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E. __NOSENKO WAS NEITHER DEPUTY CHIEF OF THE AMERICAN

EMBASSY SECTION NOR A SENiOR OFFICER OR

SUPERVISOR IN THE SECTION DURING THE

PERIOD 1961 -~ 1962 (sic)
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E.  NOSENKO was neither Deodut Cha.ef of the America

Embassy Section nor a senior officer or sutservisor in the Section

during the period of 1961 - 1962 (sic). (Previocus conclusion)

it is the conclusion of this smnm’ary'tiz_at NOSENKO héld éhe
p051t10n of Deputy Cﬁle;, First Section (Amerlcan Embas sy Sect.m“,,
SVD from .]'anua;y' 1960 - December 19561,

The claim of NOSENKO that he held 'the.above.{‘ position in 1960

- 1961 has been the most difficult clai,me.d__p_ositioxi o NOSENKO to
. r__,_\‘__._—_..————_—-u—“-"‘ B i o

satls*actorlly resolve and accept. Acceptance or nonacceptance of

e e s e o .

his claim to have held this particular.posiﬁion is a critical factor in
a decision as td whether the x;emaindér of his claimed KGB career |
is valid. It is believed reasonable to prasﬁme that if NOSENKQ was
Deputy Cgle; of the A*nerlcau-Br..lsa yommo*‘zwea.l“’ Section, Seven:h
Department, prior to December l959»in the absence of any indication
that he was demoted, he should have been at least a Deputy Chief of
Section during 1960 - 1941,

Position in the SCD, KG3, an& throughout the XGB is 1;.”1130 rtan

from a monetary point of view as well as a prestige point of view. If




NOSENKO was only in the First Section as a Senior Case Officer in

w

1960 - 1961, this would have been a demotion in posi;cion'with resultant
ioss of both money and prestige. I : this reason alone, hlS failure to
have held the position of Depuly Chi¢£ in i%\’) - 1961 WOulc";i raise con-
siderable doubt as to whe:th‘evr he held his claimed position pri‘or. to 1960, .
~as well as whether he held»}‘lis cla.:'.m‘ed positions ir'x 1662 - 1963,

t is apparent that the knowledge of NCSENKO concerning all
aspects_. of activity; in thé First Section,‘ First Department, during i960--
1961 is incomplete 'wheﬁ ju'dged. by what are cons.id;ered the 'norma;,
responsibilities of a Deputy Chiei in CIA. During cx{rrent intexviews,
an effort was made to determine wha‘c the responsibilities of NCE,ENKO ‘
actualiy were in 1960 - 1?61 and whether his statements in this are#
were impossible or could be accepted as not negating his claim to have
been Deputy Chief, First Section.

According to NOSENXO, in the early 1960's there were only
approximately fifteen Deputy Chieis of Section in the entire SCD and
in certain departments none of the seciions had a Deputy Chief of Section.
in addition, transfer of a Deputy Chiel of Section was not always followed
by a replacement in kind, according to NCSENKO who stated that he was

not replaced by another Deputy Chief when hie transferred to the First

Section, First Department.
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According to NOSENKO, there was not a job description for a

Deputy Chief of Section and e dutles of the particala. Deputy Chief
’—M_._—v

were in actualily what the Chief of Department and Crief of Section

decided would be his assigned duties.

-

The previous summary drew attention to an apparent conflict

between early statements of NOSENKO that he replaced no one when he

entered on duty in the First Section, First D-epartment,, and his subsequent

&

‘cla.lm that he replaced Mikhail BAKS VALOV a.a Depuuy Cme.s. in the First

Section. Along with this he had first credited KOVSHUK and various

other officers in the Section wuh previous respon sLb;hty for ceriain

L E . maitters which were assigned to him upo:;i his arrival there, then later
stated that fBAKHVALOV had been re.spons:;.ble for theée matters., The'
previous summarxy noted that interrogétipn had nevei' rgsolved these
contradictions.

In the light of the present clearer picture of ths nature of a

Deputy Chief of Sectlovz, the statements of NOSENXO on BAKHVALOV

e
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and on the issue of who he, NOSENKO, did or did not replace are not
contradictory. There is no reason to question that BAKHVALQOV, with
whom NOSENKO, incidentally, did not overlap, was a Deputy Chief of

Section in the First Section before NCSENKXO, ané that ne wa
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ibie for certain areas which later 7ell io NCSENKO., On the other
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hand, according to x\OSJ.u\‘{O, the principal reason for his being‘assigned

to the First Section was to concenirate on a new area of emnhasis {code

- clerks), Therxe could 01. course have been no spec1“c pr edecessor for
a substantively hew, area. Therefore, in one sense BA:CIVALOV was
‘the predec_éssor’ of NCSENKO and in another sénse he was noi. The
interpretation éf_ the various statements of N OSENXKO 6h this ié sue as

- being in conflict appears to be the result of coniusion on this point by

all concerned,

et

According to NOSENKO, at the time of his transfer to the Firs

Section, First Department, in early 1960, he had not been told and for

a short period thereafter was not told what his actual duties would be.

KOVSHUK, Chief of the First Section, wanted to assign NCSENKO to

superyise the work against Service Attaches at the United States‘ EmBassy.
.NOSENKO felt that the propos ed'aséignmen‘: by KOVSHUK was intenéed

to keep NOSENKO.ocIcupied with nonproductive work since KG3 policy

for work against the Service Attéches was primarily one of control on

trips and not active work towards possible recruitment.

After a short period of time, NCSENKO was infiormed by

GRIBANOYV that he, NCSENKO, had been trans

erred to supervise the

iy

-

work against code clerss (also code machine mechanics) ai the United

1

States Embassy., GRIBANOV defined this work as being of the
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importance, and the recruitment_ of codé clgrké as'a; pfio‘rity aim of
the KGB. KLYPIN who was Chief of the First Departmeut 1a»er re—
peated the above and a groun consisting. oa. NOSEZENKQC, Gx,rma.dly i,
GR"’AZ\IOV and Vadim V.- I.{OSOLAPOV was ;ormed with NOD“‘\IKO
responalble for supe;vzsmn of the work GRYAANOV a.nd KODOLAPOV

‘were not new KGB officers, but instea;d were experienced officers

lunou-gh both as S'em';o_r Caée Officers §§e;e of lesser rank than NOSENKO.
NOSL\IL{O does ﬁot clal:m that I he had to train eu.her. o“'cer‘ or to fnmu..ely‘
‘scrutinize _every' action or proposed action of GRY.AZ}\EOV and KOSOI;APOV.
NOSENKO 'd‘oes claim he was '.resp-on‘siblAe for 'supervision over their
- work,
Accordir;g to NOSENKO, GRIBANOV emphasized that work
against ¢ode ciérks‘ was to be his primary work in the First Section
and that it would take pr ecedence over any other activity. Other than
work against code clerks, NOSENKO has generally défined his respon-'
sibilities as follo\‘vsz
(2} Respc;nsibility for file of (Work against) John
ABIDIAN, Security Officer at United States Embassy.
(b) Responsibility for preliminary review of re-
ports irom OTU (KCGB technical unit) of ake' from

micropnones in the United States Zmbassy.
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{c) Responsibility for maintenance of the physical
securl;y file on the United St ates Embéssy

I(d) Acting in place of Vladislav KQVSHUK, Chiei,
First Secnon, when KOVSI—I"K was absena..

As can be seen from the abo,ve,; the responsibilities of NOSENXKO,
by his deﬁmtzon, which are borﬁé ou;: by s.pecﬁzc information furmsixed
by NOSE\IKO would not comc1de with the nox-'mal reSponsibilities of a
Deputy Chief of Branch or Section in CJ.A An anaiyst can either accep.. :
or reject the theory that théré is ~.:u:-zcessamAJ.y an equa«.lon.omween the
responsibilities of a Deputy Chief in CLA and the’mﬁ, but if the analyst

accepts the theory, he must offer some supporting evidence on this point.

Pages 151 - 261 of the previous Sumfnary ¢onta.ined comments
and conclusions and sub-conclusions in regard to the claimed 'ée'rvice .
of NOSENKO as Deputy Chief of First Section, First Departm ent, 1960,"
1961, The previous primary conclusion was that he was neither Deputy
Chief of the First (Amgrican Embassy) Section nor a supervisor in that
section. The conclusion of this summary is that he was Deputy Chief
and had supervisory responsibils’.ties for wor}c againét code élerks. The
matter of the responsibility of NOSENKO for work against code clerks
will be considered later. Comments will first be mace on the respon-

sibilities listed in (a) - (d) above.
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Pages 205 - 222 of the previous summary cbntaip. a det.:ai:’l"ed.
basis 'fc.:»r ine previous conclusion that NOSENKO was not the KGB case
z ~ officer for John ABIDIAN. The current conclusion is that he wés the
responsible case officer for ABIDIAN., Wheither‘ or not his work against
ABIDIAN compa.réd favorably with &pa.t is considered to be the MO of
a re;ponsible CIlA case officer is}Materi&l; what is'materiai is

whether NOSENKO reasonably fulfilled the requirements of the KGB

for \X{ork against the particular target, Johﬁ ABIDIAN.. It is felt that
the answer to this is that NOSENKO aid.
According to NOSENKO, the work against AB"ID}‘AN was in the
direction of determining if ABIDIAN would lead the KGB to "another
. POPOV, " and no consideration was given to active égent work agaiﬁst
ABIDIAN for pﬁssible recruitment. This explanati.on by NOSENKO
appears reasonable and logical and his knowledge of AEIDI.AN and his
description of his work against ABIDIAN should be coﬁsidered only
within that framework,
Admittedly NOSENKO was unawa.l;e of a considefable amount
of details regarding the background of ABiDIAN, but on the other hand
if the statements of NOSENKO are accepted that the only aim of the
XGB was to see if coverage of ABIDIAN would lead to "ancther POPOV,-'”

( it {ollows that such personaliz information on ABIDIAN would have had
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little material value for the SCD. Tae FCD had advised the SCD prior

to the arrival of ABIDIAN in the USSR that ABIDIAN was considered to

be "American Intelligence, ' and in addition ABIDIAN assumed the

Security Officer position formerly held by Russell A, LANGELLE,

who was known by the KGB to be CIA. No investigation by the SCD

»

was necessary to determine if ABIDIAN was “"American Intelligence®

‘or not,

The previous summary, pages 213 - 216, contains som e quite
speciﬁé statements relative to ABiD'iAN and a Soviet maid, a KGB
operatiénal contact acéording to NOSENKOQO, which alfe erroneous.
This inva.lit‘:‘tates one of the bases for the previous conclusion that
NOSENKO was not the responsible case officer for ABIDIAN,

NOSENKO had previously stated that in circa October 195G he

prepared an operational plan on ABIDIAN which included continuation

of the placing of Metka on the clothing and eifects of ABIDIAN by &is

maid who is mentioned above, Tatyana FEDOROVICH. The statement
is made in the summary that this could not be true because FEDOROVICH
has recently been reinterviewed concerning the above and the resulis.
invalidate the previous conciusion that FEDOROVICH could rnot nave

treated the clothing and effecis of ABIDIAN with Metka prioxr to July 196i.

COL416d




ABIDIAN has now stated that he arrived in Moscow ;n M;‘.:i-'rch“ .
1960 with the intention tha he would not employ a Soviet ma’id;“ ‘Ag.')pzrdxi.-' |
mately three months later h‘is clqse association began with Myra -
KEMMER, a Department of State_.efnployee; this association Aéontinued o
until she left Moscow in mid-1961. KEW\/IER had Tatyana'EEbORoviCH_
as a maid and through mutué.l agreement with KEI\/LV.ER, FEDOROVICH
became the part-time maid for ABIbIAN Eegiming sometime./in the .fa’.]..l '
of 1960. ‘From that time on FEDOROVICH, according to ABIDIAN, had
uncontrolled access to hlS living qua.rt.ezl's since she had a key to permit
entry for cleaning purposes. h

ABIDIAN did not mail any opera.tioﬁa.l letters within the -S.c;‘.viet h
Union until after March 1961 and therefc_)re in'\Iriéw of the abéve, fhefce

L i?w‘

is no reason to contradict the statement of NOSENKO that the three

e )

-showed evidence of Metka. It is interesting to note that NOSENKO in

June 1962 warned CIA about the KGB use of Metka for spotting internal

T s 4+ e e et e,

letter mailings by United States Embassy personnel,

ABIDIAN, according to NOSENKO, was the subject of a. 24-hour
surveillance with the Seventh Directorate assigning a specific surveillance
brigade to cover ABIDIAN, The actual surveillance of ABIDIAN was the

responsibility of the Seventh Directorate which submitied repoxts to the

(001169
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First Sec‘cion, First Depart:ment. NOSENKO, as the responsible case
officer for ABID.LAJN was expected to review these reporus and give
any appropsx riate guldance or dlrectlon to the Seventh Dlrec‘.orate but

under the KGB or ation he would not partlc_xpate in the urveilla.nce

'ac“vxtles of the Seventa D;.rectora...e NOSE’\KO s.,a..,ed that ho.d sur—

velllance or agent mformatlon dlsclosed any personal weaknesses of.
.A.BIDIAN the KGB would have auempted tq exploit them. No personal

weaknesses were disclosed, according to NOSENKO, and the pattern

of coverage to see if ABIDIAN would lead the KGB to "another POPOVH

remained unc-ha.'nged.

Pagee 210 - 212 of the Previous summary notes ;cha.t NOSENKO
was unaware of countries visited by ABIDIAN during trips outside the
USSR and that no effort was made by NOSENKO through the FCD to find
out such information, According to the prev;lous summary, NOSENKO
stated that the FCD “would not accept' such a request for "op'eraf:ional
action against an American diplomat coming from Moscow. " The
surveillance which would have been required on the part of the ¥CD
to achieve any sort of reasonable coverage of ABIDIAN abroad would
certainly have placed a severe burden on the FCD. Further, NOSENXO
contends that the results which might reasonably be expected would be

of little or no practical value to the SCD,

GO01170
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Pages. 216 ~ 221 of the previous summary contain a summa.ry -
on tahe matier of the Pushikin Street dea&drop site which 'J‘o’r‘mv ABIDIAN
visited on 30 Decgmber 1961, It should be notedA-t.ha.i: a cﬁrrezﬁf re\fie\r;' _ |
of the 1964 - 1966 interrogations of NOS;ENKO on this mé‘c’:e: indicates
they were unable to clarily the matter and did much to confuse the issue,

Current interviews, as indicated above, have not fully resdlved
the problems, but have assisf.e& in at least minimizing the areas of
~conilict or confusiop,. - It is apparent that NOSENKO was not in the First
Section, First Department, for any material period of timeA after
30 December 1961, It is also clear that he either r;a.d the surveillance
report on the visit of ABI_DIAN to the Puéhkin Street deaddrop site or
was fully briefed on the details of the visit. | NOSENKO insists. that ke
read the; surveillance reporty at the time oi' shortly after the event,

There is no reason.to question ais aséertion that he read the fepo’rt'

- since his accurate knowledge of the route of ABIDIAN and his actions

in connection with the visit support this claim. However, his consistent
inability on his own to approximate the date of the visit or reléi:eit to

his change of assignments raises a question regarding when he actually
read the report.

