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counter-intelligence officer and all the Years of my work in the

KGB (March 1953 - February 1964) had been only in the Second R

Directorate (counter-intelligence) of the KGB.

I never .claimed to run the case file on Oswald. 1 said that
I knew some details connected with the defection of Oswald in 1959
and that in 1963 I had seen the whole file on Oswald. I claimed
that the KGB never recruited or even planned or attempted to
approach him during the whole period of Oswald's being in the -
Soviet Union. :

What deeply surprised me was the fact that three fourths of
the conversation with Mr. Epstein and Mr. Oursler were questions
about the structure of the KGB and full details of the organiza-
tional structure of First and Second Chief Directorates (intelligence
and counter-intelligence) of the KGB. At that time, I, myself, was
pPreparing my book on the organizational structure of the KGB.
Seeing that Mr. Epstein was more interested in details of the KGB's
structure, which had no connection with Oswald, I decided. that this )

meeting would be the only one and I was not going to see Mr.

Epstein and Mr. Oursler again. They both had in mind to see me
again and later made attempts to see me but I rejected any more '3
meetings. oo ) ﬁ( M)
During this meeting I made a big mistdke which concerns me
personally. They asked where I was livinﬁ at that time. I told

them it was off the record but I trusted them. I said I was living-

in North Carolina, that I knew that the KGB was trying ‘to locate

me and that's why I wanted my answer--living in North Carolina--to

stay strlctly between us. But they betrayed my trust and printed
the place of my living at that .time.

page 3 Pfologue
T In May of 1962 I made my final decision that the next time that "'

’ 'I came abroad I would never again return to the Soviet Union. In
#{' 1962 being in Geneva at the Disarmament Conference I made my contact i
L,;r. with .American.Intelligence. fhe pnfpose'of this contact was to

jﬁ receive from them assurance that they would accept me when I would

. J
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page 5
*>

page S

be ready to defect. I wanted to come to the USA with more informa-

tion about the KGB's activities. And the whole period of time

until my defection on 4 February 1964 I was trying to géthe} as much
of this kind of information as possible.

In the Rex Hotel in Geneva only part of the delegation was
staying, not the whole délegation. .

I did not use a pay phone to inform American.lntelligence about
my arrival abroad. This is Mr. Epstein's imagination. -

I also did ﬁbt offer to act as a spy for the United States
when I returned to Russia after my contact with American Intelligence

in 1962. On the contrary, during my meetings with the reprébentatives

of American Intelligence I underlined that under no circumstances
would I agree to aﬁy contact with them in the Soviet Union and I
made a statement that.I would meet them only when I would be abroad
next time (working in the KGB's counterintelligence I knew better
about the dangers of any type of contact in the Soviet Union).
‘Neither while working in the early 1950s in Soviet naval

intelligence in the Far East nor in my. whole life did I ever see

-

any Japanese prisoner of war. In 1953 I did not résign from naval

\

intelligence but was transferred to the KGB (which v;a_s called ﬁ(ul

MVD in March of 1953; the title KGB appeared in 1954).

The overall responsibility of the Second Chief Directorate
of the KGB was and is counter-intelligence work against all
foreigners--diplomats, correspéndents, delegations, businessmen,
tourists, private visitors, etc., and Soviet citizens in contact
with foreigners or suspected of being contact with them. Surveil-
lance is done by the Seventh Directorate of the KGB on the orders
of the Secon@ Chief Directorate of the KGB. Mr. Epstein even
could not digest what I told him about the strucfure of the KGB.

1 was appointed a deputy chief of section not in 1958 but
in 1957. I was given a special commendation by the chairman of
the KGB for the recruitment of a tourist nbt'iﬂ 1958 or 1959, bdbut
in June of 1956. .

. - . . . - . . .
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page 7

-pages 5-7

page 8

pages 10-11

Uz ﬁ sc& |
I never said in 1962 or any other time that 1", ., céGIé ﬁév

r

never consider defecting from Russia." As I mentioned above,

the purpose--ultimate purpose--of my contact with American -

Intelligence was only one--defection.

Mr. Epstein mentions "a top-level case officer from the CIA,
a member of the Soviet Russia Division." This person met me in
1962 and also in 1964. Through years of my work in the KGB,
through years of my life in the United States I have seen and met
a nunber of officers in the American Intelligence Service. The
overwhelming majority of them were bright, intelligent and
truly good professionals. This person cannot be put even close
to good professionals and his knowledge of counterintelligence
was a complete zero.

Mr. Epstein does not know the simple fact that Soviet law allows
the marriage of a Soviet citizen with a foreigner (by decree of the
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Soviet Union in 1947).

Oswald did not need to have permission to marry.

Mr. Epstein very often makes suppositions. He, like some others,
assumes that the procedures for dealing with defectors in the USA

must be analogous to those in the USSR. He did not even consider

how many defectors came from the Soviet Union and how many came from

the West to the Soviet Union. There is a big difference (I think it
is possible to count on one's fingers the number of defectors from X(u)

the West to the Soviet Union for the last 15-20 years.).

In the
by the KGB.

case of Oswald there were no excensive investigations _
Oswald was not considered to be an interesting-or ;seriou
target. When he cut his wrist and in the hospital stated that he |
would kill himself if he were not allowed to stay the XGB ordered
him to be checked by psychiatrists. Two reports‘uere received from
independent psychiatrists (not connected with each other) and both
reports indicated that Oswald was mentally unstable.

It is necessary to keep in nind a very important factor which
helped Oswald. Khrushchev was preparing for his trip to the United

States. That was the main rcason in ellowxng Oswald to sta) in the
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L f he had not been allowed to si., he:

his attempt to kill himself and this fact (or maybe his death)

would make a big sensation in the newspapers in the West.
Khrushchev did not want this type of publicity.

Mr. Epstein is a true nonentity in questions of intelligence
or counter-intelligence, particularly of the Soviet Union. All
of his assumptions, and suppositions show that his is trying ;é set
himself up as judgé. On many occasions he states a fact and starts
to twist it in wrong directions. He assumes that there would be a
file on anyone who visited or wrote a letter to Soviet embassies
around the world. This is not correct. Further, there can be only
one file on a person, but the same person can be uentiongd and even
registered in_several files. In the case of Oswald the KGB's residen-
turas in Washington and New York no doubt knew about him: an '
American who defected to the Soviet Union in 1959, considered by
Soviet psychiatrists to be mentally unstable, in two years re-defec;s
to his own country and soon after that starts to write letters or
visits the Soviet Embassy and again wants to return to the Soviet
Union. It is obvious to anyone that Oswald was unstable, a kind of

rolling stone. (Let's assume for a second--Mr Epstein's "deep

thought"--that Oswald was connected with the KGB. How can Mr.

