubt its objectivity ‘a bit. Later on,fklf*‘?“':ﬁ‘

;the STORSBERG case,‘which was included in the list of pat"iﬁfﬁ';
:ffkstories, is said to have been told 50 times.“with at least one..ﬁf;{éig
'4contradiction each telling. What are we to believe? - »
:g__The same question of objectivity is raised by the adoption of
" the stereotyped phrase “liar J face". . This is a subjective ,;‘.:;
”:observation' all persons have certain standard facial expressions"

, under various circumstances.. There are even personalities .

which constantly employ "false faces," people who are always_:

acting. It is dangerous to allow such a stereotype to enter

e in ‘and corrupt, or replace, judgment. f”~ . -E-“ S

o In effect, Nosenko stated the case for his own defense o

very we11° . "He would lay the. blame on. his interrogators, saying
lthat he knows better how things are done in the Soviet Union
' ﬁthan we do..." I trust that none of us intends to argue this -tf

- point-—Penkovskiy told us this constantly,:and it is quite correct.7

¥...that we were twisting his story and making things look dif~ _

3ferent'.that wve had already decided that he was 'false and-ee

weren t 1istening objectively. I believe the evidence given

above supports Nosenko on these two points, especially when

we recall that the memo which labeled him a "plant™ was written

.just two weeks after our first meeting with him in 1962
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g: "Finally, he would stress the quality and importance of his
lbasic information, telling us' that, because his. basic facts
. were correct, it was’ unimportant how he learned them, whether SR

fldates and other details were wrong, or whether we. already

-

fﬂ.:had the information from other sources._ Nosenko has an
bfff,excellent argument here, wben the facts can be checked

.Vfindependently, as his can. be, and have been, the sourcing details

that one tries to inculcate in a recruited, trained agent pale o

-b'tobinsignificance in comparison.' Let s take the wheat and

leave_the‘chaff;hf"
Haviné exanined'the various memos and status reportsiint

the Nosenko notebook I am. satisfied that Nosenko is a bona

'.fide defectors The case against him consists almost entirely

of assumptions, subjective observations, unsupported suspicions,

innuendo, insinuations regarding his supporters, steady repeti—,

: tionuof charges against him,"relatively trivial contradictions
4n his_reporting, and negative conclusions about his bona fidesl
_‘which actually are derived from evidence-of-his'disturbed“

: personality. l‘have analyzed many;Soviet disinformation'cases'

'and many fabrication cases, and’ have identified a number of both

correctly, both before there were any negative operational

indications and in the face of operational evidence that the V

cases were bona fide, but channot £ind a shred of solid evi-

dence against Nosenko in any of the memoranda or other documents

in the Nosenko notebook.
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The 30 April 1965 memo status report states. ‘“Subject

f:to try him...é Nosenko has another good argument here—-the
);fcase would be thrown out of court for lack of evidence.i HOW* '
ﬂ.ever, what do we lose by taking him up on this? I recommend |
?'that we appoint a new judge and jury for the Nosenko case and
',institute a change of venue.» The participants should be per-
- sons not. involved in the case so far, but with experience

_pertinent to the case, such as the following.‘i.

A. iPsychiatrist or psychologist as full-time consultant

B. Rod Kenner of IG (SR experience, objectivity) as judge.

He' s also a lawyer, by the way.
C. Dick Stolz (Moscow experience)
D.',Dick Kovich (KGB defector handler and Soviet agent experi-‘
ence) '-f'ﬁ o : I C e e ,
L, S e : : ‘N
E. _Bob Lubbehusen (lS years continuous experience with produc-““

Ation from every Soviet agent and defector, especially KGB)

F; “Ed Juchniewicz (Soviet agent and CI experience)

- (Specialist in Soviet technical collection

and equipment)
The detention of a defector is a serious action, but the

detentlon of a bona fide defector on false charges has 1mp11c1t

o explosive potential._ It is not the . question of justice to an

indlvidual but a larger question. First, the handling of his

information as disinformation contaminates our CI analysis now,




vin past cases, and for a 1ong time in the. future. kather.than

R

.F:Abeing disinformed by the enemy,‘we are deluding ourselves.. If1; .

.5a_we are afraid that word of our - suspicions might get back to’
h'Moscow. we should be even more concerned that word of our
‘ffdetention of Nosenko will also.. How many more Soviet intelli-%ii'“

‘“gence officer defectors, or even gents, can ‘we then expect?