NOSENKO claims that the visit of ABIDIAN tc; the Pushkin Street

jeaddrop area ledto the XGB setting un a stationary surveillance post
; & M £
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near the siie which was maintained for three months and that he was

informed on a daily basis of the results of this stake out (always

negative). To take this statement literally would raissa further problem

. since, in addition to his transfer from the First Department to the

Seventh Depar'tmentvaé of early January 1962, NOSENXO went to

‘Geneva in mid-March 19562. y

It is conceivable that, as he himself now maintains, he was kept

‘advised of developments 6r nondevelopments following the visit of

ABIDIAN to the Pusl;xkin étrée,t .buildin.g b}lf‘Veniamin KOZLOV, a Chief
of Department in the ‘Seventh Dire,ctoraté.Who haa beén known to
NOSENKO fsinc:e 1953, or Viadislav KOVSHUK or Gennadiy GRYAZNQV,
Chief and Deputy Chief respectively of fhevfirst.»Section, First Depart-
ment.  Even.so, however, his failure to call our attention to this matter
in June 1962 would seem to require explanation, especially in view of
the fact that-he did warn us about the danger of operational leiter maill--
ings by ABIDIAN -~ a warning which would appear clearly to have been
derived from KGB coverage of the activities of ABIDIAN in the spring-
summer of 1961, |

It is to be noted that during the June 1962 meetings NOSENKC
was not speciiically asked for any additional information regarding

any known or suspected intelligence activities of ABIDIAN, ZEeyond

7 | 001172
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this, NOSENKO hims eif has stated t it did not occur to him to tell

us because the stake out had long since been dropped, it had revealed

-nothing suspicious on the part of ABIDIAN or anyone else, and therefore

he had regarded it as insignificant.
This is not implausible. Another possible explanation, however,

derived from the already noted inability of NCSENKO to pin down a date .

for the visit, is that he learned of the stationary surveillance post if not

of the visit itself after his meetings with us in June 1962, ‘It should be

noted in this context that with the public exposure of the PENKOVSKIY

3

case in the fall of 1962, the Pushkin Streect dea;ddroé- updoubtedly béCame_ '
the subject of widespread inte;est within the KGB.

vThat NOSENKO is .;.Lt a minimum still confused about the visit
of ABIDIAN to the Pushkin Sf:eet deaddroé and its consequenc;es is clear
from thé record, Walile it. is entirely possible tilat NOSENKO has cor;-;
sciously exaggefated hig involvement with the visit and its a.ftermath,(
it is also possible that the evident distoriions of his accounts of the :
affair derive fro:rh honest confusion.

Current interviews and a check of the tapes of previous inter=-
views leave no doubt that NOSENKO was aware of the visits of ABIDIAN
to the upper Gorkiy Sireet area circa March 1961, These visits by

ABIDIAN were for cover purposes and preceded his start of operational
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letter mailing, NOSENKO consistently relates, and has furnished

drawings which subs»a.ntlat-.., that viéi‘cs:of 'ABIDIAN to a cornfnissior;
shop, a néxt?-dot)r art ishop,« and a local poAs‘; o.f'ﬁ.c‘e in the area were
knownvto_, a.ndcohs.ider‘ed; s#spiciouéi bythe KGB. The e,ntrah;e té .At‘z.xe‘
art shop, ‘a.'ccor'dilng:to NOSENK:O,;_w_a)s so, éituated as ’co- be an ideal
place for picking uiJ‘ or placing a aeaddfop; .'andr a mobi—leqsurvéilla.nce 2
was‘placed on the ar t sno§ for a perléd o;.‘ 'tune ‘o;low‘ng the ns:.t oi

ABIDIAN Off;c1a1 records comlrm the VlSlta of ABIDLAN at the ume'

‘and to the bulldmds descr:.bed by Nosm\mo

#

Pages 216 - 220 of the previous sum.ma.ry contain no refer ‘nc‘ev
to the specific statements of NOSENKO relative to KGB iﬁtereét in ti':.e
visits of ABIDIAN to the'upper Gork_i_y Street area, It is also clear
from a review of certain transclrip-‘cs' of previdusv inteiro-gatians that
no,differenf:iation was made concerning his"statements relative to XGB
coverage of the a.ctiv-ities' of ABIDIAN in the upper Gorkiy Street area.
circa March 1961 and his statements concerning his knowledge of the.
Pushkin Street deaddrop site after the visit of ABLDA\T to that sit
(30 December 1961).

It is impossible at this time to state that a detailed debriefin
of NCSENXO concerning‘ABIDIAN prior to hostile interrogation would

have permitted the clarification of all issues including the ab
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La\.re is no doubt that the hostile m‘.e.&rorfaumn has confused matters to

~the point where compiete clarification appears impossible. In a._ny event,

-

one thing is clear -~ since he may well have LransLerreq out of the Flrst
Sectzon, First Departmem, by 31 Dece*nbe 1961 and most cer ta.:.my had
transferred by,early.b’anuary 1962, the fact that NOSENKO has supplied

‘confused iniormation regarding .’ch_e' Pushkin Stree.. affair canno be used

 to mpugn his cla1m to na.vmg bGE"K case ofﬁce- for ABIDIAN irom early
1900 un..xl late 4.901 Fur..hermore, a,he ia.vct mat \'OS::.NKO is not able to
3roperly da..e the visit of ABIDIAN to Pushkin Street, is "in.no ';;yay indicative

of KGB dispatch. If diépatched, <NQSENKO presumably would hé;ve ﬁad t‘né

-date right.

In re'gard to (b), the responsibility of NOSENXO for pxelirx_l__inary re-

R view of reports from OTU (Technical Unit of XGB) of Ytake" from micro-

- paones in the United States Embassy, the previous conclusion was that his
claim that he personally reviewed the KGB monitoring reports was not

i
i
X
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It is not felt that the previous conciusion made suf
ance for the explanation of NOSENKO of what the responsibility actually

ntailed. Information from microphones in the United States Embassy,

according to NOSENKO, was handled very specially. Telephone inter-

epts were given to a'designated officer for distribut ion to the appropriate

case officer, but microphone reports, io rrevent wide dissemination even

o o - Y 304475
: ithin the First Section, were brouvght daily io the Deputy Chief or iz his
absence to the Chief and then were distributed fo the individual responsible
i5 Lo
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case officer. In this way, according to NOSENKO, no one below the
ranlk of Deputy Chiei was aware of the total maicrophone ftake' from

the United States Embassy as received by the sectioxn.

As regards political type 11'1: rmation, and according to NOSENKO.

this was considered tne most 1T’1p01‘ta.ﬂo. by the KGB and OTU, NOSENKO

*

had no responsibility for review or ultimate dissemination of the infor-

mation to the Chief, SCD, the Chairman, XGB, or the Central Committee

since this was the responsibility of a unit in t"qe office of the Chief, SCD.
NOSE\IKO has a.lSO stated that the output from certain of the
working microphones was ”dying” and that OTU in addition to having

reception difficulties was also havmd dxfflcul ty obtaining a sufficient

number of qualified mom..or-t;anslators. As a result, according to

-~ e v e

NOSENKO, OTU was not providing complete verbatim transcripts from
most microphones, but actually was reporting only those portions which

OTU considered pertinent. Despite the fact that full transcripts of all

conversations in areas covered by active microphones would have been

]

of interest to responsible officers of the First Section, OTU, according
to NOSENKOQO, did not provide full transcripts and when asked to provide

moxre gave the routine answer of, "we could do so if we had mozre

TU and could not be furnished o the Firs:t Section. An ofii

o
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rirst Section could listen o a particulax tape but he had to go to OTU
to 6o s0 and as a result this was done very inirequently,

It is believed that any presumptiion that the KGB recovered or -
transcribed all conversations even in the thirteen areas listed by
NOSENKO as having active mic::."ophones .LS not reasonable or even
realistic., It is al‘so unrealistic to presume that any conversa.iion con-

ducted within reasonable distance of an active microphorne was not

compromised to the KGB. The latter is a factor to be considered in

any damage assessment; it is not an appropriate basis for a presumption

that NOSENKO had to have been aware of h;s or th;.s just because some-

one had a co*zversau.o*l in in one of the rooms in which there was an active

microphone and NOSENKO has claimed he reviewed the 'take! from
microphones in the United States Emba.ssy.

It is apparent thé.t there are a number of impohderable factoz;s
to be considered such as whether the conversation could be picked up
by the microphone, whether the monitor could recover sus ficient portions "
of the cohversation to understand the gist of what was being said, and
even if nhe did, whether ne would consider it of sufficient importance or
interest to include in his report in verbatim or in summary form.

In regard to {¢), the claim of NOSE NXO that he was respoasible

.

for maintenance of the physical secu rity {iie on the United States Embassy,

17 ' ‘- 6001&:77
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it is not considered that mere is an adeguate basis for questiOning
‘tnis claim.

The pfeviousA summary contained & cohclusibn that the claim
'of NODE\I{O that he was custodian of the Embassy security file was -
an invention, The b sis for this conclusion was not then adequate and

current interviews with NOSENKO have further indicatad that his claim

on this point should be accepted.

In regard to {(d), the claim of NOSENKO that he acted in place
" of KOVSHUK, the Chief of Fi:;st Sectioﬁ, when KOVSHUK was absent,
it is coﬁsidéred that this claim is accepiaple pro'vzd:.ng it is not con~
verted into a éresumption that therefore NOSENKO knew everything
that KOVSI—;UK knew,

NOSENKO claims that he was not responsible for the direct
supervision of approximately two-thirds of the officers in the First
Section. These offlcers normally reported directly to & KOVSHUX aﬁd
;vvould only report to NOSENKO when XOVSHUK was absent. As an
‘example of this, NOSENXO has shown a lack of detailed knowledge of
the work against diplomatic personnel in the United States Embassy.
He has stated he is sure he would have known of anything "important"
such as a recruitment or attempted recruitment, but he does not claim

to have reviewed all the reports of the various officers of fhe First
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Section. His récognition of the names of individuals at the Uniteid
States Enﬁbassy in 1960 - 1961 ang even their assignments seems
adequate,

The previous criticism that NODHNKO knew only the names
of most agents oz’ operative com.ac..s Who were part of the XGB network
among the indigenous employees of the American Zmbassy, did not.
recognize their pPhotographs, and did not givé suificient details con-
cel;ning thei_r specific activiﬁes is‘cons‘ide:eq_ t0 be an unwarrénted
c~riticisrﬁ. ‘NOSENXO indicates that “1 'général the ‘nénulln'r»of agents
in the First Section was the *e5pons‘bdny of individual case officers.

It is also apparent that the philosophy in the KGB was to maintain
a single handler—agent relationship as much as possible, and that respon-
sibility for an agent would not be tranSLerred merbly becaiuse.tl;xe agent
had access to a & target who was the responsibllzcy of a case officer othex
than the handler of the agent. This apparent philosophy is of particular
interest j.n connection with NQSENKO, who even thoug gh he was the case
oificer responsible for ABIDIAN and together with KOSOLAPOV and
GRYAZNOV worked actively againstAcode clerks, did not have an agent
network which he specifically handled. Mere use of an agent fox repori-

ing on or a specific activity agaiast 5 particular target was normalily

6004479
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not an adequaie reason to transfer responsibility for the agent and it
eppears the :{GB considers that the continuation of an established |
handler-agent relationship has considerable merit, )

- NOSENKO, as previously indi;ated; has stated qa‘c ne had the
résponsibility'for work against gode 'cler‘.\s at the United States Embassy
during 1960 - 1961, Except for the éeriod of time that he claifns respon-
sibility for supervision of work against ihe Service Attaches in early
1960 he was, accordlna to l’OS“‘\KO responsible fof supervisibni oi
the work of Vadim A, :KOSOLAPOV, Genn"adiy" I. GRYAZNOV, Viadimir
DEMKIN and Yevgeniy GROMAKOVSKIY, -{4

GRYAZNOV and KOSOLAPOV worked only against code clerks
and therefore were supervised soiely by NOSENKO, whereas DEMKIN

, ,

and GROMAKOVSKIY, who handled indigenous agents in American
House, came under the supervi-sion. of NOSENKO only in those cases
where these agents were directed against code clerks.

It is quite clear that the knowledge of \OS“‘\ KC concerning the
code clerks, code machine mechanics and pouch clerks who, according
to NOSENKO, were included in his targets in 1960 - 1951, was much

greatler than his knowledge of any other cate yory of American employees

at the United States Embassy during this period except for ABIDIAN,
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The foliowing comments are concerned with several specific
cases in which, accoxrding to NCSENKO, there was an approach by the
XG3, interesting information was developed, or in which at least a
considerab}e arnount of speciﬁc work was caxrried out by NO_SENI{O;

KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNOV.

