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JAMES ANGLETON INTERVIEW 
HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE ON ASSASSINATIONS 
JUNE 15, 1978 
 
NOTES: 
Transcribed by Damian Turner, Jim McClure, and Leslie Sharp 
 
In Part III of the tape Ms A and Mr B are identified only as "HSCA Staff" 
 
Ellipsis [….] denote a pause, not deleted words. 
 
 
PERSONA: 
Angleton: James Angleton, former chief of counterintelligence CIA, 
Ms A: Surrell Brady, staff counsel for the Select Committee on 
Assassinations (HSCA) of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
Mr. B.  James Kelly, staff investigator for the HSCA. 
 
 
PART I 
 
Angleton: 
Now, I think that for the record here would you just simply [Indistinct] what 
the security classification is and what we have to say and what's inferred. I 
have [Indistinct] the testimony. 
 
Ms. A: 
All right, well at the outset, as the record will indicate, this interview is being 
taped. You will be provided a transcript of that tape. The classification we've 
been provided by the FBI and the CIA covers Top Secret and we've been 
provided access to [them?] simple materials in the Agency, as you have of 
course. And beyond that, it is maintained within the Agency, either 
Confidential or Classified, in this case it would be Classified, maintained in 
the office, and it would not be disseminated in any form without the purview 
of the committee and ultimately the Agency, to whatever extent revealing 
classified materials. 
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Angleton:  
But what is the relationship of the Agency? 
 
Ms. A:  
To the committee? 
 
Angleton:  
Yes. 
 
Ms. A:  
I'm sorry? 
 
Angleton: 
Yes. 
 
Ms. A:  
To the committee? 
 
Angleton:  
Yes. 
 
Ms. A:  
The Agency is-- the Federal Bureau of Investigation, as several other 
Congressional committees, is in the position of providing information to the 
committee, so that the committee can assess and evaluate the circumstances 
surrounding President Kennedy's assassination, and then events after that, 
which may have provided some information. 
 
Mr. B.  
I think I might state also for the record, Mr. Angleton, that one of the 
functions of the committee is to monitor the activities of the agencies, both 
the CIA and the FBI, particularly concerning the Kennedy assassination 
period. 
 
Angleton:  
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Now, what is the ultimate disposition of the testimony? 
 
Mr. B:  
Public, or--? 
 
Angleton:  
I mean-- 
 
Mr. B:  
Executive session? 
 
 
Angleton:  
Executive session. 
 
[CROSSTALK] 
 
Mr. B:  
Executive session material is certainly material of the nature that you would 
be providing, would be held as Top Secret classification by our committee, 
since its source indicates that it is, and would not be disseminated except by a 
vote of the full committee of the House Select Committee on Assassinations. 
 
Angleton: 
You mean they could declassify it? 
 
Mr. B:  
They could conceivably do that. I think in the instances that I have witnessed 
in my time in Congress, there have been about 18 years there now sir, is that 
they think very, very carefully about something like that. 
 
Angleton:  
Well, that certainly limits it then, doesn't it? I mean, in other words it gets to 
be something like the Pike Committee Report. 
 
Mr. B:  



 4 

Well, we always have a concern when we're handling material that's sensitive 
that something will happen. We have been fortunate in the time that I have 
been there. There have been no leaks of information of any serious nature. 
And I think-- I can only give you my assurance, and Miss Brady's assurance, 
from our perspective, that there will be no leaks of this information, or any 
information that you might provide. 
 
Angleton:  
Now, what is your relationship with the Senate Intelligence Committee? 
 
Mr. B:  
We have no relationship with them, sir. 
 
Angleton:  
Is there a conflict of jurisdiction? 
 
Mr. B:  
No, sir. The material that I gave you the last time we met pretty well spells 
out what our jurisdiction is in this matter. 
 
Angleton:  
No, but I mean I want for the record here. In other words, what is the-- what 
happens to my testimony vis-a-vis them? 
 
Mr. B:  
You mean are they--? 
 
Ms. A:  
Privy to it? 
 
Angleton:  
Yeah. 
 
Mr. B:  
No, sir. 
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Angleton:  
Well, my concern still comes back to the fact-- as to the release of testimony 
by way of a vote. 
 
Mr. B:  
Well, that would be testimony-- 
  
Angleton:  
I mean declassifications. 
 
Mr. B 
May I make a distinction, sir? That would be testimony that you gave under 
oath before the committee. It does not relate to the conversation that we're 
having here today. 
 
Angleton:  
Mm-hmm. 
 
Mr. B:  
So that if you were called or deposed by the committee under oath, then those 
rules would apply. 
 
Angleton:  
Mm-hmm. 
 
Mr. B:  
And as I say, the matter would be taken under very very serious 
consideration, and I can't conceive now of any good and sufficient reason for 
releasing that testimony.  
 
Angleton: 
 Mm-hmm. 
 
Ms. A:  
And even to the extent that we're taking it, we're doing so at your request, I 
believe from one of my early conversations with you. 
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Angleton:  
That correct, I mean that's what I mean. No, I'm just trying to get something 
straight here, so that there isn't any misunderstanding later on in the question 
of what is released. Right, if you would repeat your question, then we can 
begin. 
 
Ms. A:  
My initial questions?  
 
Angleton:  
Any questions you want to start with. 
 
Ms. A:  
All right. I'd like-- 
 
Mr. B:  
Could we start, incidentally with, could you just tell the names and date 
[Indistinct]. 
 
Ms. A:  
For the record, this interview is taking place in the office of the American 
Security Council in Washington, D.C. on June 15th, 1978 at approximately 
3:30 pm. Present are James J. Angleton, former Director of 
Counterintelligence of the Central Intelligence Agency. Present also are 
Surrell Brady, staff counsel for the Select Committee on Assassinations of 
the U.S. House of Representatives, and James Kelly, staff investigator for the 
Select Committee on Assassinations of the U.S. House of Representatives.  
 
Initially, Mr. Angleton, I would like to go into some detail with you about the 
genesis of your involvement with the Nosenko case, from the time of his first 
contact with the Central Intelligence Agency in 1962 until his actual 
defection in 1964.  
 
Angleton:  
Mm-hmm. 
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Ms. A:  
And then, ultimately to get into some of the issues around which the 
discussions about his bona fides were based in the Agency, and also whatever 
assessment was made of the information he provided about the Oswald file 
maintained by the KGB in the Soviet Union. 
 
Angleton:  
Mm-hmm. Well, the first contact, which was at the disarmament talks in 
Geneva, was actually through an American diplomat to one of our 
representatives who was not under the jurisdiction of Counterintelligence, but 
a member of the Soviet Division.  
 
Now, when that information came in, it made certain allegations regarding 
penetration and activities basically of what's known as the Second Chief 
Directorate of the KGB, which is their FBI. Now, the information was not 
entirely new to us, because we had other sources and therefore, as in all of 
these cases, you look to find out what is original and what is given to you its 
original nature, as in contrast to what others have given to you. So that was 
our first contact with telegrams. And then subsequently the case officer came 
back to Washington and we had news. And at that time, we wanted to re-
write his material into a letter which we could show to someone in whom we 
had great confidence, not disclosing that we'd been contacted by Nosenko, 
but simply that this was an anonymous letter to an embassy abroad, setting 
forth all the information that was contained in it. This was done because the 
Director quite rightly-- 
 
Mr. B:  
What year are we talking about this--? 
 
Angleton: 
 Well, the first contact-- 
 
Mr. B:  
1962? 
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Angleton: 
 Yes. [Noise] Where were we, I'm sorry? I've got a one-track mind when I get 
on the phone. 
 
Ms. A: 
 Let me just say that we went off the record for a few minutes while Mr. 
Angleton took a phone call. You were indicating that you were attempting to 
write a letter, not saying that Nosenko was a source, but-- 
 
Angleton: 
 So we wrote such a letter, and we presented it to our source, whose 
immediate reaction was “give me the original letter,” you know, in Russian. 
So that stumped us for awhile, and we got around that. And his analysis of 
that letter was that it was a provocation, and he pointed out in great detail all 
those items which were provocations [mainly that?] was prominent in 
information which he himself had given, and [who said?] would know he had 
given, therefore they weren't giving anything away. And with that, we made 
note but we didn't come to any conclusions, and proceeded along with our 
own work, until later on when the contact was made with Nosenko in 
Geneva.  
 
Now, I might point out here that the Counterintelligence did not have any-- 
does not have any jurisdiction in several fields. Number one, it has no 
jurisdiction over personnel of the Agency. That's the [Indistinct]. And this is 
getting all garbaged up by the press and the media and unnamed individuals. 
Number two, we did not have any jurisdiction over Nosenko. In other words, 
Nosenko was a body belonging to the Soviet Division. However, we did have 
jurisdiction over Golitsyn. 
 
Mr. B:  
Is that the one that…. ? 
 
Angleton:  
Pardon?  
 
Mr. B:  
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The man that…. ? 
 
Angleton: 
 And the reason we had that jurisdiction was simply because the division, 
having had him from the beginning, completely, you know, demoralized him 
until he left the country, and left the United States and went to England. And 
it was the British who negotiated his return here, if in fact we would take it 
over. 
 
Mr. B:  
Is that post-Philby? 
 
Angleton:  
Pardon? 
 
Mr. B:  
Post-Philby British? 
 
Angleton:  
Oh, there's no way in hell that Philby's-- he has nothing to do with any of 
this. 
 
Mr. B:  
No, but was he over there at the time? 
 
Angleton:  
Pardon? 
 
Mr. B:  
Wasn't Philby over there at the time, sir? 
 
Angleton:  
No, he was in the Middle East. 
 
Mr. B:  
[Indistinct] 
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Angleton:  
I mean, it has nothing to do with Philby. Let's not get the Philby case 
involved in it, it doesn't have anything whatsoever to do with that. 
 
Ms. A:  
So, the Golitsyn case was originally within the Soviet Division? 
 