SinceigngOGEE knew, KGB officers, and probably GRU as well,
have the advantage of knowing that Nosenko is bona fide ‘

defector, but they will not have much respect for us’ or desirev

to come over to us, if they learn how we have dealt with him..‘

" The review of the Nosenko case will have to take into

account the KGB aims which we have theorized for Nosenko as a . '

. »disinformation agent. These are stated. in the notebook as

e -

u.follow3'-

“A. Penetrate CIa and FBI — One wonders how the KGB would expect

this to be done., If it can be

assumed that they have some know-

:1edge of the treatment of RIS defectors;?
in the U S.. then they know that such .
defectors are held at arm's length.v.;'
Only in the past weeks have we .
‘initiated a program to brief RIS N
‘defectors even on our dead cases and
their production, although Deryabin
has oeen used on.some aspects of §S>
non~sensitive cases the last two years.

1o oug gy T T O
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Most RIS defectors have little
qualifications for, or interesf
"f‘lin, work other than intelligence, o

%sto the desire of Nosenko to aid us

'vis normal and should be accepted to-f_s
.'the extent that we are using the§;'.
:others, R | L

.S; Redefect, discredit . S.-intelligence, and generate unfavor-lni

able publicity about us-—If this is the Soviet aim, we have given

them a magnificent opportunity!‘ Imagine what would happen if

- Nosenko were a plant"——the Soviets could make charges at any o

: moment pointing out that Nosenko had been kidnapped by us, o
‘{;IC'aided by the Swiss-and Germans, and that he was now being held'

'ﬁagainst'his will.f What could we do or say? One wonders if CIA-

" would survive the subsequent furor in the press, Congress, and -
~a‘broad “Who would believe our-protestations that the goods hadA
been planted on us——the boy with his hand in the cookie jar is

1”seldom considered a reliable witness in his own defense. iIfI““

-ihNosenko were a plant, the Soviets can get him back whenever they
“iwant him,at our expense.. B | | - |

-f. C. Discourage other defectors-—ﬂow can he do this7 If he did

o not serve in the KGB, as the notebook claims, RIS officers will

know that, and what we do with him will not affect their own

intentions to.defect. If we are wrong (which I am sure we.are),

and Nosenko did serve in the KGB, the knowledge of the double

game he is playing vould'spread among his past, present, and
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future KGB colleagues'andAlihewise.have no effect on future'fv

7. defections. The.onlj‘way the'KGB:could'hope'to”discourage' .

.7future defections through Nosenko would be for us’ to detain him

'”gl‘on false charges and for that fact to become known in the RIS.

7?%In other words, Nosenko is a bona fide defector, but we have made,“’

'{jit possible for the Soviets to gain an unexpected windfall by

. '1our treatment of him. There is no- ther rational explanation

;of how they could hope to aohieve this theoretical aim.

fD.: Protect existing Soviet agents in the West e There is nothing.
ylulling about Nosenko 8 list of 200 agents in the West, particu-
larly the key cases cited above. Nosenko 8 background and ex-
perience provide him no basis for reassuring us that no. Americans
4have been recruited outside Moscow, hor does he try to do so. |

He goes so. far as to point out that the most important cases-even»
in his own directorate are taken out of the hands of the working
level and handled by the directorate chief personally. Eow, then,
could he conceivably mislead us. about the agents recruited in o
h.Moscow? We have no evidence that he has—-it is Golitsyn 8
disturbed personality that confuses the cases most, not Nosenko 8,
including the ANDREY-JACK case on which Golitsyn is said to have

. been desk case officer for two years! The only suggestion of
_evidence-that Nosenho is misleading us is Golitsyn s hearsay A
from a section chief who was 99 percent sure he was about to
recruit an American code clerk 'Nosenko said such a recruitment

was tried and failed. Who.accepts this as}proof? Nosenko told -

PRV
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us.that the Soviets were»atill receiving code:machine informa~ .

#

tion in 1964——what more’ do we need? -1Is this concealing an T ;:1 e

‘;agent? Quite the opposite. There 18 no evidence to support

xthe'"protection of agents" theory. We are fortunate that Nosenko.f
'";could tell us that they still have a- high-level agent~—it was‘h;;'A

surely not within his need-to-know. .

E. Lure us into operations in the. UN—-Of all the theories, thisﬁ

one is the most far-fetched. . 8ince we are already running a

disinformation agent in the UN, and have been since 1958, the Soviets‘

- could pull the plug on this one at any time, and could have done{
so in the past, either while the agent was on TDY in New York
‘or by assigning him PCS. If they want to move the UN, they have

other means. Since it has  proven so useful for their own. intel—"

ligence operations ;n the past, it is ‘safe to say‘that they will~
leave it in New York for a while. Considering all.the.agenteA .

they have rnn out»of the UN, it is not likelv‘that.anyone.wonid,

‘tahe their protest,eeriously‘jost because we“oere‘running.one

agent there.