The first case, [James S'I"CRSBERiG‘Q is covered on pages 1656 -

177 of the previous summary. Little additional comment is considered

necessary on this case since there does not appear to be any adequate

‘reason to question the general story of NOSENXO ia regard to tae KGB

y-

effort against|STORSBERG.

t is recognized and mentioned elsewhere that NOSENKO in 1962
exaggeraied his personal involvement in the case, ipa.rticularly Iin pl;,c-ng
himself as present with GRBANQV when the recruitment pitch was made
toféTORSBIéRG}. NOSENKO has retracted this particular claim, but
there is no reason to doubt that he was engaged for approximately a year
in the planning ané activities which preceded the unsuccessful approach
to STORSBERG,

An issue was previously made over the timing of the approzch
to STORSBERG since STCRSBEIRG) dated this as October 1961, NOSENKO

)

has indicated about June 1961, éand information from GOLITSYN, hased

on'remarks by XOVSHUXK to him,
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NOSENKO, during current interviews, has given an acceptable

account oi theSTORSBERG/case, He has stated that he cannot precisels
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. { e : f— A ¢ ‘
approach at the Moscow airport to James XKEYSERS /(June 16, 1961)

because otherwise no action would have been taken against KEYSERS,

’ v 3 » { . . N ° - »
When recently reinterviewed, STORSBERG)coniinued to maintain

that the approach occurred in October 1961, but the internal eyidence in

i

nis description of collateral events makes it clear that the approach had-

7

to have taken place considerably earlier,

P {Joseph MORO\IE; another code clerk at the United States Embassy,

.

who will be the subject of further discussion below, has been intexviewed

on the basis of statements by! S ORSB‘T‘RG na... MORONE was present in
American House the night of the approach. Analysis of the statements
of MORONE) clearly indicates that the events STORSBERG fdéscribes
coﬁld not ha{re taken place later than the period February to eafly May
1961,

The best estirmate possible at this time is that the approach to
'STORSBERG] occurred in March - April 1951, which is quite compatibie

with the approximate dating of tl;e approach by NOSENKO. Ia the face

'J

L P 3 s £ & PRI £ s . - - . f\ ok Tnel A‘\ s
of this approximation oi the date of thé approach to|STORSBERG; it is

6001182
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believed reasouadlie to assume that tne remarks of KOVSHUK o

. ~ - . - ./ - . a2 - - v g S e .
GOLITSYN in January 1961, as related by GOLITSYN concerning

i - " . T e s - - R
& successiul operation against aymilitary code cler¥in Moscow at the
end of 1960, referred to'STORSZEERG, and that KOVSHUXK either was

referring to a compromise phase of the osération rather than the actual

~approach, or was prematur ely clar*nmc anticipated success.

Pages 178 - 181 of the previous summary contain information

in regard to the attempted defection operation against sames HZVYSERS,
As of this time, it is considered that there are no Gdiscreparnciés between

;

record iniormation and information frorn NOSENKO w ch in any way

i refiect against NOSENKO, KEYSERS did not recognize a photograph

of NOSENKO as the Soviet who made a fast approach o him at the air-

port, but this does not provide a valid reason to disbelieve the statement
of NOSENKO that it was he who tried to falk to KEYSERS]
There are certain statements relative to the:‘fKEYSERéf cas'e as
set forth in the previous summary which require specific comment.
(a) The sitatement is made that no KuB office;
directly connected with the case could recard<,KEYSERS\,*
as the replacement for STORSBERG) In fact, KEYSERS

actually was being trained by!ST REZ ERGJ as a si bsti‘cute,

not a replacement, even though iis primary assignment

,, | | 6001183
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a—

L

was not that of a code NCSAENKXQO has during

()
O
v
I

current iulerviews reiated how he received the impression
irom the OTU reports of conversations picked up by the
microphone in the Military code room at »ne United States

- ey

Embassy »na..\z&...‘YSuRS e;.»her ‘was not a code clerk or
had been away from code work for a qonsiderable period
of time. In any event, the impression of NOSENKO wzs
that(ST ORSBLRG was having 2 difficult time expiaining.
the particular work to >KEYSZR§, The observations of

NOSENKO are of interest since XZTY ERS‘}actxflally had
not 'r;een a code clerk but, as noted, wé.s 'being trained
by iiSQTORSBERG} so that he could act as a substitute., Under
the circumstances, it is considered:quite logical that the
KGB would assume at the time that *("‘YSERS) was to be the
eventual replacement ofiSTORSBE-RG}.

(b} The pre-vious summary stated that, ""prior to his

T )

departure from Moscow, KEV ERS acknowledged to his
. = . = .. .
supervisors [Colonel URBAN/ his homosexual tendencies

and he admitted involvement in three homosexual :mc*c‘,n..s,

om

il at the American House' (page 179).

&

6001184




14-00000

& )

Contrary to:this assertion, a review oi the

official memorandum, dated 16 June 1961, of ’\Co;.onel
\URB AN reflects that“r\KEYSERS} was not informed by
URBAN\,’of the ”alle'ga"cions of homosexuality in order
not to aggravate the possibility of a _ra;h act bSr him
while within the Soviet Uﬁion."‘

{c) On page 230 of the previous summary, tae
statement is made that, "In the .single case in which ’he‘
/_KODLl\KO/ asserted that he relie d. on information pro-

—~

cured from microphones (KEYS: RSF ailure to report

y receipt of the defection invitation) he was in erroz."

While the official record shows Lh**‘KT“YSERS

did incdeed report receipt of the defection letter to {Colonel
i\URBAN] in thé office of Colonel {TRBAN, it should ke noted
that this occurred less than one hour before X EYSER@ left
the Embassy for the airport, NOCSENKO has stated that in
the absence_ of information to the contrary_from microphone
and telephone taps, the KGB had concluded that KEYSERS)

had not reported receipi of the defection letter and there-
P P

fore had decided to approach: KE"S._‘RS jat the airport. In

§
)
{41

. “ . ooz LT r " . -
view of the shorti time between KEVYSEZRS report of receipt
‘

“ ~

X | | 6001185
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of the letter and his departure from Moscow, it would

- 3 - . aatoem W A B { P S P A Jd s
afave been reraarcao.e if tae XGD nad learaned LillS 1n-

- N ‘\77—\ \ .
account of NOSZNKOQ in umLx{“YbaRS/m"tter therefore

is considered completely credmle.

Pages 181 - 184 of the previous summary contain information
in regard LoLNa.t..“ew AN JUS who succeaded James STOR SBLQGv

£}

-having arrived in Moscow in September 1961, GRYAZNOV was the

B

résponsible case oilicer for{;ZUJUS\(‘I, according to NOSENXO.

The previous summary states (page 183) thathﬂJ'US\}, during a
routine debriefing, confirmed an Embassy report that in the summezr of
1962 he had been intimate with an Austrian woman, I I.L,LI.AN "wno.
visited _ihe_ American House \-ﬂliﬁ.‘l someone from the United Arab Republic, -
"LILLIAN" was interviewed by the American House manager and she
claimed to be from Vienna but traveling with her employer, a Czech.
Further inquiry revealed that no Austrian passport had been issucd to
"LILLIAN, ' and she was later asked for her passport., “LILILIAN"
replied that she had forgotten it, then leit, and did not return,

The previous swummary stated that the above incident had beern |
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" ‘{“ X - 3 = ’ L) ) . k3 »
MORONE) coni'lrmed that in early 1661 he had met a West German gizrl

Tl leeg

Page 194 of the previous suwrnmary relates information from

NOSZNKD that GRYAZNOV went to Tast Ber

[

in in early 1960 to obtain

two German women who could be used against the residents of American
House. During current interviews, this matier has been again covered
[<] ; ¢ o

with NO\SENKO, Accoréing to NOSENKO, GRYAZNOV arranged for

these two women, agents of the Berlin KGB Residentura, to visit Moscow
e ] £L a dt e Aoy - PR by BTN i) 2

under false documentation, one as a West German and the other as an

Austrian, NOSE\IKO ;ur‘.her identified the "West German" agent,

"HANNA, " as having the cover of a journalist, and stated he believed

”HAN\IA” had met MORONE at American House. Ina recent interview,

at American House who claimed to be a journalist, The statements of

-MORO\TE} thereiore appear to substantiate the report of NOSENXO,

Concerning the agent documented as an Ausirian, NOSENXO re-
ported that she was queried about hexr nasspor., at American House and
as a result the KGB returned her to East Germany without further

attempts to use her at American House, NOSENKO places this incident

in the same time period as the "HANNA" case; i.e., 1960 ~ 1951, He

. . AP GRS . .
has never suggested any connection with!ZUJUS, nor is there reason

—

to assume that he could be referring to the experience of{ZUJUS since

this took place in the summexr of 1962, after NCSENXKQO had left the

American Embassy Section. . Saﬂiig’]
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it was the conclusion of the previous su ummary that NOSENKO
did not know enough about ZD”'S! oxr 2ls background to have exercised
any supervision in the development oLvZUJUSJ Granted that NCSENXO
did not know many details *efrﬁrd_ ;;IZJ"" tae fact is that NOSENKO

N

leit the First Section, First Deparitment, at the end of 1961 at waick
ime any supervisory functions of NOSENXO terminated. |ZUJUS, who
did not arrivé in Moscow until September 1961, rémained in Moscow
until January 1963, NOSENXOC could hardly be held responsible for |

knowing anything aooa*‘ZU.JU er 1 January 19562,
VA b2

es 185 ~ 189 of the previous summary coniain a synopsis of

( previous information from NOSEZNKO in regard tof,‘PaﬁliJ'?NN’*"R\l

Basically, NOSENXO had reported that when the XGB learned that

.{Paul JENNER;‘, who was thought to be a cdde clerk, was coming to
Moscow through Helsinki, a plan was made to send Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV
to Helsinki to travel on the same train ast\JENNER) to Moscow. A fema}.e
agent of GRYAZNOV was to be placed on this train at lVyborg after the
- rain entered the USSR, The Lemale agent was to became acquainted
with! JLNI\LR as a part of a future operation against! J N\IV"@ .;1 Noscow,i
and KOSOLAPOV was also to become acquainted with( JENNEQ.
NOSENKO has stated that the operation was successful, that both

[ s o
KOSOLAPOV and the iemale agent made the acquaintance of. JENNER,

28 - 3001188




R

ané that he, NOSENKO, read the renort submitted by KOSOLAPROV on
the irip from Hclsinki to Moscow,

/. - . o =2 e 3 L)

(JENNER), after arriving in Moscow, reporied that ne was
approached on the train irom Helsinki by two young Russians, ''a boy
and a girl, probably university students, " who struck up a conversation.

. . / e Do - . {3 =
According to JENNER; they both said that they might see| JENNER/in

Moscow. About three months later/ JENNER) reported being apnroached
. T f P-L

goné on courier business. There was 2 short conversation and she gave
f.]' EZ\NER\ a phone number, insisting that he call her .‘ The woman also
advisediJENNEli? not to.mention the conversation to anyone, NOSENKO
has stated that in an effort to follow up the initial train acquaintance,
the KGB had arranged for the female agent to encounter \JEAAEQ at

the Moscow railroad station or airport whena he went alone to meet
couriers,

Insofar as is known,f'jENNER\;has never been shown a photograph
of KOSOLAPOV, Although KOSOLAPOV was approximately 34 years of
age in 1960, his photograph and remarks by NOSENXO indicate that in
appearance he was much younger and that he could have passed as a

B

university student.,

. 6001189



During current interviews, NOSZNKO has repeated the same

en

4281
o

was on the same train xvi‘;‘.m{LJE‘\’NER} from Helsinki, Coilateral infor-
mation raises difficulities here, however: Finnish train manifestis

indicate that JENNER was the only Moscow-bound passenger on the

'31'March 1960 train from Finland to Moscow, and that one Viktor

i

KOLOSSOV (a name NOSENKO has iden‘cifieé as an alias used by
KOSOLAPOV) was on the 2 April 1960 train to Moscow. '

The above obvious discrepé.ncy has not been and cannoct be clari-
fied with available information. KOSOLAPOV (KOL.;O,SSOV) was either
on the same train asJENNEB] or he was not Train manifests indicate
that KOSOLAPOV was not. Nevertheless, the '"boy and girl, probably
university students' who, according to{VJE.NNER:} struck up a conver-
sation with him on the train would app'ea.r clearly to lbe part of the
operational effort described by NOSENKO, particularly in view oi the
later approach of this same girl to {JENNER} at the airport. ‘I‘here'is
no reason o question that this girl was the female agent of GRYAZNOV.,
In vielw of the conflict between the train manifest and statements by
NOSENKQ, however, it is not _clear'who the '"boy student" was: whether

this somehow was KOSOLAPQOV, or whether it may aave been some

other person entirely. v 600118

rel story as regards Paul JENNER, He still insists that KOSCLAPOV
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It is not accepted that the irain maniliests are incontrovertible

evicdence nat KOSOLAPCOV couid not have been on tae same train as

manifests are in error. -
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JENNER, Neither is it accepte

Y -

There is just not a satisiactory answer for the indicated discrepancy'
between the train manifests and the statement of NOSENKO that
KOSOLAPOV and JENNER  were on the same train. If indeed KOSOLAPOV
did not travel witl E;\NER; this does not establish anything more than

s 0

that NOSENXO is wrong; it is evidence that Lhe coes not wow something

e

hé, as fhe supervisor of KOSOLAPOV, should have xc“own according to
his own statements.

Pages 190 - 192 contain a summary of previous information in
regard to the John GARLAND) case. 'GARLAND)was identified by
NOSENKO as a code clerk whom the KGB was studying, but on whom
no derogaﬁory information was developed.l NOSENKOQ provided practically
no detaﬂ.s in regard to .GAR.LAND ‘other than to 1demuy him as a code
cler’fc.

GOLITSYN has reported on an incident which it is considered
relates to the trip of’i,GARLAND\jfrom Helsinki to Moscow on 16 November
1960. GOLITSYN reported that in November 1960 the Helsinki XGB

Residency received a cable from Moscow advising that an American

adiy

-

code clerk would be arriving in Helsinki en route to Moscow and that

(001151




the responsible SCD case_officer, {OSCIAPOV, would be sent to’ Helsinki

under alzes to sprlke up an acai aa;‘LLa.Lce with the code clerk which the

SCD hoped to continue :;.n Moscow, GO‘J“SY\’ talked to K.O::O._JAPOV

in Helsi,nki at that time, aud Lhe Resmency procured for KOSOLAPOV
a place in the compar‘m ent of the Amencan on the train from Helsinki
to Moscow.

The previous-suzﬁmé;y also sta?:ed‘GOI..'Z{TS"}.';w had advised ihat
later in Helsinki he inguired of another SCD officer “'from the Embessy
Section" .(First Section, SCD)d about the case .on which he had aelped
KOSO APOV Ac\.ordlng to GOL.T.TSY\T the officer r‘zefused to discuss
the case and he GOLITSYN, concluded from this reaction tha: it must
have result ted in a successful recrultment.

It has been determined that GOLITSYN, in an 1nterv ew with the
-FBI on 20 March 1962, referred to the above "SCD officer from the
Embas sy Sectmn” as (inu) ZENKIN of the American Department,
GOLITSYN also stated that the officer was in Helsinki under- the alia
of SERGEEYV (SERGEYEV), but was unable to furnish a first name and
patronymic for SERGEYEYV. GOLITSYN referred to {fnu) ZENKIN as
Eeing from the American Deipartmenf, SCD.

