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25 October 1965

UFUMORANDIM FOR: Pirector of Central Intelligence

SURJECT: Yuriy I, %OSENKO

1. The attached merorancdum describes the techninues
veed and the results ebtained in the first rha.e of the
~1vsent interroration of YOSTMUN,  The rost significant
itenm to ererve {ror this nuesticnine and related nolveranh
testing pertained to Tubicct's story con lee tayvey (OSWALPR,
Iu~jact's reactieons to the polveranh indicate that he
never seard of OSWALD until after President Yennedy's
assassination in Yoverner 196%) t.at he was not an active
rarticirant in the case as claired and that his whole
story on L{S¥ALD was nrenared by the N03 and given to us
at their cdircction.

2. 0Other arcat of stvens reacticn refer to Subject's
suspected contact with the XOL while in Geneva in 1962 and
1964 and to Abidian and the Tushkin Street drop (key factor
in the PEMKOVSKIY corprorise). Subject becarme very urset
&t guesticning on this subject and refused to discuss his
own alleped involverent in tre case, re also touched umnon
YOSENKG's nareatazl achground, rerinds of irmrisonrent end
homosexuality., Hiz veactions here all pointed to clear-
cut contradictions in the story he has told us,

3. There stiil rermain scveral zreas of interest and
iwmportance to be covered with the techninues used to date.
Yc ecxpect to complete this line of questioning by 28 Octoder.

4, This first phase has ensbled us to confirm our
analyses of kev gsrocts of this case. Yere irvortant is
the fact that NOSFNY0 kno:s he is reacting in sensitive
arcas and this is worrving hi= because he is not sure hew
such we know or how we learred it., MNGSEMKC's reactions
have given us hone that we rav by this nrocedure have hegun
to strike heme. ¥e dJdo not know what it is that ¥eens this
nan sitting montih after wonth in his present situation.

Yo speculate that one factor rav be confidence that the

KCB will get hir out, PRelated te this rav he the thoucht
that the NGR hes CIA so deeplv nenetrated that it would be
unthealthy for hinm to confess. ur current line of interro-
getion, exvanded and uscd cven rore forcefully, might
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break down some of his obstacles to confession by shoving

us in a different and stroncer posture. Therefore, we now
plan to go beyond the limited sims originully set for this
phase of the interrogation., VYe plan to continus the inter-
rogation in the hope of getting a confession; written olans
will be submitted when they are nore definitely formulated.

Navid E. Murnhy
Chicf, Soviet Bloc Division

Attachment
cc: Acting DDP {w/attach)

Chicf, €I (w/attach)
Director of Security (w/attach)
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24 Octobar 1966

1. This is an interim report on progress to date in
the new phase in the interrogation of HCSENKO, which began
on 18 October 1366, and covers the first four days, 18-21
Octobar. After a break, it will resume on 25 October.

2. Our ainms in this phase of the interrocation have
been limiteds in view of the possibility of losing access
to NOSENKO, wo have sought {a) to strengthen our basic report,
no¥ in preparation, by testing his story further, clarifying’
points of confuaion and revealing new contradictions, and
by polygraph exaninationa of key areas, and (b) to lead
toward his eventual confession by directly exploiting our
hypotheses about the true background of NOSENKO and this
KG3 operation, to convey to HOSENKC the impression that we
kno# more than before, that we possess irrefutable proof
of hia cuilt and that he has no prosgects for release, We
refrained from doing this in earlier phases of the interro-
gation, but at this point thers seemns little to lose.