Epstein explain Oswald's letters and visits to Soviet embassies? X(q)

The KGB is not so foolish as to allow their agent or contact to write
a letter or visit the Soviet embassy in any part of the world, not

to mention their embassy in the United States). And absolutely ’
surely the KGB's residentura in Mexico City did not know anything
about Oswald. That's the reason they sent a cable about Oswald's
visit and request for an entry visa to the Soviet Union.

Mr. Epstein and, regretably, some of the CIA officers (who
were fired) do not know or don't want to know a fery essential fact.
In successful intelligence and coun?er-intelligence work an officer
must never approach his target (a defe;tor, an informer, a person
under observation for recruitment, etc.l'aécording to any set rule
or pattcrn. Each pcrsoﬁ'has his differcnces, his idiosyncracies.
And onc cannot achieve a good result without taking into account

’ -5-
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page 13

gr ] .

in¢o "consideration these differences ana .di syncracies

“That's uhy

cases and procedures in dealing with various targets are very often
so different from each other (at least during my years of work in

counter-intelligence).

In work against tourists the leaders of the KGB (understanding

—

the imposszb11ity of covering :/ great numbers of tourists) targetted

the main part of the counter-intelligence vork against important

people (suspected of bexng in contact with intelligence) or interesting

people (working for their governments, specialists on Russia or’
those, who had any Russian roots). Oswald was not this type'of target
The KGB did not consider him an important or interesting target before
he defected, when he was defecting and gggg_gigg;_hig_gggggiigg.

Of course, the KGB of the Soviet Union ordered the KGB of Belorussia

in\Minsk to watch Oswald; control his cbrrespondence, telephone con-
versations, cover with agents and informers his pldces of work agd
living and also from time to time to conduct a surveillance of him.
This order to the KGB of Belorussia particularly stressed that no
active measures--a recruitment or a contact of Oswald--should be
undertaken. .

There is a veri strict rule and order in the Sovietivnion that -
no one can do anything in relation to a foreigner without permission
of the Second Chief Directorate (counter-intelligence) of the KGB.
It concerns the Sovxet military intelligence (GRU) and also the
First Chief Directorate (intelligence) of the KGB. That's why I
was so certain that no section of the KGB or GRU had debriefed or -
recruited Oswald. Besides that I have seen the whole file on Osﬁéld
in 1963.

Mr. Epstein mentions my false statement concerning a recall
telegram from the KGB. -
Whenhl made my contact with American intelligqnce in 1962 1
But being a deputy to ihe

In 1963

was planning to go abroad next in 1963.
chief of department created difficulties for trips abroad.
my chief of department Colonel Chelnokov was promoted to a higher

position ‘and his first ﬂcputy, Colonel kovalenko, was ‘appointed

chicf of the Seventh Departmcnt of the Sccond Chief Directorate andh

St SHRE

“



T

V;/-"

>

&
was moved to the position of a first deputy io'the chie% o
Seventh Department. Kovalenko, trying to be on good terms with me,
his first deputy, agreed to my short trip abroad in January 1964,
but under one condition. 1In October-November of 1963 the chairman
of the KGB of the Soviet Union decided that the Seventh Department
of the Seceﬁd Chief Directorate of the KGB must organize in March
or April of 1964 an all-union conference of the KGB on questions
of foreign tourism in the USSR. (Top-level officers of the KGB
from all republics and cities which are open for tourists would be

invited to this conference in Moscow). Kovalenko told me that if

this conference should take Place in March he would recall me from
abroad. '

Several days before going to Geneva in January of 1964 I found
out that the Chief of the Second Chief Directorate of the KGB Genera
Gribanov was h1mse1f going on a short trip abroad to Austria and
France and on'the way home he would stop in Geneva. . Gribanov did nof
know about my trip to Geneva in 1964. My trip was approved by the
chief of the Seventh Department, Kovalenko, and one of Gr%banev's

deputies, Bobkov, who was supervising the work of the Seventh

Department..

When I arrived in Geneva in January of 1964 a part of the Sovietz (M)

delegation (including myself) was staying in the Rex hotel. About
25-27 January 1964 I had my first meeting with a top-level case
officer of the CIA. I told him that I was ready to defect and that:
I was asking to have this process speeded up. (I also told him
immediately about Gribanov's trip abroad, which was a very important
one. ) I met this officer daily until 4 February. He was not in a
hurry to proceed with my defection. I was deeply concerned by such

delay. Besides, I was afraid of a recall telegram arriving from

Hoscow any day. But most of all I was concerned with General
Gribanov's arrival in Geneva- from Paris. Because should he see me
in Geneva he would be very much surprised and could order me to
return to Moscow. . The last straw was the decision of the head of

the Soviet disarmament delegation, Semen Tsarapkin, to put the
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wﬁ’le delegation on 4- S February in one 6{ the bnildings belonging Q’}j“
to the Soviet Mission in Geneva. On the morning of 4 Februar) 1 0

went to a secret address and announced that I was not going to reiurn
and it was the day of my defection. With the purpose of strengthening )
my position I made a false statement about the recall telegram.
page 18 Mr. Epstein himself is making false statements. He says that
I signed the various papers my CIA case officer thrust in front of nme,
vwhich constituted my official request for political asylum. 1In
Frankfurt I asked the case officer to whom I should write a paper
and he did not tell me. I, on my own, wrote a letter to the
President of the United States asking a grant of political asylum
and presented this letter to the case officer. N
page 18 Mr. Epstein did not even research some details. He mentioned
that a woman, identifying herself as Nosenko's wife, appeared at
the US Embassy in Moscow. There were two women, not one, the mother
and the wife, who visited the United States Embassy in Moscow and
left two letters for me there.
Page 19 Mr. Epstein refers to the ftop-level CIA case officer" a

nunber of times without disclosing his name. Is it not because Mr.

_is distorting facts concerning me and grossly

exaggerating his own professionalism? 1If Hr-s giving
interviews he should state his name. (Why not? He is not working

now in the CIA).

Mr id not recruit me. He surely must remember that it

was I, who contacted an American diplomat in Geneva in 1962 and X(u
asked him to arrange a meeting for me with a representative of the
CIA.