It is copsidered that there is no doubt that the (inu) ZENKIN

referred io by GOLITSYN is the individual of the same last naime

32 ' guiis?
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concerning whom NOSENKO has furnished information. NOSENKO

has identified ZENKIN {(whose first name he does 0ot recall but

Possibly is Yuriy) as an officer oi the Second Section, Firs: Depart-

ment, SCD. According to NOSENKQO, one groﬁp of the Second Section .
both before and after 1960 - 196-1 was engaged in ”opgrative games'
against American Intelligence and that ZENKIN was a member of this
group. NOSENXO has advised that Z‘:"\IKJ\’ traveled abroad in connection
with activities of the Second Section, but that hie had no spegific‘knov&ledge
regarding the activities of ZENKIN on these trips. NOSENXO has fur-

T, .'

nished some J.ra.crme“xta*y ;mormauon wiaich he learned in regard to’

ZENKI\I and when the full name of SERGEYEV (ZENKIN) together wit

his photograph is obtained, this {ragmentary information from NCSENKO

may prove quite useful,

As rega-rds the KOSOLAPOV-{E:-ARLAND;matger and the opinion
expressed by GOLITSYN based on the refusal of ZENKIN to discuss ‘the
case (GARLAND‘) that it must have resulted in a Successiul recr Lrnenf,
there appears to be an inadequate basis for this Presumption, According”

to NOSENKO, and there is no reason to disbhelieve } \TOSmNz{O on this

point, ZENKIN was in the Second Section, not the First Section, in

1960 - 1961. He was not Chief of the Section, but only a Senior Case

7 - 6001193
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Ofiicer. Since KOSOLAPXOV was an officer o_f the First Section and
the work against’GARLAND was the responsibility of the First Section,
it does not appear that ZENKIN would necessarily have knowsof any
developments in the KOSOLAPOV{GARLAND) matter,

The Finnish train manifest of 16 November 1960 for the Helsinki
to Moscow train lists John dARLANI@ and Viktor KOLOSSOV (alias of
KOSOLAPOV) as passengers, GAR.LANDﬁ, when interviewed m 1962 .‘
iollowing the lead from dOLITSYN, dernied having met any Soviet with
the physical description of KOSOLAPOV on the Helsinki-to-Moscow -
trip, and denied ever being approached by Sovie% Ina‘.;lligence. Later
interviews by the FBland a polygraph interview did not indicate that he
had ever met KOSOLAPOV or that he had ever knowingly been contacted
by any foreign intelligence agent.

It is accepted that KOSOLAPOV' went from Mbscow to Helsinki
in November 1960, that he talked with GOLITSYN there, and that he
was on the same train as(GARLAND,from Helsinki to Moscow. It is
also accepted that NOSENKO is unaware that KOSOLAPOV made a trip
to Helsinki in November 1960,

Travel for an SCD officer outside the USSR or Bloc countries

requires high-level approval, according to NOSENKC. It does not
. 34
g001484
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matter that the individual has previously travelied on a similar 1‘1;14..7510"1
each trip must have specific high-level approval, The red tape waich
thus must inevitably have been involved in prepar ration for such a mlp
further supports the assumpulo that NOSENXO should have known about
the KOSOLAPOV-{GARLAND}tr-;p.

The position taken by NOSENKO on this point is that he accepté
the statement by the interviewer that XKOSOLAPOV made such a trip,
but he says that he, NOSENXO, sirnpiy does not know anythihg apbout
it. He adds c;nly that had anything significant developed in the study
of GARLAND, he would have been aware of it, 1‘

’\IOSENKO as supervisor of the group working against coce
clerks, should have known of any trip of KOSOLAPOV to Finland in
1960 or 1961. NOSENKO himself. was out of Moscow on a trip ;c"o Cuba
from 15 November 1960 to circa 17 December 1960. The possibilit
exists that this could have accounted for his lack of knowledge of the
trip of KOSOLAPOV to Helsikai and retarn to Moscow on 16 November

1960. However, NOSENKO has not attempted to use his Cuban trip as

a possible explanation for not knowing of the November KOSOLAPOV

trip.

As with the| .]'ZE'T\’\I‘?R.L ObOLAUOV case, it is not nossible at
this time to resolve the discrepancies ; ertaining to the GARLAND

KOSOLAPOV trip, The fact that NCSENKQ denies any knowlgz%f;;o i
- - GuUULLS
35
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this operational activity of XKOSOLAPQCYV is another apparent instance,

as in the {JENNER\]case, of his not" knowing something he, by his own

statements, should have known.

Viewed in the conte;.xt of the total kﬁowledge of NOSENKO of

operations against code clerks, however, nei.ther the problems in the

[JENNERI case nor those in the'L;GVARLAND} case, .singly or comi)ined,

in any way represent conclusive evidence that NOSENKO was not 'super-

visor of KOSOLAPOV or that he was not responsible for the code clerk

operations described by NOSEN’KO. This statement, however, was not

substantiateld in the previous summary. {‘

( Pages 193 - 199 of the previous summary contain an account of

N KGB activity against code clerk:Joseph MORONE from various sources,
including lNOSENKO. NOSENKO first mentioned the case in 1962,

According to NOSENKQ, the responsvib'le case officer for work

against MORONE was KOSOLAPOV. When it was learned that:MORONE}’
and an Embassy colleague, a Marine guard by the name ofiﬁB}}‘dGGS) were
planuing a vacation trip to Warsaw, arrangements were made with the
UB (the Polish Securiiy Service) for a female Polish agent to come to
Moscow and travel irom there to Warsaw on the same train as[MORONE}
andiBEGGél The intent was for ‘the agent, either on the train or sub-

seguently in Warsaw, to meet and compromise MORONE sexually. She

( | . 0001186
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et e N fase

successiully accom: usneo this, but due to certain oroblems in XGB-UR
'y

L » -

liaison relations, it was noi possible for the XGB o 0 exploit this directliy.
N Tne previous summary stated that with respect to the female
UB agent, there was persuasive evidence that neither NOSENKO nor
KOSOLAPOV played the roles in uheiMuRO\ ) case described by
' NOSENKO. That summary cited the travel of NOSENXO to Cuba and
of KOSOLAPOV to Finland at aporoxunafely -the same time as t‘ae&MORONE
trip o Warsa.w as evidence of the impossibility of NOSENKO and

KOSOLAPOQYV being invoived personally in this part o:. tne\MO’{O o)

case,

NOSENKO has stated that KOSOLAPOV met the Polish female
] agent and made the arrangements to place her on the train to Wai'saw.
(\MORONE; and {BEGGS.'}departed Moscow on 12 November 1960. It is not
known when XOSOLAPQOV left Moscow for Helsinki, but he was on the
16 November 1960 irain manifest as departing Helsinki {or Moscow,
NOSENKO departed Moscow on 15 November 1960 for Cuba. The
activities described by NOSENKO are therefore possibie within :t"ne
“known time frame.

It is clear that NCSENKO in 1962 exaggerated

placed the {emale agent on the train. NOSENXO now clearly states t
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KOSOLAPOV was the only KGB officer in contact with the Polish agent,
NOSENKO previously stated that a KGB technician who was on the train
from Moscow to Warsaw reported back to NOSENKO the day after the
train arrived in Warsaw, Later NOSENKO said that instead of téiking

to the technician personallir, he may have read the report of the tech;ﬁcian
after hé returned from Cuba.

The activities described by NOSENKO with regard to this matter
are accordingly possible within the kﬁown time frame. It is nbt con-
sidered that the retractions NGS ENKO has made from his original
statements on this operation are of suificient significiapce to materially

{ - discredit him.,

o Page 198 of the pfevious summary contains the statement ‘x;hat

SR
{'MORONE,: when interviewed, denied havi_ng been intimate with Svetlana
IVANOVA, a KGB agent erﬁployed at the American House. NOSENKO
had stated that IVANOVA was instructed to report everything she saw
or heard C'koncerningibMORON-E; (page 194). The summary, however,
cited a number of reports that MORONE had been intimate with IVANOVA
aﬁd with Ella UMANETS, also a KGB agent employed at thel American

House, and commented that NOSENKO therefore was apparently unaware

of the sexual involvement ofiMORONE} with "IVANOVA's friends. "

6004188
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NOSENKQ, cmmg current interviews, has indicated awarenes
ofat least some involvefnen"f of IVANOVA with MORONE. He has fur-
nished information on a developing operaﬁion against Marine guard
GARCIA (Anthony A. GARC_IA\) bas._éd on the involvement of GARCIA )
\ \/ with IVANOVA. He has also stated that the possibility was considered
\ " of using IVANOVA against{MQRAONEi‘;to ob.tain compromising photogra.phs.
This plan was seriously affected when it was learned from h'“e
militia.man/ KGB guard at the United States Embassy that IVANOVA,
her girl friend, MORO\I = *and a Marine guard, possibly’ ‘GARCIA) had
been "in the city, ¥ then returned to rhe "flat' of one of the Marines
where the :girls spent the night. Thls apparently placed the reliability
of IVANOV.A in questién in the eyes of the First Section, |
w%w ‘According to the previous summary;, NOSENKO stated that Piétro
CECCHI, Italian cook at the Amencan Embas sy and agent of KOSOLAPOV,
reported on Americans at the Embassy, but NOSENKO recalled nothing :
specific that CECCHI had reported about MORONE. The summary also
states that MORONE was said by other Afnerican Embassy employees
to be a close friend of CECCHI and that{MCRONE?had admitted black
rket money excnawes‘Wl th CLCCHI..
During current interviews, NOSENKO hés stated that CECCHI

furnished 'pieces' of information concerning MORONE, but he, NOSENKO,

004189
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knew of no black market involvement of MORONE with CECCHI.:

NOSENKO has also indicated that the XGB sometimes suspected,

.and on occasion actually became aware that various agents did not

fully report everything of interest to the KGB., The KGB of course

was aware that CECCHI was involved in the black market, However,

whether he reported to the KGB everything he did and with whom is
open to question; viz., thefﬁMaux"ice ZWANG} case below,

The comment was made in the previous summary that NOSENXO
was unaware thaterORONE;met some Soviet females in the spring of
1961 at the apartment of Sarwat el SHAZLY, an Egyptian-national KGB
agent of the; Sixth Department who was also reporting on Americans,
and was intimate with one in this apartment.

A review of oificial records indicates that MORONE)did repoxt
having met some Soviet girls at the apartment of Sarwat', but there is
no indication that he admiited or that anyone else has repofted that he
was intimate with any of them. The conclusion of the previous summary
in this regard wa.s'. based on a misinterpretation. Accordingly, since
there is no reason to believe that any compromise incident took place
in the Sarwat apariment, the story of NOSENKO on this matter is con-

sidered completely acceptable,

s



A few comments are appropriate concerning remarks in-the
previoué summary on pages 199 -~ 204. Comments were made there
concerningfive code clerks, Maurice ZWANG, John TAYLOR, Frank)
DAY, .Robert'DWEL' .Y and Joseph GAFFEY, and although it is not

specifically stated, the suggestion is apparent that the reporting of

.

NOSENKO on these cases was considered evidence that NOSENKO was
. not supervisor of all KGB operations against code clerks. The follovs);
.ing observations méy assist in placing i:hese cases in their preper

~ perspective:

(a) |Maurice ZWANG - ZWANG, was identified by

NOSENKO as a code clerk who was ‘ac-:tively "worked on'

during 1960 - 1961. The previous summary suggested

that the knowledge of NOSENKO regarding KGB activity
against(ZWANG} was inadequate. First, reporting of

NOSENKO oniZWANG\} contained no reference to the

relationship of ZWANG with his maid, whom NOSENKO

in another case has identified as a KGB agent. Although o
’ ZYVANG\/ denied sexual relations with his maid, he did

admit to some intimacies with her in her apartment.

During polygraph exaanation(ZWANQ} reacted when he

a 6001201
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.of this relationship to the KGB.

responded in the negative to a question regarding sexual.

relations with his maid., The failure of NOSENKO to re-
port on this relationship can be ascribed to ignorance,
but also can be plausibly explained by faulty memory on

his part or failure on the part of the maid to report details

£
. — )
Second, NOSENKO had not reported that ZWANG)
was involved in the currency operations of Pietro CECCHI.

(A fact that previous summary implied he should have

. known from XKGB agent CECCHI.) From the record, how-

'ex}e:zr, it appears that the dealings ofiZWANC%)were not
dirgctly with CECCHI, but rather thfdugh ofhe'r Embassy
employees, making it plausible that CECCHI was éither
unaware of the involvement of{ZWANCQor, as NOSENKO
hims elf stateé he suspected, CECCHI did not report al
details of his currency opeiations to his KG3 handier.

(b) [John TAYLOR)- NOSENKO identified TAYLOR

as(a State Department code clerkjand target of KOSOLAPOV.,

,
4

The KGB was aware of the inveolvement of TAY LOR witk

his Soviet maid, but no attempt was made to recruit['IA,YLORi?

before his departure in early 1961 since to do so might

6001202
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endanger tae plans for a recruitment approach to James:
f'STORSBERG; wiio had been under development for almost 3
a year and was considered more valuable,
The implication of the previous summaxry that
the explanation given by NOS;‘JNKO was subject to question
failed to take into account the fact that although STORSBERG
was not approached until after fhe departure of{_TAYLOiK\,;
the operation againstiSTQRSEERG}was underway before
\'TAYLOR became involved with his maid. Further; it is
apparent that the KGB did not abandon intereét in{TAYLO_R,\,‘
since he was approached at a later date outside ‘the' USSR
§n the basis of his pre{rious affair with his maid in Moscow.
(c) |[Frank DAY, - NOSENKO identified/ Frank DAY as
i’} State Department code clerk}who was the target of either
KOSCL.APOV or GRYAZNOV. According to NOSENKO,
nothing 'interesting' was learned about \DAY/ and no oper-
ational measures were taken against{DAX;. ‘The previous
summary noted that in July 1961, {DA‘f) traveled to the
Caucasus with his friend and'\:férmer overt CIA employee,
{Agricultural ttache G. Stanley BROWN. It was also

stated that the two were under surveillance by five persons
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at all times on the a.b.ove trip, that they fouﬁd a '"repairman'
in their hotel room when faey unexpectedly reiurned, and
that on another occasion an “atiractive and available Soviet
female' was believed to have been pianted in their train
compartment.

