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Introduction

On 5 June 1962 Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko, a Soviet o6fficial
temporarily assigned to Geneva, contacted an American Foreign
Service Officer in a move that was eventually to lead to
Nosenko's defection. This act was the first in a chain of
events that is unequaled in complexity by any other Soviet
operation handled by the Central Intelligence Agency since
its establishment. Because the case still has important
implications for the overall Soviet intelligence effort of
the United States, and because it raises many basic questions
about the techniques of handling Soviet agents and defectors,
a reinvestigation of the case was commissioned by the Agency
in June 1976. The results are embodied in this report and
its annexes.

et

Although United States officials of many agencies, up
to and including a president of the United States, were briefed
on the case and either played some role in making decisions
concerning it or actively participated in rumning the opera-
tion, it does not now appear that, between 1962 and 1976, any
single individual has ever been fully informed as to all its
aspects. The complexity of this investigation therefore
stems in large measure from the fact that the case ‘has pro- :
ceeded along at least two, and often more, compartmented ’
tracks. Thus, the effort to get a total picture of what :
transpired has involved an unusual amount of research in the :
files of various components of the Agency, plus personal in- ’
terviews with a large number of present and former Agency
employees.

PO .
e ryh st r S BEEE

The actions taken in regard to Nosénko were not the
result of decisions made by a unitary Agency acting as a
corporate entity; rather, in this case more than in most,
decisions were made by a number of senior individuals on the
basis of their own strongly-held views, which sometimes con-
flicted with the equally strongly-held opinions of other
senior colleagues. Thus, this report must, if it is to be ’ .
comprehensible, attempt to depict the decision-making process ° ;
in all its complexity by referring when necessary to the
individual participants. . , .
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CHAPTER 1

U S

Organizational Background: CIA's Handling
Of Soviet Positive Intelligence and CI Matters

The history of the Nosenko case can only be comprehended
within the framework of the organization and day-to-day func-
tioning of the Central Intelligence Agency as a whole. In
fact, opinions regarding the handling of the Nosenko case may
differ substantially according to individual's differing
views regarding internal Agency organization and functioning.
This being the case, it is useful at the outset to make
explicit our understandirng of how the Agency actually func-

) tioned in the relevant period, the 1960s, as distinct from
] how it might theoretically have functioned according to
: - Agency organizational charts and regulations. i .

. e -
-
JR T T i

e S by e deens 4

The two instrumentalities for the conduct of day-to-day ;
operations in the Soviet field were the Soviet Bloc Division
(known successively by this and several other names*) and
i the Counterintelligence Staff. In the nature and interrela-
; tionship of these two organizations we find the key to much i :

of what was to happen in the Nosenko case. ; !

Although the SB Division was considered a "line" organi-
zation, the CI Staff's name would imply (if the Agency’'s
formal organization were to be taken at face value) that its :
function was limited to advising a command echelon. In fact, !
such a distinction was never enforced. ;

do' i a2t &

“Cl Staff" was actually a misnomer, because the organi- . L
zation carrying this name did not even concern itself to any ‘ b i
appreciable extent with the counterintelligence function of i
the Agency on a worldwide basis. Rather, 1t concentrated on
the USSR and Soviet Bloc countries. *

Within the SB Division, there was lodged the so-called : 3
Soviet CI Group, which was in many respects a competitor of i
the CI Staff. It concerned itself, during most of the !
period to be covered in this report, primarily with information

#This area component during the period of this report was
known as Soviet Russia Division (1952-1966) and Soviet Bloc
Division (1966-1974). The two names are often used inter-

-
i

Eoi . -

= et b i e ¢

changeably. : SR m;
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on the intelligence and counterintelligence organs of the
USSR, and as such was inevitably somewhat redundant since
the same field was the major preoccupation of the CI Staff.
Nevertheless, as will emerge later in this report, there
was during most of the period with which we are concerned a
substantial congruity of views between the SB/CI Group and
CI Staff that militated in favor of coherent operational
policy, even though the two organizations might disagree on
matters of detail.

