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CONCLUSIONS AND COMMENTS
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YURIY IVANOVICH NOSENKO




1 Ocicber 1968

MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Security

FROM . Deputy Chief, Sccurity Rescazch Staff
. SUBJECT : NOSENKO, Yuriy Ivanovich

1. In accoxdance with the request of the Deputy Lircctor
of Central Intelligencce, attached is a summary with conclusions
concerning the bona fides of Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO. Sube-
conclusions are contained in the summary councerning sevezral
majo¥ areas which were glven primeary consideration in the maiter
of the bona {ides of NOSENKO. ’ :

2, Included in this sumraary are commeats concerning
conclusions ia the previous summary and an annex containing ze-
R marks on three scparate subjecis related to the NOSENXKO caae,

3, In brief, the conclusion of this summary is that NOSENRO
is the person he claims to be, that he held his claimed positions ia
o : the KGB during 1953 - Jazouazy 19464, that NOSENKO was aot dige= .

2l patched by the KGD3, and that his previcus lics and exaggerations

are not actually of material eipnilicance at this time.

Attactment:
SUMMaTY
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’ Claimed KGB Career?

E. Can the Information Furnished by NOSENKXO be
Considered in Toto as Having Resulted in Material
‘Damage to the KGB and/or Has the Information
Furnished by NOSENKO Been of Significant Benefit
to Western Intelligence?

h‘J

. Is There Evidence of KGB Deception or "Give-Away"
in Information Furnished by NOSENKQO Which Would
Warrant a Conclusicn that I\OSEN;{O was Dispatched
by the KGB?
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G. Is There Evidence of a Poiitical or Any Other Type
"Objective Which Could Justify a Dispatch of NOSENKO
by the KGB With Permission to Speak Freely to CIA
Concerning His Knowledge of the KGB and Without
NOSENKO Being Given a Specific Mission or Mis sions ?

- H. Is There Any Evidence That the Contacts of NOSENKO in
1962 or in 1964 With CIA Were Known to the KGB Prior
to His Defection or That NOSENKO Was Ever Briefed
by the KGB Relative to His Behavior or KGB Objectives
During These Contacts or After His Defection?

IV. Comments Concerning Previous Conclusions in Regard to NOSENKO

4 A. NOSENKO Did Not Serve in the Naval RU a Any of the
- Capacities or at the Places and Times He Claimed

o B. NOSENKO Did Not Enter the KGB in the Manner or at the
( ' Time He Claimed '

C.: NOSENKO Did Not Serve in the American Embassy Scetion
Throughout the 1953 ~ 1955 Period as He Claimed

D. During the Period 1955 - 1960, He Was Neither a Senior
Case Officer in, nor Deputy Chief of, the Seventh
Department American-British Commonwealth Section

E. NOSENKO Was Neither Deputy Chiei of the American Embassy
Section nor a Senior Officer or Supervisor in the Section
During the Period 1961 - 1952 {sic) .

F. NOSENKO's Claims, That in 1962 He was Chief of the
' American-British Commonwealth Seciion and Was
Thereafter a Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department,
Are Not Credible

G. NOSENKXO Has no Valid Claim to Certainty That the KGR
Recruited No American Embas sy Personnel Between

1953 and His Defection in 1664
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INTRODUCTION

The following summary and ané.lysis is not intended to be

: .'a.ll inclusive, that is to contain a specific comment on all organi=-
zational, operationa;, pe:;'sonality and case type ini;ormatix;.tn furnished
by Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO. To attempt to do so would be repetitioué
and confusing to the reader and would not be bf material benefit in the
f.o.rmation of logica; conclusions concerning the rather limited areas of

i

(ﬁ : Primary concern.
This summary will not contain a detailed psychological
assessment of NOSENKO nor will it contain a recitation ofi the numerous
theories which have been promulgated in the past concerning varying
--aspects of the NOSENKO case. This summary will be primarily
" directed toward the question of whether NOSENKO was or was not
‘dispatched by the KGB, whether his claimed KGB career is relatively
plausible and whether he has since late October 1967 been cooperative in
a reassessment of the entire case for or against NOSENKO. NOSENKO

has admitted certain lies and exaggerations in the past but claims that -

these were of a personal nature, intended to enhance his own importance

@ i
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“. but not to mislead thig Agency in any material matters of an operational

or policy nature.

fides' as considered in thig Summary, NOSENKO will be Jjudged Primarily .

aspects will be considered, but his admitted Previous errors, lies and
e8xaggerations will not Per se warrant a conclusion that NOSENKO is not a

"""bona fide" defector, ‘ ’

The previous summary on NOSENKO entitled, "The Exami- -

1 nation of the' Bona Fides of a KGB Defector, " hag been considered in

SECRET | - 00010¢s




14-00000

'SECR&:

the preparation of this summary. It will be commented on in part

and this summary will include conclusions corvelated with the seven
primary conclusions set forth on ;;aga 388 of tho above summary.
Remarks concerning uruin errors, incensintancios, omintons and
i munpportod conclusions in the previous summnry in regazd to apeciﬂc
 cases or sub-areas will be included in this sammary. However, this
summary will not include 8 point-by-potat coh:paﬁcon of all areas of
agreement or disagreement ﬂth .iaiormaﬁoa contained in the previous
SUMmMATY.

A positive dgcision in ngard to NCSENKO based on all
avallable information ahoald be made in the immediate future. Theve
are no !mm sources currantly avaﬂabla to provide new positive
hzfoxmation ceocerning NOSENKO and his bona fides. it is recognized

that there is always a possibility in the future a new source or Bources

will be able to furnish additional information in regard to NOSENKO.
Howaver, this possibility ie exceadingly tenuous and (t is foit thers
o is sufficient information available on which to base a conclusion in

the NOSENKXS matter.

R
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I. SUMMARY OF DEVEIOPMENTS 'IN NOSENKO CASE -

SINCE 30 OCTOBER 1967

tiwazrading and
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SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENTS IN NOSENKO CASE

SINCE 30 OCTOBER. 1967

" have been conducted by one individual not prevzously known personally to '

NOSENKO but who has been aware qf the NOSENKO_case since June 1962,
Inferviews ﬁave been detailed and very .extensive in scope, have |
been recorded and transcribed, and have covered the Zntire life and career
of NOSENKd without regard to whetﬁer a particular aspect had been
cow}ered during pre'vious interview or interviews.
NOSENKO, although naturally apprehensive during the first few
inte:viéws, has been cooperative, has developed a reiaxed attitude, and
thé interviewer has noted no significant reluctance to discuss any aspect
of his life, career, or activit?es. On occasion NOSENKQO has indicated a
reluctance to make positive statements in certain area.s previously
.considered at a minimum extremely controversial. This reluctance

was understandable and when it became apparent to NOSENKO that the

Go01044

Since 30 October 1967 mterv-:.ews w:.th Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO o
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.i.nterviewer would not dispute or disparage his statements withouAt a.dequa.te'
reason, this reluctance on the part of NOSENKO,V in the opinion of i:he .
interviewer, totally disappeared.

During the interviewing period, particularly in the first six months,

- 'NOSENKO materially assisted the interviewer by preparing approximately R

si;cty memoranda on such diverse subjet;ts as his life, motivation for de-._
fecl:tion,' individual cases, notes which he furnished to CI.A in 1964, KGB |
ofganization, and KGB officer énd agent personalities, As an .e,xample
of the scope of this work by NOSENKO, four of the m?moranda included
remarks concerning approximately (875 KGB, officers, .100 KGB agents,
0 35 GRU officers, and_‘i,400;‘e other Soviet nationals. These iists were alphai.- |
betically arranged and the above indicated cooperation of NOSENKO has -
materially assisted in the organization and evaluation of information
furnished by him during current interviews.
Copies of transcripts of interviews with NOSENKO and related
:'-"._':';‘:?Aemoranda have been disseminated to the FBI and the CI Staff. Special
Agent Elbert Turner and Special Agent James ‘Wooten of the Washington

" Field Office/FBI in particular have given great assistance in research

and compilation of new or additional information and the FBI has inter-
viewed or reinterviewed a number of United States citizens concerning

whom NOSENKO has furnished 'pertinent information.

. 6001612
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. -In addition, three professionals from ths SB Division have
reviewed the current information and assisted in the retrisval of
previons information from NOSENKO and collation of current

information with previous information., The latter is a tremendous

task becausse of mo volume of material; the number of individual

cases involved; and the extensive information in regard to KGB

- personalitiss, prucadmu, ox;gani:‘sational structars and activitiss.

The 8B Division also provided the services of an expart -
transiator to translais the !upda of the 1965 interrogation of NOBENKD

by Peir DERYABIN and cne of the previcusly mentioned three pro~

 fessionals completed a new translation of the 1962 interviews with

NOSENKO. In addition, transcriptions of certain other particularly
partinent: previous interviews of NCSENKO bave been completed by
the Olfice of Security.

Approximately 7000 puges of transcripts and rehﬁd matavial
bave been compilied and disseminated since late Octobar 1967. Com-
mseats concerning the value of the information contained in the above
material are contained in another section of this summary. As of the
present iime, & complete analysis {5 not possible since a considerable
portion of the mate.rial haa ;uct been fully processed, in the prepazration
of this summary all areas of major aigniﬁcancé have been examined.
Bscause of the jvolmninouu information, all analytical and collation work

D33 not been completad; but it is not considerad that, based on »il

3 6001013
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available information, the remaiaing work will materially aﬂaet
the conciusions drawn in this Bummary,

Ths polygraph interview of NOSENKO was initisted on -

Z Auguet and conciuded on 6 August 1948, Approximately sixty

guestions of a pertinent naturs wers included in the polygrapk intez~

view. No problems were encountored during the polygraph interview "

a0 5o sdditional testing of NOSENKO 1s anticipated. Astached ts &

 copy of the acl!-explanatory report on the results of the polygraph

interview.
Intarviews with NOSENKO have continued since tho polygraph

interview on a temporarily reduced scale in order to permit a review

| of previous i{nformation and preparation of this fummary. There is _

no doubt that future interviews with NOSENKO will reveal information
of inteiligencs value, but information developed thus far will parmit

a decislon n the case of Yuriy Ivanovich NOSE&KO.

Attpchment;
12 Aug 63 Polygraph Rpt

0001014
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.0 : Chief, Security Research Staff 12 August 1968
’ ‘ ' ‘ ' ! :
FROM : Interrogation Research Division ) A _ i , P
SUBJEC? : Yurly Ivanovich NOSENKO o IRD f 6T4OL

' IDFNTIFYING DATA ' . - T

Subject is & LO year old former KGB Staflfer who defected to the ‘-fi a L

" BACKGROUND ’

o Mr. Bruce L. Solie of the Security Research Staff has been de~ .
1 briefing and interrogating SubJect since October 1967 in order %o T
- resolve the issue whether Subject was a dispatched agent of the XGB.
‘He has conducted a vast amount of research and checking with sources
! in an effort to establish the veracity of Subject's statements.

s v i s e g e con D

PURPOSE ' _ L
'c (@9 " The primary. purpose of the polygraph test was to determine:
| o 1. Whether Subject was a dispatched Agent of the KGB; .

2. Whether Subject had intentionally given Mr. Solle . |
any false information. _ e ! :

~ PROCEDURE ‘ =

Subject was given a polygraph examination on 2 August 1968 at : , S

& sefesite in the vicinity of Washington, D.C. The examination was

conducted in the English language. Subject's comprehension and the
abllity to express himself in English was completely adequate for
purposes of polygraph testing. Subject was completely cooperative

in all respects. Subject displayed no evasiveness and appeared to-

. be completely f£rank whenever he was questioned or gave information
> - on & topiec. ‘
3

The following relevant qpestioné were asked during the first test:
Is your true name Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO? Yee. | |
Were you born in the year 19277 Yes.

" Besldes the Americans, did-you tell anyone else about your

intention to defect? No.

o . O 5001015
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Did you ever 'tell anyone in the KGB about your contact with
American Intelligence? No. . .

Were you given instructions by the XGB %o get in contact with
Americen Intelligence? No.

Were you tolgd by the XKGB to defect in order to carry out an
Intelligence mission? No, '

The 'foliowing relevant questions were asked during the second test:

Did the KGB actually send a communication for your recall to
the USSR on the day of your defection? No. _

Vere you acquainted with CHEREPANOV? Yes.

Did you actually travel to Gorkiy in November 1963 to hunt for
CHEREPANOV? Yes. ' :

" Are you deliberately withholding from us any information about
s

the XaB recrultment of Americans? No.

Were you the responsible Case Officer for John Abvidian in 1960-61%

Yes. : oo
Do you know the true name of ANDREY or SASHA? TNo.

Did you ever nave tuberculosis? Yes, . ‘ o

: The following relevant questions were asked on test threé:

. Did you serve in Navy Intelligence from 1951 to 19537 Yes. ;

X

Vas [SHUBIN An the USSR during the period 1957 019597 Yes,
) % . o

To the best of your kndwledge » Were you in the Seventh
Department at this time? vYes,

Did you telephone the GRU about SHUBIN at this time? Yes, .

© To the best of your knowledge, was POPOV compromised because
. of the lette/r Mr. Winters mailed? Yes.,

CE - coutots

1
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P Mareh 19537 yeq.

frozp 1953
re you & Deputy Chief

e you only g Captain _ai:

Januazy 1960 to Decenpe 1961 veye You the Deputy o the
L of the Firgg Sect’_ion,oft the Firsy Deparbment? Yes, , S
January ¢, July 196 Were you the Chief op the Firgt Section
le _Seventh Department? Yes, -

YOU 81 oregey, 10 the Pipgy
E time op the Staling‘rad
E» Yes._ .

~Fii'st Departménﬁt ’ ‘SCD,
on against(BeMeb and
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The following relevant questions were asxed dn test five:

Since 1953 do you know of any other XGB recruitments in the

", American Embassy besides ANDREY and [HOWARD?) No.
.Did the KGB know abvout the. notes you brought out? No.
| Have you told us the complete truth about your KGB career?’ Yes.

' Dpid you 1ntenimonally exagperate your personal involvement in ' : o
cases in 1962 end 1964 in order to mislead us? No. e

-Did you intentionally glve us any false operational

information? No.

Did GRIBANOV offer you ‘the p051t10n of Deputy Chief of tne
First Department? Yes.

© Vas an order actuallj prépared promotlng you to Deputy to the
_Cnlex of the First Department? Yes.

In early 1960 did GRIBANOV tell you that your primary responsibllity
was to work against American Code Cxerks? Yes.

Other than you mentioned, are you hlding any other reasons for

- your defectlon? No.

Are you deliberately withholding any information on any foreigners ":*

recruited by the KGB? No.

" The. following relevant questions were asked on test six:

Did you enter the KGB through uhe in;luence of General BOGDAN

. KOBULOV? Yes.

F'Did you succeed BAKHVALOV as Deputy Chlef of the Flrst Section?
YeSo '

Did GRYAZNOV succeed you as Deputy Chlef of the First Section?
Yes. -

' Were the CHEREPANOV papers passed to the Americans with KGB

nnowledge? No.

0001018
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Page.’5 . )
To your knowledge was there any wisleading information in the:‘ )
CHEREPANOV papers? No. . _‘i:- ;
Did you ever pefsonally meet GOLITSYN? No.
Was there a cable sent to Geneva for you to assist ARTEMEV =~ . * R -
in the BELITSKIY case? Yes. ) : ' ' . R ‘ :

. Did you personally make an approach to{KEYSERS)at the Moscow - . - ST

Airport? Yes. ‘ ‘ ' : ‘ , e .

The following relevant questions inre're asked on test seven:!

- Did you actually review the KGB file on OSWALD? Yes.