.So, it is, after alll unreasonabie to conceive aimsrvhich
would Justify sending out an experienced intelligence officer
as a "plant," Whatever purpose one might theorize, there:are
better ways to accompllsh that purpose. Whenever the Soviets
have set out to mislead by éiving information, or by giving us
agents who are without information, they have sncceeded only

B because they follow the simplest possible fornuias, including am
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'The all—accomplishing Great Plot is still generations 1n the

41 :

absolute hinimum of fabricated legend, and the maximum base of
objective fact which is still consistent with their modest aims.
¥
future.

What will it take to convince all of us that Nosenko is

bona fide? Nosenko expresses the wish that we will soon get
'.another KGB defector who will vouch for him. Sc do I. He canj“*“

.say "this confidently because he knows that 1f we already had a

RGB penetration that penetration would vouch for his bona fides..'

* Did we tell him that ve - have no such penetration? If not, he cen o
only know it because he~is innocent. It is beyond reality ‘to

~argue that everyomne in the KGB will vouch for Nosenko's story~—

it is cot enough to alter-a few organizational documents. The
truth comes from life,ﬂnot from the archivee.' If we cell all

that and all those who have elready vouched for Nosenko "suspect"™,
ever&thing and evefyone vouching for hiﬁ in the fufure elso as
"sﬁspect," what do we have left? This'wafilies madness. Wﬁat'
kind of proof do we need of his innocence,'when we call him guiity

with none?
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o A © P2 Geptember 1967
MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD ‘ ‘ S

SUBJECT: Recent Developaents in the Review of the Nosenko Cawa

1. On 2 June I was contacted by the DDCI's Spetédl Ausistant, George

- MeManus, and ask office to discuss Soviet inla Lligence cdllection

as it related tc Prior to this call I aad beoisa aware that
McManus was making Inquiries In tae SB Division about ay po2lltn and background.
In his office we discussed the SB collection prograas and the Anecial contribution
of defectors. No comment was made by either of us regarding n‘* talk with tke DDCI.

2. On 30 June, at my request, I met with the ADDP tQ,express concern at
having again been passed over for proaotion. He infor-ied =e heat my proaotion had
been. approved but thazt it had not been zmade effective becauss 4o 3ng the DDP wvers
puzzled that I had gone over their heads to discuss tae Hosenldy) cpge with the DDCI.
He stated that it was not a crime to visit the DDCI, but that Lhe DDP chain of
command should be followed, and all possible points of appeal For such a disagree-
zent should be exhausted before taking a matter to the Directapty office. - In reply,.
I stated that my action was prompted by the knowledge that the 3B Division paper on
Rosenko kad been sent to the DDCI, that the DDCI was aware thaslh T naa writt.;n a
dissenting opinion,. and that he had expressed interest in that vpinion.

3. Tae ADDP stated that ke and the DDP were Xnowledgaupie of tae Nosenko
case, that they kad listened to some of the interrogation tapny, and that they were
inclined to accept the Division position. He advised ne that fhepe were many facts
of whick I was not aware, and that it would be best 1f I would fonfine myself to
requirezents matters, leaving counterintelligence analysis to hygge persons who
were responsible for it. He said that we had treated Hosenko 1, a gentlemanly
manner, wiick was more than the Soviets would do in a similar Vage., :

-k, I stated that the Nosenko case and most of the cupeg which the Division -

connected with it were cases with which I had been involved, tknt they were all
cases of evaluating production in coaparative terms » and that wy ‘experience in such
evaluations qualified me to have ay views heard. He advised W@ that 1f T would
try again to discuss the subject with CSB that ke would now be. v11ling to hear nme
out. He s3id that if I still disagreed and wished to discuss Lhe subject with
other senior officers ; I should first inform CSB of that- inteny, - I called his
attention to the negative attitude of the Division toward int”“.igence opportunities,
and the ADDP stated that he and the DDP were entirely aware of jyq+ attitude and

were watching it closely.  This has since bccdne-gppareqt to ua, . .

\ 5. After ay return frou vacation , on 12 July’f. CSB cal 3,;_.3; ﬁe in to for-
malize the proaotion and emphasize that ke was. solely responsihia for it. It was

clear that he had discussed my visit to the DDCT with the lattep and that the DDCI“-Efi*-?