One curious aspect of the organizational problem should
be mentioned at this point because, while seemingly minor,
it may have played a significant role. » While the SB Division
understandably. had a number of competent Russian linguists,
the CI Staff did not have a single Russiamn linguist who could
be brought to bear on either the Nosenko or Golitsyn case.
The staff was therefore dependent for its data on translations
of Nosenko material and, in the case of Golitsyn, on informa-
tion obtained from discussions conducted with him in English,
a language in which he was not fully fluent.

A third organizational participant in the Nosenko case
was the Office of Security. This office had overlapping
jurisdiction with CI Staff and, to a lesser extent, SB Division
in any matter that involved a suspected Soviet or Soviet Bloc
penetration of the Agency. While not usually a problem, the
overlapping jurisdiction was considerable in both the
Golitsyn and Nosenko cases because so much of the activity
in connection with both operations revolved around allegations
that the Soviets had penetrated the Agency at a high level.

Although allegations that the Soviets had recruited
Agency staff employees did not first originate with Golitsyn,
it was he who lent special force to them by spelling out a
complicated theory of Soviet intentions and modus operandi.
He thus provided a detailed conceptual framework within which
to develop a hypothesis towards which some members of the
Agency were already predisposed. Golitsyn thus became the
ideologue's ideologue.

Prior to Golitsyn's defection, the Agency as a whole had
been hard hit by its dealings with high-level Soviet penetra-
tions of Western governments. There is no need to go 'into
detail on them, since they have been well documented else-
where, but they included British representatives such as
Kim Philby and George Blake. Another important penetration
was Heinz Felfe, who rose to be Deputy Chief of Soviet
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Counterintelligence in the Bundesnachrichtendienst (BND).
The Felfe case is particularly significant because it was
believed by a number of counterintelligence specialists in o
the Agency that Felfe's career had been systematically pro-
moted by the Soviets through what came to be known as the
“throw-away" technique. According to the theory of this
group, a considerable number of valuable and productive
Soviet intelligence operations in Germany were made avail-
able to Felfe so that, by detecting them and signaling their
presence to the West German authorities, he could build up
his reputation as a counterintelligence specialist. VWhile !
there is debate about the value of the assets the Soviets

made available, there appears to be enough substance to this
theory for it .to have had a strong impact within the Agency,
particularly upon those persons who were members of the former
Eastern European (EE) Division of the Plans Directorate.

e e e e et b aen <
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In the course of time, the continuing record of KGB .

. success in penetrating Western governments made it the more !

feared of the two principal Soviet intelligence services. !
Although we had had our successes also in penetrating the

Soviets, they were primarily through GRU defectors-in-place

such as Popov and Penkovskiy. The defection of Anatoliy :

Golitsyn on 15 December 1961 was thus a major event. '

Once again, it is not necessary here to go into details ,
regarding Golitsyn, because this case has been covered exten-

sively in a recent study. However, two points are worth
noting:

1. First, Golitsyn was diagnosed early in

1962 as a "paranoid personality.” Although account ’ {

was taken of this psychological problem, it was o

we .- —Consddered in the light of a threat to the con- . - R S
tinuity of the debriefing process rather than as
a factor reflecting on the validity of the purported
intelligence he gave us. It was apparently felt i
that, if we could maintain his stability, we could g
depend not only upon the objectively verifiable
facts he gave us but also upon his often very
theoretical generalizations.

——
FNF S I S PR e RV L e

X%t wevriar d gk e

2. Secondly, Golitsyn presented us right from : ;
the beginning, continually elaborated throughout : :
the years, a complicated rationale for believing ¢
that the KGB was successfully pursuing a mammoth :
program of “disinformation'" to the detriment of the :
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United States and its Western allies. This ratio-
nale is covered in more detail in Chapter VI of
this report.

