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966, and ébvers the. tirut’ four ﬂayﬂ: .
' a*'hreak. .'lt wm ‘resume on? .

. KGB operat ktooonveytomsmtheimt : :
 Xnow more than before, that. wa possess. irrefuteble p:oos
of his: gus.:u: and. th prospects. for rele
. refrained from doing this in earltet ‘phases ‘of the mtem-
gat:.on. but at th!.s point ehere. aeans m-.ue to 1ese. :

L ‘l‘ho ﬁ.rst tom.' days have’ shcwn that tha mthad 15
:useful.' HOSEMKO :agein proved a good reactor on. palygraph,
‘he seemed di.st:urbed by our knowledge and the 'spécial . areas

.. -of interest we revealed, and we were able to develop im-
o portant: new ufomation. aantradiations and - wucatim‘

’ ing. of this -asqperatlon. - :

or ‘Gther tepiaa.
polmqph m:ammation
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Highl;gm;s_ to Date _

. 8, OSWALD Case: The opening session was a polygraph
examination conducted by Nicholas Stoieken, whom NOSENKO
recognized as his earlier polygraph operator. The question-
ing was devoted entirely to.Lee Harvey OSWALD and NOSENKO's
role in the OSWALD case. We hit this point before any other
in order (a), to permit clean polygraph testing on this key
matter without having disturbad him with other questions,
and (b), to get over to NOSENKO the gravity of our concern
on this matter of’ highest state interest. ' 'i'he Operator 8
conclusions were: .

a. Subj ect was not personany or acl:ually in-
volved in the OSWALD case from 1959 while OSWALD was
in t.he Soviet Union,

b. Subjact received special instructions (from
the KGB) about the OSWALD case and what to tell Am-
erican authorities about u-.. '

Ce Subj ect's aueged association with the OSWALD
case both "before and after® the Kennedy assassination
- was_partly for the purpose of supporting and sub-
3tant1ating Subject's cover story “legend"

de Subject heard of OBWALD (as a case) only after
Kennedy's assassination, however he was not an active
participant in 1963 as he indicates, but was probably

) ~bﬂ.efed on the case by a KGB officer.

'5. By in s: We devoted aeveral hours of inter-

'rogation end polygraph teating ‘to. the ‘Geneva periods, June

1962 and January-t‘ebmary 1964.". We hit this point -second in

' order ‘because there-exe clear sighs of important deception’

behind it and it offers us speaial opportunities to-suggest

. inside information which in fact derive from observation and
- »deduation. Amm:g_ ‘the' high poim:s were the following:

L g ngel SHAKHOV . meamxo's story of his “investi-
-'qation" of SHAKHOV, m 8éviet delegation member whom he
sald was suspected in 1962 to bé an Zmerican agent, was
- govered again ‘in detail. “The new data we obtained tend
to eonfim that this 4s a seri.ous part of NOS&QKO'
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teparteé o us' at the time
' open the .whole question.
his daily s _ess to th

-e11 CIA sbout "mxm's
‘deaddrop. In addition,
16 --’to,diaausa 'his own
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. &and various yeara oE misonnmt. He seaued con-
.ata'cently sensitive to. eo:rectional labor asmps
- a8 .the type of priaon. ‘and td@ several possible :
 .causes of imprisonmeénts  particularly hcmosexuality. :
' "desertion and felohy,. /Interestingly enough he yas
. ‘not sensitive to- questtons N ing imprisonment .
-.for self-inflicted wounds daspita his story that he
.7 'had shot himself in. the hand during the war. He
 ‘seefmed ‘mbre consistently sensitive to Siberia as:
. “the area of imprisonment but .the results were: not ‘
# . a8 '‘clear as on- other aspect “story. He séems
' ' particularly sensitive to the years 1954-1986, which
- immediately preceed the periocd frem 1956 onward, -
o vihen he began to appear m mn,‘-operations. R