Angleton:  
That's right. And he soured, and because of being soured-- and I can get into 
many incidents, which are not important-- I mean they're not important for 
the purpose of this-- that he left the United States with his family. So when he 
came back, the jurisdiction on that case was switched to Counterintelligence 
as it related to everything, but not exclusively over the question of 
penetration as it referred to the Agency.  
 
In other words, Bruce Solie or Howard Osborne, who was the Director of 
Security, had their-- could make their own arrangements to see him when 
necessary, which is the normal and natural prerogative for the Office of 
Security. In other words, we do not have in our possession, and did not have 
in our possession, security files on personnel. Those all remained under the 
jurisdiction of the Office of Security, who were further alone the ones who 
could go back into the field investigations and whatnot and correlate 
whatever was-- allegations and polygraphs, you know, other forms of 
surveillance on Agency personnel. And they were under no-- there was 
nothing in their rules or regulations, which ordered them to report to 
Counterintelligence. In other words their channel of command went from the 
Director of Security to the Director personally, and then they could of course 
choose whatever other channels, different directorates, units or whatnot. And 
they had their own liaison with the FBI. 
 
 That's a very important element because they could deal directly with the 
Washington field office over to headquarters through their own channels. 
Now, nothing happened with-- as I say, on this. Some of the information 
given by Nosenko was exciting, but they [Indistinct]-- and then so he left. 
And he left with the understanding that he would refuse to work in Moscow. 



 11 

And his motivation, he said, for giving the few items was that he had spent 
his money and that he could not account for a [royal?] binge that he had had 
there for maybe two or three hundred dollars. And therefore he gave me 
secrets. 
 
Ms. A:  
Only for monetary compensation? 
 
Angleton:  
That's right. And he said that it'd be inconceivable for him to work there for 
the very simple reason that they had too many controls, which was not-- 
nothing in what he had to say was suspicious. So it was as far as that went. 
 
Ms. A:  
Excuse me, if I could just interrupt for a moment. Was there anything in 
information Golitsyn had given prior which set the stage, so to speak, for 
your dealings with Nosenko? Were you initially suspicious, initially 
suspecting any type of reaction from the Soviets? 
 
Angleton:  
Of course, I mean, it didn't take Golitsyn to tell us with his defection, having 
been 16 years in KGB, having been extensively in the training schools, 
having been on special investigating committees and the different roles he 
had in counterintelligence, that his defection would turn the place upside-
down. And in fact that's what happened.  
 
So we also were alerted by him in the very beginning that the Soviet reaction 
would be one of calling in Department 13, which has to do with sabotage and 
assassination, the Department of Disinformation and other elements in there 
whose job was-- would be first to create a damage report of what he had 
access to. In other words, they'd have it in categories: information they knew 
he knew, information that they knew he did not know, and information—
which was probably the largest bulk of it—of where they were not sure. And 
that this would entail literally a hundred thousand man-hours going through 
files, records, interrogation of colleagues, personnel, everybody else, to see 
what damage had been done to them, which was a standard operating 
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procedure.  
 
And his second clear warning was that they would try to save their agents, 
[mainly with?] when they knew he knew agents, he might not know their 
names, he would know the fact that a document exists in Moscow in the 
British Foreign Office, or that documents in France were available, or that 
some agent he'd only know by cryptonym, or he would know that a meeting 
took place between the head of a desk and some agent maybe in Helsinki, or 
so on. With all those things they would do everything to cure that situation, to 
save agents. And as far as his own person was concerned, that his life was 
very definitely in danger, and that he could be assassinated, and that there 
would be provocateurs. He-- one thing he was scared of is that there'd be 
provocateurs who normally would have put the provocateur in contact with 
him, since they were both Russians, and that man might be on assignment 
eventually to finger him to Soviet intelligence so they could execute him, 
carry out the mission, and so on.  
 
And this was not just speculation. I mean, this was based on his knowledge 
of their modus operandi and what had taken place in the past. So when 
Nosenko arrived, it wasn't just Golitsyn's warnings but the fact that you had a 
member of the Second Chief Directorate traveling abroad on a disarmament 
commission. In other words, it would be the same as putting an FBI man with 
[Warnke?] instead of a CIA man with [Warnke?]. That wouldn't make any 
sense.  
 
So that was the first thing. When he finally defected, there was one very 
important event which occurred before he contacted us and defected. That 
was that some American tourists in Moscow were given a batch of 
documents by an individual who was alleged to be of the Second Chief 
Directorate, whose name was Chereponov. And these documents were 
internal memorandum of the Second Chief Directorate, which has internal 
security duties, to explain away the-- what happened to Penkovsky, and to 
other agents whom we lost.  
 
And what characterized the documents was to show that there were no 
penetrations in CIA or in American government, that these discoveries of 
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these agents were purely by [following?] tradecraft, surveillance, in other 
words there wasn't a two-legged human being involved, that it was in fact 
surveillance and so on. Now, theoretically-- I mean, going back again on the 
Chereponov, the tourists turned these documents over to the embassy and the 
charge d'affaires [Indistinct] that it was a provocation, turned the 
government--- turned the documents back to the Soviet government. But we 
had photographed them in the meantime. Well, this would have meant, had 
Chereponov been alive, and it was a factual case, he would have been 
destroyed by the very act of turning the documents back, because only 
Chereponov presumably would have the documents they would give to the 
American tourists. So the Chereponov case died.  
 
Hypothetically, one can imagine that the original contact with Nosenko in 
Geneva might well [have?] resulted in the Soviets transferring the contact 
with us from Nosenko to Chereponov, since he was [enclosed in?] the same 
directive, and therefore that Nosenko would have disappeared from the thing, 
and that his mission would have been completed by the first business in 
Geneva. But if Chereponov disappears, then the game plan changes.  
 
And therefore, they had to re-introduce Nosenko in order to carry on the 
mission. So when he came over, he was still under the jurisdiction of the 
Soviet Division. And we took Pete Bagley, who was one of the best officers 
they had, and we permitted him to read several thousand pages of our 
interrogations with Golitsyn, which showed that there was really nothing new 
in the Nosenko information that had not already been given to us by Golitsyn. 
And when he read all of this, he could just see that there wasn't-- what we 
were dealing with. But I'm quoting him [on an?] analysis as simply a 
provocateur.  
 
Now, I want to make a point very clearly, because it's been totally distorted 
here by Epstein. I did not volunteer any names to Epstein. I did not give him 
a name, I did not give him anything that he did not develop from four 
hundred different people he saw. My role with him was one to-- one, to kill 
off outrageous fabrications that had been [programmed?]. Number two was 
to help him out on order of battle of the KGB so he didn't have the wrong 
departments and whatnot. And to sharpen the edge, or the cutting edge of 
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what materials he did have, which he was prepared to volunteer to me. 
Epstein took out, took off and left the country, so that I never really had the 
chance to get at him, so to speak, as to why it is that he puts me by inference 
as his prime source. But apparently he needed a protagonist for his book, and 
since I'm the most notorious one, he is attributing to me kinds of things which 
in a million years I would never tell to Epstein. And he knows it. And he 
won't be back until July.  
 
And I got partial confirmation of this talking to one of his researchers, who 
told me about the inner workings of how that's done and about this since this 
individual did a lot of his research. So this has been in my view very harmful 
because, one, it's not my book. And if I was prepared to go into it, I would 
write a book. 
 
In other words, I wouldn't use Epstein as someone who allegedly knows my 
methodology, thinking on the Nosenko case. Number two, I have never made 
a statement that Nosenko is a dispatched agent. You will never find any 
place, to my knowledge, where I say that he is a dispatched agent. I have 
pointed out the contradictions, and the things that are not right, that have 
never been resolved regarding Nosenko, which raised doubts as to his bona 
fides. But I never came to a conclusion that Nosenko is a dispatched agent.  
 
If I had two hours of life and I was asked by the FBI, do you think Nosenko 
is a dispatched agent, I would probably say yes. But it wasn't my professional 
way of operating to come to a conclusion unless it is absolutely black and 
white, such as signals intelligence, something of that quality, I mean 
documentation-- 
 
Ms. A:  
Mm-hmm. Tangible. 
 
Angleton: 
His dossier in KGB or something, in other words, beyond all this [Indistinct]. 
 
Mr. B:  
Have you never been asked that question by anyone at CIA, sir? 
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Angleton:  
Well, I've been asked many times. Many times, by Directors and so on. And 
the position I've always taken is to go through the evidence as we had it, 
which raises serious doubts on bona fides. But I have never written a 
conclusion that stated that Nosenko was now a [fide?]. And you know I'd had 
a lot of, I had a lot of hypotheses, mainly private, as to what's involved. And 
when the FBI aide was disseminating information, I took very strong 
exception that their source description was not qualified, and finally they did 
qualify it, which was that the information came from a source in a position to 
know, but whose bona fides had not yet been established. And the point I 
want to make there is that in the handling of any agent, whether I believe him 
or don't believe him, I would give him the same standard of security in the 
handling of him as I would if he-- if I had believed in his bona fides, in other 
words I would make sure that he got all the security and cover and tradecraft 
to keep him alive, as I would of any regular agent whom I believed in.  
 
In other words, just because I think he may not be everything he purports to 
be, doesn't mean he's going to have a lesser standard of security. And that's 
important when one gets into the [Igor?] case. So, throughout our conduct 
towards—and I'm speaking about Counterintelligence—our conduct towards 
Nosenko was to deal with him as though he was bona fide, even though we 
had all these doubts. We did not have, as I say, jurisdiction, and to my 
knowledge no one in Counterintelligence ever met him, or ever interrogated.  
 