Mr.vas a very intelligent person. I do not know his
qual}ficetions in intelligence work, but as concerns his knowledge il{
cour{te?-intelligence and investigation he was not worth much.
Leoking back to my conversations with Mr-in 1962 and
February-March 1964 I can say that he was not .even interested in

any details, he wanted only the "cre_em"--'mnes of ag'ents from the

West recruited by the 'XGB, their positions and places ‘of abode.
8




page 20

) vanity 1 told this was my rank. Sorry, but this is what I am guilty

About what lack of interest in tﬂe country?
I could not go any place, I even did not see Washington. Speaki

about the country it is necessary to point out that Mrﬂ
after being fired, left the country ahd'lives in Europe. 1 deeply
love this country and will never leave it inspite of the fact that

-and several others of his type took from me five years
of my life in this beautiful country.

3

Mr. Epstein mentions my false statement about my rank. In
September 1963 a .recommendation was prepared for my promotion ts thJ
next rank. The chief of the Second Chief Directorate, Gribanov,
decided to pass over the rank of major and the recommendation papers
were prepared, confirmed by the Party Bureau and signed for the rank
of lieutentnat colonel. Being appointed in 1962 a deputy to the
chief of department, only ' I and one other, a deputy to the chief
of the Second Department Aleksey Suntsov--were the only two deputies
to chiefs of depa}tments with the rank of captain among about 30
departments of the Second ChiefADirectornte. (The position of a
deputy chief of department is-that of colonel). The papgfs on
promotién were transferred to the Personnel Directorate of the XGB
which, after gathering an appropriate number of promotions,
presents the list to the chairman of the XGB for final signature,

Thus my promotion was known to a number of officers in the Second

Chief Directorate. 'In December 1963 I was ordered to travel to

the KGB in Gorki district in connection with Cherepanov's case. E 6%)

When I received my document fbr travel I saw that the rank on the
document was thit of a lieutenant-colonel. Nobody had announced

to me that the chairman had signed the promotion list. It appears
that the officer on duty in the Second Chief Directorate assumed
the signature for my promotion ‘took place or soneoné of the chiefs -
of the "Second Chief Directorate made a mistake and told him this wa
ny rank This travel document was. in my wallet when I arrived in
vJanutr) 1964 in Geneva. Nobody told me until the day of my departur
abroad that the chairman had signed the order. Not'lacking in huma?
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but not Mr.-and those who were with him. And these people

page 24
Marina, but when she married Oswald there were some materials on her
in the file of her husband. W¥hen an American diplomat with his wife'

' arrives.in Moscow the KGB opens a file on him, but not on his wife.
Any information received or known aboﬁt the wife will be put in the
file of the husband. '

pages 26-28 Mr. Angleton was making assessments concerning me, he was also

. responsible for my incarceration, which lasted, to be coreect, about .

'

pages 21-23 Again Mr. Epstein is twisting details abou

: between mid-February and the end of March 1964. And I can 'siate
/

speaks about the so-calied 44 questions prepared by the CIA

"experts." Some of the questions are so absurd that I seriously em

doubt the participation of any true CIA expert in the preparation
of these questions, because tﬁey show a lack of basic knowledge
sbout the KGB and also about Soviet laws. Those questions must
have been prepared by Mr.- or somebody of his thinking but .
not by the expe_rt.s. -

I can only a;ld that 1 have seen Mr— Mr. Alekso

Poptanish and Mr.— from the FBI a number of times

Y4

. that these people really knew how to imrestigate and interrogate

believed me even during my first months in the USA.

"+ . . no separate KGB file on Marina." There was no file on

sweld ; he also \&

fS years, but never did he or any of his deputies ever come to talk

with me. What kind of professionals are these people? First of all,X( )

Mr. Angleton, his deputies and Mr. 'tried and convicted" me
long before I arrived in the United States in February 1964. Hoﬁ
could Mr. Angleton and his deputies judge and decide the life of =
person and give sworn testimonies to the director of the CIA without
ever having seen this person? And on the basis of .that.a décision wa
nede about my incarceration (without due brocess of law) for five
'years. . '

In my mind there is only one answer. .Mr. Angleton was a sick
person; he devecloped a persecution mania. He was sure that thc CIA.

was dceply penetrated by the KGB. He considered that if the KGB

penetrated the Bnush intelligence (Philby) and the German
-10-
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) (j Mr. Angleton, deep in his mind, was shocked . by tﬁe betrayal of
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inteliigénce (Felfe), the KGB must also oe in the CTA. Maybe ~

Philby, with whonm he was close and cooperated a long time.
In December 1961 the KGB's intelligence officerAnatoliy Gélitsyn
defected to the United Statés. I have never seen Golitsyn, but

knew about him and knew his friends such as Evgeniy Xascheev,
Nikolay Skvortsov from the KGB's intelligence service, Vladislav .
Kovshuk, Gennadiy Gryaznov, and Vitaliy Dera from the KGB's
counter-intelligence service. Golitsyn was a bright, intelligent
person. Almost half of his years in the KGB he spent in £~bon]s. -
As a field officer he was not good, but at the desk and with
analysis he was not bad if one took into account his basic flaw:
Very often is making analysis Mr. Golitsyn wasgoing too-too far.

" One illustration of such an analysis can be giveﬁ as example: Mr.
Golitsyn considered that the hostile relations between the Chinese

and the Soviets and the Sino-Soviet break was one of the biggest

-

deceptions of the West.
After arriving in the USA Golitsyn immediateiy announced that

the KGB had already planted an agent within the highest echelons
/” of the American intelligence. This "wild duck" of Golitsyn was

~ accepted by Mr. Angleton as a kind of enlightening disclosure.
To support this disclosure Golitsyn told that the KGB qfficer
Kovshuk, who travelled to the United States in 1957, had a mission
to contact or activate the/ﬁGB's highly important agent working in

the CIA. Mr. Angleton surely gulped down Golitsyn's fib.

I knew Kovshuk a little bit more and better tﬁan Golitsyn; we l
never were close friends. Kovshuk was in 1957 in the USA with only

one mission to restore a contact with the KGB's agent,

{] dout;t, it sounds so naive, simple a-d
nonsensical to send t6 the USA for 11 months a section chief of the
Americaq‘aepartnent of the XGB's counter-intelligence j?th a mission

fo re-activite the h But whom I

'3

i epo;%ﬁd was a specialist in American codes and a code-machine

/

stated that under no conditions would he work with the KGB i

/ .
technician. When was leaving the Soviet Union he categorically

-11-

R s

A i




. United States. The KGB always gave ;ﬁecisl priority to this type of

information.