According to NOSENKO, surveillance and any other‘
local coverage of any employee at the United States Embassy
who travels in the USSR is the responsibility of the locAl
KGB organization, not the SCD. It would appeér that the
local organization was t{rying to do a thoroﬁglﬁ job on!;\rbAY}
and fBROWN‘; but ij: ;pparently was nonproductive, It does

not'seem juétifiable to expect that NOSENXOQ should have

recalled a trip which produced no results.

(d) [Robert DWELLY! - NOSENKO has related in con-
siderable detail the efforts of NOSENKO, GRYAZNOV and
KOSOLAPOV to involve|Robert DWELLY, a code clerkin
Moscow from April 1959 - July 1960, in a homosexual com-
promise operation. According to NOSENXO, a homo;gxua.l
agent of GRYAZNOV was of the opinion(DWELLY}was a

homosexaal.
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There is no reason to doubt the statement of
NOS&ZNKO concerning XG3B efiorts to determine When
and whereiDWELLﬁ was going ‘'into the city" (Moscow)
so that a homosexual compromise situation c.ould be
arranged. There were no specific developments from
their efforts, according to NOSENKO.

IDWELLY has categorically Senied being a homo-
sexual; NOSENKO has not said he was, but only that the
homosexual agent of GRYAZNOV assessed DWELLY as
a homosexual., There does not appear to be ;.ny reason

to consider the statements of NOSENKO about! DWELLY)

as reflecting adversely on NOSENKO.

(e) " Joseph GAFFEY - NOSENKO has identified
'Joseph GAFFEY, as alcode clerl . The previous summary

noted that NOSENKO had stated the KGB had tried to lure

’ GAFFEY/ into downtown Moscow, using Svetlana IVANOVA,

an agent of DEMKIN in the American House.

By way of comment, the previous summary stated -
that GAFFEY arrived in Moscow in September 1961 and
that' Fred KADERA had reported that! GA?F@@ had told him

he had been intimate with a Russian girl at the Ame(ﬁﬁ‘fﬂ‘ZC5
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'GAFFTEY was recalled:

House, It was fuxrther noted that/
irom Moscow in the summer of 1962 because of drunken~
ness and during interview had admitted being intimate
with IVANOVA at the American House and at her apart-
ment and that she had claimed pregnancy.

As to whether the a,h:ove informa.tion raises a
question concerning NOSENKO, the following factors
should be cansidered: N

(1) NOSENKO has stated that during the
latter part of December 1961 he was paréz time
in the First Department and part time in the
Seventh Department, and that he reported full
time to the Seventh Department after New

Years Day 1962,

(2) In addition to the information previously
‘mentioned as fufnished by{GAFFEY; during inter -
view, i\GAFFEYi‘; also stated that he was first
intimate with IVANOVA in his room on 27 December
1961 and was also intimate with her later on three
occasions at her apartment. According toiGAFFE»Y:?\'

IVANOVA told him of her pregnancy about i May

$001.265
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1962, which is gpproxirnétely four months after
NOSENXO haé siated he transierred to the Seventh
Department,

The matte;' of .'Ac;evie{v by NOSENKO of OTU repoft; frorn. mic’ro-—.
phone coverage on the United St;.tes .Ernbafss;'r has previously been
rﬁentioned in this suxnina.ry. Pages 226 - 236 of the pfevious summary
Vcontained a detailed account 6f information frqmvNOSENKO on the mat‘cér |
of microphones, countermeas_ures ta'ke‘nby the Americans in léé«“:; and
damage estimates prepared by the Americans. The previous conclusion

- was tixat his in:f..'orm'ation'did not sustain his claim to !have been D_epﬁty
Chief, Firs't Section, or his claim that he personally reviewed the XGB
microphone monitoring reports. Comments have-been made in this

summary in regard to this previous conclusion.

A few remarks, it is believed, will assist in a fuller tnderstanding

5
%

of the microphone matter. In the material brought out by NOSENKO i
1964, there was a single sheet of paper containing on one side hand-
written notes Which NOSENKO .identified as a list of the active micro-
phones (those which wére being monitored) in the United States Embassy,
This list is given on page 227 of the previous summary and need not be
repeatéd here. The acquisition of this list by NOSENKO was character-~
ized in the previous summary as singular'and it was stated that NOSENXO
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has never plausibly explained the circumstances which prompted his
retention of the list until 1964, when he produced ittforA CIA in Geneva.
During current interviews, the matter of the above list has be1en
covered in considerably greater detail with NOSENKO than had been
done b'efc;re. His explanation, both gf the circumstances which led to

his acquiring the list as well as of his still having it in his possession

at the time of his defection, is considered plausible, contrary to the

- judgment of the previous summary.

NOSENKO has stated that in 1960 - 1961 Vlaaimir I. PE_TROV,
Chief of the Second Section, First Department, desi;ea some "“points"
for use against targets of his section. NOSENXO uses the term "'point"
not as meaning just a microphone, but aé referring to an OTU subuu;'xit
which includeg microphones as well as the necessary monitors and
translators to cover the microphorie and translate the "take.v” The
targets of PETROV were primarily Americans and, thérefore, there
was a transcription-translation problem.

According to NOSENKO, most of the available “'moints' were
assigned to the First Section to cover microphones in the United Si;a.tes
Embassy. The Chief of the First Department, Viadimir A. XKLYPIN,

held a meeting attended by KLYPIN, Chief of the First Section Viadislav

KOVSHUK, Vladimir I. PETROV, and NOSENKO, the purpose of which

001208




14-00000

was to discuss the possibility of temporarily discontinuing certain
Embassy '"poinis' controlied by the First Section, and permitting
PETROV to use these "'points' against targets of his section,

According to NOSENKO, PETROV brought to the meeting a list

of names of certain targets to which he wished to give technical cover-

age. During the meeting, KOVSHUX apparently took a piece of paper -

s
H

which PETROV. had and wrote on it a list of active microphones in the
United States Embassy and residences. | When the meeting énd‘ed,
NOSENKO had this ;ljlaper and he took it back to his office.

Contained on the reverse side of the paper were the following
names in Russian: QLUBIN, SMITH, Wili BURTiN, fand Sipe BURTIN:’.-

The name A A, MIz{hAYLOV Was hsted next to the name of(LUBIN\

z;xnd the name of Y E. CHERNETSEV was listed next to the name of
\SMITH \IOSENKO has explamed that LUBIN, SMITH, Will BU’{TINA
and'Sipe BURTIN)were among the targets of PETROV; and MIKHAYLOV
and CHERNETSEYV were officers of the Second Section,

NOSENKO stated he knew nothing more about the four non-Soviet
names except that they were targets of PETROV, NOSENKO stated that
he could not be positive of the date of the- meeting other than that it
occurred while KLYPIN was Chiel of the First Depariment, (According
to NCSENKO, KLYPIN was succeeded by Sexrgey ) \/1.- F.EDOSEYEV as

(0042€3
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Chief of the First Department in circa mid-1961.) Research in.regar}d

to the four non-Soviet names leaves no doubt that{‘LUBEN is George/
{LUBIN; and that Will SURTIN aad Sipe BURTIN]are correct names,
with‘i;Sipe being the wife of Will BURTINJ All three are American
citizens who were in the USSR circa_June 1961, (SMITH; at this time,
has stj.li not been identified, - : | : -

In view of the above, it has been possible to deduce the date
of the meeting called by KLYPIN as circa June 1961, .

According to NOSENKO, the piece of paper described above
was placed by NOSENKO with other notes he kept beéween the pages

h of a bound volume which NOSENKO calls a "working copy. " ’I‘hié,
according to NOSENKQ, was an accouhtable; régistered notebook
issued to all officers in wﬁich they were sﬁpposed to write all their -
notes, destroying any other notes,

According to NOSENKO, he, like many qther officers;- did not
completely follow regulations and the tendency was to frequently put
loose notes in the notebook so that the notebook ofien acted as a file
rather than being used in the way required by regulations. NOSENKO
has stated that when he left the First Section he took various notes ‘

with him to the Seventh Department; these included notes he had drafted

concerning certain First Section activities for use in briefing FEDCSEYEV

6ouU1210
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when FEDOSEYEV succeeded XLYPIN, and noies he_had prepar-edl for
lectures to the Seventh Directorate. According to NOSENKO, he did

not intentionally take the particular paper pertaining to microphones;

it was just in the gro‘up'of'n.otes ‘he to’c;k:alqng when he WEnf to the Seyentl;x
Department,

In considera.tibﬁ of the ai:ové expl;anation by -NOSENKO, it shoﬁlﬁ
be noted that he also brought with him in 1964 kis notes for *;he briefing
of FEDOSEYEV and c;artain notes he obviously had also prepared whilé

"in the First Seétion;' e, g his noﬁes ‘for'a 1ect1;.re' to the Seventh
Directorate in regaxrd to a '"mass: survéillance" on tli;e American
Embassy. ;

A.'Byzincluding a éection {pages 236 -‘ 239) on the knowledée of
NIOSENKO of the KGB cryptologic attack on United States Emba.séy
communications, the previous smﬁmary implies that there is some
reason to question his information c;n this subject,

NOSENKO has asserted that thé KGB had never succeeded in
reading enciphered coinmunications of the Service At’ca.chés; however,
he said that the Eighfh Directorate (the unit oi the KGB responsible for
communications intercept and cryptologic analysis) was reading some
United States Embassy traffic, While it is open to question to what

extent knowledge of successes of the Eighth Directorate would be known
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to anyone in the First Section of the First Department, within the

scope plausibly available to NOSENKO in his claimed position, there

 is no reason to question his statement.

In‘the-previoﬁs summary (pages 240 - 248), the failures or

successes of NOSENKO in identifying CIA officers are noted. With

~ the exception of ABIDIAN, NOSENKO does not claim to have been the

‘responsible case officer for any of the listed CIA officers. According

to his claim, NOSENKO should have been aware that William N. \/IORELLV ;

. was CIA, but he hasmnever identified MORELL as CIA. Surely KOVSHUK A

knew MORELL was CIA but why NOSENKO is not aw'arfe MORELL wais
CIA ‘is not known. It has already been established, however, that
NOSENKQO, as Deputy Chief, was not aware 'of all of the activities _of
KOVSHUK. ¢

As regards some of the other listed individuals, a few remarks
are appropriate,

(a) NOSENKO has never indicated any knowledge

Paul GARBLER was CIA, and yet GARBLER was surely

known to the FCD as a CIA employee before going to

Moscow, It is presumed that the FCD furnisheé the SCD

at least basic information that Paul GARBLER was .

"American Intelligence.!" GARBLZER, however, did not

0001212
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arrive in Moscow until November 1961, only a month
before NOSENKO left the First Section for ihe Seventh
Oepartment,

(b) The previous summary siated that-according

to NOSKENKO the KGB did not suspect that

was a CIlA officez:, yet‘ he was a CIA officer.

It was also stated that reporied the presence

of intensive KGB surveillance while in Moscow irom

[

October 1960 to September 1961. The "intensive KGB

surveillance' is based on statements of and

may pos sibly be more a reflection of‘his persohal concern
over surveillance rather than what \Qas actually ha;ppening.

(c) \Steve WASHENKO was correlctly identified by
NOSENKO as CIA. William HORBALY was CIA and
identified by NOSENKO as suspected of being a CIA officer
or cooptee,

(d) Lewis BOWDEN, who was nof ClA, was., according
to NOSENKO, suspected of being a CIA officex;.

George Payne WINTERS, Jr., has stated that

KOVSHUK warned WINTERS that BOWDEN was the "F31I

oificer" in the Embassy. The Cherepanov Papers indicate
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that the KCB had reasons to consider the activities of

BOWDEN with suspicion.

It is .not bslieved that the listed fallures of NQSENK_O to ﬁchy
CIA officers are of porttcal:u significance in establhhing that he was
0% was not Dcputy Chisf oi the First Ssction. There ars too many un-
kneown factors which wuuld need to be considered. Despite cur aammp-
tions as towhatv the KGB knows, it {s possible that {a) the KGB did not - ‘
know of the CIA affllintion of these people. {b) the iniormstion known
to the KGB was not avaihblc at the First Section, First Department,
level, or {c) information available to the Chiaef of the First Section or
to a speciflc cass officer was of no official concern to NOSENKO snd

was not made available to him. The last of these possibilitias is

" suggested in spite of claims by NOSINKO that he had to have knows

whataver was known in tha Section regarding CIA ldanﬁﬁcaﬂons; a
propensity on the pari of NOSENKO to exzggerate the area of his own
inowledgeability has beam seen elsewhere ia this case. )

Pages 252 - 258 of tha previous summary contain 2 report of
the 1960 trip of NOSENKO to Cuba and his 1961 trip to Bulgaria. With
z2gard to the Cuda trip, iheu is coliateral avidence of his travel an
described by NOSENKO, and thers is no substantive reason to doudt

his account of s activities on this trip. The staterment was made lo
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the previous summary that the travel of NOSENKO to Cuba in 1960
damaged his claim that he was supervising operations again.st Embassy
code clerks at the time. To accept the validity of this judgment is to
say that no supervisor in the SCD would be permitted to make a irip
abroad unreléted to his supervisory function, a judgment for which
thexre is no supporting evidence.

As regards the trip of NOSEEKO to Bulgaria in 1661, for which
there is no colia.tera.l information, the previous summary conaluded
that his account of the trip was untrue and é.rgued that such a trip to
Bulgaria, if it did take place, at a time v%rhen he clai;'ned the operation

( against{rS;"I'ORSBER@was reaching a climax anc} his subordinates were

""apparently planning to exploitinEYSERS ‘,\/ newly~discovered vulnerability, "

it would indicate that the presence of NOSENKO in Moscow was dis~-
pensable. - There was, however, no evidence that NOSENXO did not
travel to B’ulga.'ria and only highly speculative reasoﬁing as to why his
account of the purpose of the trip was untrue.

As to the STORSBERG case, while it cannot at present be proved
that the recruitment pitch took placé wefore NOSENKXO left for Bulgaria,
it can be stated, on the basis of reporting from ) J.ORONFj, that it had to
aave taken place before the time NOSENKO returned from Bulgaria.

Since no serious question has ever been raised concerning 15}"116‘%_3':?’??;“:6
Pl i {_“j - J O SN



of NOSENKO in Moscow at the iime this pitch was made, it would appear
that NOSENKQO was comparé.tively iree to go to Bulgaria bec;.use this
phase of.the {STORSBERG) operation had been completed.