' Did LEE HARVEY OSWALD receive aiy KGB treining or assigmments? .. . = |
g No. - . , L
' Were there any microphones installed in the North Wing of the : ;

- U.5. Embassy in Moscow? No. ' :
" Was the review of microphone reports one of your'ddties in L -}
1960-617 Yes. - o : RENS i

B - o ’ . ’ . L ! I
Are you withholding any information known to you concerning i

- KGB microphones or electronic activity against the U.S. T ,:w»
Embassy? No. : - o :
. X . i

Before your official transfer to the Seventh Department did L P
you read the surveillance report on the vi§it of ABIDIAN ’>L; P
- to PUSHKIN street? Yes. : N ' : )

© Did you personaily'conduct a certain inveétigation.of SHAKQV'_ e
- in 1962 in Geneva? Yes. S IR

. Vas the rank of Lieutenant Colonel on your ﬁravel document ;:;_3'

- %o GORKIY only a misteke by KASHPEROV? Yes. e P
" Thé fbllowing relevant questions were asked‘on‘tésﬁ eight: i ) _é

'While in the U.S. Embassy Section did you obtain a typewriter-  L~E§f'f ST
. Tor BORODIN fox the preparation of a letter-to Edward Ellis I i
SMITH? Ye S @ . ) . . !
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,;(GB knowledge of CIA personnel in Moscow? No. :
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Subject's polygraph test of 6 August likem.se refleoted. no
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ANALYTICAL COMMENTS CONCERNING THE BONA FIDES OF

YURIY IVANOVICH NOSENKO

As indica.teczlv in the. intreduction. to this _summar&, information in
regard to Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO will be considered against' an arbi-
trary but realistic list of areas cons:Ldered pertment to the questmn of
whether NOSENKO voluntarlly defected to thxs Agency w1thout KGB
knowledge, and whether h:.s 1962 and early 1964 conta.cts with represent- .

atives of this Agency were known to the KGB

It was noted that motlva.tlon and certain other pertinent aspects
would also be considered but that his admitted previous lies and exag -
gerations would not per se warrant a conclusion that 1\(IOSENKO is not a

hona fide defector. "

e - The following is a list of the areas considered pertinent and which

are being given specific consideration., Attached is a sepai‘ate section
" containing remarks in regard to the designated areas of A - H,
" A. Is NOSENKO identical to the person whom he claims
to be?

B. Is the claimed KGB career of NOSENKO plausible?

(._ ¢ o o _
| SE C::_ L Goutes
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Has NOSENKO given an acceptable explanation of

his motivation in contacting CIA in 1962 and for his

' defectfion‘ in 1'964 ?

Is the information furnished by NOSENKO to CIA .

cOnéefning KGB operations, personalities, and organi-
zation reasonably commensurate with his claimed KGB
Career?.

Can the ifnforrhat’io_n furnished by NOSENKO be con-

‘sidered in toto as’ ha.wfihg resulted in ma»terial da.ma.ge

 to the KGB and/ or ha.s the mformatxon furnished by

NOSENKO been of s:o.gmﬁcant benef:.t to Western Intelh-

gence?

Is there evidence of KGB deception or "give away" in
information furnishéd by NOSENKO which would warrant
a conclusion that NOSENKO was dispatched by the KGB?

Is there evidence of a political or any other type objective

‘which could justify a dispatch of NOSENKO by the KGB

with permission to speak freely to CIA concerning his
knowledge of the KGB and without NOSENKO being given

a specific mission or missions?

: 6001023
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SECRET,

Is there é._ny evidence that the contacts of NOSENKO

in 1962 or in_1'964 with CIA were known to the KGB

prmr to his defect:.on or that NOSENKO was ever br1efed,
by the KGB rela.txve to h:.s behavmr or KGB ob_]ectz.ves

‘durmg these contacts or after his defection?
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A. IS NOSENKO IDENTICAL TO THE PERSON

WHOM HE CLAIMS TO BE?
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SECREY

A. Is NOSENKO identical to the person whom he claims to be?

During interviews NOSENKO has furnished detailed information in regard

to his fa.mﬂy, ‘his act1v1t1es as a youth the schools he attended, assoc-

&

iates of his father and mother, and his own associates, The period

.. - under consideration in this section is the period preceding his entry

 into the First Department, Second Ghief Directorate, MVD, in mid-

Mazrch 1953,

Information furnished by NOSENKO concerning his father and
mother and his early life, together with other information such as a
comparison of photographs of NOSENKO and a photograph of his father A

and confirmed travel of his mother to Western Europe in 1956 with

. Madame KOSYGINA, conclusively establish that he is Yuriy Ivanovich

NOSENKO, the son of Ivan Isidorovich NOSENKO, the Minister of Ship=-
building in the USSR pArior to his death in 1956, This is also satisfactorily
supported by personal-type information furnishea by NOSENKO concern-
ing other associates of his father and mother,

Since, as indicated above, there is considered to be no doubt
that Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO is the son of the former Minister of

Shipbuilding, a detailed study of his life prior to 1945 (age 18) is of

CCRET 001028
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SECRET

liftle or no value in assessing the bona fides or non-b_ona fides of
NOSENKO. An expose of his youthful_inciiscretions y- 6£ which he_haé
admitted a number, is of no impoft in a discussion of whether NOSENKO
was or was not dispatched by the KGB. Obtaining ahy collateral first-

hand information in regard to NOSENKO before 1945 would be of

' "’negl.igible value, but there actually is supporting information from
‘ Nikolay ARTAMONOV, a defector from the Soviet Navy, concerning

the claimed attendance by NOSENKO at a military-naval preparatdry

H

school in Leningrad.

NOSENKO, during current interviews, has stated that he grad=-

“uated from the Institute of International Relations in 1950 and had

attended the Institute since 1945, He has explained that he should have'
gradﬁated in 1949 since it was a four-year course, but failed the final |
examination in Marxism and therefore was requiréd to attend the Institute
for a longer period of time and again take his final examinations.

Based on informatidn furnished by NOSENKO concerning co-
students and the Institute, there is no reason to doubt that he actually
attended and graduated from the Institute of International Relations in
1950. The previous controversy in this matter was complicated by
NOSENKO who., in 1964 after his defection, stated in a biography that

he had graduated from the Institute in 1949. Actually this statement

$0U1027
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_1949. NOSENKO explained that this change in his date of graduation

 caused him to pre-date his actual entry into Navy Intelligence to 1950 _

SECRET

- by NOSENKO in 1964 resulted in conflicting information since NOSENKO

on 9 June 1962 during his first contact with CIA had stated that he
""'completed the Institute of International Relations in 1950, " ,NOSENKO

has given the explanation that he changed the date of his graduation to

1949 because he did not wish to admit that he bad failed to graduate in

instead of 1951 and his actual entry into the KGB from 1953 to 1952,

The above action by NOSENKO is included in what NOSENKO has |

characterized as his "'stupid blunders.' The latter is a rather apt
characterization of his now admitted lies and exaggerations but is not

evidence that NOSENKO was dispatched by the KGB. It is evidence of

"~ a certain per‘sonality trait of NOSENKO who has in the past by his own _
admission tended to enhance his importance and astuteness by graphically

Pportraying his personal participation in KGB activities concerning which

he had knowledge but did not personally participate.
The claimed service of NOSENKO in Navy Intelligence during
March 1951 to early 1953 in the Far East and the Baltic areas has been

seriously questioned in the past. Specific comments on this period of

SECREB‘ - (001028
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time are contained in a sepafa‘te section of this summary, but it is
considered that the recent interviews of NOSENKO satisfactorily sub-
stantiate his claimed service in Navy Inteiligence during March 1951
to eariy 1953, |

Attached is a typed copy of a ?andv_vritten memorandum completed
by NOSENKO on 31 October 1967. This 'is a biographical statement con-
cerning his life and KGB caréér. No effort‘has been made to correct
grammatical errors or spelling since to do so would be -i.n conflict with

the manner in which current interviews were conducted' namely, to give

‘ NOSENKO an opportunlty to recount his life and activities to permit a re-

examlnatlon of the entire case, The comprehension and fluency of
NOSENKO in the English language was adequate for interview purposes
in October 1967 and both have materially improved since that time.

Interviews of and memoranda prepared by NOSENKO since

31 October 1967 have not indicated any material discrepancies with the

statements of NOSENKO in the attached memoréndum. One change that
has been miade by NOSENKO is that he now dates his transfer from the
First Department, Second Chief Directorate (SCD), KGB, to the Seventh
Department, SCD, as occurring in the latter part of May 1955 rather
than June - July 1955 as indicated in the attached statement. NOSENKO

also now dates the period in which an unsatisfactory '"characterization'

4 .' i}u Gl@pg
SECRFT
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':(personnel evaluation) was prepared on NOSENKO in March - Ap:c.'i..l—’
1955 rather than May - June 1955, Since the unsatisfactory personnel
report was dire-ctly related to his transfer to the Seventh Department,
neither of the above changes are considered to be of a significant nature,
An ‘effort has been made during current interviews to differentiate between

. errors due to faulty memory é.nd'disci‘-epancies indicative of deception by

 NOSENKO.

Attachment: =
31 Oct 67 Memo

5 o 004030
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T é oL ULE | . T
R i o ( o o ' : Operational Memo #'N?-Z‘
. |\ SUBJECT: NOSENKO, Yuri Ivanovich |
PO ¢ :
il i
il : | | S I
e The following is a typed copy of a handwritten memorandum
i :;'ifurmshed by Subject on 31 October 1967, followmg a request on. !
.:30 October 1967: . :

I NOSENKO, George, was born 30 October 1927 in the c:.ty
zf’"N:.colaev. Ukrame.

My famlly- the father - NOSENKO, -Ivan, b. 1902 was workmg '

!
|
v,
L

at thé ahipbmlding plant and studied at the shlpbuzldm‘g 1nst:.tute, whxch 5 o ' .
;j.he ﬁmshed in 1928 the mother - NOSENKO Tamara (nee MARKOVSKI), .

b, 1908, 2 housewife; the brother - NOSENKO, Viadimiry b. 1944, a ?:

“student,
In S-epternber 1934 I began to study in the school (0 cb-la.ss‘) but .:’
studied a short period of time because m October ';;vith the mother wént’_
E - in Leningr;d where the father was working at the shipbuilding plant,
. ;,. "Sudsmech" from summer 1934, In Nicolaev I was living at the Street
Nicolgk_i 7.. All relatives of my family were living also in Nicolaev.
In Leningrad I was living with parents iﬁ three pla.cés till 1938:
at t?‘le Stregt Stachek (1934 - summer 1935}, St. Canal Qf Griboedov,
154 ('1935-1938).’ ‘St-. M. Gorky (short period in 1938). ~From 1935 till
S,.,CRZ"

Ghote 1 i
Exclufed fran antomatic
Lol iy Aud {

f |’\>'.. P “. \ 1 ,; ‘]!»? N
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L v : 1938 I studied at the schools, which were close to my places of living. 3

i

B

I £J.n1shed 6th class and went w1th parents to rest to the south (Sochx)

B but'sp_on began the war and we returned in Moscow,

In October 1941 I with my mother went in the evacua.txon in’

: Chehabmsk (Ural), where I finished 7th class in spring 1942. In

. July-Aug\ist we returned in Moscow,

In August I entered in the Moscowite military-navy special

(e E;_:schéol, ‘which was evacuated in Kuibyshev, where I finished 8th class

. school must be evacuated from Kuibyshev in Achinsk (Siberia) and I

where I was studying at the second course (9th class). In this school |

. I twice tried to be sent as a volunteer to the front but failed, Soon

R

SLODCT

\JL Ji c._,‘j

i '::_,'_I was contmumg to study at the school 585 (St. B, Polianka). In 1941

' home, 'In 1942 (summer) I went with the mother in city Gorki and in .

i “in summer 1943 and a.ftér that I arrived on a leave in Moscow., This |

. did not want to go there, With the help of father I was accepted in the

Baku's military-navy preparatory school and in August went in Baku,

In 19.38 the father beganAto'work in Moscow and soon I with the mother ':"-.' '
!l} i ‘«‘“-'went to live in Moscow in the end of thls year. :_ o Cw -
§ S

:

X
‘ . v .
{ "In Moscow we were liv'mg at the St. Serafimovich, 2. Here . 5

¥

. . Cheliabinsk I lived in the poselok ChTZ, being there I tried to run to ‘

D the f:o'nt.ivith my playfellow BUSKO, but we were caught and returned.
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: Co 4 ‘ w’ i
iafter;th;a.t I run'with a friend (RADCHENKO) home in Moscow (January' - |

| q _1944)'. .In Moscow I studied at the courses (Russian word), finished e L

9th class and was accepted again in the military-navy preparatory AR

- school,. which was located in Leningrad, Ir; August of 1944 I'.went :.n '
o ' | B gi
Lo ! Leningrad. = - L _:, R =
! Lo L E All cad.e't.:s' of this schOol',wc_ar;e. sent to for_est (abogt.ZOO lkan. ‘
‘ E. % fr&fniLgpingrad) to prepare wood for winter, \;vherg we have been two.‘z‘? S
| i’ ’; ‘?m’c.ontl;s. : In Nt..)vemb‘eAr'I wounded by chancé the left hand and wag éut B ;
gEs 2 _in the navy hospifal. Whén I was in the hospital I decided n'otkto return o '5 ’

.
g
SR
!
:

" in the school but to finish 10th class in Leningrad about what I have L

“written a letter to my father asking his help and agreem-ent with such- : | Gil.

P rhy decision, With the hélp of the father's friends I quited w1th th'e schpél ’ |
‘and entered in @he shipbﬁjlding college on the second course in ‘Jam’xarjr‘f-;- fv !
.1945 and studied there till'fhe end of May., The WWIL ﬁnishéd ;.né L - &

~ decided to return to Mosc.m;v. The director of the shipbuilding college
. had given me a document that I studied in this college at the second | 1

" course and finished this course (though I was not passing exams). In : : o
Leningrad I was living in the hostel of this college (St. Tolmachev).
In May 1945 1 arrived in Moscow and was living with parents

(St. Granovski, 3).

i
i

3 '_ S N . 8001633:-é.
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! In summer 1945 there was created the institute of the intex=
i -

'/ national relations in Moscow and in J uly I entered in this institute.

. In July my father went in Germany with the group of engineers

and he took me (I received a temporary rank of a senior lieutenant,

-1 documents and a uniform).

, - In 1945-1950 I studied at the institute. In 1946 I acquaintedl: . -

| i --'with a girl - Shishkc{v\‘\L}/YIA, student of the medicine institute. I

- was i,nbldse'_ relations with this girl, because of the pregnancy I married "

. “,_ her a;rid she made an abort. My parents were against the marriage and "

. we did not live together and we soon divorced, In the end of 1946 I was

. .acqual nted with Telegin AUGUSTINE and was going to marry her, re- i
|7 ceived a flat in 1947 (St. Mira - former lst Uecyehckad, 162/174). In
. November her father, General TELEGIN, was arrested, but I married '_'_ <’

her. The marriage was not successful, I foundout about her close -

' '} . -relations with the brother, and the child-girl was born with pathologicalil "

‘changes., I}Wéé not the father of this child, After that I broke with her
| }. and we were living separately (end of 1948 - beginning 1949). |

_In spring 1950 before state exams in the institute was working
.the commissién, which was deal ing with future works of the.students of

my 5th course, I expressed a wish to work in any military organization

- 6001034
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:
: : o and soon Iwas mv1ted to visit personnel depa.rtment of MGB (Mlmstr}':,: | .

| I of 5~ate Secumv) ‘But MGB did not accept me. After that with the = .

i O ' : L ;
4 [ A S A ) ‘ o ;
S ! 'he'lp ‘of, the father I began to deal with the personnel department of the .. . *

o ¢ e o+ et = e o = em s

" ._I f:lmahed the mst:.tute and recewed a dxploma.

I was accepted in the navy :mtelhgence in the 13 of March 1951 =

'réiand in March 17 went by a train to Soviet Harbour (1nte111gence of 7th

N . Fleet, as an mterpreter of the mformatmn department), Before going;;:f' :

v
t
e
i
4
R
S

; 1 ‘.‘;‘Aitto the For Ea.st I began my divorce with the former wife, | =

. At the end of April 1952 I went on a leave in Moscow., Immediafeiy'

- " ~ after returning in Moscow I had a blood cough out, In the mxddle of May
3 I went to a. tuberculous sanatorium not far’ from Moscow. I.n July I

finished my treatment and returned in Moscow, Because of the health

' I could not return back to the Far East and the personnel department of

1o the navy mtelligence Bent me to Baltic Sea (as a senior interpreter of
. the navy intelligence point of the intelligence of 4th Fleet = in Sovietsk,

Kaliningrad's diétrict) .

Wh_en I studied at the instifute I as all the students received a

rank of junior lieutenant of administrative service after finishing the

b@i 25 .
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N aecond course in 1947, In 1951 the rmmstry of navy had g:.ven me also .