That's why after 4 years it was decided by the KGB to attempt

to re-activate the work with their agen

By the way, the KGB'had an agent who was

but his code name was not

G? the KGB did not have difficulty
with this agent until his arrest by the FBI. o )

pages 28-29

) ;
Mr. Golitsyn, who became Mr. Angleton's prima.donna,'did not see
me in 1960 and 1961, Besides being on holiday each year I was in
1860 about five to six weeks in Cuba and in 1961 about six weeks
in Sofia, Bulgaria. There were no frequent visits by Golitsyn to
the First Department but only one visit in 1960 and a conversation
with chief of section Kovshuk and another visit in 1961 and
conversations,with officers who worked under me--Grya;Hov,
Kosolapov,#ﬁfomakovskiy, DemkiW andcyith section chief Kovshuk.
When I ref&rned my officers reported to me about the subjects
discu;;és Qith Golitsyn. As far as Mr. Golitsyn's knowledge asbout
my Bosition as deputy to the chief of the Tourist Jdepartment is

concefned, how could he know it? He defected in December 1961

5%t'l was not appointed deputy of tpe chief of department until 1962
5 o . 3
g I dare Mr. Epstein, Mr. Golitsyn, Mr. Angleton and others to

vy

stand and talk on any of these subjects.with me. What could Golitsyn
know about G;ibanov except his name? I.néver stated that I was a
close friend of Gribano;. I stated that I was close to Gribanov and
he was promoting me but.these promotions were based on the results

o ’

of my work. -12-
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page 33

page 35

1 have a question. Can Mr. Gol:tsyn, nngleton or anyone nane
an officer from the KGB's counter- intelligence who had six recrult-
ments of foreigners in only one year. How nany such recruitments

had Mr. Golitsyn made during his whole career in the KGB? It seenms
Mr. Golitsyn was hurt by the fact that he never had the pos:tion of
deputy to the chief of a department. And he had had no promotions
for a long time before he defected to the United States.-;,

Mr. Epstein is making untrue statements on almost overy page.

I have given information on thé Cherepanov case, but I never said

that he was tried and executed. How could that bet Cherepanov was

arrested during the second part of December 1963. I left Moscow
in January 1964, when Cherepanov was under ar;est by ‘the KGB and

ihvestigations and interrogations were takinﬁ place.

Everything that Mr. Epstein is touthing is distorted, understated,
or based on assumptions and suppositions only.

Mr. Epstein completely distorts the Cherepanov case. .

The KGB never knew that Cherepanov had offered his services to .
the British intelligence. (Until his urrest, I did not know aboot the
results of Cherepanov's interrogation.). The KGB transferred
Cherepanov from the First Chief Difectorate to the Second because
information was received that when he was working in Yugoslovia,
his wife had possibly had relations with an American or British

citizen. _f

page 38 Mr. Epstein gives.a "detailed" description of how I was subjected

the first timo to a lie detector. Where did he get this information?

From whom d1d he get it? It seems Mr. Angleton and his associates

were as}__mmed of what they put me through.and that they simply X( M)

decided to distort the facts. -
,fo the way, this was the day of my incarcerztion which was

followed by all the ugly things through which I passed for some

,%ime. In June 1975 there was published a Report to- the President

by the Commission on CIA Activities Within the United States which

mentioned a2 defector who was held in solitary confinement undor

extremely spartan living conditions for approximately three years.

This was stated very mildly and does not convey near all that I

went through.
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To: Mr. Dean® ?bc 9/25/81
v .
.

From:

. P
. Ifnﬂ>ﬁijﬂfdgkgﬂpé*-_'
Re: YURI IVANOVICH NOSENKO W -
RELATED MATTERS N .

The Document Classification Unit (DCU) is currently
classifying the file on the captioned individual. Nosenko
l is a Soviet defector who supplied information to the FBI and
Fias CIA. In his debriefing, he advised that Sam Jaffee, a Bureau
Q informant, was also an agent of the Soviets. Much of the
‘ information he supplied regarding Jaffee is now public knowledge
through congressional hearings, etc.(_ (“

. The National Security Affidavits Unit (NSAU) is
currently embroiled in U.S. District Court litigation regarding ¢/
the Jaffee FOI/PA request which has resulted in the release, AL%
through court order, of documents from the Nosenko file
pertaining to Jaffee. Also, more documents from the Nosenko
file have been, or will be, released through other FOI/PA
requests. Unfortunately, in some of these documents, Nosenko
has made mention of other persons of Bureau interest and copies
of these communications have been routed to those individuals'
files. A few of these pPeople have already requested their
files and it must be anticipated that more will do so in the

e
wE G £ LY 50755

While all documents released are exised of infor-
mation not related to the request under review, it would be
relatively easy for any document examiner to compare the
documents obtained by each requestor and, through mosaic
or otherwise, determine most, if not all, of the information
contained therein. It is deemed imperative that this not be : ,
allowed to happen, inasmuch as some of the persons mentioned -
are individuals, who, to our knowledge, are unaware they are ’
of FBI interest or that Nosenko advised us concerning them.
Furthermore, this deduced information would give the Soviets
and others knowledge of data and techniques we possess, which
would allow them to take appropriate countermeasures, thereby
nullifying many man-hours~of FBI investigations. The damage

to national security could be significqnt.%)(“) et
: | T R i,
v ;, gy 0CT 14 1981

" (CONTINUED - OVER) ,
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Memorandum to Mr. Dean from— MC fwmf
Re: Yuri Ivanovich Nosenko _

Related Matters '

Through consultation between DCU and NSAU, it
is proposed the following steps be taken to insure that
the aforementioned‘document comparision does not take place:

1. During the review of each volume of the
Yuri Nosenko file, identify individuals he reported on and
call for their files, if any.

2. Any document located in these related files
which are copies of documents from the Nosenko file, are
to be carefully analyzed and classified to prevent appli-
cation of the Mosaic principle or other comparision In
this regard, it may be necessary and appropriate

4. The analyst conductin is review will make
a note on each enumerated serial

v s e s ey e e T Ve
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Fulton Oursler, Jr.

Nma‘:h!‘;‘p‘op\ssw\%\sa September 1, 1981

NG U e _ ;
\;'3\%%’— S\-\O\N\W . _{5)
Dear Judge Webster: ~w

Remembering the private dimmer you had
with some of us on Jamuary 9, 1979, I thought
you would appreciate an early look at the en-
closed story, which we are rumning in October,

- I would be interested in any comments you might

wish to make, on or off the record.