Y

had nerely confirzed the visit and commmicated the glst of \Truntion to the paper

waich thke Division had sent him on the Nosenko case.

o
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6. On 1k August » two Division officers who had beenevaluating the
Nosenko paper were obliged to write up their critical views and subait them
to CSB. He subsequently stated that their criticisms would be useful in
tightening up the paper, and advised taex to continue to analyze the paper
for this purpose. They continue to find major flaws in the case against
Hosenko. CSB informed them that the paper forwarded to the DDCI was only a
draft, and that there were bound to be discrepancies and inconsistencies in
a paper so complex and involving so many authors.

T. On 24 August I was called in by CSB/CI and told that I could no
longer discuss the Nosenko case with any of the several officers under kis
Jurisdiction who were working on the case, and that any of those officers
who initiated such discussions with me should be asked if they had his per-
aission to do so. I agreed to honor this arrangeuent but eapaasized that my
only interest in such discussions was to facilitate a thorough and cbjective
review of the Nosenko case. I then recomsended that the two officers be
given my Decesber 1965 paper on tae case, and this was subsequently done.

8. Since my determined actions to expedite reopening of the Nosenko
case have led the Division and the DDP to disown =y views and to exclude :e
from the review of the case, I see no existing forum for my views within the
Clandestine Services. Therefore, in spite of the BBP's advice that I either
refrain froa having an opinion, or express it only within tke Division or .
the CS, I khave a sense of urgency that thé attached views on the disposition

of the Nosenko case be considered at the command level of tae Agency waere the

ultimate decision smst be made. :
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SUBJECT The Clandestine Effort Asainat the ussn

1. The negative positions taken by the dtvlsion"..’

continue to dominate and negate our efforts to collect

intelligence on the USSR by clandestine means. In
addition, I belleve that this negatlvse enviroameat hae

. done permanent damage to our capabllities against ths

Soviet target, and that this demage increases with
each day that this environment prevails. T _

"2, Following 1s a summary of recent davslonments‘fAT

in the divisions poaitions aod a list of their effects - -

z2a I see thsm.

B Nosenko 18 a deception ageut, and Soviet deceptioni —

operations revolve around him,

- The psychiatrist has told the diviaion that o
Nosenko's desperation to change his aituation .
may lead to a falaa confession. - : .

The dishonesty and bias in the case agaiast
Nosenko are stlll evident in the current review
of his bonafides, according to the officer who
. i1s dolng most of the writing of that paper.
Attachment A 1s an example of this technique.

b LBOUQBO\[is a deceptlon asent.

I belleve that BOURcO\ 19 bonaf 1de. He has just
nade hls seventh idenvification of a major
Soviet agent in the U,S. (Boeckeshaupt), who is
the fourth such agent who was actlve, unsuspected,
and in a position to do the U.S. erious damase.
Any attempt to aevslop and disaaminate BOURMO? & 5
information is inevitably blocked by the CI . ./
enphasis, as well as fallure to provide the case
officer close substantive support. {-<OURBON’ 1s

providing some significant information whicu 1s el -

~within hils access and appears valid. -
Uawarranted and diahoneat judsments of BOURJGW’
informatlon are made without the knowleage of =~
divislon officers qualified to make such 3udg~
ments., Ses Attachment Be

(e
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The orficera of the division 8 GRU Branch disagree
with the division's evaluation of BOURBON, The
. paper on‘ROU?BON's)bonafides is heing dictated

. to thsm by the division chief.

ciK SCOTCE‘is a deoentlon agent,

'"SCOTCH continues to provida requirements and

‘information which I believe to be reliable and -
appropriate to his acgess. His information is

‘-auoh that it does not permlit a firm econclusion -
- about his bonafides one way or the other, but .
. .his cI 1nfonmatlon 1s the best basia for Judging -

A1l 1mnortant Soviet agents arrested 1n the U 8.

4.

, sunport this thaony. N

, No walkﬁins and few dereetors or liaison agents

ia the past five years or so have besn compromisai'5fi’

by Nosenko (Johnson, Mintgenbaugh), BOURBON

{Dualap, Whalsn, Thompson, Howell, Drummoad,

Boeckenhaupt, and Cassldy), and SCOTCH (Butenko o
and others unknown to ma{ ‘I believe that
SCOTCH has proven himself in the CI field, “but

‘the case for him is not as foolprodf as for the

other two. Even B0, his bonafides or lack of
gsame has nq automatic baaring on Nosenko and

Most 50vlet activities which have been detected
around the world are deceptlon operations, called .
"disinformation", “soreen", or “diversionary"
onerations by the divislon. ‘ '

‘The keystone of this position is the assumntion

that the GRU academy class of 1963 which was
identifiad for us by Penkovskly is a "throwaway"

- group ruafilng dsceptlon operations. In fact,

only 7 of 51 in the class have bsen identified
in 1ntelligenca WOTk,

This theory was prepared as a book dlspatch

three years ago but not sént out, It is given

- 4in briefings of agency and lisison persognel?A

.Analysés of prévioﬁs cases, such as the Felfe

case, are belung written with a blas built in to -

b - e
@ ew woaan . wa .

escape the deception labsl.