I was on a trip in the Middle East when I received word that they had moved 
towards hostile interrogation, which you might say is their prerogative. But I 
think it was the major err-- one of the first major errors in the entire handling 
of the case. In other words, instead of listening to all the things he had to say, 
down to the months of interrogation or [interview?], they have challenged 
him on his bona fides. They accused him of being not what he said he was. 
That meant they didn't get from him his complete cover story. Because if he 
was not bona fide, and they start challenging him, and alluded him to the fact 
that they didn't believe him, then he would-- there's all the unspoken things 
that he would have said, but he didn't say.  
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In other words, the proper handling of a case of that sort should have been to 
exhaustively listen to him in a friendly atmosphere of belief. And as to 
everything that he wanted to discourse because he was dispatched, that would 
be his cover story. And after that's exhausted, you go back and-- to analysis, 
and cross-checking and file records and so on, begin to ask him matters that 
were discrepancies just in between what he'd told us and what had developed, 
what we knew that he didn't know, and so on. 
 
Ms. A:  
Who had made the judgment to change the focus of the interrogations? 
 
Angleton:  
The Soviet Division. And by the same token, we were not party to this thing 
of incarceration. I mean, I'll put it this way, I mean we didn't dispute it. It had 
already been arranged, or discussed between the Soviet Division and the 
Office of Security. And they thought if they could isolate him and go through 
all this, that he would in fact break. And my view is that the man-- 
[Indistinct] the man whose father was very distinguished and was a hero to 
the revolution, and he would be the type of man you wouldn't break. In other 
words, he was fearless [in?] courage, he was on a mission, and therefore he 
was not the sort of thing that a person-- unless you had some extraordinary 
discovery. For example, if you had a bug planted on him, and he met with a 
Soviet case officer, and he told the Soviet case officer what was happening 
with this SR Division, and you would have the kind of proof that's 
indisputable. So-- 
 
Ms. A:  
What's the SR Division?  
 
Angleton:  
Pardon? 
 
Mr. B:  
Soviet Russia. 
 
Ms. A:  
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What's the SR? Soviet Russia Division? 
 
Angleton:  
Yeah. And so that-- my feeling is that the hostile interrogation was a serious 
error, and I thought it was [a little over?] the frustration of the case officers, 
including the first one who ever met him, in other words Pete Bagley, and 
that was a very able man, I mean very able. But he had other lieutenants 
around him and so on, so-- what I'm trying to say is, at a given a point of time 
you had the Chief of Soviet Division, Dave Murphy, his deputies, his 
counterintelligence people, one hundred percent convinced that Nosenko was 
a dispatched agent.  
 
That's the reason for the nine hundred page report, that's the reason for hostile 
interrogation, that's the reason for incarceration, and I can go all the [way?] 
down the line. And more than that, one can't say anything. But when the 
Inspector General came along, and a very fine person, but a person who 
never qualified in counterintelligence to really undertake a task of the sort 
that was sort of thrust on him. That's Gordon Stewart. He found himself in a 
position of trying to get into a case with so many thousands of pages, plus 
being Inspector General. He simply was not qualified for that task, and I 
would regard any findings of his as totally suspect. 
 
Ms. A:  
How is it he was brought into it? Excuse me for interrupting. 
 
Angleton:  
He was brought into it because of the arguments, the disputes within the 
Soviet Division regarding the materials supplied by Nosenko. In other words, 
there were members of the Soviet Division who believed--who were not 
Counterintelligence--who believed he was bona fide. Some of their reports 
people [who were?] [Indistinct] this material with anyone's knowledge to 
[McCorry?] who was really their [Indistinct]. And [McCorry?] took the 
position as to [that means?] that he is a bona fide agent. So you had within 
the same division this dispute that became [that of?] personalities. 
 
Mr. B:  
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So they were looking for a referee? 
 
Angleton:  
Pardon? 
 
Mr. B:  
When they called the IG in, they were looking for a referee? 
 
Angleton:  
Well, I mean the Director couldn't live with this forever. Because of then it 
got down into questions of what you would do with a person. In other words, 
this was where somebody wanted to come to a result that was indisputable, 
was a consensus. And I maintained that is impossible, because again this 
question of not having enough information, recorded information, that would 
determine the case one way or the other forever. 
 
Ms. A:  
Is it true that at that point, the assessment of Nosenko's bona fides had taken 
on a very different light than that, say, of Deriabin or Golitsyn? 
 
Angleton:  
That what? 
 
Ms. A:  
That it had taken on a very different light than the assessment of someone 
like [Deriabin] or Golitsyn? You're speaking of a split within the division. 
 
Angleton:  
No, but I mean Deriabin, you know, is probably one of the finest 
counterintelligence men that ever came into the Agency from either side. And 
I don't think anyone can match him from the analytical side. Known for a 
very unusual retentive memory, he remembers everything that ever happened 
to him in his life, and knows everybody that he ever met in KGB or related 
Soviet services, GRU, the border guards, or whatever it might be. He can 
even identify photographs and knows the dossiers, and he has that storage 
mind. And I don't think anyone would ever dispute his bona fides.  
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But he was, again, under the jurisdiction of the Soviet Division, and he was 
deeply in the Nosenko case. And so he probably sat in the next room while 
the interrogation would go on, and write out little pieces of paper, [answer 
a?] question and so on. As far as Golitsyn's concerned, he never met Nosenko 
and he never saw all the information. There was a meeting which occupied 
him two or three days, in which Bruce Solie's write-up [Indistinct] bona fides 
to Nosenko was shown to Golitsyn. They had two or three days to [Indistinct] 
in which Nosenko pointed out all the contradictions. 
 
Mr. B: 
Nosenko or--? 
 
Angleton:  
I mean, Golitsyn pointed out all the contradictions regarding Solie's study. I 
mean the [Indistinct] was not there. That he remembered seeing Nosenko in 
the halls, and the fact that Nosenko couldn't be in this position because he 
happened to know the deputy who was actually there, and the troubles that 
occurred in the Second Chief Directorate as to why this happened, and that 
happened, and so on. And he knew all the friends, intimate friends of 
Nosenko, you know, people who had served over here in the United States, 
and so on. I mean in other words, he wasn't working with [Daryobin?] but 
indep-- 
 
 
PART II 
 
 
Angleton:  

…….”people that served over here in the United States… and so on. I 
mean in other words he wasn’t working with Deriabin. That is he and 
Deriabins independently had come into the same …pause… point of 
view to whit that Yuri Nosenko was just about faking   …pause…  
“Well you know I could go into thousands of details which would 
…pause… were never know to …pause… I mean I’ll put it this way 
they weren’t known to Epstein’s sources because [derisive laugh] they 



 20 

never appeared in his book: [laughs; sounds as though he slaps his 
hand on his knee] in other words we’re the enemy kind of thing.  
 
[Sounds like the tape skips here] 
“Hell its … Well we’re entitled, in other words…..None of which had 
great bearing on. 
 

Ms A [changes tape]  
We run off the tape momentarily to change the tape, we’re now on side 
two.  

Angleton: 
It has to do with information which, if he was ideologically defecting 
from the other side it’d be the first information he would be telling us is 
he’s worked on things. In fact he never gave us this information, yet he 
had access to it, and one aspect of it involves the execution of a Captain 
in the eh… KGB Second Chief Directorate. 
 

Mr B  
Was that Popov? 

 
Angleton: 

“No, this is not Popov, he’s a man called Romantsev, and eh… he tried 
to pass over to the Americans” …pause… “the most sensitive secret 
documents of KGB that dealt with Policy and Long Term Strategy” 
…pause… “and there is no information more valuable than that because 
it’s, it is spelled out and it is in pursuant to the new directives of the 
Central Committee, so it came from the political leadership. And he 
was caught, allegedly, because the person that he dealt with was a KGB 
man attached to one of our exhibits, who had lived in America and 
England, and dressed like American, spoke American, and he thought 
he was dealing with an American, to arrange the delivery of the 
documents, and the result was they entrapped him and eh… they 
executed him.  
 
But you can’t execute a Staff Officer unless everybody in the KGB is 
told the facts and the facts were published and they were sent out to all 
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KGB people that Captain Romantsev (sound in background as though 
someone is knocking their fist on the table) committed the following 
crime against the state, and go into the nature of it, and was summarily 
executed on such and such a date. 
 
It wasn’t till this leaked out in many quarters, because in the beginning 
it was only known to one or two of us in the CIA staff. But after it 
leaked out to great numbers of people he voluntarily, several years later, 
in terms of writing up a list of people that he knew that he put down 
Romantsev and all he puts there is ‘’arrested while trying to contact the 
Americans’’, It doesn’t spell out the execution, it doesn’t spell out … 
that is … what the documents were, it doesn’t spell out the existence of 
a meeting that took place in May 59 with the Central Committee 
present, 2,000 Soviets, etc., etc. The re-orientation of KGB, the 
strategic planning, the lectures of Cherepanov at the meeting and so on. 
Which would, as I say, be the first things that a bona fide officer would 
be telling you for your own good. Instead it got into eh.. whole stories 
about the French Ambassador being a Soviet agent… 
 

Mr B: 
 [Crosstalk] Which story is that sir? 
  
Angleton: 

Pardon? 
 

Mr B: 
That’s not the Martel story is it? 
 

Angleton: 
I’m sorry? 
 

Mr B: 
That’s not the Martel story is it? 
 

Angleton: 
I don’t know the Marcel story 
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Mr B: 

Martel? 
 

Angleton: 
What? 
 

Mr B: 
The story about the French eh 
 

Angleton: 
It’s de Juenne was his name…  The French Ambassador, de Juenne…. 
’I mean what are you talking about anyway? 
 

Mr B: 
Well the one I was thinking about was the em…, the defector whom 
they called Martell. 
 

Angleton: 
The what? 

 
Mr B: 

The Russian defector who talked about the French eh penetration 
 
Angleton: 

No I’m not talking about that, I’m talking about the story that Nosenko 
gave that de Juenne was a Soviet agent and he gave that in sixty two as 
one of the tid bits. Now by accusing the French Ambassador. 
 