Sincerely,

e /o @./L

William H. Webster
Director : o
Federal Bureau of Investigation
J. Edgar Hoover Building
Washington, DC 20535
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Is This American

\1

STORY 10

a Soviet Spy?

years, his reputation

consultant. ~ . -

ONTAINED

SSIFIED
BY

agent under the control of
questions about American intelli

A

oL

nYy

MATION C

IN THE ANNALS of Soviet defections to the West, there is no case as
bizarre or perplexing as that of Yuri Ivanovich Nosenko. For almost 20

i alternately plummeted and soared as our intelli-
gence corps debated whether he was a true defector or a counterspy. In
the end, acceptance was the verdict, and Nosenko is today-a res;

" However, new and secret FBI findings—revealed here for the first

time—declare that another Soviet, code-named Fedora, who for 15 years
the FBI belicved was spying for the United States, was actually a double

gitimacy of other defectors, including Yuri Nosenko. Here is the story.

CIA

. These findings raise a host of crucial
operstions—among them the le-

34U

. Adapted From “SHADRIN

MFOR

":E:'-.

DATE sz.z/x2-D

I:tﬂioet Yuri Nosenko arrived
in Geneva, Switzerland, with a
coatcrence® Dosing. s e e
ference. : tri

made a secret to &g' CIA
and announced that he wished to
work for the West. He did not want
to defect, however; instead, he pre-
ferred to meet with the CIA when-
ever his KGB duties took him
outside Russia. Then Nosenko of-
fered information that suggested he

had valuable knowledge in many

areas of CIA interest, ingeuding KGB

recruitment of an American as a
Soviet spy.

s
=

BEGINS in 1962 when KGB

: THE Spy WHO Nevex Camx Back”
Hevey Hurr ‘

senko returned to-the conference.
The CIA officer flew to the United
_ States convinced that the CIA had
sccured the prize of all prizes in
mtd‘l:ﬁ:mi:: an “agentin place™—a
spy who.would m for America
in the very heart of the Soviet secret
service.
The: officer’s enthusiasm disap-
red shortly after he reached CIA
quarters. There he was told a
secret that only a handful of CIA
officers then knew. Another KGB
officer, a man named Anatoli M.
Golitsin, had defected to the United
States six months earlier and stated
that the KGB had penetrated the

After this initial contact, No- ClA at 2 high level. He had also

“SHADMIN: THE SPY WHO NEVER CAME BACK." @ 1981 BY THE READEN'S OIOEST ASBN.. INC.,
18 PUBLISHED AT 313.98 BY READERS DIGEST PAESS. 200 PAAK AVE. N.Y, 10188, AND DISTRBUTED BY
MCORAW-INLL €O., 1221 AvE. OF T m.mom N.Y. 10020.
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warned that the Soviets would send
out false defectors to deceive and
confuse Western intelligence and to
divert any investigation that would
lead to the KGB spy in the CIA.
(Indeed, a number of highly placed
Soviet intelligence officers.did ap-
pear, among them a United Na-
tions diplomat whose code-name,
Fedora, would become inextricably
linked with Nosenko.)

The thrust of Nosenko's infor-
mation was that there was no Soviet
penctration of the CIA. His leads
about KGB recruitment of “an
uAlm;rerican spy pointed to the U.S.

itary.

In the following weeks, a metic-
ulous examination was made of all
that Nosenko had told the CIA
officer. When it was compared to
what Golitsin had revealed and w0

- other information, the CIA was led

to believe that Nosenko had been
sent as a disinformation agent by
the KGB. If he ever contacted the
Americans again, it was: agreed,
there would be no hint of this
determination. He would be met
secredy and debriefed so that the

"CIA could learn what he wanted to

say. But as long as these suspicions
prevailed, he would never be ac-
cepted as a true defector.

Nothing was heard from No-
senko for 19 months. Then, in Jan-
uary of 1964, two months after the
assassination of President John F.
Kennedy, he appeared in Geneva
again. He stated that he wanted to
defect to the United States—and he
offered an irresistible temptation.

w———— -~ e e < s ez

'STORY 10

He said that he had beén in charge
of the KGB file on Lee Harvey
Oswald, the man who had assassi-
nated President Kennedy.

A Confirmation of Lies. A cru-
cial -question centered on whether
the Soviet Union had played any
role in the President’s murder. For
it was known that Oswald had
defected to the Soviet Union in
1959 and had remained out of sight
until his return to the United States
in 1962.
All knowledge of Soviet proce-
dures indicated that the KGB would
be intensely interested in Oswald,
who had arrived in Russia just after
leaving the Marine Corps, where he
had served as a radar operator at a
military base in Japan. During that

riod he had visual access to the

-2 spy plane which his unit had
tracked on the radar screens. The
U-2 flew on covert reconnaissance
missions, many of them over the .
Soviet Union. Upon his defection
Oswald had wld a US. embassy
officer that he wanted to provide the
Soviets with useful information.

. Nosenko's statements about Os-

‘wald, during his second series of

clandestine meetings in Geneva, as-
tounded the CIA in 1964—and con-
tinue to astonish virtually everyone -
to this day. He declared that the
KGB never had the slightest interest
in Oswald and never gave him even.
a routine debricfing. If there were
any lingering doubts that-Nosenko
was dispatcﬁnd by Moscow, this
preposterous  account  quashed
them. But the CIA faced a quanda-
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ry. The Warren Commission
would soon begin hearings on the
assassination. The FBI would need
to.be apprised of Nosenko's report.

. Noone could risk turning away the

only purported Soviet source who

- might shed light on the President’s

assassin. . .
As the CIA men debated. the
3uanon, Nosenko steam-rollered a

decision by insisting that he had

received a telegram recalling him to
Moscow immediately. This created
urgent pressure on the Americans
to reach a decision. Nosenko was
spirited to American soil.

When the FB! learned about No-

" senko’s defection, it turned to Fe-

dora, the Soviet U.N. diplomat

-who had been providing the Bu-
" reau with information since 196:.

From his inside knowledge of KGB
activities, Fedora was able to con-
:ihrmthatleoseukolg‘a’gbeenmt
e recall telegram. en 2 ques-
tion arose. about Nosenko's rank in
the KGB, Fedora corroborated No~
wnkosclamthuhemaheum

-supponedNosenko,whlchemour

aged the FBI's ready acceptance of
the new defector.

But there was another urgent
reason why the FBI wanted .to ac-
cept Nosenko as legitimate: he was
saying just what FBI director J.
Edgar Hoover wanted to hear
about Oswald's activities in the Sovi-
et Union. Hoover was détermined
that Oswald be adjudged a “lone
nut” by the Warren issi
Such an assessment would relieve

"~ STORY 10

any FBI responsibility for Oswald

having been on the loose in Dallas.