* In early January the division begins a course for CI's, and this
philosophy will proba‘bly be .. 2 - passed on to them.
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e. Individuals who provide lanformation which tends .
* . to corroborate the reporting or bonafidqé»of tha
" above agents are slso deceptlon agents. B

Slnca all RIS defbctors and agents in tha future
are certalun to provide such informatioan, all are
dlscredited in advance, This 1is a particularly
erippling position, as our two best positive '
1ntellisence sources have been GRU officers. 7

The only such defector we have had since Yosenko's
walk-in in 1962 is Olga Farmakovskaya, whom the
division judged a ‘deception sgent primarily -

- because she stated her husband attended the GRH

- academy with Nbsenko. See Attachmant c,

A number of agents in Satellite 1ntelligence '"’f”:j;;f'
servlces are bains tarred with the sama.bruah.;;;~«” :

: %« The affecta of the above positlons ara detrimental'A'.
- within the divislon and the Agency, and I believe they

have demaged our reputation with the ¥BI, MI+6, and other

. llalson services, . Vithin the Clandestine Services, these - - .
-~ positions and thegries have generated a wldespread feeling '

of frustration, futlility, and impotense, The division

~"practically preaches the superiority of the XGB over the

FBI and CIA, using the gbove theories as "evidence®,

" -01d standards of information and source evaluation have 

been abdndoned end even reversed, with bad analysis

-driving good analysis out of existence., The validiity

of Soviet area experience is being denled, The effect
i8 paralysis of our Soviet effort, : :

"4, A number of actlons have been taken by the
the Clandestine Services' Soviet effort,

‘dlvision which have also contributed to the decay of

2. Replacement and dowagrading of senior pereonnal
- with Soviet experience. A

b. Increased-dependence on RIS defectors for opera-
“tional jJudgments. These defectors are brought
into Headquarters and overseas atationa and shown
Agency doouments. o .

¢. Attempted kidnappins of tha supposed KGB station L

,chief in Tokyo.

d. Personnel with experience, 1ntelligence, imagl—
nation, and inlilative are bullied, jeered, and
shouted into silence, or into division posiltions
which they are required to accept on faith and
without question, -

.-a.j..




“r 5. These actions ere primarily injurious to persons
immediately in the division, but the reduction of their
individual contributions reduces over-asll effectiveness.
“The kidoapping episode discredited the dlvlsion aund the
Agency, and 1s a blatant example of the disregard of tha
division chief for the views of his staff, The require-
ment that division personnsl mutely and blindly follow
him, abandoning their judgment and self-respect, zlienatas
some of the best people in the division, and has been tha’ -
direct cause of at least one serious illness and a con-

tributing factor to a number of health problems of others, "_<T;

The motivation of experienced psople whao stlll ocoupy a -
few responsible posts in the divislon has been serlously

eroded by the unhealthy policles summarized ebovey and .= . TR

the related lack of intellligence success, .. = A
IR T that I have stated here ars my own éinéerﬁAéna ~

sober views., The concern which I feel for this state of . .

affaire has increased to the polnt vwhere I am mentally
distressed and physically affeected by this cataatrophic

development in my chosen profession. Even Lif the prsaent-rﬁ:[~;7*-

insidious trend were to be abruptly ended, it would take
many years to rectlfy the damage, in the mindas of our
own personnel, in operational files and guidance, and
with other agencles and llalson services. I am entirely
comnltted by experienca, qualifications, and inclination
to work on collection againat the Soviet target., How
discouraged in this work, I would find it 4iificult to
regenerate this lost enthusiasm in a new assignment,
However, if there is no hops of a thorough review of the
positions and methods of the division within the next
few months, I feel that both my professional and personal
welfare will require that I find somes other assigument,

T In committing thesa views to paper, I am aware
that the positions and actiouns which I clte as offeasivae
are also the product of experienced and dedicated Agency
employees, to whom I impute no dishonorabls motives.
‘However, I belleve it falr to state that the present
operational philosophy of the divislon is tailor-made
to sult the. KGB:; several present and past SR Division
officers have made this observation. It sppeara to ne
that the division chief's preoccupation with the KGB and
‘mania for attributing so many of the world's 1lls to thonm
is a product of his own professional frustration. an
exanmple of this outlook is given in Attachment D, Ee
appears to hold the KGB responsible for a long history
of personal falluress , . )




. e “. 8. - A8 head of the ErJ he had
- ¥, .. major responslbllity for the Tallur f‘avery.
: i auch operation which we ran.,

b. He was publicly disgraced by the "beer—ln-thaeface”-
- recruituent failure in Viennae. o .