It is against this background that we view the approach .
to CIA by Nosenko and his subsequent handling. 1In doing so,
we shall for ease of reference from time to time allude to
the thesis regarding KGB operations and intentions--claborated
by Golitsyn and others--as the "Monster Plot."™ In fairness,
it must be allowed that this term was in common usage not
by the thesis' proponents but rather by its detractors; yet
no other name serves so aptly to capsulize what the theorizers
envisaged as a major threat to United States' security. If
the term carries with it emotive connotations, the latter
were certainly shared by both sides to the controversy; and
this fact alone is enough to justify including “Monster Plot"
in the lexicon of this study.
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CHAPTER 11
Biographical Data: 1927-1962 . i

: Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko was born 30 October 1927 in .
. i Nikolayev, Ukrainian SSR, son of Ivan Isidorovich Nosenko t
. " and Tamara Georgiyevna Markovskaya. His father was born in '
1902 and died on 2 August 1956. At the time of his death, : *
the senior Nosenko was Minister of Shipbuilding, a member
of the Central Committee of the CPSU, a deputy to the Supreme
Soviet of the USSR, and recipient of a number of the highest
. Soviet awards and medals. He received a state funeral, and
- he is commemorated by a plaque on the Kremlin wall. Young
. Nosenko's brother, Vladimir, born in 1944, was a student at
the Institute of International Relations as of 1964.

[T TS A SO B 19 W 3 Ly

ot i g ¢

From his birth until 1934, Nosenko lived in Nikolayev.

. In 1934 he and his mother joined the senior Nosenko in

Leningrad, where the latter was working as chief engineer X )

at the Sudomekh shipbuilding plant. Nosenko continued his i 1
‘ : schooling in Leningrad until late 1938, at which time he
and his mother followed the senior Nosenko to Moscow, where
he was to serve as Deputy People's Commissar of the Ship-
building Industry.

In 1941, shortly after the war broke out, Nosenko and
. his mother were evacuated to Chelyabinsk in the Urals,

: Nosenko stated that he and a friend tried to run off to the
front, but they were caught and returned home. At age 14
Nosenko entered a Special Naval School that, in August
1942, was relocated to Kuybyshev. Later, this school was
forced to relocate again, this time to Achinsk in Siberia.
Nosenko did not want to go to Siberia and, through the in-
fluence of his father, was accepted at the Frunze Naval
Preparatory School in Leningrad (not to‘be confused with
the Frunze Higher Naval School, also in Leningrad), which
by this time had been relocated to Baku. .

b e e b T it

O T

Some time after August 1943, Nosenko tried on two
separate occasions to get to the front, but failed. He
and a2 friend did succeed in returning home to Moscow with-

out authorization. These escapades seem to form part of a i Py
behavior pattern that was eventually to culminate in defec- ' :

JLITFPRE ARSI T SR D

tion. ' !

. s !

By August 1944, Nosenko had resumed his studies at the
Frunze Naval Preparatory School, which had returned to its i

-«
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original location in Leningrad. Cadets from this school were
sent to a forest (some two hundrec kilometers from Leningrad)
on a wood-cutting detail. In about November of that year he
wounded himself, seemingly accidentally, and was hospitalized.
He decided not to return to the Frunze Naval Preparatory
School and again, through his father's intervention in about
January 1945, entered a shipbuilding college (tekhnikum) in
Leningrad.

At the end of World War II, Nosenko returned to Moscow.
He had meanwhile obtained a certificate from the director of
the shipbuilding college that attested to his study in, and
the completion of, the tenth class.

At some time prior to July 1945, Nosenko accompanied his
father, who went to East Germany with a group of engineers.
For purposes of that trip, Nosenko received temporary rank
as an Army senior lieutenant, with appropriate documents and
uniforn.

Nosenko entered the Institute of International Relations
in Moscow in July 1945. Upon completion of the second year
at the Institute, and by virtue of his participation in a
military training program roughly equivalent to the ROTC,
Nosenko received the rank of junior lieutenant in the
“administrative service” (sic;. (The exact meaning of this

term is unclear.)

In 1946, according to Nosenko, he married, against his
parents' wishes, a student whom he had gotten pregnant. He
obtained a divorce almost immediately following their marriage.
In about 1947, he married the daughter of Soviet Lieutenant
General (Major General, US-style) Telegin. This marriage,
too, was neither successful nor long-lived. Nosenko reported
he had found his wife in bed with her brother. A girl was
later born with a harelip and a cleft palate. Nosenko in-
sisted that this was not his child.

Nosenko completed a four-year course at the Institute
of International Relations, but he actually received his
diploma a year later, in 1950, because he had failed the
examination in Marxism. He had had to wait an extra year in
order to retake this examination.