[Someone enters the room and says] Excuse me, Mr Angleton there’s a 
call… 
 

Angleton: 
What? [Sounds of movement] 
 

Ms. A: 
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We were again off the record for a few moments while Mr Angleton 
was on the phone. 
 

Angleton: 
So em, yes as we’ve said, as I say there in a very bland fashion’. 
[pause]… Years, some years after his defection here you find a man 
Romantsev without any first name and without any, anything else just a 
bland remark and so on. Now that bothers me because eh… as I say it’s 
abnormal for a man, in my way of thinking, to have come to the 
Americans who wouldn’t talk about Soviet strategy. What the Central 
Committee had done with the fact of this conference, the re-orientation 
of KGB, eh… the execution of somebody, because it raises another 
factor. It raises a factor of whether Romantsev was betrayed from 
within our organisation, I mean not our organisation, the Americans. In 
other words we have no proof at all that eh.. Romantsev actually in fact 
went to one of our travelling exhibits, we have no proof that he met a 
KGB officer who was attached there as an interpreter, how do we not 
know that he didn’t call with somebody in the Embassy or get a 
message to the Embassy, that he had documents to deliver and through 
interception or through betrayal eh.. he wasn’t knocked off.  
 
But the fact that there was a formal notice put regarding his crime and 
regarding his execution to all staff people, because you just don’t 
execute one of your own people without explaining to his equals the 
crime. So eh.., eh.., that’s eh… one of those questions eh…, eh.. that we 
may never find the answer to but nevertheless none of this came out of 
eh… Nosenko. 
 
Now there were other parts of eh… the handling which I think were 
eh… very poor. I mean they took him out on the town, they allow him 
females and all that kind of stuff, eh.. playing on all conceivable 
weaknesses and I don’t think again that he brought at that stage .. the 
first handling, he was in the street for business here there, he’d forget to 
tell us. They’re friendly with him and they think about his future and 
his security and eh... as you go along you tried to bargain as to eh…, 
eh… a pension and all that type of thing but you don’t all of a sudden 
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take case officers, rush of to Hawaii and spend thousands and thousands 
of dollars on corruption and eh.. all that type of thing and you don’t 
even, when you haven’t had his cover story.  
 
I mean there are a lot of people who differ on this so I’m just saying 
that’s my point of view. 
 

Mr B 
Might that not have been an indication of their frustration at that point 
to… 
 

Angleton: 
No, no they’re very happy at that point… 
 

Mr B 
[cross talk] 
 

Angleton: 
….I don’t think they had themselves really come round to 
understanding the significance of Golytsin….. So that I go on with, 
with this thing, I mean eh…, em…, eh… what astonishes me in all of 
this is the fact that later on the, the Head of the Soviet Division takes it 
upon himself to tell the Inspector General that eh…, that…… in effect 
that eh… he could have been mistaken about Nosenko and all of that.  
 
I mean there are pages and pages and pages and pages of documents 
from him regarding …pause… the defection. I can remember him 
having seen Tom Jones and he was eh… stating that the way Tom Jones 
could look out at the audience it was the same way as Nosenko was 
looking back at the KGB eh… because of certain things he did. In other 
words when the, when the Soviet photographers introduced all that 
photographs of his family  in some Paris magazine and eh… he was 
allowed to write to his family and get letters from his wife which is 
unheard of. 

Mr B: 
It sure is. 
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Angleton: 

‘And then eh… correspondence going back and forth after he’d 
defected. Then you begin to have all of the other defectors, and others 
who are under suspicion building him up, talking about the greatest 
defector that ever happened, the greatest damage ever done to KGB was 
the defection of Nosenko. 
[Coughs] 
And eh… in June of sixty two I sent a letter to the State Department 
regarding the bugs in the Embassy: they took no action on it 
whatsoever. That information came from Golitsyn. ….pause…. When 
Nosenko came he gave more specific knowledge on where the bugs 
were so they found the bugs and attributed the success to Nosenko. But 
it’s on the record in June of sixty two about the bugging of the 
Embassy. Now their damage report would show that Golitsyn had 
access to the intercepts of the bugging in the Embassy. So you have a 
damage report and you know that all this information has gone to the 
Americans… 
 

Mr B [crosstalk]  
 
Angleton: 

You can, you can afford to add the tail to it because you know it’s 
going to confirm in their own mind the bona fides. Now the question of 
Sasha…. is far more important than eh… anyone that’s 
…..pause…..[indistinct] that’s active today understands. 
Sasha was an agent who completed four successful missions for the 
Soviets.’ [Coughing] 
 
First he was in counterintelligence during the war, he was dropped into 
Germany deliberately to be captured with a radio set in order to play 
back to the Soviets controlled messages. They knew he was under 
control therefore they could read all his telegrams backwards and that 
was great information. [Coughing] 
 
He was put into German training schools which permitted him to 



 26 

identify German agents. He completed that wartime assignment. After 
the war… during the war he also became a member of General 
[Vlasov's?] movement …. who’s the Russian working with Hitler 
where all of the prisoners of war, Russian, formed their own army. 
Because Stalin stated that any Russian who surrendered was guilty of 
high treason [coughs]. So here he’d [coughs] wormed himself as an 
anti-Soviet very high into the ranks of General Vlasov, which was one 
of the primary targets that Stalin had. He feared what might happen 
with the revolt of the Russian armies, and eh… he had other agents like 
General Turkel[sp?] and eh… others who were rising pretty high in the 
German estimation because they were given true information by their 
Soviet control regarding order of battle and they sacrificed divisions in 
order to build up these men in the Vlasov movement. So at the end of 
the war Sasha was very instrumental in the, the destruction of Vlasov, 
and the, the retribution the Russians wreaked on all sorts of people in 
the Vlasov  movement. So he finished that mission.  
 
His next mission was he, he became a member of a very large anti-
Soviet movement in Germany and eh… he began to leak to the CIA 
people the internal minutes and the internal activities of this anti-
Russian political movement. And he worked himself very high into 
there until CIA were so impressed with the fact that he would double-
cross these people and give them reports that they recruited him and he 
became the principal recruiter for a very [Coughing] long [Coughing] 
period of time. 
 
[Sound of papers being riffled] 
 
…and saw bits of our agents. … In other words he was in a key position 
to recruit the agents that we were sending to Russia. ….. But it also 
gave him the opportunity to spot weak individuals in our organization 
and to arrange possible entrapments because of the Cold War.  
 
On one occasion he was sent to Vienna when they had the Vienna 
Youth Conference and eh… he was the only one successful in 
recruiting the Soviet dissident …… but la… later on we learned that 
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one person recruited was KGB but again it was Berilov that built him 
up.  
So he was all over the place, he was not just a contract agent, I mean he 
knew nearly everything that was going on in the division. He knew 
when they talked very loosely and eh… all the rest of it. When the 
Bureau em.. had their first interrogation of him. Now ….. The day later 
he was seen going into the Soviet Embassy for some… several hours. 
His excuse was ‘’you asked me all these questions about my family, I 
had to go there to get the details. And I’m just talking about very 
primitive attitudes that had eh… worked themselves up into American 
counter-intelligence. [Coughs] 
 
So that Sasha was far more important than a staff officer but when 
Golitsyn defected to us in Helsinki in December sixty one, one of the 
things he told our man was 'beware of the fact you have a penetration 
…pause… in your organiation … and eh… this cable went out in 
several dozens of copies throughout the Division.  
 
So it’s not long thereafter that you find Sasha writing a letter 
denouncing a person in our organiation who was in the Soviet Division 
and who was working in Germany, named Sasha Sokolov on the 
grounds that he was quote ‘’a Soviet Agent’’ and that if we didn’t do 
anything about it he was going to go to the Attorney General about him.  
So that transference of Sasha and Sasha’s ‘’Sokolov’’ because it’s eh… 
Alexander …. Sokolov eh… that letter was written after that telegram 
came in.  
 
Now Golitsyn went to, and his family, went to SStockholm, the plane 
was diverted to Germany and immediately he thought this was a plot 
because he knew, he didn’t know, Sokolov’s, I mean Sasha’s last name 
or his name, he knew that as a code name. … He knew that the last 
name, the real name, ended in ‘’inski’’. …. So and he knew that the 
agent had worked in Germany, therefore when he saw the plane being 
diverted to Germany he believed that, the man being a Russian, and 
therefore throw in an English American, I mean English into Russian 
would be, in fact, the person to meet him and that this would be his 
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demise.  
 
Therefore he said things to his travelling companion by way of a 
warning, that he was going to only tell the Director, but the, this crisis 
was forced on them, the plane being diverted into Germany So …. that 
brings us then to the Igor case because there were many disputes in the 
Agency about Sasha. 
 
Counterintelligence had no dispute as to the fact that this was the man 
who was in fact the agent. Our concern was what starting he did or 
recruitments he did in our business since he’d been in all the Russian 
matters ….. but when Igor came he said ‘’give me ac’’.. ‘’give me 
Sasha’’. He would, he worked loyally for us idealistically. ‘’I will be 
promoted to very high levels if I can have Sasha to take back’’. 
 
 In other words he admitted to what no-one had ever admitted to … that 
Sasha was the man that and so on. He said 'We have twenty-nine some 
odd buggings of the information he was giving  and some day when 
there is a breakdown between the Soviet Union and the United States 
we’ll publish those bugs in a massive propaganda thing revealing all 
your operations, revealing everything. So he went on to confirm, but 
that’s another case, the Igor case, and perhaps the most important of all 
the cases with direct bearing on Nosenko. 
 