LY O ]

’c."After he movad tifb %t.'COIQWPOPOV :";\':fa
was transferred m Vienna to Berllin and was = , .-
soon gompromlsed. . o S : . CL s

| : g E . e
~d., ¥hile he was 4 lose cooperation . -
with the ‘resulted in the =~ .. . . -
‘loss ol a large'n r of our agents vwho were - -

~ _compromised through Felfe, 8 SOviet agant 1n :éﬂ,g;g“%,gg
the BND CE Section.. - | |

" e. ‘MI-6 staff officer vas dincovered to have been_ O ATy
‘ working for the 50v19ta while 1o Berlin (Blake}., w~@,. '

£, The Berlin tunnal was dlscovered and closed. Foo
. 8e Several %upport agents were found ,
-+ . -to be under hostiis coantrol, and all SR cas S
'~ ruooing in Berlin ware rolled up (AWCANEY, C" XMAR).'}

'h., Shortly after he met[béhCU"E ia Paris, the latter
vas called home and shot.

i. He was again publioly disgraced by the kidnapﬁing ‘
LB o fallure in Tokyo.

While some of thsse unpleasant events cannot in any way

‘be blamed on him, 1t is easy to see how he may have L
scqulred a feellng that nothing is bonafide, that pothing '
works right, end thatihe must somehow even the score, with _
the KGB as the enemy. I bellsve that this becomes too

costly when our 1ntelligence goals and officers are both
expended in the process,

Leonard MeCoy
- po/sB/RR
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‘sma.mc'r Resclutica of the- llosenko Problea |

T 1. Hosenko lus now beeu ‘héld 1n solitu'y conﬁneuent an& Meoninieedo_. B
S for alnost three years. When we first took this course of action, presumably. & 5

.- plan was adopted which would dispose of the case through normal Judiciary Pros .
- cedures and relieve the Agency of a penitmtiary role. - Althougk the years should
. have strengthened the case egainst Hosenko, the opposite. trend is. apparent, .As-
-more qualified, objective, and balanced persone have been. exposed +0 the
ruth rreedou to express themelves - the ceae lns disintegreted. o

2.' . Hhue the Divisiou eontinnes to belabor ns nonstrone paper on the.
’case, I suggeat that. the validity of the case: ‘against:Hosenko may: not . even be.
relevant to the larger problen,rvnch 1s the need to divest the Agency and the
U.S.- Govern:ent of the risks involved in- holding or disposing of. Nosenko. In'
othaer words, Athe resolution of the- i!osenko case nust be- Jnst about the: Same. whe
'or not everyone egrees e 13 homride i i s

Ry 3. It appeu'e to e that the r:l.ska inherent 1n the eue ‘become criticel
:“ ‘Socn as. Nosenko's present status becoses known to various elements -outside the
jIntelligenee Community. -I further btelieve that these risks- grow with tine, and:
. that even if the story 1.8 not .surfaced for msay years, the dazage will still be
* gerious.  While the official assessment, of these risks. can only be made.by top -
- Agency management, those which . promed me to,press the Division to un&ertake a
’ critieal review of. the Hosenko case.are repreaented by the follmving. S ;;

Elezents of Congress vho are not ravorably disposed to the Ageney ;
.'-the Director, or the Executive could use the case politically - .-
Srov Lo againgt those entities. . The greatest risk in this category pro‘bebly

YT TR begins in early 1968 a.nd runs through national election cupugns.

b. Tae President could suffer personnl enberraasnent, having to state
EE whether he was ayare of our handling of Hosenko or authorized 11:. -3
PEIPRY T ‘I‘rial of the case: :ln the press, at hone md abroad, proba‘bly vould
S e net develop in our favor. Fine points of CI logic oftem sre not -
o: ' 7 appreciated within the Intelligence Community, muck less outside. - % ..
S ’;(In ract, tn.e FBI 18 said to d:lsagree with cur logic in the Hosenko case

e .~'The Agency eould 'be eccused of violating the Bill of Bighta P ignoring oy
"7 the rigats of the individual," -usurping Judicial prerogatives, and
-* i _arbitrary action under special privilege ‘("governing invisibly”). .
ot - ‘Genuine liberals, civil: rightiets, and fellow travelers would kave
SR a:munition to use against us, . . ‘ R

" er’ Our treatment of Kosenko would be used by tne Soviets to d.iscomge
- otner derectors and agent candidates. R o