3. The first four days have showWn that the method is
useful. HKNOSENKO again proved a ¢ood reactor on polygraph,
he seemed disturbed by our knosledge and the special areas
of iaterast we revealed, and we were able to develop im.
portant new information, contradictions and indications
concerning the background of this operation,

Mothod

4.  Our basic spproach has Leen to question HOSENKO in
specific. terms cn selected end detailed aspectsof the story
he has told to date. We gave him no explanation for ocur
rene#sl of the interrogation, nor has he asked for any. Our
questions have been pointed and detniled and neither require
nor permit long-winded answers; they do not seek new infor-
mation but are clearly designed to check information he proe
vided earliers our questions are slanted to build up the
impression that they are based on data we have learned in-
dependently. The subject nmatter is teken up in & precster-
mined order designed for maximum impact on NOSENKO, Inter-
rogation sessions are followed by polygraph examinations on
the matters covered in the iaterrogation and/or other topies,

8omevhat more time is spent on direct polygraph examination
than on interrogation.
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Highlights to Date

5. O34ALD Cases The opening session <23 a polygraph
examination conducted by Nicholas Stoiasken, whcm HOSEZINKO
reco¢gnized as his earlier polygraph operator. The question-
ing was devcted entirely ¢o Lee Harvey O3WALD and NO3ENKO's
role in the O5WALD case. we hit this point before any other
in order {(a), to permit clean polygraph testing on this key
matter without having disturbed him with other questions,
and (b), to get over to NUSENKO the cravity of our concern
on this matter of highest state interest. The operator's
conclusions weres

8. Subjeét was not personally or actually in-
volved in the OSWALD case from 1953 while O05AALD was
in the Soviet Union,

b. Subject received special instructions {(from
the KGB) about the 034WALD case and what to tell am-
erican authorities about it,

€s Subject®s alleged association with the OSWALD
case both "before and after® the Xennedy assassination
was partly for the purpose ¢of supporting aad sub-
stantiating Subject®s cover story “legend®,

4. 8ubject heard of OSHWALD {as a case} only after
Kennedy's assassination, howaver he was not an active
participant in 1963 as he indicates, but was probably
briefed on the case ky a KGB officer.

6, Geneva HMeetingss We devoted several hours of inter-
rogation and polycraprh testing to the Geneva periods, June
1962 and January-Februaxry 1964. We hit this point second in
order because there are clear signs of important deception
bahind it and it offers us special opportunities to sugcest
inside information shich in fact derive from observation and
deduction. Among the hich points were the followings

8, Pavel SHRKHCVs NOSENKO'as story of his "investi-
gation® of SHAKHOV, a Soviet delegation nember whom he
sald was suspected in 1962 to be an American agent, was
covered again in detail. The new data we obtained tend
to confirm that this is a serious part of NOSENKO's
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message. SHAKHOV's.background in fact suggests that
he is_actually a KGB officer: his contact in Goneva

with|{Devid MARK, a former CIA cooptee in Moscoa] is 0@208

et the center of NOSENKO®s story. wWe slanted cur
questions to suggest knowledge that SHLMHOV i3 a KGB
officer {not a KGB investigetion suspect} and that
#e may know of some of hia important operational
ccntacts. NOSENKO was inconsistent in his story

and reacted significantly under polygraph examina-
tion, we are currently tracing nes nemes and data
el are re-sxamining the aicnificance of this matter,.

b, ®BEB Control in Genevas HOSEIKO reacted very
strongly and consistently to the question of whether
or not he had been sent to Geneva by the KGB to con-
tact CIa, whether he was receiving KGB direction )
there, and on related quastions, including some re-
lated to his ostensible investigation of Pevel SHAKHOV,.

¢. U,8, Personnel snd Installations in Genevas
HOSENKO was interrogated on his earlier story that

he had seen in Geneva in 1964 the file on KGB activity
acainst imerican installations in Geneva (KGB cryptonym
®SKOAPICH"), His version this time conflicted with
his 1964 versaion but contained the same message, that
the vweak and understaffed KGB in Geneva had little
interest, limited fzcilities and no success in opera-
tions against the Anericans and had practically no
idea of the identities of CIA personnel there, 1In
addition, NOSENKO reacted to polygraph questions
related to whether ¢he KGB had told him the name of
his CIA case officers, On the other hand, he did not
react to the names of the then 003 SJitzerland and