) the rank of Jjunior l1eutenant when I was accepted in the navy mtelhgence, L

o In September October 19521 received a' rank of lieutenant,

el ) to do. Besxdes this the chmate was not good for my health and I dec1ded

I took a leave and went to Moscow. .]'anuary 1 I was with my pa.rents

: at the evemng pa.rty at the cottage of General MGB KOBULOV whom I.

s 4‘ d1d not know before, but I knew his son-in-law Vahroshev Vasili ~ a E ‘

ifwas thmkmg about change of the job. KOBULOYV was speaking with me.
.. 'head of the personnel department of the navy 1nte111gence KALOSHIN

‘where 1 was in 1952, In the days of funeral of STALIN I has come to

Moscow and visited the ministry where my father was working, There

that he would settle my question concerning my job, After several days

“in the middle of March I have received a telephone call from MVD to

. L .3 i)
Toa VI VITTEN N

¥

f - In Sovietsk the _work was not intereated and for me'it Wa.s nothing -

change the job. W1th thzs purpose before new year at the end of 1952

[

former student and my friend. I told him about my Job and that now I -

.~ on this theme and propose we work and his help in MGB, but nothzng -:‘;r;.'-

more definite was ea.:.d about my work, This month I reported to the
about my decision and tha.t I will be working in MGB,

. In the end of January I went again in the tuberculous sanatorium,

I have seen General KOBULOYV who has come to the father and he said

. o - 6001036
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'~ 1 1 come t6 KOBULOV. There I have spent about two hours in the re~ " ’ ‘
] ot v t . .
o B 2 . ' .o i
, ;{" L i . ception room of KOBULOV, but he was too busy and his assistant
REUEE I B L
, ' 1 ii SAVITSKI aent me to the Deputy of the Ch1e£ of the Second Dlrectory R
r ri
k “‘SHUB\II.AKOV, who told me tha.t there was s1gned an order and I was. IS

i accepted in the 1 department of 2 chJ.ef d1rectory as a case offlcer. - ‘ -

‘ : SHUBNI.AKOV 1nv1ted the deputy of the chief of 1 department GORBATENKO

' (who was a.ctmg as the ch1e£ of 1 Department because the cluef of the

o department KOSLOV. Ana.toh, was appomted to the epec1al depa.rtment

of extraordmarzly affairs (mvestlgatlon) e SHUBNI.AKOV a.nd

. ,'GORBATENKO aa1d to me that I would.be workmg in the 1. sectwn of . ) |

o
i
i
i
1
G
Ry
i
i
-'_
Lt
i
F.

{ .A , " the depa.rtment. 'I‘hen I w1th GORBA’I‘ENKO went to the 1 department

X . [T,
T ‘ . LR S

was acquamted with the chief of section KOSLOV, Veniamin. KOSLOV

b told me that I will be workmg against the American correspondents, = _"i';"fi‘ A

showed me room, my desk and acquainted with the officers, who were .

"+ working in this room: KUTIREV, RACOVSKI, GROMOV and TORMOSOV..
' The last officer must give files on the correspondents and agents. I AR

. was aaid to come next day‘ and ’eegan to work,
When I was ;esting in the tuberculous sanatoriim I acquainted
with KOJEVNIKOV, Ludmila, a student of the Moscowite Urtiversity. .
and in'June 1953 we married: Before it tIwa.s living with my parents“

- ' . at St. Gorky, ‘9,' but after marriage was living with the wife at
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[ st. Seraﬁmovich, 2 (the flat of her parents). In 1955 1 recelved a flat
RN IS i

R at St. Narodnya, 13 where was living with my fam11y.

R -‘:' ’

- ' In 1954 I contracted a disease (gonorrhea) and on the a.dvme L

i

: | of the fnend IVANOV went to medxc pomt at St. Neghunya. Doctore

"asked to show a document, I ha.d w1th me only MVD certlfxca.te and an..

e

_,operat:.ve passport and showed them the passport.. Doetors ha.d given

‘_me a treatment, after that twme they made tests and asked to come once
tmore, but I d:.d‘not come, They wanted to see once more and aént a :

'}1;:_ 1.etter to the pla.ce of work which was wrltten in the passport The ' S

plant w1th MVD found out about it. The deputy of the chxef, SHUBNIAKOV

was spea.kmg WJ.th me. I had written my explanation, and pumshed by the ' S

chief of the 2 d:u:ectory, FEDOTOV - 15 days of arrest, 'I‘he komsomol' e e
‘ E '-“3'_orgamza.t1on also pum.shed me, I received a strict repri;nand and'was_ R ‘
: ‘-'~'.,"-":'£reed of the head of komsomol's organization of the 2 chief director. ‘

Iwas a fnember'df komsomol's organizdtion from October 1943,

1% In the end of 1954 before leaving komsomol (because of age) the komsomol ) i

/1" organization of KGB took off this strict reprimand.

In 1955 on all officers of the 2 chief directory were written
- characterizations (May-June). In my characterization was written that 4
I did not appropriate to the 1 department 2 chief directory. In June~ -

.:uly Iwas appomted to the 7 depa.rtment 2 chief d1rectory as a case o

8001038
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4 ¢ officer .of 2 sectton. This section was new created (the work agamst Ce R

\

todriste) 'I‘he chlef of 7 department - PER.FILIEV. the ch1e£ o£ the B o

. Z sectzon GUSKOYV.

‘ ‘ IR S
4 Im 1956 Iwa.s accepted as a candldate in the Commumat P'arty. e
:.:.\"‘ . . : o
;~soon recewed C3 rank of a senior heutenant and got a promotxon - a

Coa

eemor case o££1cer.

, In 1957 I was accepted in the Pa:ty as a membex. R
SR ' In August 1956 my father dzed.
Pieo o In 1957 or 1958 1 was promoted a deputy chief of 2 section. In i AR

1960 and in January 1960 was sent to

~Tth department I was workmg till
on in the 1 department 2 ch1e£

, ‘. : work as a deputy ch1e£ of the 1 sectio
_ :"directory (ch:.ei of the 1 department, KLIPIN, Vla.d. ' chlef of the
S IR sectxon KOVSHUK). o

S My family was conslst of the w1£e and two daughters: Okaana-;

Oksana was i1l (bronch1a.1

B born in 1954, and Tamara, born in 1958.

aathma.) from 1957 and almost every year till 1963 2-3 ‘months was in

» hospltals. In 1960 I'was thinking about change (temporary) pla.ce of = oy

11vmg and there was @ pos sibility to go to work in 2 departmenta KGB

in Lvov and Odessa. But there was another questlon if I go from Moscow':

1 would lose the flat in Moscow. At this time the chief of the section of .

o work in Ethiopia

2 depariment, PIATROVSKI, proposed tome togot
0001033
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(counter-intelligence work among Soviet specialists in Ethiopia), The

i ° chief of 2 ch1ef dlrectory agreed and the questmn was almost dec1ded

»oif o "but in the last moment the personnel de

partment of KGB did not agree. ;Z;‘ -

P 1 The Teasons were the case of 1954 (111ness and use of the passport for G

B that dnnk and on thls base have quarrele thh the wife)., ‘

I was workmg in the 1 department till 1962 In January 1962

P I was appomted aga:.n ih«the 7 department as the chief of the 1 eectxon

(work agaxnst tourists from the USA and Canada)
In December 1959 I got a rank of a captain,

" When I began to work in the 7 department I knew that soon I,."

must be promoted 2 deputy chief of the department, when would free IR

. . a place « the deputy chz.ef of department BALDIN was prepar;ng to go S

to work in easstern Germany.

In July 1962 I was appoznted the deputy chief of 7 department S

b (the chief of the department was CHELNOKOYV) and here I was workmg Pl

till January 18, 1964,

During my Work in MVD-KGB I did not study in any school,

only in 1953« 1954 was visiting courses of foreign languages of MVD- :

KGB at St, Kiselni,

6I010¢y
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' i § Five times I was sent abroad: In 1957 I was in England with ’a'-:»‘ x
i»_ )! ; sportfdelegatmn,v m- 1958 wa.s a.ga.m in England with a sport delegatmn,‘ ’ -
{ ‘; [ .57 in 1960 Iwas in Cuba with a delega.tmn of spec1a11sts of nickel mdustry;'; '. :
E Workmg in MVD KGB every year I had leaves for rest. In_. SO B
P 1§53 W1th the w1£e I was restmg in the tu'berculous sana.tor:.um. In 1954 ' :
'! I waslw:tth the famﬂy at the cottage. In 1955 I was restmg at the cottage. : |
;“*- i“' '4 In March 1956 I was restmg thh the w1fe in Karlovi Vary, Czechoslovakla .:-'5
f In 1957 1was in Lemngrad two weeks with the w1fe and then rested a.t
“ ‘ : "‘the cottage. In 1958 I was ,r.estmg at the‘cottage, In 1959 I w:.th the w:.fe g
.‘rested ;n Sochi, ‘In January-February 1960 1 rested thh the wife in ks !

- Kislovodsk, In 1961 - August - 1 rested with the wife and daughters in
'\' i Nicolaev‘. In October 19621 rested with the wife in Sochl. In July‘ ‘963 '

I rested w:.th the w:.fe and daughters in Anapa, '. I " o i

Cou1CaL
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SECRET

B. IS THE CLAIMED KGB CAREER OF NOSENKO PLAUSIBLE?
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B. Is the claimed KGB career of NOSENKO plausible? In the

past the theory has been advanced that NOSENKO was never an offmer -
in the KGB. Informat:.on of a detailed nature from NOSENKO concern-

mg the KGB, part:.cularly the Second Chief D1rectorate, ha.s been 80

1 L _ extensive as to invalidate any contentmn that he was not a KGB offlcer.
It is considered that NOSENKO was a KGB of'ficer in the claimed
s % Departments during the claimed periods of ti‘me and served in the claimed
positions in each Department, It is .interesting to note that NOSENKO h‘é.s
- not materially varied in his statements in regard to the above since his
original contact in June 1962 (with the exception of his change to 1.952, as
" date of his entry into the .KGB and then later reverting to the date given

in 1962). There have been some variations in dates of a minor nature,

as indicated elsewhere in this summary, but these are of month or day
of transfer from one Department to another and not considered critical
or evidence of deception, NOSENKO has admitted previously giving false

information in regard to rank and medals, but his basic story concerning

® SECRET 0004043
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his KGB career today is not mgmﬁcantly different from the fragmentary :

L version he gave in June 1962,

Basically the followmg is now conmdered to have been the KGB

‘career’ of NOSENKO:;

M;d-March 1953 - la.te Ma.y' 1955 Fz.rst Sectmn.

Lon

Fn-st Depa.rtment SCD -'

CEED U fate Ma.y 1955 - December 1959 (1958 December E
o

1959 < Deputy Chlef of Sectxon) Seventh

Department SCD _

January 1960 - December 1961 Deputy Chief of o

Section, ‘F:Lrst Sectmn, First Depa.rtrnent,

SCD |
Janua.ry 1962 - J'uly 1962, Chief of F1rst Section,

Seventh Department SCD

July 1962 - January 1964, Deputy Chief of Seventh

Department SCD

(NOTE: The term Deputy Chief is bemg used throughout this

sSummary, but the better terminology Probably is "Deputy to Chief,

The position of "Deputy Chief" in United States Government parlance,

including CIA, is not Synonymous with the term "Deputy Chief ag used

6001044
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in‘Soviet organizations and more specifically in the KGB, As an ‘e'xa.mple,
a Chief of Department in the KGB or the Chief of a Residehtura. abroad
may have 2, 3 or even 4 deputies, one of whom is given the title of

First Deputy. This particular deputy acts in the absence of the Chief

o.f Depaftment and in general has aﬁpervisory functions over all the

. Department s;.ctions. The exf:eption to the 1atter is when th.ve C:hief_of.v

' .v.*.I:‘)ep'artxnent retains direct s.upervision qyer'what‘he. maj coﬁside;.thé .
‘most important sécﬁon’. 'Qt‘fxer deputies have ijpérxf;isory fu_nctio'hs only  . ‘

. over designated sections or organizational components. )

Dﬁring current interviews and in prepared memoranda, NOSENKQ

has furnished detailed information which it is considered substantiates j

“his claimed positions in the KGB, Detailed remarks on these topics are |

¢ N . R
contained in separate sections of this summary.

It is realized that GOLITSYN, althoﬁgh confirming that NOSENKO

: was a KGB officer in both the First Department and Seventh Depaftment,

SCD, has stated that NOSENKO remained in the First Department until
circa 1958 and that NOSENKO was not Deputy Chief of the First Section,
First Department, in 1960, It is impossible to correlate this information

with the above indicated opinion that NOSENKO left the First Department

" in late May 1955 and was Deputy Chief of the First Section, First Depé.rt-?'-

ment, in 1960, nor is an adequate explanation of these variances available

0OU1045
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at this time, On the other hand, it is not Teasonable that NOSENKG
would lay claim to the title of Deputy Chief of the First Section, First |

vDepartr‘n‘ent, if this were not true when he clearly knew of the visits of

GOLITSYN to the First Section in 1960 - 1961 and of his conferences

| with officers closely associated with NOSENKO at that time,

ialked With NOSENKO in the SCD in the late 1950's, The description
of GOLITSYN of this ‘meeting is that of a casual encounter in the halls
rat‘her than a specific office. visit, .In light of this, the absenée of an}
Treason why NOSENKO from his iaoi-nt of view should remember such

an encounter and the abs ence of any reason for NOSENKO to lie on this




Sl

iseue, it is emmently reasonable to conclude that the encounter t.ook
piace but that NOSENKO simply has no recollectmn of it, Ther-e is.,
* no reason to a.ttach s:Lgnlflcance' to this lapse of memory.
- o The prevzous opmmn thau NOSENKO d1d not hold the cla.lmed
- pos:.txon of Deputy Ch1ef First Sect:.on, First Depa.rtment durmg 1960 -
' \ 1961 has had the most merit in the controversy over his statements o

- relative to his KGB career. This partzcular aspect will be covered in

deta11 in another section, but of note at this time ig the controversy
over what dut1es the position of Deputy Chief of Sectmn in the SCD, KGB
. ~ entails or does not entail. It is a fruitless exerc1se to att;empt to Jjudge |
whether NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the First Section in 1960 - 1961
on the basis of whether his knowledge of the total activities of the F1rst
Sectlon was commensurate with the knowledge of a Deputy Branch Chlef
= _ ‘ ‘1n CIA in regard to the act1v1t1es of the entire Branch, |

Whether NOSENKO was a Deputy Chief of Section in the SGD,

the partlcula.r assignment, The organizational structure of the KGB
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a8 to whether NOSENKO held a certain claimed position on the basis

ofa companson of his act1v1t1es and respon31b111t1es with that mherent

in a somewhat similar p051t10n in CIA,

- One of the most l.mportant dlfferences between Umted Sta.tes o

agencxes or organ1za.t10ns, mcludlng CIA and the bureaucratm structure o

-

of a.genc1es or orgamzatlons in the USSR mcludmg the KGB, is the

: salary structure. Pa.y of a KGB offxcer is based on m111tary rank and

on actual position held w;th an additional percentage increase for lon'gev.ity-

and language qualificatien. Actual position held is unportant from a
monetary viewpoint in addlnon to the prestlge. As anl example, the
d1fference in monthly salary between a captain a.nd a major is twenty
rubles and the dszerence 1n sa.lary between a Senior Case Officer and
a Deputy Chief of Section is also twenty rubles, An increase in military
rank alone has limited pay advantages, as for. example a Lieuten_ant
Colonel who is ‘only a Senior Case Officer receives less pay than a nta.jor :
who holds the position of Chief of Section,

During current interviews, an effort has been made to obtain
from NOSENKO statements concerning his responsibilities in the varlous |

claimed positions, The judgment on whether he held or did not hold

the various claimed positions, in view of the absence of any factual

6 - 6001048
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| supporting or refuting information, has necessarily been based to a

considerable degree on the logic of the statements made by NOSENKO
Admzttedly this is not the most satlsfactory way of resolving the

quest:.ons but it is the only method pos s1b1e at this time,
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C. HAS NOSENKO GIVEN AN ACCEPTABLE EXPLANATION OF

HIS MOTIVATION IN CONTACTING CIA IN 1 962

AND FOR HIS DEFECTION IN 19642
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C Has NOSENKO given an acceptable explanat:.on of h1s

support. There are too many 1ntang1b1e aspects involved and although
motivation is an 1mportant factor, full resolution of the motivation

problem is not a para.mount factor m deciding whether NOSENKO is or

g 1s not a dispatched agent, NOSENKO could have contacted this Agency in -
| 1962 and defected in 1964 without KGB knowledge and yet even at this Iate
date have failed to disclose some important events of 2 personal nature .
which actually were important mgredients in his ultimate decision.- |
Defectors are humans and have at least the normal reluctance to admit
unfavorable information which théy consider of a personal nature. |
On 31 October 1967 NOSENKO following a request, furn1shed a

handwritten memorandum on the topic of his rnotlvatlon, a typed copy of
which is attached The memorandum, although not gramma.tzca.lly correct,

is quite understandable and is worthy of review, The tenor of the memo-~

randum is one of increasing disillusionment with the Soviet regime.