In March 1951, Nosenko was assigned as an English

language translator in naval intelligence (Naval RU),
serving first in the Far East. While on leave in Moscow.
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(late April 1952), he developed an illness that caused him
to cough up blood, and he entered a tuberculosis sanatorium . 5 I
near Moscow for trcatment. For reasons of health, he did L '
not return to the Far East but was sent instead to the
Baltic area.

B e ol L

PRORS—

¥hile on leave in Moscow in late 1952, Nosenko accompanied
his parents to a New Year's Eve party at the dacha of a
certain General Bogdan Zakharovich Kobulov. When Nosenko
indicated interest in changing jobs, the general made a vague
offer of help in getting employment with the Ministry of State
Security (MGB). In March 1953, while again in Moscow, Nosenko
was called to Kobulov's coffice. Kobulov had just returned . !
from Germany to become the First Deputy Minister of the MVD
(Ministry of Internal Affairs). Nosenko did not see Kobulov
i personally but was referred by the latter's assistant to the )
deputy chief of the Second Chief Directorate (internal coun- !
terintelligence), hereafter referred to as SCD, by whom he :
was hired.

ot oy o a b

His first MGB assignment was in the First (American i
embassy) Section of the First (American) Department of the é
3 SCD !
|4 . H

In March 1953, following Stalin's death, Lavrentiy !
Beriya emerged from the resultant reshuffling of the top
leadership as chief of both the MVD and MGB. In March 1954,
the new "Committee' for State Security--the KGB--was formed.

In June 1953 Nosenko married his third wife, Lyudﬁila
Yulianovna Khozhevnikova, who was a student at the Moscow
State University.

Nosenko, a member of the Komsomol since 1943, was e
elected secretary of the SCD Komsomol unit in June 1953 and
served as secretary of that unit until about June 1954.
However, earlier in 1954, Nosenko had contracted venereal
disease and gone to a clinic; to disguise his identity, he
used operational documentation in alias in applying for
treatment. When he did not go back for final treatment
as instructed, the clinic sent a letter to his ostensible
place of work as shown on the alias document. The MVD found :
out about this improper use of alias documentation and re- : !
ported it to the SCD. Nosenko was not only disciplined '
. by the chief, SCD (reprimanded and placed under arrest for .
15 days), but the Komsomnol also removed him as secretary !
and expelled him from its organization.
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In early spring 1955, Nosenko received a poor
kharakteristika (performance evaluation), which described
him as unsuitable for work in the First Department. None-
theless, he was neither dismissed nor transferred.

Although Nosenko survived the 1954 episode as well as
the poor performance report, these events caused him to go
on what he has described as a "big drunk,” which resulted
in his having to spend a month under hospital care. To
keep Nosenko out of further trouble, his mother intervened
by making a telephone call to Petr Vasilyevich Fedotov,
chief of the SCD. Seemingly as a result of her efforts,
Nosenko was transferred in the latter part of May 1955 to
the Second Section (which operated against tourists) of
the Seventh Department, SCD. In late 1955, Lieutenant
General Oleg Mikhaylovich Gribanov was appointed chief of
the SCD. From a number of indications, Nosenko's relation-
ship with Gribanov developed, despite the difference in rank
and position, into a social relationship involving evenings
on the town together, heavy drinking, and women. Despite
numerous indiscretions, Nosenko's survival within the KGB
and his subsequent promotions to increasingly responsible
positions may well have resulted in part from Gribanov's
patronage. To a considerable degree, of course, his rise
must also be attributed to his being the son of a highly-
placed member of the Soviet government.

At this point in his KGB career, Nosenko had lost his
Komsomol membership and not achieved CP-member status. It
was not until 1956 that he was accepted as a candidate mem-

. ber of the CP, and only in 1957 that he was admitted as a

full Party member. Once this happened, according to Nosenko,
the Komsomol removed its reprimand from his file.

In December 1959, Nosenko was promoted to the rank of
captain. He held this rank until his défection in February
1964, despite having been promised he would be promoted and
the fact that he had held several positions that were
usually filled by officers of higher military rank.