CUB Geneva, which suggests that he ~as not told them
{these names were buried in lists of names).

d. KGB Personnel in Genevag NOSENKO®s answers
to questions concerning Alerandr KISLOV conflicted
with certzin details earlier reported, including KiS-
1OV's role in theE?ECHITCHAT case. He seemed disturbed
by the questioning on KISLOV and finally said he saw
no reason to ansvWer any more of them. However, his
polygraph reactions did not suggest that he was as
sensitive to KISLOV as to other individuals and matters
ccversd in the same series of questions. We also asked,
with the polygraph, whether he was withholding anything
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concerning his alleced agent Cleg GRINEVSKIY, an
official of the Soviet delegationy his reactions 'q
suggestod that he may genuinely be ignorant of v

GRINEVSKIY's KGB activitios|

at the time, He had earlier

said that his daily access to the KGB Residency in
Genava in 1364 was due to his frequent contacts «ith
¥Mikhail S. TSYMBALy this tire he said that he only
sa4d TSYMBAL twice in Geneva in 1964 and failed to
rention a Sunday meeting with TSYMBAL «~hich he hed
reported to us at the time it cccvrred, This leaves
open the whole question of ho« NOSEIKO can explain
his daily access to ths Residency, which he himself
nod says - evidently on the bazsis of what he has
learned from our previous interrogations - is not
normally permitted. This will be covered in further
questioning.

7.Matters Related to the PEIKCVSKIY Compromises

a. John ABIDIMN'g Visit to the Pushkin Street

addrops NOSENKO yreacted witn special sensitivity
and intensity when asked in a polygraph test whether
he had been instructed to tell CIA sbout ABIDIXNI’s
visit to the Pushkin Street deaddrop. In addition,
he refused for the first time to discuss his own
participation in the incident, adamantly claiming
that he does not remember when or even <hether he
visited the drop or whather he read reports on
survelllancs coverage of it after ABIDIAN's visit.
{He had earlier ssid he visited the drop at least
twicae, immediately after ABIDIAN's visit; he des-
cribed the location. and named thae KGB officers. he
went with.} In sharp contrast to his reluctencs
to discuss his personal role wes hic unhesitating
and confident response to other aspects of the
Pushkin Streaet drop storyt he reiterates %hat
ABIDIAN was under full time, double-strength sure
veillence throughout his tour in Moscow and that
ABIDIAN was surveilled to the drop. He now adds,
for the first time, that the KGB concluded that the
drop had been initiazlly found by & U.S. tourist or
delegation member and that ABIDIAN was merely check-
ing out its sultsbility for some eventual use. (In
fact, PENKOVSKIY proposed the drop and ABIDIAN went
there only in response to the agreed telephonic
signal triggered by persons unknown, not by PENKOV-

SKIY.}
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HOSENKO was again queried on
gged restaurant meeting with

of

bbin L96§”EEHX_F_ﬁmj;n 13€4. He could not clarify
why he had confused the names. Since we no+4 Xnow
through Greville WYNNE that the Soviets were inters
ested a3 late as early 13563 in clarifying PENKOV-
3KIY¥*s allusion in a hugged conversation . in 1961

0b tc[:;::ggg,we believa that HOSENKO's 19€2 version
was & KGE fishing expedition. However, HOSENKO

, did not re to a polycraph questicn concerning

O(jtho*name[;ffi;]and he may not him w_that
he was given a wrong nane for the officer,
nor whye ,

€. 2A4miral VORONT30V:s It hzd been speculated
that when NO3SENKO menticned in June 1362 mectings
the name of his "big friend¥ in the naval GRU,
Amirzl VORCGHT30V, he may have besen f{ishinc for
corments from us concerning Marshal VARENTSOV,
PEHKOVEKIY's protector. CQueried this time about
Admiral VOROWTSOV, WOSENKO said that ha had never
met him and had no personal or similar connectiony
he seems to have completely forgotten ever having
claimed a personal relationsaip.