I Liaison services are’ 11kely to loae some confidenee 1n our conpe-
-, tence and our etanding in the U.S. Governaent. - (Senior-officers
. rof the British Service have expressed disagreeuent with our views '

':on Kosenko.) . A o "y

%,
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: , B "8. Other U.S. ;ntemgencé ‘agencj_.'es will gain by our &isconﬂtnre, R
7. 'and might use. the opportunity to encroack ca Agency responsibilities |
" and assets. .. : E R

{7 .7 h. Resoluticm of the problem therefore appears to me to be most essen-"
i ctial for political reasoms. " The case is bownd to be surfaced eventually. To hold
. Hosenko under preseat ¢ tances indefinitely can caly add to the risks. . we

B RIS ¥ Roaeakoahgul&be_ released m-',am-mwum and placed in <

-1/ @ seal-free status. . This change would continue Agency supervision of his acti-' = "

& - vities by maintaining Ann}laieacy-umgd'otﬁeq;ior officers ‘to ‘serve as inter-
L ; companion, and adviscr for him.- We could: thus watch him fopr comtere :

 central U.S. press, and in an sres where any perscnal excesses he comuits cowld .’
2 be localized and played down. If necessary, such-excesses could be used as -0

i . 180 be givem peychiatric trestment, waick could be stabted mou. Relsbilitaticn " &
e ‘would alsq'g,__n_:clude Jlanguage tnininglna perhaps - furthey t‘erml'educatiea.;? e

-+ 7 6. In preparing Nosenko for normalization, ke ehould be paid a sube
- stadiial fee "for his informstion”. We should also take responsidility for - - ° S
kis medical treatment s vhick will afford us a continuing measure of catrols ' . -
As an explanation to him of cur ks of him to date, an explanation of the
- type the Soviets might give should be used.  Tais would include the asgsertiom .- -
i - - that such handling was rowtine for persons with his backgrownd, as the need to. -
. ‘check out his voluminous informatiom must be apparent to him. . We could now . - i

7. In l1ght of tme peychologists® evaluation of Hosenko a2s a weak | .
. Personality, he will probebly seek vindication upen release. It is therefore o
-important that his relesse’ be carried out with appropriate sincerity. Another

... preparing articles or a bock which would tell his story (up to a point). Most
important, as a weak perscaality, Hosenko's ability to sustain kis spirits
. Ihrough the last three years testifies to his conviction that he would dbe .-
... vindicated In time. Parsdoxically, once that source of strength is removed, -
. by owr accepting ais bonafides, all the complications of his ."seriously dis-
turbed perscnality” will probably return. For this reason, close support = ...

is necessary.




' SUBJECT: “Méeting with CSB on thé’NoSénko,?épe;i
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28 April 1967
s
MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

‘1. -On 4 -April 1967, the:pfeSent senior

‘case officer on the BOURBON case, Jim Flint, who

was on TDY at Headquarters, .came to my office o
at my request to discuss the bonafides of BOURBON. .
In this discussion I mentioned to him other cases
now going on which Headquarters has related to.
BOURBON, and recommended that he ask the GRU. Desk.
for briefings on these cases. I also advised =~ -
him that a major SB Division paper on Nosenko,
which mentions BOURBON, was now well over 700 .
pages, and that it was being prepared for the
Director. In addition, I told him that a number

of persons in the Division and outside the Division
who had read the Division's earlier papers on
Nosenko disagreed with the Division's findings.

' 2. 'On 5 April I was told, by an SB Division
CI officer who was involved, that CSB had called
him in ‘on that date and questioned him regarding
the origins of the information which I provided
Flint. Later I learned that another officer of
the same branch was questioned simultaneously by
C/SB/CI, and that immediately after the two meet- -
ings were held, the first officer was recalled. -
by CSB for further questioning. Both officers
were sternly warned not to divulge to anyone that
they had been questioned.

3. 0On.7 April I was called to the office
of CSB at 1630 hours and met with him<until 1730
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hours. He stated that he had a memorandum written
by Flint which reported a number of statements :
I had made to Flint. He was particularly con-
cerned about an "impression" Flint got that I

had indicated that the DDCI was reviewing the.
Division's Nosenko paper. I replied that I had

no knowledge of such a review, and therefore
certainly could not have said such a thing to |
Flint. I repeated what I had told Flint about

the Nosenko paper, as stated above.' CSB- stated . =
‘that for my information, the Nosenko paper had .~ . -