Nosenko worked in the Seventh Department, SCD until
January 1960, when he was transferred back to the First
Section (American embassy) of the First Department. Then
he held the position of a deputy chief of the First Section.
He was retransferred back to the Seventh Department as of
late December 1961-early January 1962. In July 1962, he
was appointed deputy chief of the Seventh Department. He
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continued in this position until 18 January 1964, the date
he left Moscow on TDY to Geneva.
; Nosenko defected in Geneva on 4 February 1964, leaving
g behind in Moscow his wife, Lyudmila, and two daughters.
3 His prior travels to the West had included two TDYs to
i England in 1957 and 1958, a TDY to Cuba in 1960, and the
- first TDY to Geneva from mid-March until June 1962. He
’ also went on TDY to Bulgaria in 1961. Details of his de-
) fection and subsequent developments are covered in Chapter
) I11.
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CHAPTER 111
Chronicle: 1962-1969

Initial Contacts

When Nosenko first approached the CIA on 9 June
1962, he had been assigned, as a representative of the
KGB Second Chief Directorate, to be security officer of
the Soviet delegation to the Disarmament Conference
being held in the Palais des Nations in Geneva. Taking
advantage of the fact that he was the watchdog for the
delegation whereas its members could not watch him,
Nosenko used his freedom of movement to approach the
Agency, ostensibly for personal financial assistance.

As he told it, Nosenko had recently slept with a
Swiss woman who had stolen 900 Swiss Francs of official
funds that he had on his person at the time; inability
to reimburse this relatively trivial amount (about US
$250 at the time) would jeopardize his career. In ex--
change for 2,000 Swiss Francs, he therefore proposed
that he provide us with two items of information.

These items, subsequently verified, related to:

1. KGB recruitment of a US Army sergeant
while he was serving in the American embassy
in Moscow as a '"code machine repairman."

2. A Soviet official whom the Agency
had ostensibly recruited but who was being
run against us under KGB control.

At this time Nosenko was not forthcoming in response
to general intelligence requirements on which we tried to
quiz him, excluded the possibility of becoming an agent,
and flatly refused to consider meeting Agency representa-
tives inside the USSR. Nevertheless, he '"agreed ‘perhaps’
meet us when abroad" again at a later date. For our part,
our interest in him was whetted by his identification of
his deceased father as a former minister of the USSR. '
In addition, such information as he gave about himself :
indicated that he would be of high operational interest.

Inter alia his most recent assignment in Moscow was as )
head of a KGB sub-section working against American :
tourists.
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B. Bona Fides ‘ N T
By 11 June, the two case officers (one a native : :
Russian speaker) who were hawdling Nosenko sent a i
cable to Headquarters that read in part:

SUBJ CONCLUSIVELY PROVED BONA FIDES. PRO-
VIDED INFO OF IMPORTANCE AND SENSITIVITY,
SUBJ NOW COMPLETELY COOPERATIVE. WILLING ;
MEET WHEN ABROAD AND WILL MEET AS OFTEN AND '
AS LONG AS POSSIBLE UNTIL DEPARTURE 15 JUNE. ;

o o a1 R i A SRS 1R o Pt T iy 2o 2o

With the question of bona fides seemingly resolved, %
! the principal case officer flew to Washington carrying '
' the tapes of the meeting. His arrival and sojourn at
Headquarters were described by Chief, CI on 23 July 1976
as follows:

Chief, CI: . . . we got the first message . . . on
Nosenko from Geneva, and [the principal
case officer] was ordered back, and we

: had a big meeting here on Saturday morning,

. and [the principal case officer] thought

he had the biggest fish of his life. 1
mean he really did . . . and everything I :
heard from him was in direct contrast from :

; " . what we heard from Golitsyn. I mean, we

had no agents, this, that and . . . yet .

» here was a Second Chief Directorate man ; k

in Geneva peace talks on disarmament.

P So I got hold of [the principal case of-

ficer%, and I brought him in here on a
weekend.