Now coming back and putting this in a little perspective regarding the 
assassination. Number one I’m not an assassination expert, I mean all of 
that stuff in Epstein’s book about Mexico and Oswald and all of that 
kind of stuff is completely, I mean that’s others who told him that. I’m 
not that expert because the counterintelligence staff had no jurisdiction 
over the Oswald matter. It was eh… handled by Directors and at that 
level of the Warren Commission and so on and handled by the 
Divisions. The Western Hemisphere Division because of Mexico, 
Cubans, Oswald’s trip there and so on, and by the Soviet Division and 
by any other Division that eh… geographically had a piece of the 
action. [Coughs] 
 



 29 

It was only when this thing got out of hand in terms of eh… fights with 
the FBI and too many people from the Divisions talking to people in the 
FBI and disputes in the field and so on that a determination was made 
that at least we would be a point of record with the activities of all the 
different components would be registered with memorandum of record 
so we would have eh…, begin to keep book on it so if the Director 
wanted to know whether, who told something to what, at least he could 
call up Mr Rocca and Rocca would find the memorandum of the record 
and be able to tell him eh… that this Division put this statement on such 
and such a date, but we were never given a mandate to take over the 
Oswald investigation or to tend the assassination. We were just simply 
a point of record.  
 
Well it so happened that Mr Rocca is probably the best analyst in the 
business and eh…he couldn’t handle that material bec.., without going 
into em… detail and beginning to see all the contradictions and eh… all 
of this type of thing and he wrote the definitive papers that went to the 
Rockefeller commission and eh… and to the Warren Commission. I 
mean I’ll, I, I’ll take that back, he dealt a great deal with the individual 
lawyers at the Warren Commission and when the Chief Justice came 
over and went through our system, the computers and all that, Rocco 
was one of the escorts in that whole business. [Coughs] But we were 
not, I mean he was the only Oswald expert, you might say, in 
retrospect. 

Ms A: 
Were you serving in any kind of liaison capacity between the Agency 
and the Warren Commission? 

Angleton: 
Eh no, not really, I mean all of these various components would. Some 
of the attorneys would come to see Rocca but it was not because of any 
order or any kind of eh… institutionalised responsibility but just simply 
because they found they could get answers from him and they couldn’t 
get the answers from somebody else.’’ 

Ms A: 
Were you conducting any kind of an independent inv… investigation 
apart from the Warren Commission’s…’’ 
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Angleton (interrupts): 

No 
Ms A: 

Work? 
Angleton: 

‘’No, our whole concern was the eh… story told by …pause…. 
Nosenko. In other words that, he states that he was engaged in the 
capture of Cherepanov, chasing him to the Turkish frontier and how 
they shot him and all this kind of stuff. The one who’d given the 
documents to the tourist.’’ 

Ms A: 
[indistinct question]  

Angleton: 
Well…..that sounded so much like the cowboys and indians.  

Mr B: 
[Laughs] 

Angleton: 
 [Coughs] Then he had the wrong title of order and his mission or de 
messon. The only document he brought out, which was extraordinary, eh… is 
exaggerations of his relationship with General Girbanov, the head of the 
Second Chief Directorate …..pause….. I mean a welter of information that 
was completely fraudulent, I mean…eh…’’ 
Ms A: 
 [Indistinct] 
Angleton: 

That’s simply not so. I mean here was Cherepanov, and we believe it’s 
the same one, had no reason to doubt it, coughs, who offered his 
services both to the British and ourselves in Yugoslavia, way back. At a 
time when Kim Philby was the Head of the Soviet Division.  
 
In other words how could he make an overture to a British Intelligence 
officer in the field and not have the overture go back to Kim Philby? 
Who would immediately have alerted the Soviets that a would-be 
defector was in Yugoslavia. Philby admits in his book that that’s what 
he did with Volkov who attempted to defect and eh.. sell out, in eh… 
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Turkey, Turkey, and that he went to his case officer and that they 
physically kidnapped him and they executed him.  
Then there’s Cherepanov years later turning out to be of the Second 
Chief Directorate, the most sensitive position, handling American 
matters and eh… then this long story of being chased through a frontier 
and all this kind of thing. [Coughs] 
 
My own personal point of view is still that Cherepanov was to be 
introduced to Kim Philby’s Geneva contacts so they would have them 
in Moscow under their control … and that, and eh… make use of that 
channel to mitigate the leads given by Golitsyn. Maybe this is what 
happened to all of the agents that we lost, and eh… therefore to obscure 
the question of penetration because Orlov, I mean eh … Nosenko, was 
eh… adamant that there were no penetrations, that they couldn’t never 
recruited many with one exception of some code clerk [coughs] that all 
the other cryptonyms we had …pause… he didn’t have. And there was 
a case that had never been resolved. So I just simply say that if I had 
had my way about things Nosenko would never have known to this 
very day  any suspicions about himself …[coughs]… and just simply 
having to do research, work in the Library of Congress, keep him under 
surveillance… 
 

Mr B  
That’s punishment enough 
 

Angleton: 
Pardon? 
 

Mr B: 
That he work in the Library of Congress is punishment enough. 
 

Angleton: 
‘eah, but I mean have him working on Russian matters, pay him well, 
keep him under surveillance, occasionally, under tap and eh… wait 
until we ever got another defector or cypher break or eh.. …. find him 
in contact with somebody. But never to let him know that we had any 
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doubts on him.  
 
Now I’ll give you an example that eh… is typical, characteristic. One of 
his eh… basic stories, when he came out, that impressed the Soviet 
Division so much was his close personal relationship with General 
Gribanow. Gribanow … was without question perhaps one of the most 
successful of all Soviet intelligence chiefs. … An absolute master of his 
trade, … and yet … …. Nosenko talked about him with great 
familiarity … [coughs]… and said he had a special weakness for young 
ladies and how they would go out on the town together and get roaring 
drunk … and have all these women and all that type of thing. I mean 
there’s reams and reams of material on these… stories a lot of it he told 
the people out in Hawaii and what not. ….   
 
One of the sources, who’s very suspect, also KGB, quite independently 
told us what a great catch we had in Nosenko and stated that Girbanow 
had been fired because of his relationship with Nosenko. He said that 
eh… Nosenko’s secretary was a nymphomaniac and that she’d taken in 
a Russian who lived with, with her … that he was a common criminal 
and that in time … he was arrested by the police …pause… and the 
police were shocked to find out that she was the secretary of none other 
than General Oleg Mikhailovich Girbanow the most powerful man in 
the Soviet Union. And at an interrogation she implicated Gribanow who 
had been sent down to some small in exile, to some little tiny, village, 
where he was the local policeman. And this is a man who handled…’’ 

 
Ms A: 

[laugh] 
 

 Angleton: 
the recruitment of ambassadors personally, personally handled the 
recruitment of ambassadors.   Personally was involved in many of the 
biggest cases I know. I mean I know of one American that when came 
to a final meeting, the big meeting, for recruitment and it was Girbanow 
personally who came to handle it.  
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Now here’s a man total access to the Presidium, all the great successes 
of the Soviet Union, head of all the internal security, which meant all 
the border troops the [indistinct] troops and all that, having this kind of 
licentious relationship with Nosenko. [Coughs] 
 
Here is this individual who gives this long story about Gribanow had 
been fired because of his good relationship with Nosenko, an 
investigation, the Central Committee and all that. But in the meantime 
Nosenko had gone on record that he’d exaggerated his relationship with 
Gribanov and he hardly knew him. In other words there’d, there’d been, 
been two very…’’ 
 

Ms A: 
[Laughs]   
 
 

Angleton: 
[mixing his words and slurring] … very rare reports. Now, coughs, that 
leads, of course, to the situation we’re in today. The Agency’s attitude 
is that it’s a new ball game, I mean that’s the terms. What was going on 
in the past is the past and ‘’we’re turning over a new leaf, and we’re’’ 
etc. But unfortunately the cases of the past are with us, it’s the building 
blocks on which all counterintelligence fails, prevails,  so regardless of 
whether he had some skeletons in the closet, they’re very much there 
and they’re doing a lot of rattling. 
 

Mr B: 
[Laughs] Yes 
 

Angleton: 
He has never tried to get together Rocca, myself, Scotty Miler, who’s 
my Chief of Operations, or others who worked for a hundred years in 
this business, to try to …pause…. find out what the problems are, 
because the problems aren’t with us alone they’re with all Russian 
counterintelligence since we gave the leadership. And eh… so it’s all 
been, swept underneath the carpet. All the cases are still there, all the 
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undeveloped leads are still there, Nosenko is still there and I’m not here 
making any recommendations whatever they do with Nosenko. If they 
want to have him training schools, exhibit to him new cases as they 
come up for his comment and all the rest of it, I mean that’s [coughs] 
their affair…. because that’s what, that’s what they regard to be 
rehabilitation, god help us.  
 
Nosenko calls me up … and I didn’t know who he was. He said he was 
George. The first time he talked to my wife and he finally got me and 
eh… he started be, being very insulting on the phone  … he went into 
eh… why I’d never met him or this and that 'You were under the 
jurisdiction of the Soviet Division … and em… there was no reason for 
me to meet you,'’ and then he started.. I said, "Well, thing is if you 
don’t know what I think" and so on, and I said "Look eh.. I don’t have 
any time for you on this’’  
 
I said :If you want to do anything on this write me a letter or see Bush 
or someone, but,"  I said, "I’m accustomed to being with people that 
threaten and I don’t like threats" and he hung up on me. 
 
I called the Agency and gave them a verbal report of what had 
happened, because I think his nerves were getting to the edge.  Now 
Colby’s come out with a statement that senior members of the Agency 
examined the Nosenko case. [Coughs] 
 
Now that’s an absolute lie. He brought in John Hart … … who you can 
have many opinions of, I regard him as one of the biggest dilettantes we 
ever had in the business. His wife and himself were both eh… GS-18s 
or something, and she was in the Soviet Division together with this one 
whole group who believed in the bona fides. He was in the Far East 
with Colby for years, Vietnam and many places. … and he took over 
the Western European Division, and he was brought out of retirement 
after we had left … to go into the Nosenko case. … Now you couldn’t 
find anyone more unqualified and more biased than John Hart who had 
never worked in Soviet intelligence, and never worked in 
counterintelligence.  
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So he is confronted with the twenty some odd filing cabinets of 
pertinent data, which, and I mean we’ve large filing cabinets. If he’s to 
write a write-up to massage the egos of his superiors, and he’s being 
paid a very high salary as a consultant doing this type of activity with 
one, I think one girl to help him. And with unlimited expense accounts 
to travel to see all the other foreign intelligence people to get their 
views on Nosenko … … none of whom ever had a clear picture of 
Nosenko, because we never told them. ….  
 