$0U4051
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NOSENKO and others of hlS generatmn have lived in a Soviet soc1ety
N _'throughout their entn'e lives. The envu'onment is an 1mporta.nt fa.ctor
of 1nf1uence in the life of an 1nd1v1dua1 and true dxsﬂlusl.onment is at

~ best usually a gradua.l‘ process- in whu;h many fac-tors, some recognized

and éome not reéognized‘ by-the indiviaua.l, have played a role .ix_x vé.rying .
‘degrees.

NOSENKO, until 1955 and possibly until the death of his father

‘41n August 1956 could be compared to the profhga.te son of wealthy

parents in the United States who u.na.lly graduates from college and obtams

iy
Ly
b
4
1
cl
[
I
‘
'

‘) - employment perhaps in the firm of his father without actually earning any »of

_thr:: luxuries he has enjoyed. ‘I‘h_e‘pfa.thér pf NOSENKO was not only wealthy
;) by Soviet standards but also held a high government position. The -
i : ,- influence of his father apd fhe name of his father undoubtedly was an
important if not the most important factor in NOSENKO even being

permitted to enter the Naval RU and the KGB even though NOSENKO is

pa:,'t\i.qg;larly reluctant to admit, perhaps even to hixnself, that this was
the primary reason,

The above should not be construed as any reflection oﬁ the
actual intelligence of NOSENKO, but rather as an explanation of how

NOSENKO could have even entered the Naval RU and KGB. His

2 C Guot ff;ii
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performance in both prior to 1956 by his own admission was such that
he probably would have been summarily terminated if he had not been
the son of the capable, respected Minister of Shipbuilding. "

If a certam amount of specula.txon is permltted the

s o e

' disiilusionment.of NOSENKO, who lost many p.ersonal. a.dvantages-'-__- ‘

\ ""—'-*\.*_____
follomng the death of h15 fa,ther mcludmg a personal automob:.le, may

o

have actually started soon. a.fter the death of hls father. That NOSENKO

is undlsczphned is supported by hls adrnxss;.ons relauve to his hfe in

the USSR and his behavxor both in 1962 in Geneva and for a permd of txme :

after hls defectmn in 1964. NOSENKO was addicted toﬁwomen, liquor, and

‘the material things which can be purchased with money or obtained through

influence,

A question ha.s been prevmusly ralsed re gardmg his motwa,txon

in conta.ctmg CIA in 1962, particularly h1$ statement that he needed money .

and would sell "two pieces of information.'" NOSENKO has stated that he-
wanted to make a contact with the Americans, that he was not emo.tiorially
ready to defect, but that he subconsciously believed that if he made a
contact he would ble making an ultimate commitment from which he could

no longer retreat.

6061055
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NOSENKO has stated that he gave éonsiderable thought to‘the
best way to contact the Americans so that he would be believed and not
rejected and came to the cox_lclu's'iori that h.e”would offer to sell some

- ,ii;fgrm‘a‘.rion._ NOSENKO stated that ge-thoﬁght_-i_f-he approached the
Armericans stating he w#s a "KGB 'coﬁnterin_telligence officer wﬁo .wa.nted'
'té' give information, '* he would not have bee’fx believed and would ha’vfe |

‘been peremptorily rejected. NOSENKO stated he had difficulty deciding

how much money to ask-fo? and how to make tfxe approach, but finally
" decided to do it through {David{MKR;f(}whom the KGB considered was with |
, Axnérican Intelligence. | | |
Q | o The above statements by NOSENKO are not“i.n conflict with the
re'.cprd. N(;SENKO did offer to sell "two pieces of information, " aimost
hhrhediately gave more informatioﬁ, made no significant démands for |
mdney, and in fact his price for ”fwo pieces of information;' was

ridiculously low by American standards. NOSENKO has during current

" interviews stated, as he first stated in 1962, that he had spent excessive

‘amounts of money in one or two riotous evenings. However, NOSENKO

has during current interviews stated that he could have covered his

éxpenditures by other means without receiving any money from the
‘/__—‘_"__,_P e e e e 1 s e oo,

Americans,

b "
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NCSENKO has stated that the night before his departure from
Gengva to the USSR he gave serious thought to defection but was not
emotionslly adapted to defect at that time, Following his ﬁt#rn to the
Soviet Uaion, NOS?ENKO, during a period of time, | made his final

decision to defect at the ﬁrst opportnnlty. reunzh:g that it meant

'luving his wife, chndren. and omr memborn of his hmuy in the -
TS3R.

Some aspecu o( tlu motivation of NOSENKO are ohocnxe and
wm prabably 80 rcmain 1: would be preferabls if an axu:t datailod
cheno!ogy of all the factors involved could be prapared or ii even
certain odvious factors céula bo accﬁrmly dalineated. These m beth

impossible at this time and prcbably at any time in the futurs. What

is imporbant at thin um. iz a decinioa ae to whether tho motivation of

NOSENKO wes basad on pergonal ressons with no implications of XGB
dispatch. It is cqnaldorod that the oxplasation of N&ENKO concerning
his motivation 1s acceptable and that his iﬁtement that no one except
the Americans was. aware of his contacts with the Americans in 1962

oz his intent zo defect in 1964 is supported by other Informatiesn of a

collateral nature. (Sse Secton i, B1.)

Attachment:
Typed cpy Memo from NOSENKO
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i ' . ' _ - OpérationalAMemo # Neg - -
i il SUBJECT: NOSENKO, yurj Ivanovich _ v

f

< The following 46 o tyPed copy of a handwritten memorandum ! |
L. furnished by Subject on 1 November 1967, following a Tequeston- 't
;31 Oc¢tober 1967 D o I C

It was not a decision which was accepted or

RN S ;. in a month Or a year, This decision wag slowl
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IWhen I worked 11 years in MVD-KGB I underatood and found L

AY

.' . out very many thmgs, details and the real deal of the existing reglme,' .

— R N T

S o ,
g ;’ E about methods of the work of MGB -MVD-KGB and about thelr domgs, o i
Lo ool

: b about hundreds of thousanda of the ‘people of Russ:.a who were (and

L st111 are) cons1dered “pohucally" dangerous a.nd around whom was R

..seen personally the so-called "decay" at the West. ‘I have ae'en':i'n Dol
» ‘ reahty how 1s hvmg people. B

Several times when I was abroad Iwas thmkmg about staymg

: at the West and not returning in Russla, but only one thing wasg keepmg 4 :

o me was my' fam:.ly.

° . . (' ."‘ ; 4’1 )
In 1962 in Switzerland Imade the acquaintance with the .
s Amer_icans. From my part "the sell of the m.formatmn" was a real

show, I was thmkmg that they would not belxeve me otherw:.se. In

Awhen Iwas returning home in Vienna,
In"1962-1963 1 decided definitely that I did not want and could
not live more in the Soviet Russ1a. In this perlod of tlrne I have done -

all my best to go a8 .800n as possible abroad,

2 DUy
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It was not easy to make this decision, it was very diffi,c'ulff-".;"' o

the family for ever, - | - R -‘,‘f,'.-j':

* And now in sj)it‘e of everything I do not regret,
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IS THE INFORMA TION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO TO cra™

CONCERNING XGB OPERATIONS, PERS ONA.LITIES,

AND ORGANIZA TION

REASONABLY COMMENSURATE

WITH HIS CLAIMED KGR CAREER ?
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D. 1Is the information furnished by NOSENKO to CIA concerning'

- KGB operations, perso'nalities, and brganization irea.sonably commen-

surate w1th hlS clalmed KGB career? The conclus:.on is tha.t the mfor-

mation furnished by NOSENKO concernmg KGB opera.tmns, personaht:.es,
~‘and orga.nlzat:.on is more than reasonably commensurate W1th h1s clalmed

; career in the KGB from mxd-March 1953 to his defection in early Februa.ry :

1964, | '  ‘ | o !
‘ In vzl'eachi”ng the a;bove conclusion, corié.idé;;éfién has been givén |
to his claimed departmental aésignments' and clé.i;'ned pésitions in each
deéartment. . Certain allc?wa.nce has been made for fault‘y»memory with
considerati§n being given to whether thez%e 1s any indiéa.tion of deception
or.whether the failure to recall a particular item of interest éan logically
be attributed to the vagaries of the human mind, Therg is, of course, .nu
+ accurate standard of rﬁeasurement which would permit a positive deter-
mination as to whether inability to recall certain details or events is
actually due to the fact that the human mind cannot recall all past events

or could be attributed to willful deception.

® ' SECRET
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An effort has been made to determine if there are any particular .
patterns or areas where NOSENKO has indicated he did not recall

specific matters or certain details, and no pattern or specific areas

_have been noted, NOSENKO, in fact has an unusually good memory
ia.s ev:.denced by the extens:.ve mformatlon £urmshed by NOSENKO purely |
- from recollectlon. In add:LtJ.on, there ha.s been no matenal relucta.nce
von the Part of NOSENKO to d1scuss h:.s enure hfe, KGB officers he ha.s

‘__,known, KGB orgamzanon and procedures, or other topxcs of mterest.

NOSENKO has furxnshed cons1derable detaxl concernmg KGB

officers whom he has~ known at various perlods in his: entire KGB career,.

He has been very consistent in mformatmn furnished and has frequently

" added certa.1n detalls which he recalled at a later date,

Certain remarks will be made in another section in regardz to
l:he volume and scone ef information furnished l)y NOSENKO. This in-.
formation is not selective, but is an excellent indicator that NOSENKO' ”
was e.s signed to the First Department and Seventh Denartxnent, SCD,Y
during the claimed periods of time and held the claimed positions, Con-
sideretion has been given to‘his ve.rious cla.imed KGB assignments ln

evaluating the information furnished in an effort to assess whether his

indicated knowledge was commensurate with his claimed position during

, Cg0 ulﬂﬁi
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a particular period of time or suggested the possibility that he did“not

occupy the position which he claimed te ha.ve held.

It is considered that m:Eormatlon furmshed by NOSENKO supports

his claimed posztxons in the SCD. : It ha.s not been poss1b1e ta substa.ntl.ally

confirm through colla.tera.l sources that NOSENKO served in h:.s cla.uned

T _:.pos:.tmns. - Neither ha;s it been possxble to obtam from otb.er- sources an -

_ holchng a.ny of the pos1t10ns NOSENKO clauned to ha.ve held after 1958 It

is felt.there can be no quesnon that NOSENKQ served in the capac1tles of

junior case officer, case officer, and ¢ senior case officer during 1953 - 1957

As regards the duties and responmblhtles of a Deputy Chief of Sectlon,
Chief of Section, a.nd Deputy Chlef of Department, and whether NOSENKO
held. these various c1a1med pos1t10ns, a cons1derab1e amount of personal
judgment has been necessary. This persona.l judgment has been made in .

as judicial a manner as possible, with full knowledge that any opinion in

regard to the above is largely dependent upon information from NOSENKO.

NOSENKO has compiled detailed diagrams of the actual offices

~ he claims to have occupied and surrounding offices during the four pri-

mary periods of time: 1953 - 1955, 1955 - 1959, 1960 - 1961, and 1962 -

1963, He has prepared specific memoranda concerning his co-officers

3
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and other personnel and changes of persqnnel. as well as clie.grams
of the offices of the Chief and Deputy Chiefs of the SCD dunng 1956 -‘
1964. This material 15 internally consistent. Furthermore NOSENKO
could giggeibly have known that this ﬂdetailed informatxon could not N
immw for accuracy, at least in pa.rt, with 2 source
' ‘on; e.nethei ofﬁcer who ha.s defected since- mzd-1964 I.f these dxa.gra.ms
‘V.a.nd memore.nué were n‘ot rela.twely correct, NOSENKO who is qu:.te |
_‘e.stute in matters of countenntelhgence, would ha.rdly ha.ve voluntar:.ly
.-.‘prepared ‘the matenal in such detaa.l. This type of 'mforma.non is
;'éecuharly adaptable £or analys1s by a knowledgea.ble source or by another
'defector a.nd could., if not relatively correct permlt a ra.ther positive con=
' clusi.on that NOSENKO was. lying oT febricating jnformation.
| NOSENKO has furmshed quite specific ‘iuforma.tion' on KGB
opefations during the 1953 - 1955, 1955 - 1959, 1960 - 1961, and 1962 -
' 1963 periods of time. As might be expected, his srpecifilc knewledge is
jgs for the 1953 - 1955 peﬁod; but his own personal situ'ation and aﬁiﬁde _
: untll 1955 - 1956, whxch are mentxoned elsewhere, should be .gi.ven
‘considerati:.eu.b In any event, he has furnished adequate information 80
that his claimed assignment during 1953 - 1955 is considered sufficiently
substantiated even though his actual job performance undoubtedly

deserved a low rating.

6001063
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The knowledge of NOSENKO concerning cases, KGB oper;tions,
and other officers can consiétentlir be related to his clé.imed deéa;unent
and position'assignnient during the 1953 to Jahuary 1964 period. | 'The
scope of his knowledge of his own departmer{i:‘jﬂhén considered i:_l'tétov
is broader _aftv:_er‘-1957,; tﬁa.n bgfo;e‘.,ﬁ which ié cor:np'a.tibl.e_ with.h'ié gla.im éf
. inqxeased ;‘eéponsibilities. ' "Hi's lqmowiédée ‘of the wo.r]é of 6ther deioarﬁnenté‘
o of 'tﬁe SCD fromi the late 1950}5*5@'&5 alsomore exteg-gilve’, Ql;icsh is ;.159 ‘.a.‘

further indication that NOSENKQ actually held the claimed positions |

during this period of time.
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-~ E.  CAN THE INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO BE -

- CONSIDEREIS IN TOTO AS .HAVING; RESULTED .

IN MATERIAL DAMAGE TO THE KGB AND/OR HAS

THE INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO BEEN OF
SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT TO WESTERN INTELLIGENCE?
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E. Can the information i’urnished by NOSENKO be considered

in toto as having resulted in ma...erxa}. &amaga to the KGB and/or has

' ', the 1n£ormat10n furnished by NODEN:{O been of swn‘flca 2t beneut to

':ff;We stern Intel].:.g_z;enc:e‘> The conclus1on in rega.,.d .,o both of ta.e a.bove

v_.ques":Lons'zs af;uma.fa.ve, even t.c.o" gh 1t is rea.l zed ..nat ult:.m.a.»e loss

- to the KGB and ul‘s:nna.«.e beneﬁt to W'.,s«.ern L. a».l:'.génc‘e are bath'pa.rtly

' of an 1nta.n61ble na.ture a.nd not suscepubj.e to accuraie *‘neas\...reme'u.j
'\TOSA..NKO has, as Dn.v:.oo.s-y‘ 1~1d1cauec., ;.ur‘ushcu. vo;ar;xLixouo
infc;:rmation during cﬁrrent and previous mterviews. An aécurate uotal
oi soecﬁlc cases is not p0531b1e at -.hn.s T.Jne and wou*c'. at best be on-Iy;
an interesting iigura, the actual :s* ~:1u.1caﬁce of which would be mar r*mal

Praciically every interview with NCSENKO, even at present, reveé.ls '
:' .