Nothing scemed awry about Fe-
dora’s corroboration of Nosenko's
rank—or in Fedora's confirmation
that Nosenko had received a recall
telegram—until later, when No-
senko admitted that he had been
only a captain in the KGB. Still later,

the National Security y
through an analysis of ablm
between Moscow and Geneva, estab-
lished that no recall telegram had
been sent to Nosenko. Confronted,
Nosenko confessed his deception.
This curious corroboration be-
tween Nosenko and Fedora of de-
monstrable lies—and other similar
connections—gave strong support
to CIA suspicions that both sources
were being manipulated by Mos-
cow. While the CIA did not have
jurisdiction over Fedora, it could
certainly call the shots on Nosenko.
Thus began one of the strangest
episodes in American espionage.
“Sent 3_ Deceive.” The first two
months of Nosenko’s debriefing in
the United Scates took place under
normal coﬁ:mom 2 © u;z
defector. purposec was to j
the scope of his the areas

ofhuexgemse.andtogunmoug
information provndc a basis
extensive over the
moaths,even twouldfol-
low. The CIA
manyoddmesmNosmkosmaeml

that the officers handling the case
believed he was a false t. But
Nosenko was not told of these con-
clusions, and indeed the door was

E

.
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always open to the possibility that he
could rgs‘e‘ his bomds.q!-k was
treated like any other defector.

One of the strangest aspects of
Nosenko'’s informaton was the
overlap with material that Anaroli
Golitsin had provided. Six months
prior to Nosenko's first contact, for
example, Golitsin had given details

. of listening devices planted in-the
American embassy in Moscow. In-
dependently, Nosenko gave the
same information. For four years,
he said, his assignment was to spy
on embassy personnel. Asked if
there were microphones in the new
embassy wing, he said there were
none. Later more than a hundred
were discovered there.

Golitsin also gave leads to a high-
level KGB penetration of the British
Admiralty. He had had only part of
the picture—substantial clues that
ultimately would have led w0 fru-
ition. Nosenko was able to fill in a

- gap, which lent support to the
roposition that some of his contri-

tions were of great value. ’
But to a trained counterintelli-
gence cye, this doveuiling suggest-
ed a Soviet decision to promote
Nosenko by giving him informa-
tion on cases already compromised’
by Golitsin. . :
The significant point is that un-
der normal debriefing, Nosenko's.
credibility continued to sink in the

" eyesof the CIA. By April 1964, there

was such an accumulation of lics on

Nosenko's ledger sheet that the CIA

concluded that its friendly efforts to
elicit truthful information from

STORY 10

him were useless. There was a
unanimous feeling among the offi-
cers then handling Nosenko that he
was a Soviet agent. It was clear that
he was of no value as a source for
the Warren Commission, simply
because his information on Oswald
was hopelessly contradictory, much
of ‘i;cratendy false. Nosenko was -
placed under hostile interrogation
in an effort to make him confess
that he was a Soviet agent.

Fifteen years later, the officer in
charge of Nosenko in the early days
described the situation to a Con-
gressional committee:

“Nosenko’s story of Oswald is
only one of scores of things that
Nosenko said which made him ap-
pear to be a KGB plant. If the
Oswald story were alone—a
strange aberration in an otherwise
normal performance—perhaps one
could just shrug and forget it. It is.
not. We got the same cvasions,
contradictions, excuses, whenever
we pinned Nosenko down. [This]
included Nosenko's accounts of his
career, of his travels, of the way he
learned the various items of infor-
mation he reported and even ac-
counts of his private life. All of
those irregularities point to the
same conclusion: that Nosenko was
sent by the KGB to deceive us.”

of Fortune, The years
that followed were terrible for No-
senko. He was kept under condi-
tions far worse than those of any
modern U.S. prison. He was de-
prived of daily showers, television,
writing, any form of entertain-
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ment. For part of the time he was
even deprived of reading material
and exercise. The questioning and.
the detention went on for hours
and days and, finally, years. But no
matter how tightly knotted Nosen-
ko's lics and contradictions became,
he refused to admit that he was a
Soviet agent. .

In the spring of 1966, with No-
senko still in detention, there ap-
peared in Washington, a promising
l:ung KGB agent who came to be

own as Igor. He claimed to be
cager to work for the United States.
In order to enhance his position in
the KGB, he successfully. solicited
assistance from U.S. intelligence of-
ficials in the purported recruitment
of a Soviet defector named Nicho-
las Shadrin, who was now a well-
adjusted American citizen. Shadrin
was put to'work by the Americans
as a double agent against the Sovi-
ets—pretending to have been re-
cruited by Igor. Nine years later
Shadrin vanished, ly into
Soviet hands, while on an assign-
ment in Vienma. - .

In addition to recruiting Shad-

urgent
business. Among other things, he
told American officials quite spe-
cifically that he could vouch for
_ the fact that Nosenko was a true
defector. - :

Igor’s certification occurred at
the nadir of Nosenko'’s crumpled
fortunes. His story, oozing decep-
tion, was in shambles. Yet it was
clear Nosenko was not going to
break. There was no alternative

STORY 10

but to bring the matter to some
conclusion. .
Finally, in late 1968, after years
of increasingly wrenching internal
debate and an official re-examina-
tion of the case, the CIA granted
Nosenko his bona fides. Though
Riﬁd Heln;s, dircctot;;f Central
Intelligence during this period,
approved Nosenko as an inde-
g::dent contractor for the CIA, he
made it clear that he intended
Nosenko to be settled into Ameri-
can life in 2 manner in which

he could pose. no threat. Even

though - Helms agreed to award
Noseﬁo his bona fides, his sus-
picions of the odd defector had
never diminished.

For several years Nosenko, liv-
ing a private li¥e, drew a paycheck
from the CIA fof various non-sensi-
tive duties. But his association with
the FBI was extensive. At last, the
FBI could fully utilize its two mutu-
ally corroborative sources—Nosen-
ko and Fedora. N

Meanwhile, Nosenkos small
band of supporters at CIA contin-

:;d'm grow, cven though some of

original detractors remained
strongly influential. During the
mid-1970s, tumultuous - changes
racked the Agency, following the
o Calby. In arly 1975 s
jam . In early 197s,
the resignation of most ogglosen-
ko's chief detractors (over unrelat-
ed matters), the men who
supported Nosenko moved into po-
sitions of influence. Almost at once
Nosenko was brought into the
: S
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Agency as a counterintelligence
‘consultant. :

_ The consternation among those
who originally suspected Nosenko
was overwhelming. It was seen, as
utterly incomprehensible that a
man so widely suspected as a Soviet
plant could suddenly be resurrect-

ed, considered rehabilitated, and’

placed in a position of trust in.the
most sensitive section of the CIA’s
clandestine- services. He remains
there. to this day.