PR

ints il

Q: What you're saying is that it was unreason-
able for a Second Chief Directorate man to
be there . . . .
Chief, CI: Under the circumstances, getting drunk and
needing $300 to . . . "not to be recruited :
but to give us three full, big secrets" -
for an exchange for the money in order : L P
that he could replenish the account from ' B
which he embezzled the money on a drunk. : {
. So I brought [the principal case.officer] . ’
in here one evening, I think it was. Friday,
Saturday and a Sunday, and I brought about
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10 to 15 volumes of Golitsyn's interroga- . i
. tion, without prejudicing him in any way, i S
) just to read it, and he had all the ' i
: books out, and at the end of it all he
said that there was no question about it,
that they were being had. I mean, mind
! : you, he was of split motivation because
this was the big case of his entire life
and yet there he was reading material,
etc. So we went to Dick {Helms, then !
DDP} and we put up a proposition that we !
should permit Golitsyn to read the real :
: material, I rmean the transcripts and {
- everything from Nosenko. And he wouldn't {
agree to that, but we made a compromise
. and that was to take the material and
! . falsify it as though it was an anonymous
: letter sent to the embassy by an alleged
KGB person. So the anonymous letter was
drawn up, and [the principal case officer]
interviewed Golitsyn with the anonymous
: letter, and Golitsyn's statement was that
A “this is a person under control, I want
to see the letter" which created a situa-
" tion because we didn't have a letter.
But he began to point out in some detail
exactly what was instigating and inspiring--
in terms of what he'd already given to us
and he very wisely stated that he wanted
everything on tape, because he knew that
as time passed in hundreds of interviews
and their counteraction took place, there
would be people accusing him of not having
divulged certain information.
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The principal case officer's review of the Golitsyn
information had indeed converted him to the view that
Nosenko's defection was bogus. Equally convinced, as
clearly indicated by a number of documents that he
drafted, was his superior, the person who had become
Chief, SR Division in December 1963. The reasons for
Chief, SR's conviction may not have been the same as .
the principal case officer's, but for all practical pur-
poses the views of the two men at the time were identical.
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A joint CI Staff-SR Division recommendation was
therefore made to Richard Helms, the Deputy for Plans,
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that the transcripts of the Nosenko debriefings be

made available to Golitsyn for comment. Helms agreed,
with the single reservation that Nosenkc not be identi-
fied by name as the source. As a result, a number of
items of information from Nosenko were embodied on a
letter ostensibly stemming from an anonynous KGB source;
.in this form, it was assumed, the information could be
shown to Golitsyn without disclosing the source. (This
ruse seemed plausible enough, since a previous defector,
Michal Goleniewski, had written CIA a number of anony-
mous letters before eventually defecting and disclosing
his identity.)

In carrying out the plan, the principal case offi-
cer made his own views clear to Golitsyn:

I told [Golitsyn] that . . . I thought it guite
possible, in view of his own statements about
disinformation, that this was the beginning of
a disinformation operation possibly relating to
fhis] defection.

Golitsyn felt, in general and without having
the full details necessary to an assessment,
that there were indeed serious signs of disin-
formation in this affair. He felt such a dis-
information operation, to discredit him, was a
likelihood, as he had earlier said. A KGB of-
ficer could be permitted to tell everything he
knew, now, if he worked in the same general
field as Golitsyn had. W¥hen told that so far
this source had not done anything to discredit
Golitsyn, and had in fact reported that the KGB
is greatly upset about Golitsyn's defection,
and asked what he thought the purposes of such
a disinformation operation now might be,
Golitsyn agreed that kidnapping was a likely
one, "to arrange an exchange for me." Also,

to divert our attention from investigations

of his leads by throwing up false scents, and
to protect their remaining sources. He also
added, "There could be other aims as well. The
matter should be looked into. It seems serious
to me." He thought the KGB might allow a first
series of direct meetings with the KGB officer,
to build up our confidence, and then in the °
next session do whatever the operation's purpose
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{ might be (discredit Golitsyn, kidnap, pass B
: serious disinformation items, etc.). j
E C. The Case Against Nosenko '%
; . . !
i During the remainder of 1962 and 1963, SR Division i
] continued to build up a case against Nosenkoe. Virtually . )
i any information provided by Nosenko, or action taken by ! A
i him, was interpreted as part of a KGB "provocation." }
: If his information was in accord with that from other i

, sources, this fact not only confirmed our suspicion of
: Nosenko but was interpreted as casting doubt on the
i other sources as well.