=7

. information oi counform..elhgence interest and it is empec»ed that this _

' proauc tion can cont;.nae for a considerable period of time. Tuis should

iy

not be construed as an indication that J.\\.;SLN.. Ois m»eqnonally Wit
holding information, but rather that s mua:zon of his memozry thro'ugh
normal questions and discussions has been aud can continue to be

‘3"‘Od ctive.
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'NOSENKb has furnisx'hed information concerning perhaps
KGB oificers and \300\ KGB agents or operative contacts (here the terms
agents or operative contacts are used :o refer to Soviet‘na.Ltiona.ls),
mainly in the Second Chief Directorate or internal KGBl iorganizations.

However, he has identified approximately(250/former or current Fixrst:

Chief Directorate officers and there is a considerable exchange of

officers between the FCD and SCD. In addition, numerous oificers
of the SCD and other internal XKGB organizations travel abroad:with
delegations, tourist groups, and as visitors to various major exhibitions

such as World's Fairs. It is impossible at this time to estimate the

number of KGB officers identified by NOSENKXO who have been outside

.

the Soviet Bloc since his defection or who will be out sometime in the

future,

There has been very little attempted exploitation of information

-furnishedfby NOSENKO concerning other XGB officers and, therefore,

" the possible value of this information to United States Intelligence
taep : g

ca.nz"lot be gstimé.ted nor can t'he potential damage to the KGB be esti-
mated.

_ Disclosure of information concerning certain KGB ofiicers would
be a necessary pért of any dispatch oi a KGB agent or officerlto. the

West either for purposes of contact with Western Intelligence for a

o , 6001067
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limited period of time or for the placing of the individual in a defector v
. status, However, identj.fication of KGB ofﬁqers or agenfs to W.estern
Intelligence is necessarily a matier of concern to the KGB and the ex-~
‘posure of the identities of approﬁim‘a_.teiy (2, 000)KGB ofﬁce‘r‘g and{several).
| {hundred) KGB agents could not be considered of negligible importance.’
Ob;a.ining specific information in regard to KGB officers or |
KGB assets is important to United States Intelligence and a conside‘r-

able amount of manpower and money is spent on this activity. IEven
) P . b4

acknowledging that it is much more difficult for CIA to obtain this type

. . .

of information about the KGB, which operates in.a closed society, than

it is for the KGB to obtain the identity of CIA employees, it is believed

doubtful any reader of this summary would consider that the identifi-
catioﬁ of'2, Q;(.)0>‘.CIA employees and (several hundred)agent assets to

the KGB would be any less than a véry seriou§ compromise of valuable
' informati%n.

Prior to the defection of N ENKOQO, little was known of {he
.organization of the SCD or other internal XGB organizations. The
im’brmation provided by NOSENKO conceraing both has been detailed
and extepsive. That thisx information is of value to the Uniteé States

4 .

intelligence community is hardly subject o

Q.

ispuie; although analysts

6001068

(SN



can differ as tb the weight wﬁlch should be crwen to the value of thls
type of 1mormat;o*1.

NOSENKO has furmshed mformatmn concermng SCD, L(GB
_récrmtmen..s of Umted States c;tlzens and forexgn na.t:.ona.ls covermg“
the pevlod of 1953 throuch 1903 ThlS should not be 1nterpre..ed as a

A sta,tement that NOSENKO ha.s furmshed ‘nformatzon in regard to all

- 'SCD recrmtments, even of A.mencans, durmg thzs penod . His infor-

mation baséd on personal knowledge is in general lzml;ed to the Firs
4Departrnent and Seventh Department, He has furmshed» information
concernmg cases of several other depar;me*xts in the SCD and socme
FCD cases, but thlS> mfor?nauon wés in general acqmred indirectly
irom soc1a1 or busmess conversa.;lons ‘with other KGB' officers,
NOSENKO has furmshed inf ormatlon in regard to a number of
cases which were previously known to United States In»ellwence While -‘
the va.lue ‘of such information cannot be“consid‘ered high, the additional
details which NOSENKO has prov1ded in a number of cases cannot be
Gismissed as bemg of no value to Western Inteiligence, even if the
information cannot be regarded as damaging to the KGB. Furthermore,
inasmuch as there is no ;eaéon to guestion his sourcing of information

already known, there is no basis for suspicion of NOSENKO for hig

having provided such information,

001069
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- have resulted in some daznaore to the KB, Adm:L tedly,

’\IOSE\IKO must be considered valuable to Western Intelligen

«

NOSLI\KO has Aurmshed information in regard to a nmnber of

recrultments by the KGB of non- Bloc na.tlonals who were known by

Wes.,ern In..ellwence to be pro- Commumst or even connecteo with

Comm,umst orga.mzatmns The 1dent1‘1ca.t10n as a recruited KGB

agent of an 1nd1v1dua.l brevz.ously known to be pro Commumst is of

consxderable value to Western Intellwence and may be cons:.dered to

the potenulal

to the KGB of an agent who is known as pro-Communist is less than

- that of a “pohtlcally clean" mdi'vidual. Howevei’, “prq-Comrnunist”

or even ”Communi_st” are not synonymous with ”recrul"ed KGB agent, !

NOSENKO has furmshed additional mfm ation on ca.ses in

which there was some prevmus

¢

but ll.mlt.ed mforma..lon In a nu.mber

of these 1nstances the additional information from NOSENKO has per-

mitted

1dentu;.cat1on of the md1v1duals of interest a*xd t"xe clos.u.nc of an
‘—"'\____,

”Unknown Subject" case, In such instances the information from

i

ce. smce

the mcomplete 1nformat10'1 “ANown previously would in many cases not

have permltted ultlmate 1dent1*1catlon of the individual of 1nte*e.>t

This category of cases must be cons‘\dbred as hav1ng result ed in damage .
to the KGB a.nd in benefit to Wesiern Intelligence,

.
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‘ NOSENKO has furnished information in r‘ege,rd‘ te ejemmbef'ef
md.v,.duam, both Aﬁe 1cenvand‘ non-Bloc foreigﬁ, Awho'we're recéﬁ:’.ied
by the KGB and concerning whom Western Intelhgence na.o no bz.a’ﬁelcan*“
information. It is recoamzed :.ha‘. cl.r..am o; these cases men;xoﬁed Ey

\JOSENKO pa.rtmularly in the toun.st category, would probably never

ks

“kave acl-uw-(lj materzah?ed as producu.ve KGB ao'ents.‘ ThlS cox.ld be

- gra.phxcal maccessxbﬂ:.ty to the KGB or rot be1ng elther at the tune
‘of SCD recrmtrnent or later in a p031t10n to furnlsh mformatlon o:. o
m‘.erest to the KGB In t‘us regard NOSENKO has s«.a..ed that at lea

until 1962 there wa.s a dei:.mte .,endem.y in the Seventh Depm. ..mens. to

‘make a "recruitment“ as a sta_tistic-for the end-of-year repért veve'z;
'though it was apparent the agent at the time had nokpo‘tentia.l and that.
it was highly unlikely there would be a potential in the future.

NOSENKO has furnished information on or leads to a number of
cases, primarily third nationals but some American, in which he has .-
‘been unable to furnish sufficient details to permit icdentification at tais -

time. In certain instances it is believed that an identification will be

possible after additional research and investigation. Until an identi-

fication is made, the value of any particular lead to Western Intelli-

gence cannot be estimated, but that there may be a po‘.emza,l value

gooiC71
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"’;the ;eé’p.rity of the Un_ited States cannot be-gauge'd.

cannot be ignored. As an example of this category, NOSENKO has

furnished a lead, still under investigation, to an unidentified agent,

probably not an American, who in 1962 was in a position to remove

the "NATO‘Emergency Godes, " deliver thé codes to the KGB for

o :photographmg, and’ then successfuhy *epla.ce the codes. Beéause the

a«ent 1s as yet umdentlfled hlS current a.ccess to mormatmn affectmg

~ In'all, the information from NOSENXO in the cétegory of cases

. where Western Intelligence did not previously have significant infor-

mation must be considered on balance as having resdlted in material -

‘>da.mag'e to the KGB ai_nd of significant benefit to Western Intélligence."

s

Quantity alone of CI or FI information from a KGB defector is

~not a standard on which to judge bona fides. The question is whether

the amount of his information is reasonably commensurate with his

cla.izned positions in the KGB. J.hls questmn as regards NOSENKO
;ha.s been exammed with afflr*naulve f‘ndmgs, in another sectlon of

"“this pé.per.

A few examples from the above cited categories of information

ifurnished by NOSENKO are listed below. ~These cases are given as

illustrations and are not necessarily listed in order of importance.

T 6001972
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The case of Robert Lee JOI-INSCN é.nd the reia.ted case of
James Allen MINTXENBAUGH have been covered in the previous
summary. It can be considered that both were exposed:.as a result
of a lead from NOSENXO which led to .suspicions of JCHNSON.

Another American case is that of(Héf@ert HOWARD, 7 a.VUSVIA\}‘ |

"“eleri_l:alléyee who spent considerable tirr.xe in.th.e USSR in 1962 - 1963.4.‘..__‘.:': s
" NOSENKO identified Herbert HOWARD)as having been recruited by. o
the First Section, First Departmeﬁt, SCb, in 1962 and was pci'sitive;
that (HOWARD) furnished valuable information to the KGB. When
inte?:v’iewed in 1964, (HOV}ARD} did not admit he had bHeen recm;itégl, '
but suspicion of {‘HOWARD}W&S great enough so that his >cor.trac‘c wvi;;l_'z
fUSIAJwas :;'mt renewed, o

| Ii indeed| HOWARD)was recruited by the KGB, it 15 impbssibie:"
to defermine how much' information wouldv have 5een com;;,Az'omised by. .

- |HOWARD while in the USSR, he did have certain access to the Uaited

N

States Embassy. There is good reason to believe that if HOWARD) was.

recruited, it was he who was fesponsi‘dle for the compromise of a
potentially valuable Soviet walk-in with whom CIA was attempting to
establish contact usmg‘HOWARmas intermediary.

NOSENKO in 1964 furnished information in regé.rd to'a "ZHARIM

(apparentily a KGB code name, although NCSENKO thought it was a frue

o
=
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‘mbzne). He identified "Zmal"'(phoaeﬁc) as an American code clark

o ddacecd to the USSR in 196l. An internal assumption was made
based on the original iaad information from NOSENKO that "ZHARI"
was Victor Norris ﬁAMILTON. aka Fouzi Mitri HINDALY, a iomé;-
NBA employss who defectsd to the USSR in 1962, and the information
iroﬁn NOSENKO was never disseminated or lchsﬁgated.

| Prior to the aurfactag of John Diacoe SM!TH by the Soviets

ia m =il of 1967, &8

Mo;ma;ion concerning KGB kaawledgé" -

of American code clerks was being investigated; and John Discoe

SMITH was a leading suspoct. After the surfacing of SMITH by the
Sbviets, it became apparent that SMITH, zather than HAMILTON, was

fdentical to “ZHARI. " Investigation dlsclosed that no definite informa-

tion could be antabltihid in ragnra to the nctu;!‘whérsabouta of SMI‘I'H'

after circa mid-1960. It cannot be positively stated that appropriate

investigation in 1964 of ths "ZHARI” lsad would have led to the identi-

| fication of John Discos SM.'(T‘H as "ZHARL " However, such tdendﬁ-

 cation would have been of considerable intsrest to the Department of

Siate and CIA, and could very woll bave permitted certain action which
would have ot least lessened the propaganda effect of the suzprise
sanouncement by the Soviets in the fall of 1967,

NOSENKO, in June 1962, furnished information from which
Willtam VASSALL could bs quickly &dentiﬂod GOLITSYM, in late
!%0 - »aa'ly 1?61 bad farnishsd information concerning a Soviet pene-

tration of tha British Gawrnment on the basis of '-tPli!xshia Bﬂdlh
K

? oy g s
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Services had complled a list of twenty sn:pects. including VABSALL ‘
Even though it may be presumed that imrastigation of the thmty suapectn
would ultimately have resulted in a datermlnation that 'VASSALL was
the agent on whom GOLITSYN had fumuhea certain sn:omﬂon, the
information from NOSENKO in Juno 1962 resulted in tba carnor —
petion by the British Servicea of a sl valua.hlo productive KG.B agcut.

| Al&angh not the case of a KGB agent, t}ze matter of the micro-
] - pbonss in the United Statcs Embauy should also be montéoned

o - GOLITSYN, iollowing bis defection in December 1961, farnished

cortain information in regnrd to microphones in the Unitad Staten

. Embasay (Chaucary) Since in fact the microphonon were connscted
B to central cables, location o!’ ona micropbone would -"logically bave led
o to the opr.me of the entire oe;‘of‘mkro;:ﬁonaa. Hcrwevar, appro-
priaza action was not taken on this information and the KGB would have
been awate that no action was nken prior to June 1962 when NOSENKO
fizst contactsd CIA. |

U NOSENKO is a dispatched XGB agent, it i3 zot clear why the -
KGB would attract specific attention to a syatem of microphones which
must kave still had some value as of June 1962, A presumption may
b9 made that if NOSENXO was a dispatehed agent, the KGB had, as of
1‘9452. an advanced system of moniiéring devices which rendersd the

abova micrsphone systern obsoleta. Howaver, no concrate evidence

of such an adnnced system s available and it should be noted that it

GOULL75




was not until circa April 1964 that any efiective action was taken to

".locate and remove the microphone system to which GOLITSYN had.

_given é, lead in lai:e December 1961 - eaxly’- Ja.nua.i‘y 1962,

A few general comments in reaard to the C; 1morma.t10n fur-

mshed by \IOS“\KO Wa:.ld be appr onna.te 1n thxs 'oart:.cular sectmn.

of these leads have been mentzoned in he prev1ous summary. Cu*reﬁt

- I mterv:.ews w1th \IOSENKO have resulted in approx1ma.tely seventeen o

L i

.. new America.n leads \}vhich a.re being exarained by the FBI. The inter-

e vy

2

views ha.ve also resulted in more speciiic information in regard toa

nmnber of cases pﬁevmusly menuoﬁed by NOSL‘\IKO, t.hus permitting

a.udltlonal develo;gw ment of these cases by t"xe BI
__._’/—-—————"’-" e,

i o,

NOSENKO ha.s prov1ded leads to over 100 third-country x{CB
agents. Geooraphlcally these lea.ds are wide in scope, 1~1c1ud1n0

- o e . : - s ° . »
nationals of such countrles as I.ndones:.a, Austria, Uruguay, the United

Kingdom, France, West Germany, Belgium, Sweden, Australia, Japan,

Mexico, Italy, and a number of other countries.
Included in the more important of these agent or other leads
are leads to high levels of government and intelligence to code clerks,

to access agenis for American targeis, to actual or vossible illegal

couil76
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support assets. Also 1nc1uded ar foréign c_orrespondents,"_repre---'

V
3

“.atn.ves of foreign tourist fl,.ms, and foreldn tour:.sts. ST e AT

A smmmary of the fore1gn leads a.rbl‘.ra.nly defmed as of ma.Jor o

' wqumance shows mne‘.een J.ea.ds hlo‘hly’ p ced or formerly hlghly

En“bas sies (bu» not the Brltxsh or Amerzcan Emba.ssms)
\IOSE\IL(O has also furm.sned leads to certaln .CD jﬁoreign ' e "

. natxonal agents h;.s mformat:.on on several bemc derlved during hls

. : <
three months in Geneva in 1962

tis 1rnpos sxble to glve an exact evama’c.\on of the s1gn1f1cance

of the IOI‘elO‘n leads furnlshed by NOSENKO That they are of s1gm-

‘ficant value to Western Intelhgence a.nd damaamg to the KGB is ha.rdly

subject to dispute. Thzs evaluatxon must oe given even though there

are numerous foreign leads which have not been adequately exploited R
at this time. ' E ' ‘ o,
As a final note, the implied conclusion in the previous summary
) ’ : ) B .

is accepted that the failure of NOSENKO to provide usable positive -~ '

v
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intelligence information 13 not & significant tactos in a determination
of his bona fides, The qualification should, howsver, be added that
it i3 not felt thay NOSENKO has, ag of this time, been fully debriefed

in ma.uy areas of positiva intelligence intcrest.
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"F. IS THERE EVIDENCE OF KCGB DEGCEPTION OR "GIVE AWAY"

- IN INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENXO WHICH

 WOULD WARRANT A CONCLUSION THAT NOSENKO

" WAS DISPATCHED BY THE KGB 7
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F. Is there evidence of KGB deception or ”give- away' in

information furnished by NOSENKO which would warrant a conclusion

| that NOSENKO was dispatched' by the KGB? ‘"The conclusidn‘ in ﬁhis

’summa.ry is that NOSENKO was not dlspatched by the KGB. In
» '._.:rea.chlng this conclusmn, a full exammat:.on of the above questmn has o

. been both a necessary and integral part.