A Serious Stumble. In the wake of
the torrid debate over Nosenko,
there'is a quagmire of dissension.
The professionals ' who originally
suspe Nosenko are on one side.
On the other are those who in subse-
quent years have managed to win
enthusiastic support for Nosenko
from the highest intelligence officials
in the land. The few original doubt-
ersstill in the intelligence services are
mute; others, lo::g‘rctired, seem al-
most resi to the proposition that
: Nosenko has won lasting acceptance.
Only a few believe the case should be
re-opened to examine the question of

what Nosenko's acceptance means to
- the US. intelligence services.

One of the most bizarre aspects
of the matter is the fierce intensity
one encounters from Nosenko sup-
porters for merely questioning his
total acceptance. According to an
official statement from the CIA,
Nosenko “continues to be used as a
regular lecturer at counterintelli-
gence courses of the Agency, the
FBI, Air Force, and others.” In this
capacity, he is in direct contact with

STORY 10

this country’s most carefully con-
cealed covert personnel—by any
standards a peculiar place to put a
man with such an unprecedented
background. But these supporters .
are stymied when they try to ex-
plain why anyone can be reasonably

" sure Nosenko is a true defector. In

the end, they say there is no way to
show a reporter the significant rea-
sons because doing so would reveal
sensitive information.

Nosenko's friends today claim
that he has provided vital informa-
tion to the United States on various
cases which cannot be revealed.
They suggest that he can be credit-
ed with providing information on
more than 200 cases of great signifi-
::ianee. When told of thdl\sa, Noscx;ikao’s

etractors suggest that perhaps
once he waggre?md froP; CIA
custody he was provided with new
information by the Soviets—much
of it very good intelligence—to bol-
ster his chances for full acceptance.

Whatever the truth, Nosenko is
established as a respected partici-
pant in the US. intelligence com-
munity, a position attained by few
Soviet defectors. He is accepted by -
both the CIA and the FBL

But along Nosenko's rocky rise
to respectability, there was one seri-
ous stumble—one that might have
left his supporters in a state of
humiliation if not fuil-blown suspi-
cion. It happened in 1978 when the
House Select Committee on Assas-
sinations, looking into the histo
of Lee Harvey Oswald, undertoo
an examination of Yuri Nosenko.
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As the only nonpartisan, non-
intelligence group ever to have full
access to the file on Nosenko, the
committee reached the official con-
clusion that this strange defector

- wasa liar. The official report states:

“the committee was certain No-
senko lied about Oswald—whether
it was to the FBI and CIA in 1964, or
to the committee in 1978, or. per-
haps to both.” The committee, ex-
plaining that its purpose was not to

determine the validity of Nosenko -

other than in his statements about
Oswald, stopped short of drawing
wider conclusions. But it was

in its assertion that Nosenko, the
man who brought the messa
from Moscow that the KGB never
had the slightest interest in Oswald,
is a liar. ‘

‘I Was Telling the Truth.” In
reviewaf dhe ey nveligencs ageun
review of agents
and officials were called to testify
about Nosenko. At nearly every
juncture, their testimony—even
when trying to support Nosenko—
was ing o the itdon
kb e b o 03,
destine services to give lectures on
counterintelligence and be hand-

Talze,p'fo'g'm;npk, the testimony
of Bruce Solic of the CIA Office of
Security, the man who orchestrated
the original clearance of Nosenko in
1 ie and Nosenko became
friends, and later when Nosenko was
married Salie served as his best man
at the wedding. In a sworn deposi-
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tion, Solie quickly conceded that he
was uninformed about Nosenko's
positions on Oswald. But Solic
that the Oswald aspect of
0s testimony is “an impor-
tant part o be considered” in any
evaluation of Nosenko's bona fides.
Saaff counsel Kenneth - Klein
struggled to understand why Solie
was willing to t Nosenko's
statemneats on Oswald even though
he claimed he had never asked him
a single question about Oswald
during the CIA re-examination that
finally cleared Nosenko. The best
answer Klein could elicit was that
Solie was willing to accept whatev-
er Nosenko said as true unless he
was shown information to the con-
trary—a peculiar philosophy for a
security officer.
Finally, Klein asked Solie if it
was proved that Nosenko was lying
“about Oswald, “Do you think that

would change your opinion as to

whether he was bona fide?”
*“It sure would,” Solie replied.
John Hart, a former high ClA
official, was brought out of retire-
meit in 1978 by CIA director Stans-
ficld Turner to explain the
Agency's position on Nosenko. Cu-
riously, announced he knew
almost nothing about Nosenko's
Oswald connections, even though
the committee had asked the Agen-
cy to send someone to 3| to that
point. Pressed by an incredulous
Con, Hart finally arrived

_ at the following statement:

“Let me express an opinion on
Mr. Nosenko's testimony about Lee

7
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Harvey Oswald. 1, like many oth-
ers, find Mr. Nosenko's -testimony
incredible. Therefore, if I were in
the position of deciding whether to
" use the testimony of Mr. Nosenko
in this case or not, [ would not use
it.” This was an odd contrast with
his own statements, and with an
Agency response to an interroga-
tog;nsubmitted to the committee
two weeks earlicr, asserting that the
CIA believed Nosenko's statements
about Oswald were “made in good
faith.” .
" But none of this was as damag-
ing to Nosenko as his own appear-
ance before an executive session of
the committee. Kenneth Klein
opened his questioning with a sum-
of what Nosenko had told the
up until that point: “You have
testified that the KGB did not even
speak to Lee- Harvey Oswald be-
cause he was uninteresting; and
that you decided he was not inter-
esting without speaking to him.”
*- From that point on, staff counsel

using material that Nosenko had
provided while under hostile inter-
rogation. But when Klein asked if
the hostile interrogations ever led
him to lie, Nosenko stated, “No, 1
was telling the truth.” Indeed, most
of Nosenko's information’'on Os-
wald—includin
committee concluded were lies—is
contained in an FBI report of carly
March 1964, a full month before
8

deuils that the
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Nosenko was placed under hostile
intérrogation,

Nosenko complained bitterly o
the committee about the conditions
of his long and solitary confine-
ment. He repeatedly insinuated
that his treatment went far beyond
s conditions, even claiming

t he had been improperly
drugged. A number of o

- from the CIA and FBI swore to the

committee that they never saw any
evidence that Nosenko had been
drugged or physically abused. Fi-
nally, Nosenko conceded that he
had never even been slap
In the end, as Nosenko sunk
deeper into a morass of contradic-
tions, he begged committee chair-
man. Louis Stokes to stop the
uestioning. He submitted thathe
should not be questioned about
anything he said during the peri-
od he was under hostile interroga-
tion, although he swore that he
always told the truth about Os-
wald. The committee stopped the

_ questioning. -

In its final report, the committee
made the following statement: -

“{The committee] questioned
Nosenko in detail about Oswald,
finding significant inconsistencies
in statements he had given the FBI,
the CIA and the committee. For
example, Nosenko told the com-
mittee that the KGB had Oswald
under extensive surveillance, in-
cluding mail interception, wire tap
and physical observation. Yet, in
1964, he told the CIA and the FBI
there had been no such surveillance

e A e 150 Sl A e At e K s+
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of Oswald. Nosenko indicated
there had been no psychiatric ex-
amination of Oswald subsequent to
his suicide attempt, while in 1978
he detailed for the committee the
reports he had read about psychiat-
ric examinations of Oswald.