remient e

While the above aspect will be covered at length '
in Chapters V and VI, one example will serve to highlight
the attitude that prevailed. Nosenko had, during our
meetings with him in 1962, contributed information that
materially aided in the identification and arrest of
William John Christopher Vassall, a British Admiralty
official who was also a KGB agent. Because Golitsyn
" had previously provided similar, but less specific,

; information, the usefulness of Nosenko's intelligence ,
was discounted; once Vassall had been identified, it
was concluded that Nosenko had been allowed to expose ]
him in order to support his own bona fides. The argu- . L
ment ran that Vassall would in any case have been identi- ‘
fied sooner or later on the basis of Golitsyn's leads.
g
In January 1964, Nosenko reappeared in Geneva ac-
.--companying another Soviet delegation. By now, the case
against him had been well established in the minds of "
those dealing with the matter, and the record is there- -
fore replete with manifestations of suspicion. A particu-
lar example of our tendency to intefrpret unfavorably al-
most anything Nosenko said is provided by notes that
Chief, SR forwarded to Helms on 27 January 1964, with
the suggestion that they *convey very well the flavor
of the man . . . and the complexities of the operation."
By way of background, although Nosenko's cryptonym at ;
this juncture was AEFOXTROT, he had previously been :
designated AEBARMAN. This bit of history led to the
following incident during a safehouse meeting:’
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I cannot attribute to coincidence a biz;rre remark
AEFOXTROT made on 24 January. As I went ‘
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behind a bar which stands in the apartment,
to serve drinks to AEFOXTROT . . . AEFOXTROT
saw me standing there behind the bar and his
face lit up and he said with a smile, "Ha.
You arc the barman." Now this could be an
idle pleasantry about my standing there like
a bartender, but it is not funny as AEFOXTROT
(ex-AEBARMAN) seemed to think it was and I

am afraid it means that he knows his own CIA
cryptonyn.

The above incident cxemplifies a main theme that CIA

was itself penetrated. This fear had existed before
Golitsyn defected, but it was fed constantly by the lat-
ter's allegations that information concerning him was
leaking to the KGB, and the conclusion that the lecaks
must have originated within the Agency.

Thus it was that a memorandum from Chief, SR on 27
January 1964, submitted to and approved by Helms, began
as follows:

Our goal in this case must be eventually to
break Subject and learn from him the details
of his mission and its relation to possible
penetrations of US intelligence and security
agencies and those of allied nations as well
as to broader disinformation operations in
the political sphere. Ideally, our interests
would be best served if Subject were broken
as early as possible but since this is
unlikely, our actions must be conceived and
carried out in a manner which contributes to
our basic goal without alerting Subject unduly
at any stage. s
Far from "alerting Subject unduly,” on the surface
the Agency welcomed Nosenko with both cordiality and
generosity. The following excerpts from a 30 January
1964 meeting make the point clearly:

Nosenko: . . . the only thing I wanted to know and
I asked this question, "What should I ex-
pect in the future?”

Principal case officer:

The following awaits: As I presented it,
you wanted to come to the United States and
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E have some job, some chance of a future
i life, which gives you security and if
: possible the opportuaity to work in this
field which you know. Is that correct?
Nosenko: Absolutely.
. Principal case officer:
i Mr. Helms said yes, flatly absolutely yes,
‘ in fact I would say enthusiastic . . .
; that's the only word to describe it. We
f talked about, and since this was a business
i discussion I'11 repeat all of it whether
* it was pleasant or unpleasant. So the next
! thing will be some details that we spoke
: . about. We talked about the means by which
[ . [you} could have a solid career with a
: certain personal independence. Because of
the very great assistance you've been to us
already and because of this desire to give
| - you a backing, they will give you a little
» additional personal security . . . [salary
details follow].
- D. ‘Defection
As might be expected, the principal case officer
devoted a good deal of effort during the second Geneva
visit to persuading Nosenko to stay in place.
however, dismissed out of hand the possibility of remain-
ing in contact with CIA from within the Soviet Union,
and he became increasingly anxious to defect immediately.
When the principal case officer continued to press him
to remain in Geneva long enough to effect an audio pene-
tration of the local rezidentura, Nosenko forced the
issue. At a meeting on
cable had been received from Moscow ordering him back
home for a "tourism confer