Now this is the kind of thing they did also with Golitsyn but in that case 
they chose a much better man and all his conclusions were the kind of 
conclusions that we could have drawn up in five seconds for him. 
[Coughs] So that to me is the bad faith that was run through this and 
eh.. … my very strong feelings I mean eh… this one article talks about 
me quote :being eh… angry with eh… Colby." 
 
I’m not angry with Colby. I mean Colby to me is the most insignificant 
cypher in the horizon. What I’m concerned about is what happened to 
the function under his eh.  [indistinct] rule, So eh.. whether it was Colby 
or whether it was anybody else, but the fact that in his book he would 
show how that deliberately he was destroying us and taking things away 
without substituting one what the material threat is in this country and 
number two who was to take over. He could have come to me at any 
given time and stated "I’m the director and you and I are incompatible 
and I’d like you to leave." He wouldn’t shock me. That’s his 
prerogative, I’ve seen many men go that way.  
 
At least I would have sat down for three months and worked out with 
the successors … Rocca and Scotty Miler which are men eventually 
who would have succeeded everybody, and perhaps even got Pete 
Bagley back, and eh... worked out a thing where counterintelligence 
could have continued. But there was none of that. 
 

Mr B: 
So what’s happening there now? Can I ask that question? 
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Angleton: 
Well they’ve decentralized counter-intelligence, they’ve broken the 
continuity so people don’t even know where to find the files. In other 
words I called up eh… the very fine man over there and I told him, 
when eh… I heard about the first leak about Igor. I said 'You better get 
a hold of the transcript.' I said ‘’it’s the most single important 
counterintelligence case that we’ve had since the war … and you better 
learn it like the 23rd Psalm because it’s, it is the key to all the cases.  
 
And that’s what I want to go into now and I’ll make my comments on 
that eh… before I’ve [indistinct] because that is central to what we’re 
discussing. 
 
Do you wanna turn the machine off? I’m gonna take you to get some 
coffee. 
 
[Sounds of equipment being disconnected, switched off] 

 
Ms A: 

We were off the tape for a few minutes for a break… 
 
Angleton: 

What I’m going to do is call your attention to is the article in the New 
York Times  Spiers did in May 25, by Nicholas M Horrock. The title 
was right: 'The Soviet Defector says that the CIA may cause, may have 
caused his death' 
 
’Now what I am trying to point out here …. and eh…. what is very 
important to understand is that we’re not dealing just simply with 
Nosenko. It’s a mistake to eh… take the Nosenko case and start 
worrying about Nosenko unless you worry about the whole 
constellation of cases, because they all telescope into one another …and 
eh… the Igor case to me is the most important case because it does 
come down to pooling the knowledge of him and eh… my concerns 
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number one was the leakage because it was the ace up the sleeve or the 
sleeve of my men in the event there was ever a Presidential inquiry into 
all of counterintelligence or if the Senate intelligence Committee 
wanted to stop brushing things under the rug and come up with the full 
history. 
 
I was first brought into it after I left the Agency, after his disappearance 
in Vienna and eh… I was approached by members of the Presidential 
Intelligence Board who wanted to talk to me about it since they were 
charged by President Ford with going into it. This was prior to the 
election and eh… there was concern by the Administration that the 
[indistinct]  would go public after Solzhenitszen had not been given an 
invitation to White House and that had proved, had a lot of polltical 
repercussions.  
 
Now I had refused to go there unless I received a direct order from the 
President since it would involve our source information. And second I 
was very upset by the fact the President and Colby as far as I’m 
concerned sold the Agency and their community down the river instead 
of making it a constitutional issue on the separation of powers and 
therefore I wasn’t eh... in any mood to be co-operative and eh… within 
a few days I did get official word that I wasn’t going to, this group as 
the Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, I was going there as a, being 
requested by the President to… contribute. So I took Scotty Miler with 
me and we spent three hours with him going into the whole history of 
all the cases as they … 

 
 
 
         PART III 

 
Angleton: 
If you read everything that Epstein has stated regarding FBI cases of 
which I think unquestionably the source of that is, uh, Bill Sullivan 
because Bill Sullivan discussed these cases with us many times and the 
language-- ‘he’s an abuser’ – ‘he’s an’ and what not--so those cases 
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become a part of a constellation and for all intents and purposes.  
 
I don’t think you can discuss Nosenko, the so called Hats Cases, Fedora 
and what not, plus Igor, without keeping in mind that they’re all sent, or 
they all relate to the same headquarters in Moscow, regardless of where 
they’re sprinkled, and that also goes for cases that might be handled by 
Western counter intelligence. Other services who have walk-ins or 
defectors or what not. In other words they’re not unrelated and 
therefore they have to be analyzed separately, then analyzed together, 
because some of the information in one case is earmarked in the other.  
 
The same as I gave the example of the relationship between Gorbunov 
and with Nosenko and how all of this choir took up the same verbiage 
about the great relationship and the firing of Gorbunov and so and all of 
which built up Nosenko’s bona fides and there are dozens of instances 
in all cases where you found the same echo running thru and uh, uh this 
is not something new .I mean it’s a very standard practice in any 
counterintelligence operation in which you use as much false 
confirmation as possible so you overwhelm the recipient with the fact 
that everything, that the puzzle is being put together and, he gains great 
satisfaction for having quote found all the pieces and put them together 
and if he doesn’t have superior sources, all he’s doing is putting 
together a puzzle which they sawed up and which they invented.  Now 
going thru this case of course I mentioned the fact that the leakage is 
what bothers me.   
 
The first leak occurred in the, and dealt with this case in an article by 
Tad Szulc a few months ago in New York Magazine in which he gave a 
fairly straight forward account of the Shadrin case with one notable 
exception which was that he did not have  knowledge or give any 
knowledge relating to the origin of that case, but a reading of that story 
of his shows that he had access to people in official government 
officials or ex-officials who knew something about the case.   
 
The second leak, and the much more serious, is the leak that occurred 
(pause) about three or four weeks ago and appeared in Time magazine 
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which had a fairly factual account without understanding the 
implications and this time the name Igor appears and that prompted 
both the uh Russian Post and The Star that Sunday to take the time 
release which had been a day or so before publication and write their 
own independent stories on the Shadrin matter and the question of Igor.  
Now we come some weeks later, and we come to the [Nicholas] 
Horrock story and  [5:00]  this I think is, means almost that the maize of 
counter intelligence in many ways because this does destroy the climate 
of defection  
 
HSCA Attorney: 
 This story? 
 
Angleton: 
  This story. Anyway any Soviet who would be a would be defector or 
who harbors any ideas of coming to the United States after he reads this 
story . . .  

HSCA Staff:  Inaudible chatter  
Mr. Angleton. . . . would not commit suicide by coming because 

this would tell him more about the most sensitive parts of counter 
intelligence which had never been revealed coming out and uh in my 
view would be the greatest deterrent for those unknowns whom we 
hope some day some time some place would make contact.  (long 
pause) So then through this I’m going to mark my copies as we go 
along and then I’ll make a comment by number . . .  

 
 
HSCA Staff:   
May we mark these copies? 
 
Angleton: 
 Oh you can mark them but uh I’m just saying that  …. 
 
HSCA Staff: 
  [Inaudible] 
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Angleton: 
Now the first item here is that the wife’s statement to the effect that 

her husband may have been [appears to be reading directly from the 
article] needlessly sacrificed by central intelligence agents in the 
counter intelligence operation and talks about her letter that she sent to 
[Birch] Bayh head of intelligence committee and to President Carter 
and then says she received information that contradicted official 
versions given her by the CIA and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and the White House.   

 
Then she goes on and says that she has ‘recently received 

information that indicates the CIA may have abused her husband to 
help solidify the position of the Soviet Agent in the Soviet Intelligence 
Service despite the fact it was strongly suspected that the Russian was 
an agent provocateur’.   

 
Item #1 The Time magazine story is perfectly correct that the 

individual Igor arrived in the United States on temporary duty and 
called Mrs. Helms on a Saturday and said he wanted to talk to her 
husband and arrangements were made and she got a hold of Helms and 
he called me and the Office of Security and we appeared and the Office 
of Security made the contact with the individual.   

 
I pointed out to Helms that we had to bring in the FBI because the 

man was in the United States on temporary duty and therefore was 
concurrent jurisdiction and also they had the assets, which we did not 
have for surveillance and verifications and so on so that was agreed to.  
Now, the CI, the Counter Intelligence CIA was the only component on 
the clandestine side that knew of the existence of the case.  It was the 
Director’s decision to cut out the Soviet Division because of the fact of 
the question of leakages [coughs]  

 
And more important by narrowing it down to very few people 

should there be a leakage then you would narrow also the investigation 
on that leakage so that, so that, so that there was practically no one who 
really knew that was not a direct, who made a direct contribution to the 
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case, it was based on strict need to know [10:00] basis. And what I 
dispute here is that it does not say that the only people who suspected 
Igor as agent provocateur was the Counter Intelligence.  In other words 
we went on record very emphatically and without any ambiguity, that 
he was an agent provocateur [slurred], that he was here on a mission 
and that he was not to be bullied, but from a Counter Intelligence point 
of view we wanted [slurred], to play the case out and the reason being 
we had a substantial dossier on him, had photographs, we knew a great 
deal about him and therefore we knew we were working directly back 
to Moscow so it wasn’t a [slurred], will o’ the wisp business [rustling, 
snickering] and therefore we wanted to see what he had to say since 
he’d put himself in a position or they’d put himself in a position where 
he’d have to be responsive to us and our questioning. [sound of lighter] 

 
That’s Item #1  [beginning to slur more frequently] Now there was 

no, Item #2 is the next paragraph, if this was true she said in the 
interview this would have been a needless and cynical use of her 
husband’s life. That is not true because he came out of the Embassy 
being here on temporary duty to say that he had received a telegram 
from Moscow who had ordered him to recruit Shadrin, and therefore he 
came to us and he exhorted us to make the arrangements so that Shadrin 
would in fact accept the recruitment and that would quote build him up 
in the eyes of the Soviets.    