“In the end, the committee was
unable to resolve the Nosenko mat-
ter. The fashion in which Nosenko
was treated by the x:g:ncy—lus i
interrogation and confinement—
virtually ruined him as a. valid
source for information on the assas-
sination. Nevertheless, the com-
mittece was cerrain Nosenko lied
about Oswald. The reasons: range
from the possibility that he mere-
ly wanted to exaggerate his own
importance to the disinformation
hypothesis with its sinister
implications.” -

One might expect such a conclu-
sion by a committee of Congress to
have a negative bearing on Nosen-
ko's position in the intelligence
community. Not at all, In fact, nota
single major publication is known
to have even mentioned that the
House committee concluded that
Nosenko had lied. Immediately,
as if to assuage Nosenko’s hurt
feelings over his humiliation be-
fore the committee, CIA director
Turner issued a private statement
to his employees reviewing sclect-
ed aspects of the case and conclud-
ing: “Today Mr. Nosenko is a
well-adjusted American ‘citizen
utilized as a consultant by CIA and
is making a valuable contribution

- to our mission.”

STORY 10

Fedora Unmasked. Perhaps the -

most troubling aspect of the No-
senko story is the fact that his ac-

ceptance is linked to other .

defectors—including Fedora and

Igor—who have come under in- -

tense suspicion.

The thorniest of these linkages
involves Fedora. Not only did this
agent corroborate specific lies in
Nosenko’s story, he went much
farther. He told the FBI that the
KGB wis so distraught over No-
senko’s defection that its opera-
tions in New York City were shut
down. This odd and unsubstanti-
ated claim looked even more pe-
culiar when the CIA confirmed
that KGB operations were con-
tinuing in Switzerland, a country
where Nosenko had served and
where presumably he knew of o
crations about which he could
provide sensitive information.

The basic questions about Fedo-

ra’s bona fides first were made

public in 1978 by Edward Jay Ep- -

stein in Legend: The Secret World of
Lee- Harvey Oswnld. Epstein re-
vealed thac the FB! had

faith in Fedora and fed him

quantities of U.S. secrets in order to-

enhance his position in the KGB.
Showin ora’s links to No-
senko, Epstein concluded: “If No-
senko was now ruled a fraud, then
Fedora would seem to be a part of
the same Sovict deception. And if
Fedora were really under Soviet
control, it could bring down the
entire FBI counterespionage struc-
ture like a house of cards.”

e o s e e
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Saill Fl:'ghly protective. of its
source ora, the FBI began a
secret investigation to deétermine
the source for Epstein’s informa-
ton. In fact, there was such alarm
within the intelligence community
that serious stories circulated that
Fedora—by then back in the Soviet
Unio robably had been tor-
mredan] executed by the Soviets as
a result of the revelations. The re-
sult. of the search for Epstein’s
source is not known. - .
Far more important, however,

was a2 subsequent investigation by

_the FBI aimed at assessing Fedora’s
bona fides. By 1980 this investiga- .

tion—one of the moit tightly held
secrets in the intelligence commu-
nity—had ended with the FBI's
electrifying conclusion that Fedora
was a Soviet agens, that he was under
Moscow's control during the years of
his association swith the FBl, including
the period when he was giving urgens
support to o

One might expect such a conclu-
sion to lead to a re-examination of all
related cases and sources, including
‘Nosenko and one of his chief certifi-
ers, Igor. But as of the summer of
1981, this had not happened. The
finding on Fedora—untl now

STORY 10

known.only to a few intelligence
officials—is viewed as a piece of
history unrelated to anything going
on today in U.S. intelligence.

It is far from clear why officials
have refused to pursue the seem-
ingly pointed implications of the
FBI's new findings, or why they do
not want to-reopen the bewildering
Nosenko case. And it is astounding
that every sign indicates that Igor1s
still considered a valid source—
even in light of his certification of
Nosenko, even after the manipula-
tion and the tragic loss of Nicholas
Shadrin. .

A public revelation that any one
of these curious defectors is a false
agent could have awesome bureau-
cratic ions. If one falls,
others must fall, creating havoc
inside intelligence services where
crucial analyses and long-term

- plans may have been built upon

the supposed reliability of these
sources. The most ominous ques-
don is - whether it has become
simpler to live with Nosenko
and other sources with whom he
is- linked, than to cast out any

one of them and risk tumbling the -

whole internal structure of cases
and strategics.

“Shadrin: The Sty Who Never Came Back,” from which this
i will be available at bookstores in November

Yo w:‘boobm (] ;md&lg cl:c& mmwy'
on a a or
ordc’::’adcmto :m:’nMM $13.95 to

Reader’s Digest Press, 200 Park Ave., New York, N.Y. 10166.
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The above-captioned file is presently maintained in
the Special File Room of the Records Systems Section, Records

Management Division.

You are requested to have the responsible

substantive supervisor review the file to determine if it is
necessary to continue to maintain the file in the Special File

Room, or whether it may be returned to the general files.

The

appropriate notation should be made on this memorandum which
should be returned to the Special File Room Subunit, Room 5991.
This memorandum will be filed in the case file to record the

action taken in connection with this review.
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Dear Mr. Oursler:

‘7 uS Many ¢8 for sending me an advance copy of the /v
urt articwis American a Soviet Spy?" which will appear

;7 in the October issue of the Reader's Digest. I read it with great. .

! interest. Consistent with our policy o;. nelther confirming or oo

i denying the existence of foreign counterintelligence investigation
in general, or any particular sources or methods that might be.~ i
utilized in such investigations, for 8ecurity reasons, it wpdld.

not be appropriate for me to offer any comments on the ar 'cJﬁ‘\
But I do appreciate your sending it to me. ‘

T

‘I hope we will have another chance for a visit before
too long. Best wishes,

Sincerely, ,
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