" been finished and in the hands of the Director .
for three weeks, which was news -to me.. He also .~
stated that it was perfectly alright for the - = ..
DDCI- to have a copy of the paper, in his position, -
and that he would tell appropriate Division person-
nel that they should not be concerned that the PR
DDCI had a copy of the paper. CSB told me that .=
if I wished to raise the level of my disagree-
ment about Nosenko to the DDP or DDCI, he would :
be glad to go along with me to discuss the matter
in their presence. He said that he had lunched
recently with ‘the DDCI and discussed the paper
with him, which was not the first su¢h meeting -
with DDCI on the subject. '

4. CSB stated that because of the privileged
position I enjoy in regard to Division operational
information, he had to be able to trust me in the
‘handling of that information. I agreed, and stated
that in my judgment Flint had a need to know items
I had mentioned to him. As to the origin of my .
information, none of which I received officially, -
I stated that I made a point of maintaining a
" good listening post in the informal organization.

. In addition, most personnel who have served in

the Division very long always assume that any
current case will have been surfaced to me for
intelligence exploitation. Therefore they do not
hesitate to discuss new cases because they believe
I have a need to know. In this respect, I asked
CSB why my office was given no opportunity to
examine the intelligence potential of Soviet de- -
fector Olga Farmakovskaya or the new KGB case in . . .-

o
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New York. He stated that the first case had

no such value, and that the second was not under
his control. Although I disagree with both .
statements, especially since a Division officer
is meeting with the New York walkin, I said =~

‘nothing.

5. CSB 'stated that it is essential that |
personnel in the Division, other divisions and
other agency components. do not feel that.he ‘and
'I have opposite attitudes toward intelligence

‘collection. He asked if there was a personal

factor in my opposition to his views and I as-"
sured him there was not. I pointed out that as
long as the Division had the negative attitude
which' was exemplified by the Nosenko, SCOTCH,
OURBON, Farmakovskaya, the New York walkin, the
O0ZY case, and numerous other minor cases, we

- would not collect any intelligence on the USSR.

This was the only point at which he became upset,
stating that he could not agree with the Polyannas -
who say that the US Government is not penetrated
and that the Soviets do not know every move we
make. I stated that I did not agree with thenm
either, but that I disagreed most strongly with

the Division's positions on most of these cases,
and would not defend them. -

6. I tried to explain that most of the:
Division personnel who are aware of the cases
which are lumped in with Nosenko have doubts about
the validity of the Nosenko paper. He said that
he met with them and knew their views, and I sug-

" gested that his own views, and the deputy division

chief's, were stated so vigorously and categorically
in those meetings, that other persons were reluctant
to contest these views.. He did not believe this,
but I added that since all of them were at his

mercy in their careers, they did not want to get
into a vehement argument with him, leaving bruises
on both 'sides. (As I left his office, a branch
chief who knew that I had been there for an hour
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asked why I was not bleeding from dozens of
wounds, .and I said that I had listened a' lot.)

7. In closing I stated that I would not -+ .
tell Flint that I knew of his memo, but CSB e
said that I should tell him. I said that Flint . __—

~was ill and needed help, but CSB said he knew

Flint and that it was just separation from his -

~family that had been the problem.” (I did not
-tell CSB that Flint asked me privately to get

him removed from:the BOURBON job, stating that
he found it extremely trying.- Also, I did not

~tell Flint that I knew of his memo. )

8. Immediately after my meeting with him, -

CSB. called in all senior CI personnel in the

Division. He began by stating that he knew he

was pompous and domineering but that it was most
important to him to know if any of them had -
doubts about the Nosenko paper. Of five persons,
three admitted, two for the first time, that they
had doubts about the paper. Initially surprised,
he eventually dismissed these doubts as the
reasonable doubt that is always present in the
intelligent mind. He then told the group that

the DDCI had a copy of the Nosenko paper, and

that it was proper for him to have a copy, so

that no one should be concerned about that fact.

He also told them that someone outside the Division .
might be coming to talk to them about the paper.-
Discussion of whereabouts of copies of the Nosenko
paper led one person present to believe CSB was
trying to determine how a copy of the paper reached
DDCI. : '

9. On 24 April my immediate superior returned
from leave, and on 26 April she was called in by

. CSB and he showed her a memo for the record of

his conversation with me. He stated that he did
not intend to forward it to anyone. He said that
he had discussed the incident with DDP, who was

-concerned, and with DDCI. He also indicated to

her that he intended to continue me in my present .
position and to-"stand by" my promotion recommendation
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which he has again submitted. In the memo, he
repeated the assertion that I had told Flint
that "a group outside the Division" was going _
to review the Nosenko paper, which is a slight. o
change from what he told me, and information

that I did not previously have to tell anyone. . -
My superior indicated to CSB that I had already . -
described my meeting with him to her. S
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