L 0b ob .
0 8. (PREISFREUND|and \STORSBEPG NOSENKO was asked about
Q:han paml:'sram' i "‘,\'w% h%had earlier claimed to have handled
1960-61 in Mostow a3 an_acent acainst the{mflitary code OY EF
clerk Jim STORSBERG] NOSENKO again said he first met.PaEIS-(ﬁ
FREUGD Yin 1960. W& tola NOSENKO thatEREISFREUND tolddus Q},
that had not met NOSENKO until 19627, NOSENKO.denied
this, We then added to his concern by telling him (untruthe
 fully, but with _a reasonable estimate of the true situation)
© bthat[¥REISPRUZID Rlso’ said that the KGB had told him to say
he £irst met NOGE in 1960, “hen polycraphed NOSENKQ re-
acted strongly and consistently to questions on the subiect,
These reactions and our follow-up may well bear on ths ques-
obeion of dhethor{E;ORSBERE]das actually recruited by the KGB,
an issue we lave reviewed with the FBI. NOSENKO must be
concernad because he now says that the (STORSBERG \caze was NS
primarily GRYNAZOV'*s, not his own, slthough he, NOSENKO,
“supervised” it. Thus disappears the sole case that NOSEMNKO
has claimed as his very own,

9, Identity and Personal Backgrounds One of the basic
questions underlying this cperation is NOSENKO's real identity
and personal background. There are many indications, reported
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esrlier, that he has spent tire in prison and that he is
not in fact a KGB officer; similarly, his stories of his
early school and military service are inconsistent and
unbelievable. We are trying in this interrogation to
clarify this important point. Among the points coverwd
80 far are the followings

a. Identity: HNCSEIKO was guestioned extensivsly
on the polygraph concerning his ide-tity. In one
series of tests, for exewple, he was asked whether.
Minister of Shipbuilding Ivan NOSENKO was the father
of Yuri Ivanovich NOSENKO and was then asked whether
Einister NOSEN®O was his fathery similarly with
Tamara LOSLIKO, his ostensible mother. NKCSENXKD did
not react to the question phrased ®*Yuri Ivanovich
HOSENKO", but reacted consistently when esked if
these were his o«n parents. He Was sensitive to
questions concerning h'*s marriage. (There is reason
to believe he is not, in fact, married.) He Was also
given a series of tests asking for the first letter
of his given nemae. The whole alphabet ~as covered,
end the polygraph charts show that he beceme increage
ingly tense, culminating at the letter 3 (or perheps
T) on both runs. while we recognize that testing of
this sort may not give valid results, it ceortainly
gets over to HOSENKO the dagree of our doubt and may
even help us determine who he really 3. We will
puraue this further, covering his pstronym and family
name as well.,

€. Impgcisonment: In view of the strong indica-
tions that NOSENKO has spent considerable time in
prison (as reported in the past), we questioned him
on this. He reacted strongly and consistently to the
question of whether he had been imprisoned in the US3R.
We then ran a sceries of tests to determine his relative
ssnsitivity to various types of imprisonment, various
erimes for which he may hava been imprisoned, various
araas of the USSR where he may have been imprisoned,
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and various yeara of imprisonment. He seemed cone
sistently sensitive to correctional labor camps

as the type of prison, and to several possible
causes of imprisonments particularly homosexuality,
desertion and felony. Interestingly enough he was
not sensitive to questions concerning imprisonment
for self-inflicted wounds despite his story that he
had sho* himself in the hand during the war. He
seened more consistently sensitive to Siberia as

the arca of imprisonment but the results ware not

a8 clear as on other aspects of his story. He seams
particularly sensitive to the years 1954-1936, which
irmediately preceed the period from 1956 onward,
when he began to appesr in KG3 operations.
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