As to the XEYSERS) case, there is no apparent problem since
it is clear tﬁat the approach to zKEYSER@ ‘&‘:ook ﬁlaée aiter NOSENKO

returned f{rom Bulgaria,' and furthermore that the KGB probably did

potentially vulnerable, until just before the pitch was made,

In short, there is no reason to believe that the accounts by

NOSENKO of his trips to Cuba and to Bulgaria are not essentially true,

or that if they are true they necessarily reflect on his claim to having

' § been supervisor of code clerk operations..
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~ SECRET

F, NOSENKO's CILAIMS, T:I*I T IN 1962 HE WAS CHIEFR

OF THE AMERICAN-BRITISH COMMONWEALTH SECTION AND

&

WAS THEREAFTER A DEPUTY CHIEF OF THE SEVENTH

DEPARTMENT, ARE NOT CREDIBLE

]
co
C’: .
e
[g¥

}'w.l:u



14-00000

- SECRET

- F, NOSENKO's claims, that in 1962 he was Chief of the

American-British Commonwealth Section and was thereafter a

Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department, are not credible. (Previous

conclusion)

The conclusion of this summary is that NOSENKO was Chief
of the American-British Commonwealth Section (Fi{‘rst Section) from
January 1:962 to July 1962 and that he was a Deputy Chief of the Seventh
Department thereafter. |

NOSENKO has stated that, although he was offered the position
of a Deputy Chief of the First Department, SCD, by Oleg M. GRIBANOV,
Chief, SCD, and although an order had been prepared and was in the
Personnel Directorate, he declined the proffered position.

According to NOSENKO, he knew that Sergey Mikhaylovich
FEDOSEYEV, the Chief of the First Department, did not want NOSENKO
as a Deputy Chief, but instead wanted to promote Viadislav KOVSHUK,

then Chief of the First Section, to the position. FEDOSEYEV was
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willing to promote NOSENKO to the position of Chief, First Section.
However, GRIBANOYV did not wish to promote KOVSHUK and NOSENKO |
considered that under the circumstances it would be better foz; h1m to
return to the Seventh Depé.rtment rather than to become a Deéuty to
FEDOSEYEV who wanted KOVSHUKas a Deputy.

Vladlmlr Dmxtnyevmh CHELNOKOV had offered NOSENKO the

. position of Chief of the First Section, Seventh Department, pending the

: reassigni‘nent of BALDIN to Germany at Which time NOSENKO would
becofne a Deputy Chief, séventh Department, replacing BALDIN. The
above explanation of NOSENKO seems plausible and credible and indi-
cat‘es that GRIBANOV, the Chief of the SCD, for reasons -best known té“ ' *‘“’““
GRIBANOY, was assisting NOSENKO in his career in the KGB.
This section actually covers two periods in the claimed career

of NOS-ENKO; namely, January - Julir 1962 as Chigf of the First Section,
and July _1962 - January 1964 as a Deputy Chief of the Seventh Depart-
ment, Since NOSENKO was in Geneva, Switzerland, from Ma.r‘ch to
June 1962, he actually cannot be seriously faulted for not having de-
tailed knowledge of the activities of the First Section during January -
July 1962. The pre\;ious summary (pages 268 - 291) contains remarks.
in regard to the January - July 1962 period, including. the period of

March - June 1962 when he was in Geneva. Four specific tourist cases
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( are discussed in the previous summary: the cases of [(Wallace Everett:
{‘JOHNSON', ‘William Carroll ‘JéNE«_S,A Natalie BIENSTOCK, and Horlét,j
'BRAUNS. Apparent conflicts between information from NOSENKO énd
information derived from subsequent interviews with these individuals
were cited as evidence impugning NOSENKO. It is not believed that the
previous comments concerning these cases constitute any substantial
evidence that NOSENKO did not hold the claimed position of~ Chief of the
First Seétion, Seventh Department, during January - July 1962, That
there were KGB operations against, JOHNSON, JONES, BIENSTC;CK and\j
'BRAUNS) has been confirmed through interviews by the FBI of all four
individuals. : |

A few additional rema‘rks in rega.rci to the above four cases are

warranted, not because it is considered that there are any substantial

_disc;:epancies between what NOSENKO has said and what each individua.l_
stated when interviewed, but because'they me;y provide additional clari-‘
fic#tion. ‘

In £he [Wa.lla.ceA Everett JOHNéONi}cas'e, it was previously noted
that JOHNSON arrived in Moscow on 31 Decembér 1961 and that the KGB
operation against him occﬁrvred on 5 January 1962, The summary: sug-

gested that the short lapse of time indicated that the homosexual teﬁd-
encies of 1;JOHL\ESO,’L\I}vvere kno@n to the KGB prior to his arrival, contrary

@ to the statements of NOSENKO, NOSENKO during curéya‘r\xffnﬁgﬂviews
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has stated that the KGB learned of the homosexual tendencies off\jOHNSON;‘ :
by cha.nce". soon after his arrival, "SHMELEV" and ”GRIGOR.IY., " two
homosexual agents of NOSENKO, were at th‘e time operating out of a room
‘at the Metropol Hotel where/JOHNSON stayed. They met'JOHNSON there
and reported his apparent homosexual tendencies,
“In regard to the William Carroll JONES/case, NOSENKO during

current interviews has furnished additional information on the KGB operation

as an agent to work aga.instijNES?and was used in another case. The other

details furnished by NOSENKO concerning the/JONES) case are compatible

with his claim to having been Chief of the First Section, Seventh Department..
In regard to the Natalie BIENSTOCK case, NOSENKO did not claim
“%W"ﬁ to have been the responsible case officer but was able to provide enough
specific information concerning the case to bring about a confession ‘when
she was interviewed by the FBI. That he did not know all the details con-
cerning the ’[BIENSTOGK:J case could»be explaj.ned by his claim to have beenA
Chief of Section and not the case officer directly involved with the case,
In regard to the(ﬂorst ERAUNS} case, in the previous summary
the criticism was levied that NOSENKO did not know why BRAUNS visited
the USSR and was not able to identify any Soviet c-itizens whomijR,A_U;N@

met in the USSR. It was also stated that NOSENKO had explained that
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the Seventh Department was not concerned with foreigners visiting
relatives in the USSR nor -with Soviet expatriates, NOSENKQ, accord= -
ing to the previous summary, was aware thatf;BAR/AUNS\;?was a former
Soviet citizen and the summary .state.d that his plan to visit relatives
was ini'orrr-mtion available to the KGB through his visa application,

In regard to the state:ment that the Seventh Department was not
concerned with fo?eigners visitj.ng ;relatives in the USSR nor wivth Soviet

expatriates, this is not in agreement with current information from

' NOSENKO, * Cases of "true" tourists, which were normally‘ the respon=-

sibility of the Seventh Department, could become the responsibility of

another department or KGB component where Soviet relatives were
involved.’ However, if the case was not taken over or assigned by higher

authority to another department or component, it was and remained the

responsibility of the Seventh Department. The fact tha.t(BfR.A_UNS) was a
former Soviet citizen could very well have made /BR.AUNS¢ of inter.est to

the Second Section, First Department, or a direction in the Service of

the SCD. However, in the absence of an actual reassignment by higher
authority, the case would remain the responsibility of the Seventh Depart- |
ment since BRAUNS)was visiting the Soviet Union on a tourist visa.. The
previous summary also indicated that BRAUNS listed on hié visa appli-

cation that he planned to visit relatives in Leningrad, fBRA'(fN'S} had a

* By 1962 there had been a large reorganization in the SCD and in the

. B
Seventh Department. The situation was not the same gg@rg-l“é‘fré‘.
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( relative or relatives in Leningrad, Although(\BﬁRAUNS/}, when interviewed by
the FBI, mentioned a number of items of which the KGB was aware éoncern-
ing his background and occupation from his visa application, thére is no
specific reference in éhese interviews indicating his statement of purpose
in visiting the USSR.

Pages 282 - 286 of the previous summary reviews remarks by
NOSENKO on the Boris BELITSKIY case and states that his. claimed role
in the case was not plausible, There are several specific points made in
the summary which imply that NOSENKO was lying about his knowledge of

"the case., There is adequate reason to believe that NOSENKO exaggerétéd

his own 1962 role in that NOSENKO now states he was to give assistance

o to Viadimir Lvovich ARTEMOYV in the handling of BELITSKIY in Geneva

in 1962 and not to supervise ARTEMOV.

The more important aspect and the primary one is tﬁe difference in .
what NOSENKO specifically reported about the BELITSKIY case and infor-
madtion from _the actual CIA record of the case, There are major diffef-’
ences and without going into all thé idetv:ails of the case which is very involved,
an effort has been made toward determining whether these apparent differ-
ences necessarily indicate that NOSENKO was or is lying or whether there
is a possibility he .is relating the actual KGB version of the ca.sve.

NOSENKO has stated that BELI'fSKIY was a KGB agent whom

@ American Intelligence recruited in London in 1960 or 1961 and that the -

6001223
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KGB purpose in running the 'opera.tion was to lure American Intelligence

into meeting BELITSKIY inside the USSR, The previous summary stated -

that NOSENKO did not know when the BELITSKIY operation started
(Brussels, Belgium, 1958), did not know‘ the nature of the szitish A
involvement, did not kx;ow the Voperation.a;l‘deta.ils and contact arrange-~
ments BELITSKIY had with CIA, aﬁd did not know BELITSKIY's patten; o
of activity in Moscow or Geneva.

NOSENKO auring current inferviews has indicatea an awareness |

that the KGB (Second Section, First Department) had been trying to use

BELITSKIY against the British., However, he still-has dated the recruit-

ment of BELITSKIY as 1960~1961 in London and still states that the

primary purpose of the KGB was to involve American Intelligen‘ce in
contacts with BELITSKIY within the USSR, The latter was cons:Ldered
completely inconsistent wzth the fact that BELITSKIY was recruited in
Brussels, Belgium, in 1958; that three letters had been mailed to
BELITSKIY in the USSR in 1959 and early 1960; and that BELITSKIY
had an accommodation address for contact. outside the USSR.

There are at this time sufficient unresoived bquestions in i'.he
BELITSKIY case to preclude any conclusion that the apparent dis=
crepancies between the statements by \IOSENKO on the BELI'I‘SKIY

case and the actua.l record are a reflection against NOSENKOGOUxi, 2
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the other hand, there is some reason to believe NOSENKO has
furnished the actual KGB version of the BELiTSKIY case and that the
KGB, at least as of 1962, dia not know the true story of the relation~-
ship of BELITSKIY with CIA, There is a distinct possibility the
KGB believed the BELITSKIY reéruif:ment occurred in 1961 in London
and BELITSKIY did not then nor has he since admitted to the KGB
- his association with CIA a,ctually started in 1958 in Brussels, Belgmm.

‘As a possfole reason why BELITSKIY would have told the KGB in

1961l a partial story of his contact with American Intelligence, some
at present unknov?n event m'a.y hé.ve occurred in 1961 which caﬁsed .
BELITSKIY to believe his security was endangered and as a result
he told the KGB .of certain events in London in 1961, relating these.
events as; being the original approach to BELITSKIY by CIA,
| The following.are certain of the pqints which suggest the KGB
actually considered that BELITSKIY was xecruited by CIA iAn London
in 1961 and that BELITSKIY may have never told the KGB of the
developments in his case prior to 1961:
K (a) BELITSKIY was in London in April 1960 at which
‘time he was in contaét with a. British citizen who was also ’
reporting to MI-5, This individual reported information

received from BELITSKIY which may bave been a lead to

$001225
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George BLAKE. (It seems highly unlikely the KGB would -
evex: have directed BELITSKIY to furnish information which
may have been a lead to George BLAKE, or at 1ees4t could
have caused the employees of the unit in which BLAKE was ‘
employed from June 1959 to August 1960 to come under
suspicion as having passed 1nformation- to Sc‘:vietlntelligence.b)
(b) NOSENKO has stated that BELITSKIY, after he went
to Geneva in 1962, managed to reinitiate ‘contact with CIA
rather quickly because he met a girl he had pr evio‘qelf known
whom he was surewas an Americaﬁ Inteliigene:a agent and
that she must have reported his presence in Geneva to American
Intelhgence. (If the BELITSKIY case had been controlled by the
KGB from its inception in 1958, the KGB would have knowzi of
the internal mailings to BELITSKIY and the fact that BEQTSMY
had a cover address outside the Soviet Union through which to
initiate contact, However, if BELITSKIY did not tell the KGB
anythiné about his contacts Qith CIA prior to 1961 and then

gave only a ‘partia].. story of what happened in London in 1961,

BELITSKIY would not have told the KGB of the internal mail-

ings to BELITSKIY in the USSR or the fact that he long had

a cover address outside the USSR. BELITSKIY therefore

GOU1226
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would not have told the KG3 how he actually made contact

o

with American Intelligence in Geneva iz 1962, buf very well
could have toid tbhe KGB ke had seen a particular woman
whom he had previously kaown, he was sure she worked

for American Intelligence and it was through this woman -

-

 American Intelligence becameé aware BELITSKIY was in -

- Geneva.) -

S () BELITSKIY in 1962 in Geneva a

[

greed to meet
within the USSR an individual representing CIA. However,
nis agreement was only under certain stipulated counditions,

the most interesting of which was that the individual must

‘be unwitting of the true nature of the relationship of

BELITSKIY with CIA. In addition, any message to
BELITSKIY or any individual who met BELITSKIY must

make no reference to any previous meeting of BELITSKIY
&
with CIA.

The above conditions are quite explainable if

BELITSXIY had not been under XG3 control between 1958

Fia

and 1961 and in 1961 gave the XGB only a pastial story o

the 1961 events in Lorncon.
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As pfeviously indicated, the conclusion is there are a sufficient
number of unresolved questions in the BELITSKIY case so that discfep-
ancies between information from NOSENKO and the actual record in the

BELITSKIY case cannot at present be considered as a reflection against

- NOSENKO, and there is a distinct possﬂnhty the KGB actually did not

know the true facts of the BELITSKIY case,

The previous summary noted on page 106 that Na.ta.hya. SHULGINA
was an Intourist 1nterpreter recruited by NOSENKO in 1955, It also
noted that NOSENKO had stated Boris BELITSKIY '"reported to the KGB
that CIA had warned BELITSKIY agamst SHULGINA, " The»previous_
summary stated BELITSKIY reported to CIA that SHULGiNA was é. KGB
agent and '"CIA did not warn BELITSKIY, " |

There appears to be no doubt at this time that the statement: by
NOSENKO that BELITSKIY reported the "CIA had warned BELITSKIY
against SHULGINA, " is a reasonably accurate description of what actualy
happened in May 1962 durix;zg Agency contacts with BELITSKIY in Geneva,
The record reflects tha.t BELITSKIY stated SHULGINA had confldentlally
told him of her status as a KGB agent, stating she had been doubled by
the KGB after having been forcibly recruited by American Intelligence

while previously in Paris, France.