 
Now, from our point of view that was perfectly a [slurred], logical 

and a useful thing to do because while we had never had jurisdiction 
over Shadrin he did have a very fine reputation, he worked in the Navy 
and uh he’d seen hundreds of intelligence officers in other countries, he 
was regarded reliable and honorable and so on.   

 
So the details are correct that we went to Admiral Taylor who was 

uh, uh at that time I believe was head of Naval Intelligence and 
therefore in a position without bringing in any numbers of people to 
give us permission to approach Shadrin this would be the office of 
security and the FBI for the purpose of having him be recruited.  With 
this important proviso that he would be under a controlled situation, he 
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would be in the Arlington, Washington area which would mean they 
that would have to service regardless of the bona fides of Igor they 
would have to service dead drops, meetings, questionnaires, 
conversation, what Moscow thought and other case officers.   

 
And since Shadrin was, uh since Igor was here only on temporary 

duty he would also mainly he would have to be a substitute case officer, 
someone would have to be brought out of the woodwork to handle, to 
handle uh Shadrin.  We also knew that unless we gave it our blessing 
that Shadrin was the type that might  [laughs] shoot the man if he made 
an independent approach to him or in any event denounced him which 
would destroy them [15:00] in a game of dealing with Igor.   

 
Uh, [long pause] now we come down to in the same paragraph she 

was advised that the two agencies had told her all that they could under, 
[stumbles] could under national security regulation and that they did not 
know what happened to Mr. Shadrin.  [Coughing] That is perfectly 
correct.  But what they’re doing here is paraphrasing under national 
security regulations to hide the fact that the Igor case impinges on the 
Nosenko case and impinges on all the other cases both FBI and CIA.  

 
 In other words, it is a true ace up the sleeve in terms of in 

[slurred], terror foundation of American counter intelligence. … Then 
she goes on in her letter to Mr. Carter she renewed her appeal for an 
audience entreating him to help her find her husband or the truth about 
his fate.  Now the only comment I would make here is that I think that 
the president should see Mrs. Shadrin the same way as the president 
saw the Olsens. family where the agency or the government was deeply 
in fault or at fault.  And that she should receive adequate compensation 
because he’s gone, and he’s gone because of a fatal error in counter 
intelligence. 

 
HSCA Staff: 
You don’t believe then Vogel’s story that he’s willing to trade him? 
 
Angleton: 
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 I don’t disbelieve it . . .  
 
 HSCA Staff: 
  in case of habeas corpus? 
 
 Angleton: 
  But it would give the lie to, it would give the lie to Dobrynin to 

Brezhnev who have stated that they never heard of him, and the uh lie 
to the Literary Gazette which is the official paper of the Soviet Union 
[that] the CIA [slurred], liquidated him.  The question there is whether 
they have already painted them into a corner where an exchange would 
be inconceivable [coughs] by the way themselves responded, they never 
heard of them but I do say this lady is going to continue to cause 
troubles and what not until she sees the president and I think she has a 
perfect right all things being equal and assuming that Shadrin was bona 
fides and all that then something must be done or you’re going to have 
more stories of this sort and there are going to be more leakages.   

 
[Long pause] 
 
 Now I’ll interpose, and this simply parenthetical  remark  last night 

on the radio WAMU, station W-A-M-U it’s uh Channel 88 plus, Colby 
was on for two hours he spoke and all that and there were two 
telephone calls came in from the public, one was from Mrs. Shadrin and 
she made some very harsh statements to him  etc. and Colby put the 
onus of the case on the FBI, he said it was essentially an FBI case, and 
that is totally false.  Five minutes later another person made a call and 
said I’m a friend of Mrs. Shadrin and then began to go into ‘why is it 
that you make this statement when I have read that a certain lady by the 
name of Cynthia Houseman of CIA was present in Vienna and called 
off the surveillance’ --now this appeared apparently in the public press, 
so then he said ‘Well I was, I was concerned with matters of [20:00] 
Congress and I’d have to go back to the files and I would have to be 
very careful with these matters, and I wouldn’t want to give any answer 
that would be misleading’ and so on and so on and just waffled out of it 
when it’s the biggest case in the entire intelligence community and 
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where it goes to the heart of our methodology which he destroyed and 
I’ll go a step further that I hold Colby’s activities in destroying the 
counter intelligence as we knew it … [door opens, garbled 
conversation] 

 
Angleton: 
Thank you Bob …. 
 
HSCA Staff:   
If the phone rings Jim in the next five minutes and it’s my daughter 

tell her I’m driving down to 17th Street and I’ll look on the corner and if 
she has chosen not to cross . . . 

 
Angleton:  
Maybe she got a better ride. 
 
[Background chatter] 
 
Angleton: [lowered voice] 
 
 That’s General Richardson, he’s the … you know he’s one of the 

senior members here . . . 
 
Angleton:   
So that …. so all I’m trying to say is that the implications of 

destroying the counter intelligence which had taken the position that 
Igor was an agent provocateur because the mission of Igor goes much 
further than has been revealed in the (slurred) newspaper it went also to 
the political levels .  

  
HSCA Staff:   
Also? 
 
Angleton:   
To the political levels, I won’t get into that, that’s not important 

here, that’s something I don’t wanna get into, but if he had been, if time 
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had gone on and he had been successful in some attempts he would 
have achieved certain political channels that could have been used by 
the Department of Disinformation to the exclusion of State Department 
and others, in other words that was also built into his mission. ….Then 
they give the real name of him and so on ….Artamonov [long pause – 
apparently he is reading the news article] and uh the rest of that is true 
…. 

 
Now, in the paragraph starting 'She said that the agencies had told 

her that he had become a double agent in ‘66; after reported that 
members of the KGB had tried to recruit him.  [coughs] This is false. … 
It’s either faulty reporting or falsification, it’s one or the other.  He only 
became a double agent because we wanted him for the build up of Igor, 
and until we went to him regarding Igor’s request he knew nothing.  
The way this is phrased it’s as though there was an independent 
approach to him. In other words it’s not an accurate statement of the 
facts. ….Now It’s my understanding entirely from outside sources that 
a newspaperman was sent by Korpakin [sp?], the attorney, and I’d put a 
5 against that, perhaps to Helsinki [25:00] to talk with …. a Soviet 
regarding the possibilities of an exchange [sound of cigarette lighter)] 
and the Soviet was Victor Louis. 

 
HSCA Staff:  
 Oh he’s a famous one 
 
Angleton:   
But Victor Louis works with [slurred], the Department of 

Disinformation and apparently now whether that’s a dead approach I 
don’t know, and I don’t know whether the government was part and 
parcel of this or whether it was K taking advantage of an independent 
journalist who would have apparently had a good story if it had worked 
out, and I don’t know if it it’s ever come out in print….. 

 
 Now this other part of calling the home of the Director and all that 

is in the Time magazine story.  …. And this is correct about he’s 
holding out the fact that he would advance very high in the echelons of 
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counter intelligence dealing in American affairs if he could control the 
assignments. ….Now this is no tid bit and I’ll make that 6 regarding 
Sasha … because there were still people who had doubts as on, on uh 
whether Sasha was a plant, but the point I’m making here is that this 
leakage again comes from the most classified, in my day, the most 
classified information.  In other words, whoever that gave out this 
information had to have access to official file.   

 
HSCA Staff:  
Was it known anywhere else that he was living in Virginia under 

the name Alexander Orlov? 
 
Angleton: 
 I assume that people knew him, the agency must have known it. 
 
HSCA Staff:   
But outside the agency? 
 
Angleton:   
Well no, but I mean there were many retirees that must have known 

it.  ….  Now going back to, going to a couple of paragraphs below they 
charge that the next nine years during which Mr. Shadrin kept in 
contact with Soviet agents  with instruction  of CIA and FBI were a 
waste because the American authorities had strong suspicions that Igor 
was a KGB plant.  All I’m stating is that while we were there the finger 
was in the dike.  No one else had strong suspicions that he was a plant 
because they believed in him since he confirmed all the other cases.  
Nosenko, and I can go back thru all the cases that are germane therefore 
they wanted to believe in him.   

 
HSCA Staff:  You had mentioned the Hat Case there… 
 
Angleton:  
 
Well they call them The Hat Cases.  There was an interview that 

Epstein gave in England in which he refers to 3 hats or some, and then 
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that those are the cryptonyms that the bureau allegedly gave to their 3 
top agents.  ….. So what I’m objecting to here is, the statement 
‘because the American authorities had strong suspicions that Igor was a 
KGB plant,’ as long as we were in existence they couldn’t send him 
abroad or do anything with him that took him out from under our 
control because the fact that one of our fears was entrapment.  [30:00] 
and then the idea of letting a man who had worked faithfully for us ---
and all the rest of it -- to get him in a position where he would be out of 
our control would be absolutely suicidal so this is totally misleading.  

 
Now this is [slurred] also misleading, the next paragraph the Times 

has confirmed independent of the CIA and so on are deeply skeptical of 
Igor’s bona fides so on [cough].  This is completely false because they 
believed entirely in his bona fides and the two case officers, one was 
Bruce Solie and the other was Bert Turner who were both the case 
officers for Nosenko and who believed in Nosenko and they’re the ones 
who handled Igor personally so I make that para, that is item eight. 