It is inherent that the volume of information furniéhed by
. NOSENKO is only one of the factofs which sﬂould be givexi consideration
in arfi\}ing at a cohclusion t.llé.t bNOS.E\IKO {vés or was not dispatéhed By
'4 ‘the KGB. If NOSENKO was dlspatched by the KGB, the KGB would have
surely been willing to sacrifice certain 1nformat10n of value to the KGB
in order to support the bona fides of NOSENKO. Howevér, if NOSENKO o
was dispatched, it must have been to accomplish or fu;*thér a KGB> |
purpose or mission, the .na.ture of which has been and continues 'to be

unknown, ‘

An examination of the circumstances under which NOSENKO first
contacted CIA in Geneva in 1962 and his behavior during these contacts is
particularly pertinent since during this period of time. NOSENKOQ would
have surely been under direct KGB control if there are any implications

@ orxc dispatch in the NOSENKO case.

Si i)‘——}-
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NOSENKO has stated that his original approach to '"'sell two

o pieces of information" was his own‘ idea as to'»what was most likely to
‘be 'su'ccess'fui. NOSE\IKO ha.s stated that he wanted to ma.ke a. contact
- w1th the Amencans, was not psycholo'gmally adapted to defect at the

:t1me, and felt that if he merely sta.ted that he was a "KGB counter -

1nte111gence o£f1cer who wanted to give 1nformatxon, " he very possibly

- would be reJected It should be noted that NOSENKO even during his -

flrst contact d1d not 11m1t his remarks to the !"two pieces of information"
and began to talk quite freely on other matters.
If NOSENKO was diepatched, it is felt that he, during his 1962

contacts, would have been very carefully briefed and that his remarks

- or statements would have not been of a nature which could cause any

_ suspm:.on in regard to the bona fides of NOSENKO. Instead. a current

review of his statements and remarks durmg his five contacts in 1962

: mdzcate that his many errors, exaggerations, and actual lies were quite

likely typical of a braggadocio element in the personality of NOSENKO

- and may also have been evidence supporting the statement by NOSEI\JKO

that he usually had a few drinks of liquor before each contact in

Geneva,

004080
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NOSENKO was involved in the Tecruitment
~ @pproach tq Russe]] LANGELLE. (This wasg 5 lie ang
LANGELLE w#s available fop irgtervieﬂv. )
(c) NOSENKO said hé recrﬁited

/

(LUNT (Horacgi,?
\LUNT]

in Bulgaris, (Actually NOSENKo never met

{ LUNT; )

)
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(d) NOSENKO claimed personal contact with [Edmund )
{STEVENS} who, according to NOSENKO, had been recruited |
by the KGB. (NOSENKO actually had never personally met
{ STEVENé and only had seen(STEVENS)once at a distance. )
{e) NOSENKO‘dafed tﬁe recruitment of "ANDREY"
in Moscow as 1949-1950, At the same time he furnished

Y

‘information that "YANDREY" (who is considered identiéal to

. , Dayle Wallis SMITH) was in Moscow during a part of the time
that Roy RHODES, also .a recruited agent, was assigned to
Moscow, 1951-1953, MANDREY" (SMITH) was actually in

Moscow 1952 ~1954,

(f) NOSENKO said he, ,GRIBANCV, ;nd another officer
‘met Edward Ellis SMITH. (NOSENKO has since stated he did
- not meet SMITHi and tl:;a.t his only role was obtaining a foreign
typewriterv and paper for a KGB agent involved in the SMITH
‘opera:.tion.v )
(g) NOSENKO in a number of instances spoke in the
first person, §aying "We did this, " or ""We did that, " in

reference to a particular KGB activity in which be now admits

4 . - 001682
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he was not involved but had some knowledge. (If

NOSENKO was under KGB cdntrol in 1962, both he

and the KGB should have known that these indicated

exaggerations would eventually lead t;.ov a question

concerning the bona fides of NOSENKO. )

In 1962-1963 a number of similarities were noted between
information furnished by NOSENKO and information which had been
furnished by GOLITSYN prior to June 1962. These similarities were

quite striking and gave riseto certain suspicions of NOSENKO because

he provided information which the KGB would presumably have considered

already compromised as a result of the defection of GOLITSYN. Certain

of the simila..rities at the tj.me could only be explained in terms of
NOéENKO being a dispatched agent. The following are some examples of
the similarities noted,
(é) Both furnished information in regard to »
{ Johan PRE;SEgEU;\IQ}
(b) Both furnished information in regard .to a
‘military code élerkdca:se (Tames STORSBERG)\;
(c) Both furnished information in regard to a
trip of Vladislav KOVSHUK, under an assumed name,
to the United States. (GOLITSYN was sure it was
connected with a reactivation of an agent formerly in B
(GNP
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Moscow, or a recruitment of an American formerly

with the United States Embassy in Moscow; and NOSENKOQO

:;'elated it directly to the "ANDREY" case, giving the

assumed name which KCVSHUK used., ) |

{d) Both ifurnished ir;_form.ation in regard to
microphones in the :T;Inited Siates Embassy in Moscow,

(e} Both furnished infbrma.tion in regard to
‘Edmund STEVENS:; and|Isaac Henry SHAPIRO)

The above list is not complete nor does it indicate the actual
differences 1n the amount of information furnished‘ on any particular
topic by GOLITSYN and NOSENKO. To cite the above in detail in this
summary is believed ﬁnnecessary since the only point of real interest
is whether the fact that NOSENKQO was aware of certain events, cases,
or situations of which GOLITSYN was also aware raises a legitimate |
question concerning the bona fides of NOSENKO.

The ‘above area of concern has been thoroughly examinéd and
it is considered that the fact that NOSENKO furnished some information
on certain cases or situations previously mentioned in lesser or |

greater detail by GOLITSYN cannot logically be construed as evidence

gouiles
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that NOSENKO was dispatched by the KGB. NOSENKO has during

current interviews satisfactorily sourced his information in almost

every instance. In a few instances he has said he did not recall

" how he learned of a particular piece of information but these
~ apparent lapses of memoxy were not large in number and are

considered to be in no way suspicious.

The general area in which there was a similarity between

information furnished by GOLITSYN in late 1961 - early.1962 and

- information furnished by NOSENKO in June 1962 and wﬁich would have

been the most significant insofar as the security of the United States

Government was or is concerned related to certain activities centering

- around or in the First Department, SCD.

It is the conclx_;sion of this summary that NOSENKO was an
officer of the First Section, First Deéartment, SCD, during 1953-1955
and was Deputy Chief of the same section in 1960 ~ 1961. Therefore,
the fact that NOSENKO furnished information concerning certain cases
or situations in the First Department and the fact that GOLITSYN
furnished information concerning the same case oi situation is not

unusual or necessarily suspicious. NOSENKO has stated that GOLITSYN

§o04685
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knew and was in contact with other officers of the First Section and

GOLITSYN has attributea his knowledge of certain &:ase's' or activities.

of the First De ar‘rnent SCD, pr:‘na;ll to h;s a.ssoc1at10n w1th
, P Yy

certain officers in the F1rst Department, SCD |

Itis recogmzed that there are cer..a.m com‘.hcts in m;ormau.on

‘ Lurmshed by GOLITSYN and. NOSE\IKO and at thS time it is not

possible to satlsfactorlly corre...ac.e certain mforma‘c:.on from GOT ITSYN

with information from NOSENKO. : Pages 162 - 103 of the pre-vious

summary refer to infor?natioﬁ from GOLITSYN wh;ch is character‘ized
as '"Information about KGB Operations AgainstvEmbassy" Code Clerks in
1960 - 1961." The references are to informa.;iori fro:t;n GOLITSYN ba@sé&
on remarks by Gennadiy Iva.nov.ich GRYAZNOV:apd Vadim Viktdrpi/ich
KOSOLAPOV of the First Section, ’ Firsf Departmem:, SCD, an& ai;
oificer of the Second Section, First Department, SCD.

NOSENKO has stated that he wa; Deputy Chief of the First
Section, First Department, SCD, during 1960‘- 1961, that his primary
responsibility was work against code clerka at the United States Embassy
ic Moscow, and that both KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNOV were en'gaged in.

the same work and under his supervision., The statement by GOLITSYN

(OUL0Bb
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that NOSENKO was not Deputy Chief of the F_irst Section in 1960 has
been noted and commented on _'in another section of this summary.

‘GOLITSYN has furnished certain information which he re-

ceivedvfrom officers of the First Section, First‘ Department, SCD. . ?

' In each instance where this information, which was fragmentary, could

not be immediately correlated with information from NOSENKO, it was

- previously considered to be evidential of deception or lying on the part

of NOSENKO This position, however, fa.11ed to allow for the possszl:.ty

that the d13crepanc1es between the two sources were, at least in certain

instances, more apparent than real,

In eertain instances it has now been possible to correlate frag-
mentary inf:oi'ma.tion from GOLITSYN with infermatien from NOSENKO,
making it evident that in these instances the differences could not be
construec‘l‘ as in any way reﬂectiﬁg against, NOSENKO. The four examples
cited below represent two probab.le correlations, (a) and (b); one possible
correlatien, (e); and one instance where no correlation is possible at this
time, (d):

{a) ‘GOLITSYN furnished information which he |
received in April-May 1960 from Genﬁadiy GRYAZNOV

that an attempt had been made by the KGB to recruit an

03{31(?87'

O

C./ -
i
<
ey
i
e |



14-00000

CQTonOT

v Ao d

American female efnployee of the American Embassy
in Moscow through a male Soviet friend, but that the
atternpt had failed. GOLITSYN also furnisi:;ed information
that the woman ﬁéd left Moscow by the time he iearned of
the information but that the Soviets hoped she would return
to Moscow so that further work could be undertaken to
effect her recruitment, He did not recall the name of tl;e
secretary, but did recall that it was aflqng and "German \4}
‘soundin g'"|name,

NOSENKO has furnished inférmation in regard to a
recruitment attempt agains,thollette SGHWAR'ZENBACH‘J

-who it is considered is identical to the "American secretary"

referred to by GOLITSYN. However,  SCHWARZENBACH)

: Lwas not a female secretary in the American Embassy, but)

:hé.d been employed as a secretary to the wife of Ambassador)
BOHLEN during 1955 - 1956 and from 1958 - 1959 was employed)

_as a correspondent by the United Press in Moscow.) The

recruitment attempt against/SCHWARZENBACH) according to
NOSENKO, occurred in 1959 and was an operation of the First

Section, First Department, SCD.

$0U1088
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(b) Page 163 of the previous summary contains infor-:
mation that GOLITSYN also learned from GRYAZNOQOYV in
the spring of 1960 that GRYAZNOYV had developed an operation
a:gainst an American ‘Embassy military code clerk in which the
KGB was '"99 per cent sgre" that tbe target would be recruited,
This is believed to undoubfedly be a reference to the case of

(\_JAames STORSBERd)who was actually the subject of a recruit-

‘ment approach in 1961, . §

There is considered to be a good possibility that
YGOLITS‘Y N actually iearned of the above iﬁfo;mation from
-GRYAZNOV in early Januarir 1961 when he was again in Méscow
rather than during the spring of 1960 when GOLITSYN was

preparing for his assignment to Heisinki, Finland, This

theory is supported by information on page 163 of the previous

summary that GOLITSYN has stated he learned in January -
1961 from Vladislav M, KOVSHUK (Chief of the First Section)

that:;\Johan PREISFREUND, had recently been used in the

- successful recruitment of an American employee of the

Embassy. (Johan PREISFREUND) was used in the/STORSBERG/

operation, according to NOSENKO, and NOSENKO was also
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" aware that GOLITSYN had a conversation with KOVSHUK about
"PREISFREUND) since GOLITSYN wanted to use PREISFREUND
in Helsinki. NOSENKO has stated he was not present during .
the above conversation. It is very possible that KOVSHUK
exaggerated a little in his conversation with GOLITSYN in the
matter of why GOLITSYN could not use \’\PREISFREUND} as én
-agent,
NOSENKO has furnished extensive information in regard
to thef:}'a.mes ST'ORSBERG\} case and with due «::onsideration to

the accuracy and recollection of GOLITSYN, there does not

appear to be an adequate basis for questioning the bona fides of

NOéENKO on the basis of the differences between the report-

ingA by GOLITSYN of information he received from GRYAZNOV
concerning whét is considered t§ ha&e been the,fJamésf/} |
'{‘STORSBERG:} case and detailed information furnished by
NOSENKO concerning the' James STORSBERG\hase. ‘The

exacf date of the recruitment.attempt agqinsti\S_TORSBERd)

has not been positively established, but it is considered to

have occurred before early May 1961 and probably in the

March-April 1961 period. The statement by James

Gauilso
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|STORSBERG]that it occurred in October 1961 is com-
pletely unacceptable and is even contradicted by other
statemén‘cs by STORSB ERG himself,

(c) Page 163 of the previous Smnm'a.ry contains
information from GOLITSYN which he had received from
GRYAZNOYV in April or May 1966 that an American
employee of the Embassy in Moscow was either recruited

or prepared for recruitment on the basis of a homosexual

compromise beginning in 1959 and concluding.in 1960,

The; previous summary also states that according to
GOLITSYN, the KGB had photographed the American in
various homosexual acts, but SHELEPIN, who had just

become Chairman of the KGB, was at the time stressing

ideological rather than blackmail recruitments. SHELEPIN

did not exclude future use of the photographs which the KGB

would hold in reserve.‘

NOSENKO has furnished information concerning the

homosexual compromise of;f’Robert BARRETT, who was a
guide at the United States Exhibition in Moscow in 1959, and

with whom "SHMELEV" and "GRIGORIY", two homosexual
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agents of NOSENKO, became acquainted, Work against
the United States Exhibition was the responsibility of
the Ninth Department; SCD, but various Departments
were participating under the Qirection of the Ninth
Dépa.ru'nent. |
One of the above homosexual agents succeeded in
involving i\BARRET’I‘\‘J in homosexual activities which weye
photographed by the KGB but, according to NOSENKO,
although the phoﬁographs were of a good qualiffy, the KGB
was unable to use the photographs in 1959 becé,ﬁse of a
general ban by the Central C§mmittee on the ;eéruitment
of the United Sta.tes. Exhibition guides due to the planned
visit of President EISENHOWER to the Soviet Union.
NOSENKOQ also stated that the compromising material
and information on‘-i»BARRETT? was later givén to the First
Department and that{L.BARRE'TT\} was recruited by the Second
Section, First Department when he returlned with another

Exhibition in 1961, and that he, NOSENKO, was not involved in

the recruitment operation, :\VBARRETT\; following his return-
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to the United States in Ja.imary 1962, confessed to the
FBI that he had been recruited in 1961 én the basis of
compromising photographs which had been taken
during his 1959 trip to Moscow.

-Although it cannot be established at this
time, it is possible that the information furnished
4by GOLITSYN which he had received from GRYAZNOV ‘
actually refers to the {Rbbert BARRET'I:) case. It should

be noted that (‘RobertrBARRET'I'\)could not actually be

characterized as an "American employee of the Embassy

- in Moscow, '

(d) Page 162 of the previous summary contains infor-
mation from GOLITSYN that in the si:ring of 1960 when he
visited‘the First Sectioﬁ, First ﬁepartnxent, SCD, he learned
from GRYAZNOV that GRYAZNOYV had as an agent an Embassy

: codg clerk who was scheduled to be transferred to Helsinki,
GRYAZNOYV indicated to GQLI’I‘SYN that the code clerk haci

already furnished the KGB,with some information, that he was

( 5 5001033
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considered by the KGB to be a "real" agent and that if
the trans;.er of the code clerk ma.tenahzed GOLI'I'SYN
‘ ‘rmght have the code clerk as an agent in’ Helsmkl..
| o o | ' NOSENKO has furnisl}ed_ “no information which can be
S L 'correla.ted in #ny wajr with the é.i;;ve iﬁfoi'matioﬁ from

GOLITSYN, but neither has the information from GOLITSYN

~resulted in an ident;.ification despité fhe consideréble investigatié-n
Which haé been coxﬁﬁcted in thé [ma..ttevr.' A}thou_gh this is

o @ ' : cénsidered to be a valid lgad, it need-not-neqessarily refer

to a code cle'r.k who was in-fché Unif.ed States Embassy in

Moscow durin‘g'19607 - 1961, It is also possibléthat the previous - |

remark b}; GOLITSYN concerlning the above ''code clerk! who

might be transferred to Helsinki é,s well as his cited remarks .

in a-c couid be clarified or at least additional information

obtained :;.f .a specific reinterview on these m‘atters‘was possible,

The trip of Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki, Finland in

November 1960 should be mentioned in any comparison of information

from NOSENKOQO with information from GOLITSYN. This conflict is

@ | . 16 GOin, ‘s
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also mentioned in another section pertaining to the 1960-1961 career
of NOSENKO. GOLITSYN stated that KOSOLAPQOV came to I—IelsihAki
to accompany an American Embaésy code cierk on the train to
Moscow and that KOSOLAPOV pla._r#ned to strike up an acquaintance
with the code clerk which could be continued in Moscow.