¢001228
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It was determined there was no collateral information which
‘would indicate tilat the statementiby SHULGINA had any factual basis
and BELITSKIY was warhed SHULGINA may have been acting on behalf
of the KGB in stating to BELITSKIY she haci been "forcibly.r recruited by
American Inteiligence" at a previoué date, It was also suggested to
BELITSKIY that he should go to the KG;B as a 1oya.i Soviet citizen and
report the apparent indiscretiop of SHULGINA.,

Pages 282 - 286 of the previous summary, in connection with

the BELITSKIY case, made reference to Vladimir Lvovich ARTEMOV.

- It was stated that ARTEMOV had been involved with a series of American
tourist aéenfs in the Soviet Union and although NOSENKO was allegedly '
familiar with ARTEMOV, he was unaware of the involvement of ARTEMOV A
with Americaix tourist agents in 1958 - 1959, The summary noted this
was during a period when NOSENKOQO claimed to hé.ve been Deputy Chief
of the American-British Commonwealth Section of the Seventh'Depart-
‘ment., Although not specifically stated, the above suggested ARTEMOV

" was actually in thevSeventh Department in 1958 - 1959 and that NOSENKO
was not even aware ARTEMOV was in the Seventﬁ Department. NOSENKO |
has consistently stated that ARTEMOV was assigned to the First Section,.
First Departrﬁent, from the time he entered into the KGB in approxi-

mately 1957.
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A cklo_se_r examination of the cases described in the previous
summary as ""CIA American fourist agents, ' reveals there is no con-
flict in the involvement of ARTEMOYV in these c#seé and the statement
by NOSENKO that ARTEMOV was with the First Section, First Depart- |

ment. As an example, one of the cases is the case of’rEdVvva.rndGOWA_N.

NOSENKO has furnished information concerning this case, stating it was

originally a Seventh Department case and that after the mailing of a letter
by tiae individual in Minsk, ;che case was immediately taken over by the
First Depax;trnent. There is adequate reason to believe ARTEMOV only
became involved after the case was transferred to the First Department.

Another of the cases involved the contact of ARTEMOV with[a CIA’

and visited the USSR on a tourist visa. Such an individual would under
no c1rcu.mstances be considered a true tourist or the responsibility of
the Seventh Department, particularly since apparently the individual was
even txgaveliAng under a diplomatic passport., It is assumed the individual
was of interest to the First Chief Directorate and if the First Chief
Directorate required or desired support from the SCD, it would normally

request the First Department for such assistance and it is extremely un-

Alikely that the FCD would request the Seventh Department for as sistance

in a case involving an American diplomat.
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Pages 332 ~ 333 of the previous summary contain the basis
for the previous conclusion that the claim of NQSENKO that he was a {_ -
Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department from J\J;ly 1962 to ';]'anuary
1963 was not credible. It is considered that aA detailed rebuttal is
not necessary since this conclusion was apparently based on inadequate
informa.tioz_;. .Duri‘ng current i;nterw:'iéws., NOSENKOQ has fﬁrnished
details concerning his duties and other aspects of his claiz;ned position
which substantiate his claim to having been a Deputy Chief of the
Seventh Departrﬁent from July 1962 to January 1964.

An example in support of the statement that the previous conclu~
sion was Based on inadequate information is the matter of the written
notes whigh NOSENKO brotight out and furnished to CIA in early 1964,
The description of these notes on page 319 bf the.previous summary is
inadequate, inaccurate, and misleading. Prior to current interviews,
an cifort had not been made to obtain from NOSENKO a detailed explan-
ation of his notes or of how he obtained the information in the note;.

.During current interviews, NOSENKO has given detailed informa-
tion concerning all aspects of his notes. This information supports his
claimed position of Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department and includes
collateral support to his claim of being Deputy Chief of the First Sectién,

First Department, in 1960 - 1961. COG1231
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Primarily the notes of NOSENKO can be categorized as
follows: |
(a)- Short case summaries by the Chiefs of the

First Section, Second Section and Sixth Section, Séventh
Department. NOSENKO has stated that he was in 1962 -
1963 respohnsible for supex;visic;n ovér thgse Sections and
that Filip Denisovich BOBKOV, Deputy Chief, SCD, who
supérvised the Seventh Depar&hent, requested a list of all
, récrui_ted agents of the Seventh Department. | Ac;'cording to

NOSENKO, the order from BOBKOV was to only retain the

files (cases) of agents in tourist firms and that the files of
other recruited agents should be sent to the FCD or Archives.
NOSENKO has stated that he in turn levied on the Chiefs of
the three Sections the requirement of BOBKOV, but also ex=
panded the request to include all 1960 - 1962 cases, not
excluding previous cases or cases which had already been
given to the FCb. The notes of NOSENKOQ included hand-

' written reports from the Chief or Acting Chief of each Section
on recruited agents, with information varying from agent to
agent and even including some human errors,

Many of the above cases had previously beeﬁ trans-

[N

ferred to the FCD, but the remarks of NOSENKO about theﬁ:@(')iggz
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inclusion support his statement fhat he had expanded
the original requesf from BOBKOV so that he would have
some ''pieces of information to give CIA. "

(b) Notes by NOSENKO on other cases which he learned
of during the 1962 - 1963 éerio_d. Certain of the notes were A
made from a review of a_ﬂoteb;ok k;apt by the Chief, Seventh

Department, to which NOSENKO had access on at least two

- occasions. Most of his notes were not detailed but were

sufficient to refresh the memory of NOSENKO at a later

date and yet were somewhat innocuous to maintain before

~ his defection,

(c) Notes for lectures to officers of the Seventh Dii‘ectorate
prepared while with the First Deiaa.rtinent, 1960 - 1961, and
the Seventh Department, 1962 - 1963,

(d} Draft report for the briefing of the new Chief,‘ First
Department, in the latter part of 1961,

(e} One of th_ree copies of an unregistered report pre=
pared by the Chief, Seventh Department, and two Deputy Chiefs,
including NOSENKO. This was a briefing paper for use by the _
Chief (CHELNOKOV) in an appearance before the Collegium

of the KGB which was reviewing the activities of the Seventh

0001233
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Department. According to NOSENKO, the prepared

report was never typed as a formal doqurﬁent. -

The view has been set forth that NOSENKO took undue risk in
carrying written notes with him out of the Soviet Union, An examination
of ﬁhis material suggests that NOSENKO was using e#treme cé.z"e in
collecting materjgl and was not a,tfemp.ting 1';0 obtain documents, At1.1e_
possession of which might- be incriminating or which if he had brought
out would have been immediately missed. Instead, he collected a con-
siderable amount of valuable information which he could bring out with

little or no fear that a search of his effects in the KGB after his depart-

ure for Gene:va would disclose that certain material was missing. None
of the material was registered and all could have previously been des-
troyed by NOSENKO, |

The previous summary stated that NO$ENKO brought three KGB
documents to Geneva. These were typed papers but noﬁe'was registered
or actually accounta.ble.‘ The reference to three documents was to:

(a) The draft report for the briefing of the Collegium

which has been mentioned previously.
(b) A typed two-page report on several caées. Actually
a Chief of Section had typed his notes on cases instead of

submitting in handwriting as the others did,

0301234



14-00000

TN Ly

{c) A second copy of a summary oﬂ é. KGB agent,
ﬁO_SENKO stated that there were two .copies' in the file
kept by thé Chief which he reviewed and that he kept oné. _
of interest is the fact~§hat the copyAwas not a registered |
doéument and did not contain the usual information as to

-

' @mmber of copies typed.
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G. NOSENKO HAS NO VALID CLAIM TO CERTAINTY THAT

THE KGB RECRUITED NO AMERICAN EMBASSY

PERSONNEL BETWEEN 1953 AND HIS DEFECTION IN 1964 -
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G. NOSENKO bas no valid claim to certainty that the KGB

recruited no American Embassy personnel be‘cWeen 1953 and his

®

defectioh in 1964. (Previous conclusion)

The conclusion in this summary is that NOSENKO is of the
opinion that there were no KGB ‘recruitments of United Sté.tes Embass-sy‘
personnel in Moscow between 1953 and December 1963 with the éxception |
of "‘ANDREY" (Dayle Wallis SMITH) and 1[I-Ie/z'ber’t:-'HOV\VIAZI_{]D\,\';, who actually
wa;s a USIA) emi;;loyee but did work part of the timé in the Embassy. |

The question here is whether or not the %xpreslsed opinion of
NOSENKO is sufficiently based on actual knowledge so that this opinion’
can be a.ccep?ed as absolute evidence that there were no other KGB |
récruitments of Embassy personnel during this period of time, The
only logical conclusion is that the opinion of NOSENKO cannot be
accepted as absolute fact and, therefdre, there is a possibility that
a recruitment could bave occurred an;:i NOSENKO not be aware in any :
way of the recruitment, AThis should in no way be interpfeted as a
suggéstion that NOSENKO could be lying, but rather that an unbiased
observer withoﬁt personal knowledge couid and should be hesitant to
accept the expressed opinio.ﬁ of NOSENKOQ in this particular area.

The actual basis for the stated opinion of NOSENB%%%_I?ZOEJ:? be

examined and can be cited as follows.

CRUG? 1
Excluded from aulomalic
gowasrading and
gaalessificating
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- was a case officer in the First Section, First Department

Bk gy i = Y P @

{a) During March 1953 ~late May 1955 NOSENKO

&

SCD, NOSENKO does not claim that he would have known

the deta.:.ls concerning any recruitments (other than

"ANDREY") in this period, but states if there had been

"~ he would have heard 'A'somethin‘g. "

(b) “ During late May 1955 to December 1959 NOSENKO :
was in the Seventh Departrnent not the First Department, |
but contmﬁed to ha.ve contact with certa.m officers in the
First Section, F1rst Department NOSENKO is of the
opinion that if there had been a reeruitment in the United .
States Embassy during this period he would have heard
”something"‘ even though he would probably have learned
few‘details.

(¢) During the January 1960-December 1961 period
NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the First Section, First |
Department, and.he has made the categorical statement
that there were no recruitments by the KGB of United
States Embassy personnel during this period of time.

He bas also stated that if there had been any recruitments
during the 1953 ~1959 period he ie sure he would, during
1960-1961, have heard or learned some details of b3 (04238

case or cases. There is merit to this contention by

2
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(.' ' NOSENKO since the Chief of Section was Vladislav

‘ KOVSHUK who had been an officer of the First DeparAt:-
ment since 1953, actually working in the First Section
except for the periods of time. that he was in the’ United
States. to reactivate "ANDREY" in 1957-1958 and a
period of time that he was Deputy Chief of the First
Dep‘artment.. ’ |

(d) During 1962-1963 NOSENKO was again in the

Seventh Department. However, he continued to maintain

contact with certain officers of the First Section, Fii;'st , |

Department;: in éarticular, Qennadi.y I. GRYAZNOV,

( ' | who succeeded NOSENKOQ as Deputy Chief of the First.
GRS ' i‘."aectio'n, then became Chief of Section, and in the latter
| part of 1963 became a Deputy Chie-f of the First Department, |

Accordiné to NOSENKO his relationship with

GRYAZNOV was sufficiently close during 1962-1963 that |
he is sure GRYAZNOV would have furnished NOSENKO
some information in regard to any successful recruitments
of United States Embassy personnel. NOSENKO pointed
out that he learned of the existence of the Herbert HOWAR]j}
case from GRYAZNOV in 1962, although it was not until

1963 that NOSENKO heard the name. NOSENKO actually
( S 6001239
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: of NOSENKO, acceptanca of the opi.nian oi NOSENKO as being an

absolute proof tha.t aaother recrni:men: could. not have accurred.
. NOSENKO may be eomple:nly co':rect in his opinion. _but since |

' NDSENKO was only in tha F‘ixst Department 1953 1955 and 1960 _1961

SEGRET

4 learneci of the name when the First Secﬁon,’ Firat B
A Depa.rtment, naeded the services of the Seventh '
Department (Thxrd Sectinn) in obtaining a room i.n a |

certain hotel for the Soviet girl friend ofiEOWA_&D;a"_ -

" In general tha abmcmdmtasthc basis for the stated opini “ :

honaat opinion ahou}d not bc converted into a sta.tament tha: it is

his opmion thaf. he would .’nave heard "something” abont a. recru:\tment

m 1955 - 1959 oF 1962 - 1963 cannat be accep:ed as mfambxe. -

6001240
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ANNEX

The previous summary contained an Annex "A' and an Annex
P Yy :

- "B" covering pages 316 - 435, Limited comments conicerning Annex

"A, " Statements of Soviet Officials About NOSENKO, and Annex wp,u

Summaries of Cases Not Examined in Text, are attached. In addition,

*

there is an Annex "C' to this summary whica is entitled, "The

Cherepanov Papers, "

Attachments:
Annex A
Annex B
Annex C

oY 8081242
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ANNEX B - SUMMARIES OF CASES NOT
EXAMINED IN TEXT
y )
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ANNEX B

SUMMARIES OF CASES NOT EXAMINED IN TEXT

Pages 399 - 435 of the previous summary contain summaries
on the cases of {'4§}Americaﬁs wh‘o, according to information from
- NOSENKO, were of KXGB interest, wezre apprc;ached by the KGB, or
were actually recruited b? the KGB. It was stated that these caseé
did not cle.ar.ly relate to the s;eciﬁc KGB positions held at particular
times by NOSENKO and thus could not be usefullgr employed in examining
( his claimed KGB service. The sourcing of these cases has beenAexplored

in detail during the current interviews wita NCSENKQ, and it is now
. possible to establish a certain relationship between these cases and

certain claimed positions of NOSENKO in the KGS.

It is the conclusion of this summary that any group of 49 cases,
as well as all other cases concerning which NCSENKO kas furnished
j' . : .

information, must be fully considered, not necessarily for the importance
or unimportance of the information, but to determine how NOSENXO
claimed to have learned of the case and whether his statemenis con~

cerning each identified case are supported by collateral information.