 
HSCA Staff:  
Who was the other one besides Solie? 
 
Angleton: 
Bert Turner, Albert Turner T-U-R-N-E-R,  a very good man but he 

was completely wedded to the belief and note the Nosenko bona fides 
and in the bona fides in these other cases, and in particular the case of 
Igor because he was one of the people handling, one of the two people 
handling Igor…  and I agree entirely with her statement that they 
should never let him go to uh abroad or outside of the country but they 
let him do it because they believed in the validity of the case, therefore 
they saw no harm coming to him and therefore you don’t have any 
susp--  if you think the case is totally under your control, that the 
Soviets believe in the bona fides of Igor and believe in Shadrin, then 
you do what they tell you to do.   

 
It’s only when you have doubts that you don’t follow their 

instruction and you make excuses, like my clearances in the Navy 
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department do not permit me to travel abroad, I have no excuse for 
going abroad, it will raise suspicions, etc. There hundreds of excuses 
that could have been used if you doubted Igor to prevent the trip.  But if 
you believe in the bona fides of Igor, therefore why should you not go 
along with the trip?  

 
Now, here you have a contradiction in the next paragraph, several 

present and former intelligence officers told the times that ‘the 
publication of Igor’s name and the details of his case endangered his 
life and others, and as one source put it, and ‘was detrimental to the 
United States security’. It is true that if the Igor was a bona fide agent, 
the leakage would have pin pointed him to the Soviets as having sold 
out and therefore he’s dead or he’s finished. 

 
HSCA Staff:   
Unless that’s what somebody wanted to do . . . 
 
Angleton:   
Well that’s the reason I keep coming back to where the leakages 

here do have very serious implications, that somebody would take it on 
themselves to risk it as I told you earlier we played all these cases as 
though they were genuine, gave them the same standard security, 
compartmentation, need to know that you would give to a person whom 
you believed in. (cough) So you have on the one hand where this great 
body of American counter intelligence did not believe in Igor yet in the 
same token they’re stating that his life was in danger and all the rest of 
it.  You can’t have it both ways, that’s what I’m trying saying. 

 
HSCA Staff:  
That’s one way to look at it [garbled] 
Angleton.  And if uh, and if in fact if he was a provocateur, he’s 

living happy in Moscow [laughing] and probably getting geared up for 
the next operation…..[35:00 ] 

Now we come to the Russians themselves saying ‘We’re aware of 
the many contradictions in the Shadrin story’ and so on and that goes 
into what this Borovik wrote and I’m trying to get that Literary Gazette 
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weekly because this may have a hidden message in it.   
 
Second, I mean first it is not unusual for the Soviets to write up 

about cases, I mean they uh, they write thousands of books in which 
they make heroes out of their agents, with Chetniks and all of that, 
that’s very common practice, particularly the 50th anniversary, they 
made a stamp out thru different agents, uh they’ve named streets after 
them, they’ve paid them very high honors but the point here is [cough] 
as to whether Borovik is in that report has a camouflage message to 
Sasha to give him hope that if they could retrieve as they did 
Artamonov, namely Shadrin that he should not worry because one of 
the missions, purported missions of Igor was to bring, let us permit 
Sasha to return on the grounds that he was a patriot, that he was not a 
mercenary and that he worked for idealistic purposes, you see.  So 
that’s, I mean, I’m, I’m purely speculating but I’ve got feelers out, and I 
don’t know whether I’ll every get it but I’m trying to get the English 
version of that thing and uh and uh then also (long pause) he uses the 
name Igor Alexandrovich Orlov, Sasha’s name, uh  

 
HSCA Staff: 
Uh huh 
 
Angleton: 
. . . referring to the agent but again you can’t tell much from this 

article as to its significance until you uh you know get a hold of uh 
actually what, how the uh, the Russian version and the English 
translation and then have a Russian go over it for all of the uh, it’s a 
very rich language, for really conveying,  very meanings, very many 
meanings on many levels, you can actually convey the most detailed 
messages if somebody knows how to read them …. and then this whole 
question of uh of the way the Soviets handled ….. it is subject to a lot 
of interpretation and I’m sor--, I’m surprised that they burned their 
bridges on that except that it got to be at such high levels 

 
I mean the Ford level and the Kissinger level and Dobrynin and 

Brezhnev and uh so on I mean uh I can see where the service was 
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compelled to come up with a definitive and final statement and the best 
one to use was that the CIA liquidating him and to let that get around in 
the KGB quarters again is uh to destroy the climate of defection - this is 
the key objective of so much of this because they’re always afraid 
there’s gonna be another Golitsyn, in other words we’ve only had about 
four or five really famous defectors uh from uh, uh there was 
Skorzenko [sp?], the Petrov case - the defectors in Australia, uh, uh 
General Orlov who was probably one of the greatest and uh … 

 
HSCA Staff:  
How about Penkovsky? 
 
Angleton: 
 Uh, I’m not going into that part of it uh that was GRU and uh, and 

Golitsyn [40:00] there have been a few others but I’m talking now the 
central figures that were proven out over the years, because leads they 
gave were fou-- sometimes it took ten years but eventually the case was 
made and they were the originators of that original information….. 

 
Now the new thing, and I’m not, I can’t comment to this which I 

will put down as twelve is the story about that her husband was in fact 
recruited to CIA by the Indonesian Navy officers and the only thing I 
can say there is that I find it [scoffs] unbelievable that the uh  
Indonesians who were penetrated to the gills by the Soviet intelligence 
could have ever hidden the fact that they recruited Shadrin.  

 
HSCA Staff:   
Could that not be some disinformation [garbled] from our side? 
 

 Angleton: 
  Pardon? 
 

HSCA Staff:   
Could that not be some disinformation from our side?  
 
Angleton: 
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Well I don’t know that, I mean I’ve never heard that, I mean I’ve 
heard the rumor but only since I left about this Indonesian connection 
but all I’m trying to say is that uh she puts, she asserts this as though 
she has had you know I mean she’s apparently learning a great deal of 
information. ….. 

 
And the other point I’m making here is Shadrin did not resist and I 

put that as item thirteen - he did not resist the, uh, suggestion that he be 
recruited, quite the contrary he thought if he could help the country and 
advance the cause against the Soviet, against the Soviets that uh he’d 
play the game and uh so there wasn’t any blackmail involved or 
coercion or anything else all he had to do was tell the Navy or whoever 
it was that introduced him to the Bureau all he had to do was just 
simply say I don’t want to become involved and that would have been it 
because you would never use coercion or anything of that sort - you 
would just lay the facts out and ask ‘would you like to cooperate on 
this’ and so and he obviously wanted to be more active than sitting 
around analyzing torpedoes and so on.  

 
My own view is that they would not kill him.  They would put out 

perhaps in the KGB  that uh there was a summary military court martial 
and that he was executed  again to get the deterrent effect but I think 
they’d keep him alive because he met hundreds of  foreign intelligence 
officers who interviewed him, all kinds of Navy personnel, all kinds of 
people from the agency and the FBI and therefore he’s a living source 
and you never know when all of a sudden you see that so and so wants 
a visa and you look up in your record and you find that he was known 
to Shadrin and the fellow is coming to Moscow and therefore Shadrin 
would know about uh what his habit patterns were, whom he knew and 
all that . . .  

 
HSCA Staff:   
[inaudible] 
 
Angleton: 
 No, in other words why execute him?  The question now is 
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whether a damage report has ever been done to see exactly what 
Shadrin could compromise. 

HSCA Staff:   
Who was left to do it? 
 
Angleton: 
 Well there are people there but I don’t think they have enough 

manpower and I don’t think they have that kind of approach. …And 
then this Vogel business I take with a grain of salt because they’ve been 
building Vogel up right and left and he’s all he is, is just a little puppet 
brought out when they want to deal with the West, or some, I mean he 
doesn’t originate or anything else.  And then, uh, Larry Houston, our 
former general counsel wrote a letter to the papers the other day about 
the fact that we used a man named Donovan on the Powers/Abel 
exchange . . . 

 
HSCA Staff:  
[inaudible] 
 
Angleton:  
. . . and uh [45:00 ] that Vogel was not the man. …. And now we 

come to the most important part which is that this, if there is to be any 
oversight and since there’s no evidence that the Agency is doing 
anything about this and since this involves both the methodology of the 
Bureau which also has jurisdiction over all the Nosenko and all these 
other matters uh nothing to my knowledge has been done and this is 
about and it’s about time that something be done because whoever gave 
this information would have access to files that were equally or more 
serious than this case and that would be the cryptonyms of other agents 
and uh that have never been identified, knowledge that has never been 
published, of what Golitsyn told us, hundreds and hundreds of 
thousands of pages of information and uh, …. but fundamentally it 
boils down again to the fact that we’re dealing here with uh a sort of a 
necklace of pearls of which are strung on that is the Nosenko, the Hats 
Cases and number of other cases and then of course Igor.   
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And it’s thru that window that we’re looking at Soviet realities as 
they are telling us, in other words there’s no mention here of the illegal 
aparat, the illegal department, uh assassination, Department 13, none of 
that’s been taken up, … and I think our fundamental  problem running 
throughout all of this is that (pause) everyone is trying to …. judge the 
KGB in terms of what we would do … and I say that’s [garbled] 
generous  and we cannot find that the CIA has this kind of technique or 
this kind of modus operandi therefore that’s the way the KGB would do 
it.   

 
We’ve got too many cases, hundreds and hundreds of cases which 

shows that their approach to the problem or the objective is an entirely 
Russian approach, it is not an American approach, and the fact that a 
man can live for his whole lifetime as an illegal abroad with troubles 
regarding his children. For example Runge, R-U-N-G-E, who was a 
very high grad illegal in East Ger-- West Germany, the only reason he 
defected is that after spending 10 years or so in West Germany as an 
appliance salesman and on a big network going right up in defense …. 

 
END OF TAPE 

 
 
 