The American Embassy code clerk referred to above was
undoubtedly John GARLAND and the train manifest lists'John GARLAND
and Viktor KOLOSOV (Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV) as passengers on ihe
same train from Helsinki to Moscow. NOSENKO is avéare of the
identity of /gio‘hn GARLAND but claims no knowledge of the above :trip
of KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki, alt};ough being well aware of a previous trip.'

NOSENKO, as Deputy Chief of the First Section specifically
charged with work against code clerks, should have been awére of the
November 1960 trip of KOSOLAPOV to and from Helsinki. His lack of
knowledge may or may not be explainable in terms of his other activities.
such as his trip fo Cuba in November~December 1960 but it_cannot be
interpreted as evidence NOSENKO was dispatched by the KGB since, if
he had been, the KGB should have briefed NOSENKO on the trip of |

KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki in November 1960, as this was an event the

KGB knew GOLITSYN was aware of,

17
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A theory which has previously been given consideration é,r;d
warranted full consideration was that if NOSENKO was dlspatched
his mission was to confuse 1eads furmshed to American Intelhgence
and/or to denigrate the value of information furmshed by GOLITSYN.- ,
In connection with this theory,' 1t should be noted that NCSENKO during

current interviews has not made any remarks which could in any way |

'be construed as derogatory to GOLITSYN. In addition, NOSENKO does

not claim to have any detailed knowledge of the FCD and ﬁ:equently,

when some topic peculiar to the FCD has been broached with NOSENKO,

his immedia}:e reply has been to the effect that "I didn’t work in the FCD,"'
or '"You should ask GOLITSYN about that, "

‘In co{nnection- with any consideration of whether the contact of |
NOSENKO with CIA in Geneva in June 1962 could have bAeen initiated by
the KGB as a result of the defection of GOLiTSYN, the timing of certain
events should be néted. -GOLITSYN defected on 15 Decembexr 1961,
NOSENKO departed from Moscow in March 1962 for Geneva, Switzerland,
where he remained until‘15 June 1962, )

It is felt that it would have been practically impossiblg' if not
impossible for KGB officials to complete an assessment of the actual or
potential daﬂxage which could result from the defection of GOLITSYN,

8 60010986
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select NOSENKO as the individual who would be dispatchéd to counter‘-.- '
| act thé possible damagel, and appropr:.a.tely brief NOSENKO priox to

his departure for Geneva in March 1962 _Therefore, if NOSENKO‘ .
was dzspatched by the KGB, it would appea.r that plans for this would
have predated the defection of GOLITSYN and tha.t any GOLITSYN
a.spect could only be a rela.ted aspect and not the basis for the ongmal
, plan to d1spatch NOSENKO In addltlon, if NOSENKO was dlspa.tched

- 11: would hardly seem necessary for the KGB to send NOSENKO to

Geneva. two and one-~half months before his f1rst contact with CIA.

@ ‘ The theory has also been considered that NOSENKO could have
been d1spa.tched to confuse and dwert Amenca.n Intelhgence and thus
to protect an 1mp01>'tantv KGB penetratmn or penétratzons of the United

States Government, partlcularly CIA. This is a theory which should

and ha.s been given full consideration, but it is not possible to fa.ctua.lly
M
substant1a.te or refute this theory in the absence of specific mformatmn

that hlgh-level KGB penetrations do or do not exist,

Actually, as regards NOSENKO, the Primary area which should
be given consideration in the above matter is if all the informatj.on from

NOSENKO is accepted, what effect would or could it have on the efforts

c001097
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of American counter~intelligeﬁce té determine the identity of and

take appropriate action against KGB penetraﬁons of Ehe United

States Government, The only answer to this question seems to be

: that there would be little consolation or assurance to Ame';'ican intelli- -
gence even if every statement by NO§ENK_O was accepted at fa.cé value.
The only-specific area in which NCSENKO could be even:con'—

sidered to claim full knowledge is the United étates Emba's'sy.in.Moscow.

I,nb this area his statements could be construed as assurance that there

Were no recruitments of American personnel in the, United States Embassy |

in Moscow from 1953-Decerﬁber 1963 with the except;on of( ”A_NDREY”. v
( A (Dayle Waliis SMITH) andiHerbert HOWARD‘. The basis for this |

]

expressed oPinion of NOSENKO is considered elsewhere in this summary

“and analysts may differ éms to whether a recruitment could have occurred
’of which NOSENKO did not have knowledge, assu.r_niﬁg that his statemeﬁté
are made in good faith. It should ‘be noted, howevs:r, fhat ;.t this time
there ig_:mno specific information which is in direct conflict with the
expressed opinion of NOSENKO.

NOSENKO, as previously mentioned, has never claimed any

€

particular knowledge of FCD activities, In addition, he does not claim

- : Lo Kt
to be aware of all recruitments of Arhre_z'icans by the SCD. As an

¢
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example, he has made it clear that his knowledge of SCD aétivities

against members of delegations, foreign businessmen, foreign students,

- and individuals in the USSR on the invitation of a Soviet organization or
a component of the Soviet Government is extremely limited and at best

" mainly of a collateral nature.

NOSENKO does not even claim any detailed knowledge of

activities of the Second Section (Active Line) of the First Department, SCD,

‘nor does bhe claim to know all of the cases of which the Chief of the Seventh

Department was aware. The latter is specifically supported by certain
notes brought out by NOSENKO which are short references to a number
of Seventh Department cases which are identified only by the KGB code

name. These notes, according to NOSENKO,' were made when he had an

 opportunity to review a notebook held by the Chief of the Seventh Depa.rtment

‘and constitute the only knowledge NOSENKO had of these partxcula.r cases,

21
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G. IS THERE EVIDENCE OF A POLITICAL OR ANY

' 'OTHER TYPE OBJECTIVE WHICH COULD JUSTIFY A DISPATCH"

OF NOSENKO BY THE KGB WITH PERMISSION TO SPEAK

'3

. - FREELY TO CIA CONCERNING HiS KNOWLEDGE OF THE KGB

AND WITHOUT NOSENKO BEING GIVEN A SPECIFIG

MISSION OR MISSIONS?
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G, Is there evidence of 2 political or any other-type objective

waich could justify a dispatch of NCSENKO by the KGB with permission

to speak freely to CIA concerning his knowledge of the KGB and witkou

NOSENKO being given a specuxc I"LlSSlO’l or missions? The above DoSSl-

-

bility has been given consideration even though the ultimate ramifications

- are practically incalculable. *he conclusion is tha as regards NOSENKO,

with the single exception detailed below, there is no evidence of a

.

pohtlcal or other type obJectlve which could be co 1 ered of sufficient

importance by the XGB to warrant the dispaick of a KGB officer with

the knowledge of NOSENKO to speak freely with CIA without his being

given a’specific-mission or missions by the KGB.

It is accepted that the Soviet leadership would be entirély capable

of instruc_ting the XGB to dispatck a steif officer for permanent defection

¢ *

to United Staues authorities with no specific 1n‘.elhbence mission ard no

limitations on the KGB intelligence informatioa ha, might reveal providin

3.

g

that such act would, in the estimate of the leadershi;'); result ini'a act

political gain for the USSR. For such a possibil;ity to be seriously
entertained by the Sovzea,s cowever, it would have o involve an issue of

major importance to the Soviet leacership and presumably would kave to

6001101
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obtaining at the time that there was Soviet involvement in the

be consicered by them as the only or at least the best means of

achieving {ze desired end and of having & very high probanility

The only area touched uyo“ in aqy way by NOCSENXQO which
migat meet the above reqn_u‘lremve.nts ils the as sassination of President
Kennedy: thé involvement of Lee Hairvey Oswald in the assassination
and hi.s association with the Soviet Union..vv "Given (a) speculation
assassination, {b) the premise that in fact there was’'no Soviet
involvemen:t, é.nd (c) a hypothgsis tha.f: the Soviet leacership was deeply
concerned ;:est erroneous conclusions be dré.wn Whiéh could lead to
irreversable actions, itis conceivable tbat the Sovist leadership might

bave been prepared to take extreme steps to convince United States

authorities of their non-involvement in the assassination. (The passage

[N

to the United States Government of the allegeuly comple»e Sova.ea. consuia

iile on OSWALD was, in itself, an un*:recg.daued ac».)

The NOSENKO case warrants exarmination in the above regard in

light of the fact that among the infcrmation NOCSENKO provided was

"inside" KGB information on OSW‘.H : information waich purporiedly

g0011C%
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revea};ed tﬁe subst‘;ance of the c§11tent of tce KGB fi.ies on OSWA.LD;‘
This information clear1y4 indicated.ﬁha‘: there .wa.s no KGB rela;‘:i;oﬁ_éhip
with OSWALD, that the KGB had no operational interest in OSWALD,
and f}hat as a matier of fact OSWALD; had presernted the KGB with 2 .
continuing series of problems‘.

Upon e'gamination, hgwever, NOSENKO déeé not meet the
requirements premised above forl serious quiet, consideratiqn of a free

KGB defection. The following reasons render this unaccei)ta.ble:

I’

a. The chronology, in itself, presents virtually impossible

problems for such a theses, viz. NOSENKO's initial approach to CIA:

in June 1962, 17 months prior to the assassination of President Kennedy.

b. While the information from NOSENKO on dSWALD is
interesting and pertinent, it is not, in nature, scope, and c':dntent,
sufficiently convincing for United States:-a.ﬁthoxzities to reasconably be
expected to conclude that it ':epre sented unequivocal 'p::oof oI Séviet
noa=involvement.

c. Itis implausible not to assume that the Soviets would

assume that United States authorities, in any examination of the

possibility of a Soviet (KGE) hand in the assassination, would presume

L
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extreraely narrow Soviet compartmentation in such an operation -- a

comparimentation which would exclude knowledgeability by any KGB

oificex other than very senior perscns and an individual of group of

action individuals specifically concerned with matters of this nature.
The KGB career of NOSENKO would not permit even serious
consideration that NOSENKO could have logicdlly been fitted into the.
above very limited category.
- . Q .
It is accordingly concluded that the possibility of a politically

motivated free dispatch can in the case of NOSENKO be satisfactorily

eliminated.

.

The possibility has also been considered that the XGB might

3 .
. -

have theorized that by dispatching an agent, in this case an offi;er,

with numerous leads to non~-valuable or‘ ﬁon—currént KGB agents or
cases, the facilities of the Uni_‘.:ed S‘ca.';es Intelligence community would
be practically neﬁtralized fox aﬁ extended period of time. This could
only be based on an assumption that the United States Intelligence
community would involvév a’_ .maj'or poriion of its personnel an efforts

in the investigation and resolution of cases waich had litile or no current
or potential value to the KGB. T_he above possibili’cy cannot ;oe:

I A 3 T3y o oy Ay Y P et DT [P . i 2 am e : e
aroitrarily eliminated witnout full consideration. It is not believed thal
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NOSENXO in the absence of any evidence that he had any KGB mission

.ox missions to fulfill comes within the above category, particularly since an

|
;
i
!

overall assessment of his information léa.ds to the C‘onclus;i.on th‘a.tfull- '
: ‘ exploité.tion of his information would be éuite da.magihg to the XGB.
Gonsideration of the above pSssibili_.ty must also iﬁclﬁae an
evaluation of fhe deterrent effect 01:1 thg prospgcﬁs of future ?ecruiﬁnents

by the XGB caused by legal action taken against individuals exposed by

information from the dispatched agent or officer. The deterrent cffect

on others of the conviction and sentencing of persons who have commitiaed
(-] .
{ .

a crime or:crimes has long been a part of the legal theory of why persons

who commit a crime should be imprisoned or punisked.

¢

The deterrent effect on others of the trials and convicrions of

William VASSALIL, Robert Lee JOHNSON and James Allen MINTKEN-

BAUGCH should not be underestimated, The XGB also could not have

koown that information furnished by NOSENKO would not resuit in the

irial and conviction of other KGB agents or recruitments conceraing

whom NOSENKO had some knowledge.

60011GE
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H. IS THERE ANY EVIDENCE THAT THE CONTACTS OF

NOSENKO IN'1962 OR IN 1964 WITH CIA WERE KNOWN TO THE -

KGB PRIOR TO HIS DEFECTION OR THAT NOSENKO

. WAS EVER BRIEFED BY THE KGB RELATIVE TO HIS BEHAVIOR

OR KGB OBJECTIVES DURING THESE CON'-I‘A.CTS OR

AFTER HIS DEFECTION? -
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H. Is there any evidence that the contacts of NOSENKO in 1962

- orin 1964 with CIA were knowi to the KXGB prior to his defection or

that N’OSENKO was ever briefed by the KGB relative to his behavior

or KGB objectives during these contacts or after his defection? The

-conclusi.qn is that there is no evidence that the contacts of NOSENKO

'in 1962 or in 1964 with CIA were known to the KGB prior to his

defeéﬁon and that NOSENKO was never briefed in any manner by the KGB.

: The-basis for the above conclusion is substantially contained in
previous sections, Itis béing treated here éé a separate area of interest
since it is a sp.fﬁcientiy important area ag' to warrant individual consideration.

It is recognized that since positive fa.ctué.l confirmation such as
| the KGB file on NOSENKO is not available, any conclusion conc_:ern'ingr
' .whether NOSENKO was or was not dispatched by the KGB can only be‘
| baéed on the full review of available information from NOSENKO,

.colla.teral sources, independent investigation .and the opinion of the
individual analyst concerning the significance or non-significance of
each item of available information.

The conclusion that the contacts of NOSENKO with CIA in 1962

and 1964 prior to his defection were not known to the KGB is

508'1‘3-67

: R i
% L:Rw? ‘ i
i Easindd in asdamalic
ne and

AT
SECRET_ix |
@ b v

3




14-00000

necesvsarily' based in part on a judgment as to whether é.ny of his
activit iAe-s or information logically warré.nt'a substantial susbicioh

that they were or could be in any part the result of KGB direction’

or coﬁtrol One of the partmular-areas cons:.defed was h1s apparént B

behavior during his contacts w1th CIA in June 1962 and the conclus:.on

was that it was mcomprehensible that he could have been under KGB

cont‘rol at that time,

Considerafion has been given to the poss_ibility that His 1962
conté.cts with CIA were nof k1'mwn to: thé KGB,. buﬁ -became ~known-to*1
the KGB later and NOSENKO wé.; doubled by the KGB, It was con-
cluded that there was no basis for or information which would warrant
serious coxlxszdera.tmn of the above p0351b111ty as1de from the separa;te
conclusion that the KGB would be very unlikely to reward a tra1tor in
KGB eyes by sending him again to Geneva where he would be quite free

to defect,

‘Worthy of comment in this section is the fact that NOSENKO,

 during his 1962 contacts, expressed considerable concern over his

" personal security, requesting that knowledge concerning his identity be

kept to an absolute minimum, that no communications be sent to the

2 (3301&68
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United States Embassy in Moscow concern ing his contact with CIA and

nat ke did no.. wish “o be contzcied and would not reco

co*xtac* within the Soviet Union. \x.,S.c.,L"’O also furanished information as

o the Teason fo; his concexn t:.at no information re gaxraing

wzm C.‘A become known in the United tates Embassy in Moscow and the

dangers to NOSENKO in any con»a.ct or a.t tempted contact with NCSENKO
in the USSR.
It is recognized "chat the above indicated councern oi \K}S NXCS

about his personal secux rity is not substan*lal evidence that NCSENXO

was not under XGB cont ol; hOWuVG.&, it is evidence that NOSENKCJ we.s

not in any Wa.y encouraging clandestine contact of NCSENKO witnin- the -

R DR SO

USSR, which very likely Wou.ld have bee*ﬂ. an aim o‘ the KGB i N NOSENK O

was under KGB control.

e e

The material whlca NGCSENK O furnisked to CIA 1n 1964 nas bean

cawefully reviewed to determine if there is.any evidence that the XGB
¢ . -

participated in any way in the assembling of this rather unique collection

of material. None of the material appears to have been of an accouniable

&

type and, on the contrary, it appears that NCSENKO comd have furnisaed

all of the matexrial to CIA and reiurned to the Soviet Union W:to.o:.t the XGB
ever at a later date becoming aware that the material was acivally missing

y/ b Lo o, PN o~ - [ R T T P N TPy [N Fa T 2 A B AL P |
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The txip in December 1963, according to NOSENKC, was to

pa.r‘.lc.uaue in vhe search for Aleksandr CAER.:.PA\IOV Accor diné to
NOSL\TKO this pax ticuliar documen.. was not accountable m tna.. it was.
'only necessafy to turn it in when _requesting reimbursenﬁent for tré,vel
‘expenses. NOSENKO stated hat Ze had not claimed tae iaﬁigr small

-amount of méney to which he was ezj;tifled and has aiSo vla.dmitt.ed_ lthat he

‘really brought the document along because it gave him the indicated rank |

. of Lieutenant Colonel.