These factors are important in assessing the ovarall validity of infor-
o

fion £ SEN - ting oviddtde2dt
mation ivom NOSENKO as well as being supporiing evidds is

claimed positions in the XGB.




14-00000

V'-"“’""'".

To comment speci_fiéally on each of the 49| cases would require ‘
a very lengthy paper. Current interviews have developed pertinent
additional information from NOSENKO in approximately '40)0f the 49
cases, Of even more significance is the fact that NOSENXO has
logically sourced his information in all except perhapsifour cases.
The«indicated inability of NCSENI’{O to’.completely source a.ll{f49§ of

the cases is not considered significant, particularly since his having

knowledge of all the cases is quite compatible with his clai:rnad positioas

in the KGB In addition, criticism of NOSENKO for not being able to
source all of his inférrr;ation would be unreasonable sifxce it makes
no allowance for nqrmal lapses of memory or failure to recall some-
thing which was insignificant at the time it occurred.

Without citing in detail any of the49)cases, the ways in ‘.Which
NOSENKO learned of a number of the cases are considerad impoxrtant
sj.nce‘ there ié a direct relationship to his claimed positions in the KGB
during 1960 - January 1.964, specifically the position of Deputy Cﬁiéf, ) 1 -
First Section, First Department, 1960 - 1961; Chief, First Section,
Seventh Department, January - July 1962; and as Deputy Chief, Seventh
Départment, July 1962 - January 1964, Cextain examples of the above

are as follows:

6001245
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(a) NOSENKO learned of a number of the Seventh
Department cases which had occurred in 1960 - 1961, as
well as several 1958 ~ 1959 cases {rom notes prepared by
the Chief or Actiing Chief of the First Section, Second
Section and Sixth Section in 1963, These notes were pre-
pared at the request of NOSE‘NKO who as a Deputy Chief,
Seventh Department, was responsible for supervision of
these three sections; and the reguest was actually an ex-
pansion of the original request from BOBKOV, Deputy Chief
of the SCD, for information on recruitments i)f the Seventh
Department. NOSENKO brought with him in 1964 the notes
prepared by the Chief or Acting Chief of the First Section,
Second Section and Sixth Section and his knowledge of many
of the cases which had occurred prior to 1962, particularly
1960 - 1961, was limited to information contained in the

notes., From these notes, NOSENKO had prepared his re-

port to BOBKOV eliminating those which were not applicable

. to the request,

(b) NOSENKO learned of several 19462 - 19463 cases of
the First Section, First Department, from Gennadiy I,

GRYAZNOV who succeeded NOSENKO as Deputy Chief,
puty
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First Section, First Department. This information was
furnished to NOSENKO primarily because of his iriendship
wif:h GRYAZNOV and not as the result of mutual operations,
However, NOSENKO learned of cert-a.in oi the cases or

was furnished additional details as a result of a reguest
from the Seveath Depérun;nt t& the First Section,. First

Department, for assistance or vice versa.

Certain of the 49 cases listed were cases of f}:;e Seventh Depa;rt-
ment p;‘ior to 1960 or in 1962 ~ 1963 when NOSENKO was in the Seventh
Depai‘tment. Certain 6 the cases were cases in which the First Section,
F:Lrst Department, was involved prior to 1900 or 1960 - 1961. The
knowledge of NOSENKO concerning these two groups of cases does-not
materially support his claimed positions in the First Department and
S_e\;énth Departmevnt, ‘bu't does support his claimed assignment tg the
Seventh Department prior £0'1960 and in 1962 ~ 1963, and his claimed
a.ssignzﬁent to the First Departmént in 1§60 - 1961.

It is difficult to specifically comment concerning these 4G cases
since they do not fall into one ox two speciiic categories. Instead, they
constitute a rather motley group of cases remaining after completibn of
the detailed sections of the pr»v*ous summary. Included are First
Departmént and Seventh Department cases covering a period of approxi-

mately five and one-half years., It should be noted, hog@%g Lghf‘xt the

4



: ) . . . o
explanation oi NOSENKO concerning his knowledge of cae{é% cases
is both plausible and compatible with his claimed positions in the

First Depariment and Seventh Department during 1960 - Januaxry 1964,

( | . 06001248
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i , '~ ANNEX C

THE CHEREPANOV PAPERS

v

- Pages 309 - 316 of the previous summary contain a description

of the Cherepanov Papers, and how Aleksandr Nikolayevich CHEREPANOV. .
passed a package of documents to én'American tourist in Moscow in ea.riy -

November 1963. The conclusion, however, was that the assertions of

NCSENKO with respect to the CHEREPANOYV case were;' not material to
the claim of NOSENKO that he.was Deputy Chief, Seventh Départment; -
in late 1963,

The definite relétionship of the Cherepano-\.r Papers to éhe btv:ma.
fides of NOSENKO cannot be ignored and must be given specific consid'ml :
eration. I CHEREPANOV was under KGB control when he passed the
papers to the Arﬁerican tourist, or d the papers contain ‘'deception
information, ! the bona fides of NOSENKO are subject to very serious
question,

NOSENKO had personal knowledge of CHEREPANOV who was,

according to NOSENKO, an officer in the First Section, First Departiment,
L ¥ -

AT SR N 6301250
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during 1960 - mid~1961 when he was forced int§ r:etirement from the
" KGB, During the_é.bm}e per‘iod of time, NCSENKO claims to have
. been Deputy Chief,. First Section, although be does not claim to tave
had a direct supker\r}.sory responsibility ovez; CHEREPANCV éxée’ot
‘in the absence of the Chlef of Section, Vladislav KOVSHUK., NOSul\Ko
F 'T.;_also cla.r'ns to ha.ve pa.rtxc:.pa.ued in the hunt for CHER....PA\T oV m |
s . December 1963 | o

Cons:.deratmn has prevzously bee'x dzven to the theory that the L

Cherepanov Papers were passed to Amerzca*zs by the KGB through -

CI—IEREPANOV to support the bona. fides of \IOSH\L:{O This »h‘.,ory

@ seems :to have llt‘»;e. credlbllzty since the papers contain no information
which wouid éven suppbrt the claim. of NCSENKO that he was in the -
F;.rst Secu.on, First Depa tment 1960 ~ 1961, The papers also contain
no information which Qould indica.te there was even a Deputy Chiéf of |
the First Section during 1958 - 1960.

Statements by NOSENKO are emphatic that CHEREPANOV was

not under KGB com.rol that he passed the papers which it later deve-opecz
he had taken from the First Section prior to his retirement bec;a.usé he

was disgruntled with his treatment by the KGB, and that the action by

CHEREPANQYV caused consternation in the KGB.

There is no collateral evidence which contradicts any of

the statements by NCSENKOQO about CHEREPANQV. Further, there is
GO01R25L
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notning in either the form or substance of the papers which provides
-a basis for susp1c1on as to Lhelr auth enuc‘ty. J'.n addition, the form
a.*xd substance of the papers ave in keeping with the description by

NOSE\IKO of the day-to-day opera...lon of the Fll‘St Section, First

Department

During cuxrrent interviews, toe CHE R.:.PA\IOV ¢case has oeen

covered in detall Wlt.h NOSENKO The Cherepa.nov Pa.pebs, Wmch

were ormlna.lly shown to NOS"‘\IKO in 1964 after his defec..a.on, have

a.lso been covered in detail on a separate item-—by-ite*n ba.sis. Although -

NOSE\JKO does not claim to have spec:.fzca.lly seen any pa.rtzcular z.tem
p;:xor to 1964, his statements in regard to the various nandwrltmors,
f types o"f notes, and draft memoranda. leave no doubt that NOSENKO
was very familiar with personnel in the First Section, Fixr st DepaArt‘-
ment, and with First Department procedures.

| Certain additional research has vbleen conducted in regerd to tﬁe

papers and a detailed"analysis will be prepared at a later date., It

should be noted that a considerable amount of personal judgment zas

EY

‘been necessary in making an assessment of the Cherenanov Paders
Y (=) A

T2 B g e e b e
.

since there are no exemplars with which to compaxe any of the material,
However, based on information developed thus faxr, and there is no

reason to believe additional work will alter the ‘coaclusion, thexe is

not an adequate basis for an opinion that CHEREPANGYV was under KG3
convrol, that

the Cherepanov Papers contain ""deceptive H“f"‘mf
A

LW



or that the papers were other than the coliection of material by a
disgruntled employee which he very carefully selected or accumulated,

the removal of which would only have constituted a minimal risk to

CHEREPANOV.

The entire Cherepanov Papers have been reviewed to determine

if there is anyv information which could be considered V'deceptive inioxr-

mation' either by direct statement or implication. Two possible areas

e

have been noted and given full considera',ti.%

|
(2) There is no speciiic inic

b

were any recruitments by the XG

i

sonnel in the United States Embas

IR N

nor is there any information su.gge‘ii
|

! !

"American source or American age ['4
during that period of time. : ?(

(b) Petr S. POPOV, a2 GRU

an extremely valuable CIA source from 1953 on, was,
according to the papers, exposed to the KGB in January
1959 as a result of a letter mailing by Geoxge Payne

WINTERS, Jr. WINTERS was a CIA employee under

L )assigned to the Embassy in

Moscow. The letter, which was to POPOV, was obiained
by the KGB after mailing by WINTERS znd was a direct

result of KGB surveillance of WINTERS.

(001252
4

TN e e e L



In fega.rd to (a), the papers are. only a rather mimiite part of
‘the total papers prepared in the First Section during 1958 - 1960.
The lack of aﬁy inforgna.tion in these papers which directlﬁr or iﬁ&iréctly
indicates that the KGB made a recruitment of an American in the
Embassy or had an American source in the Embassy during'the 1958 -
1960 periéd is onl).r a matt_er ior épnside'ratién. | It is not conclusive
Iii"o.of that a r'e'éirﬁ_in'nent. was not ﬁ#dé or .tha.t‘.an American :s.él';lrce-- ]

‘ 'dic{ ‘(not exist. The pa.pez;sAdonnot contain a p;)siti.ve stateménﬁ 01'1‘-'.

eithe.t" mé.ttef.. . .

I.n‘ regard to,(b), the quite specific information in the papers
- that Petr 5. POPOV was ﬁgcovered by the KGB éjs a result of KGB
surveilié.nce on Ge_orge Payﬁe WINTERS, Jr., who mailed a letter to
POPOV in January 1959, this inférmation should be considered as
possibly information of a deceptiire nature unless an adequate ex;:ilanatidn
can be made for its presence in the p#p’ers. POPOV.waH.s recalled .to
Moscow from East Germany in November 1958 ostensibly for; TDY.. |
The circumstances under which he was recalled and collateral inf§r-
madtion have given adequate gfounds for a beliei that by November
1958 ?OPOV was suspected by the KGB of cooperating with Western
Intelligence or that the KGB may even have been sure ?OPOV had
been éooperating with United States Intelligence.

It may be presumed taat any lead to the XGB in regard fo

POPOV or the fact that United States Intelligence, more specﬁ;’)ﬁ. allérr a
t o4
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ClA, had a source in the GRU would have come from an agent or
source of the FCD, KGB, not the SCD, It can also be presumed that
& souxrce or agent of the FCD in a position to furnish a lead to a

peneti‘ation of the GRU by Western Intellinfencé would be carefully

pro..ected even within the KGB. The posmb:.lu.y of cow*se exists taat

a lead from George BLA.KE -an, FCD a.gen Te sulted in the exposure

of POPOV to the KGB but it is not es»abhshed that it did nor is there
any reason to belleve the FCD could not or did not have another agent

or agents who furnished information to the XGB pertinezﬁ: to develop~ ..

ment of the ca_sé é.gainsf.POPOV.
| '4The"}primary'Aquestion,: howéver, as ‘x‘egafii's the Cherepanov

Pa.pe.rs ‘is whether, even if if: is presumed the KGB obtained information
from an FCD source or agent Which led to suspiéion of POPCV or
identification éf POPOV, this would- be incompatible with infoirﬁétion
iﬁ the papers and could énly lead to the conclusio;n that thé pape;rs conta.inr
"deceptive in.forination;”' |

Thé conclusion in regard to the above is thaé the fact the papers
attribute the expo‘sure of PO?OV to the KGB to surveillance on WINTERS
when he mailed the letter to POPOV in J anuary 1959 is not incompatible
with the distinct possibility that the XGB had previously obtained infor-
mation from an FCD agent or agents which actualiy led to suspicion in

regard to POPOV or actual identification of PCRPOV.

GO04255
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i ini’oi'ma.tion Was received irom an important FCD ..a.ge;*ri: :
;‘ such as George'Bl;AKE or throﬁ'ah another vah-).a”bl‘é CD aomnt whlch
led to .&GB susp1c1on of POPQOV pu.m to h:.s retu*n to Moscow in-
November 1958, it is h:.chly unlucely such 1morma.tz.on would recewe.: 4
wzde dzstnbutlon wzthm the KGB, either in the FCD or me SCD. It i '
1s a.lso poss*ble t.he ‘m:.ted croup Wlthm the KGB who. would be a.wa.re
tha.t the KGB had recexved 1nforma.non leadznd to suspxc:.on of PO'QOV
:' frdm a vé.lua.ble a.geﬁt would be very m»e.»ested in 4ttr1b§tun; the o
.' exi)osure of PO’DOV to the fortuitous mazlmc of the leiter to POPOV :
" by WINTERS. 'I‘he posszbmty should be cons:tde;ed that prior to the
| retneval by the "{GB of the letter to POPOV there was only a deen
- susp1c1on of POPOV but that the leu.ter co*nple..ely sol:.d;uled the case
aga...nst POPOV. B
N Cons:Ldera.tlon ha.s been given to the possmlhty CE-EREPANO‘} |
’.was @der KGB control when he passed the papers to the Ame‘rica.n
 tourist a#;ci that it was done by‘the KGB with %.he EQPe of invélvt;xg CIA ; - - i
m a KGB-cohtroiled opei’ation within the USSR. : In i.:hat éfrerfc, the
paﬁers pas..se-d”by CHEREPANOV would most likely be genuine since:

this would have been the initial step in what the KGB hoped would become

a successful operation..

The above theory has been rejectad since there are a numbex

of factors which militate against it. These factors include the fact that

%;g; | N R 6001256
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ers was at least three y‘ea,rs old
wiaich would indicate CHERE EPAN

OV na.d no current access and there

- Wwas no indication CHEREPANG V Was 1 t\,res.,ed in a future contact.
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