NOSENKO has completely retracted his claim to having had the
rank of 'Lieutenant Colonel, -stating that even as a Deputy Chief of Dapnaxts

ment he was only a Captain although he was ent u.led to and expec..od to-

'receive the rank of Major in .ea.rly 1964, NOSENKO has stated thé.t‘
giving him the ranic of»ALieuten.a;nt Colonel in the above éocuﬁeht Was

the error of KASHPERQV, the odlcer on duty in the SCD on Sunda.y, and .
that practxcally all Depuuy Chiefs of Depariment in the S\.,D had at leaSL

the rank of Lieutenant Colonel.

“+

The above explanation by NCSENKO may well be considere oy

' [¢7]

readers with at least a degree of skepticism. However, if NCSENKO
was dispatched by the KGB, it would seem that he could have been PTro=--
-4

vided with something a little moxe substaniial to document his claim of

the rank of Lieutenant Colonel. In addiiion, it would seem that the KGB

00041440




could have provided NCSENKO wity some type of document Wm.ca.

would~suppdrt at leaS¢. one of hz.s claimed posu;ons in »he D, XG3,

Zven the Cnerenanov 'Dap $ do not in &ny way support the claim of

'NQSE‘\T{O tna., Le was Dupu.y Cn*e.’.' of the First Section, First

) Depar.ment SCD in 1960 - 1901 nor do ..hey even sappo“ tm. claim

of NOSLN&O uha.t tnere was sucn & poszt:.oa in the Fla.st Section in

1960 - 196.. or even in 1958 or 1939
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IV. COMMENTS CONCERNING PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS

IN REGARD TO NOSENKO
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COMMENTS CONCERNI\TG PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS

IN REGARD TO NOSENKO

Attached is a v'erba.tim cop_y of pages 357 = 360 of the "Examina-.

tion of the Bona Fides of a KGB Defector" which contains seven (A - G)
' prlmary conclusions concerning the clalmed Na.val RU (Na.vy Intelhgence)
' and KGB career of NOSENKO,' TheseAconcluéions or findings are

- independently treated in separate attachments.

With the exception of "G, " the conclusions in this summary are

in dlrect conflict thh the above conclusions and are basically that

NOSENKO served in the Naval RU from March 1951 to- early 1953 was

a KGB officer from Maxch 1953 unt11 hls defect:.on in February 1964
and held his claimed positions in the *KGB during the March 1953 -

February 1964 period,

* For purposes of clarity, the term KGB is used to refer to the
Committee for State Security and predecessor organizations

unless otherwise indicated.

Attachment:
Cpy Pgs 357-360 of "Examination ‘ :
of the Bona Fides of a KGB Defector' - 000111-3
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PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS RE NOSENKO

AS CONTAINED ON PAGES 357 - 360 OF

"THE EXAMINATION OF THE BONA FIDES OF A KGB ﬁEFECTOR"

The following is a quote of the pré'viou:s conclusions in the case of Yuriy
Ivanovich NOSENKO. (The specific conclusions have been given the designation
of A G for purposes of easier correla.tlon with other sections of this suxnma.ry.)

"SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

CONCERNING NOSENKO'S BONA FIDES'

"NOSENKO claims that he served for a decade in the KGB iﬁ
successively senioi' positions of auhoriy from which he derived
eXtensive knowledge of the scope, character,- énd -results' of KGB
operations against Americans in the Soviet Union in the periocd
‘1953~-1963. To substantiate his claim, he provides an impressive
array of information about KGB personne_l, organization and opera-
tions which; to the extent that it has been confirmed, is presump“tive
evidence of his bona fides. Vaﬁous Soviet officials, including
intelligehce officers, have generally corroborated NOSENKO's '
claims. According to some of these sources, NOSENKO was a

senior KGB officer who occupied a series of sensifive positions, who
6001414
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enjoyed considerable authority and trust despite personal short-
comings, and whose défection, 'the greatest loss ever suffered

ad '
by Soviet Intelligence', paralyzed the work of @ KGDB &

- Legal Residency, and justified the formulation of plans to assas~

sinate him, "
”Thé examination has compared each elem‘ent of NOSENKO'é
biography relevant to his claimed KG{B service with known
facts and reasonable surmise., The ex.a-mi-nation reflects the
test to which his accounts were put: whethe}r his accounts are
internally coherent and consistent with known fact, and whether
he actually gained the information he has from o;:cupying the
KGB positions he claims to have held. In short, is he wh;xt he
says he is, according to his own accounts ?.“
""This examination had led to the following f-indi_ngs, arrived
at independently:
A. NOSENKO did not serve in the Naval RU
in any of the capacities or at the places and times he
claimed,
B. NOSENKC did not enter the KGB iﬁ the
manner or at the time he claimed.
C. NOSENKO did not serve in the American 6001115
Embassy Section throughout the 1953-1955 period as
he claimed.
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D. During the period 1955-1960, he was neither
a senior case officer in, nor Deputy Chief of, the Seventh

, . : s
Department American~British Commonwealth Section.

E. NOSENKO was neither Deputy Ghief of the
American Embassy Section nor a. se;nior bfﬁcer or
supervisor in the Section during the périod 1961-1962. . (sic)’
F. NOSENKO's claims, that in 1962 he was Chief
of the Arﬁerican-Briti.sh 'Commbnwea.llth Section and wé.s .
thereaftér a Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department,. are
no.t credible. |
G. NOSENKO has no valid claim to certainty
. that the KGB recrp.ited no American Erhbassy personnel
between 1953 and his defection in 1964,
These findings differ somewhat with respect to degree of probability
or certitude, but they reflect the preponderance of availéble evidence

in each instance. "

""The above judgments, if correct, rebut presumptive evidence

of NOSENKOQ's bona fides. The contradictions in NOSENKQ's accounts

of his life and KGDB service are so extensive as to make -his claims

as a whole unacceptable.. While truth and fact in this case frequently
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cannét bé established with certainty, it is evident that truth and

fact ar>e not what NOSENKO relates, By almost any test, vl:.i.'rt.ua.lly
any of NOSENKO's above claims are impugned by fact or pr:obabilityr
or contradic;:ted or retracted in his own-statem.ents. NCSEN.KO is
not what he claims to be, and thus he is :;ot a }_S_o_rx_a fide ‘defector.‘”

"Given the conclusion that NOSENKOQO is nbt a bona fide

defector, it is n'ecessary to attempt to determine his true motives

for contacting American Intelligence and for providing the information

he has given. Here, it must be recognized that the evidence, largely

consisting of NbSENKO‘s own #ssertions, does not permit unequivocal
conclusions, Neverfteless, the question éannot be ignored. . The
characte_r of the information NOSENKO has conveyed, the fact that
some of his false ¢ lain'zs‘have been corroborated by Soﬁet officials,
and the necessity to make decisions about 'NOSEN'KO‘s future all
require that at least a provisional judgment be made. "

"Of the reasonable explanations advanced for NOSENKO's
rﬁisrepresentations, the chief ones are that he is é. swindler posing
as a former KGB officer for reasons of personal advantage; that he
suffers irom a deranged pei‘sona.lity or unbalanced mind; that he has

greatly exaggerated his actual rank, status and access in the KGB, for

simpl personal reasons; or, {inally, that he is a dispatched KGB .
ply Y : P 004447

agent. "
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"The first two possibilities are easily dismissed. That

. NOSENKO is not simply a swindler who falsely claims for personal ..

édvantage to have been a KGB officer is evident, we believe; from

the confirmed details of KGB organization, personnel and operations

which he has provided and which could only derive from within the

KGB itself. "
"Second, as noted in the text, extensive psychiatric and

psychological examination by qualified si)ecialists rule out the’

possibility that NOSENKO's actions and testimony are the product

of a deranged personality or unbalanced mind."

"It is somewhat more plausible that NOSENKO is a KGB

officer who served in at least some of the componentsvfor' some

~or all of the time perio‘ds» that he claims, but who greatly exag-

gerated his positions, rank and access to intormation, and -
invented some matters outright, to achieve greater status with
American Inte'iligencé. This explanation, however, fails to
accommodate the fact ;hat several KGB officers have asserted

that NOSENKO did in fact hold senior positions in the KGB. Also,
NOSENKQ's assertions with respéct to his rank, GRIBANOV‘s_
patronage, the recall telegram, and the like, cannot be justa
product of his own invention, since these were the subject of PR

comment by other sources."
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"Because none of the above explanations is consistent with
the data deveioped in interrogations and investigations, we are
left with the hypothesis that NOSENKO was dispatched by the
KGB. Whilé this explanation does n§t reqoncil_é all the anom#lies,
none of them renders it untenable, "

"In the absence of further revelations by NOSENKO, or

other persuasive evidence to the contrary, CIA finds that the

evidence establishes a presumption that NOSENKO was dispatched

by the KGB, and believes that prudence requires that he be

- regarded as still responsive to KGB control, and that his infor-

mation should be assessed accordingly. "

60011419



4-00000

Nt

R

: s AT i
ZHE : : v T o

A TSN
e L

5 s
Lty
bk
o 4 if

FAHS

S

sl

LR



14-00000

SECRET

A. NOSENKO DID NOT SERVE IN THE NAVAL RU

IN ANY OF THE CAPACITIES OR AT THE PLACES AND .

TIMES HE CLAIMED

Ca6ve ¢
Zxtlides fram aitsmatic
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SECRET

A. NOSENKO did not serve in the Naval RU in any of the capacities

or at the places and times he claimed. (Previous conclusion)

The above is conclusion ""A" in the previous summary in regard
to NOSENKO. The vcurrent conclusion is that the claimed s.ervicevof
NOSENKO in Navy Intelligence (Naval RU) during March 1951 to eariy
1953 in the Far East and the Baltic areas is adequately substantiated
and should be accepted. !‘

The interroga.tions of NOSENKO prior to 1967 were complicated
by NOSENKOQ changing the date of his graduation from the Institute of
internationai Relations fron}“l950 to 1949 bégguse he did not.wish to
admit that he had failed to graduate in 1949 with the majority of his class.
However,. previous efforts of NOSENKO'to revert to his original 1962
statement thaf he graduated in 1950 were not acceptéd and an unwarranted
significance was given to the 1949 - early 1953 period of time.

It is considered that NOSENKO has adequately explained his

"'stupid blunders' as they relate to the above and to certain other personal

matters and that his claimed service in Navy Intelligence from March

SECRET ~ gooua?t.

4
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1951 to early 1953 both in the Far East and the Baltic‘ area is fuliy
acceptable. It is not considered necessary to comment concerning all
of the remarks in the pfevious summary regarding tﬁe claimed Naval
RU service of NOSENKO as reflectea on pages 49-59 and remarks will,
for purposes of brevity, be lirnitgd i.n.scop_e.

The statement is made in the previous smnmaz;y that "The sole
Headquarters RU officer NOSENKO identified was the Personnel Chief,
Colonel KALOSHIN. He identified no ranking officers in either‘the Baltic
or Far East Intelligeﬁce Staffs. Some 30 GRU officers he did identify,
by his own admission, NOSENKO knew not from his 1\£ava1 RU servicé,
but through .social acquaintange, latef, in Moscow, or through his visits
to Geneva, '" |

Attached is a copy of a handwritten memorandum voluntarily
prepared by NOSENKO in late 1967 containing the names of a number
of GRU personnel of whom he had some knowledge. The attached was
not prepared as the result of any inquiry concerning his claimed Naval |
RU service, but was only a small .part of the material prepared by
NOSENKO at this time, The entire material included remarks by
NOSENKO regarding approxima‘cély[{i‘?@ KGB ofﬁcers, /100)KGB agents,

35 GRU officers and 400; other Soviet nationals.
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It is interesting to note that the attached list contdins the names
of approximately 20 GRU officers whom NOSENKO relatés to thé early
1950's period, In addiéion, NOSENKO has, during current interviews
and in other memoranda, furnished the names of additi&na.l Navy -Intelli-‘
gence personnel whom he knew in the 1951 - early 1953 period,

Page 52 of the above smx;xmar‘},r and’ other related pages question

whether NOSENKO ever served in the Baltic area with Naval Intelligence

- and even question his geographical knowledge of the area, Attached is a

copy of a handwritten memorandufri with certain diagrams prepared by

NOSENKO on 21 February 1968 concerning hisk'assig;m'l‘ent with Navy V

- Intelligence in the Far East and the Baltic area, The memorandum was

completed by NOSENKO without any reference material and a review -of '
his diagrams indicates they are quite accurate,

NOSENKO had previous'ly stated that his servicé in th‘e Baltic
area was at Sovetsk Primorskiy and du'ring currenf interviews recalled
tfxat the former name of the Place, an almost deserted fishermen's
village, was Fishausen. The previous designation given by‘ NOSENK Ot
for this place as having the mail address of Sovetsk Primorskiy had
caused the conclusion that his-alleged place of assignment was ﬁon-
existent, A further check in the matter wouid have disclosed that the
place was not nonexistent, that it is currently knan #s Primorsk and
that the former German name of the fishing village was Fischhausen,

3 iy s

e
i
)
W)
]
v




N\, _4 75_;‘ . 3.
oluiil

The previous summary also stated that despite his claimed
active commissioned service in the Navy, NOSENKO knew nothing of
Soviet Navy tradition, doctrines, or organization of procedures, It

should be noted that there is a considerable difference between being

a member of the Naval RU and being an actual member of the Soviet.

Navy. The situation could be coinpared to a career civilian employee'
- of the Office of Naval Intelligence and a line officer in the United States

Navy.

Attachments: ‘
List of GRU Personnel as Prepared by NOSENKO
Diagrams and comments as Prepared by NOSENKO
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SECREE

B. NOSENKO did not enter the KGB in the manner or at the time

claimed. (Previous conclusion)

The above is conchision "B in the previous summary in régard
 to NOSENKO. The conclusion in this summary is that NOSENKO entered

the then Second Chlef Dir ectorate, MVD in mld-March 1953 and that h:.s

entry was not only facilitated by but du_e to the influence of General
Bogdan Zz;xkharovich KOBULC)‘V.' o R

Previous statements by NOSENKO and changes reiative to dé.fe of
entry into the KGB have been mentioned in another'se;tion of the. summ;a.;*y‘
and will no;: be repeated here. His statements during current intevrvviews

< that he entered on duty in mid-March 1953 as a case officer in the Firsf: ’

Section, First Department, Second Chief Directorate, MVD, are con=

sidered adequately substantiated and shoﬁld be accepted.

The conclusion of the previous summary (pages 61-74) that
NOSENKO did not enter the KGB in the manner or at the time cléimed
‘was primarily Ba.sed on conflicting Statementé by NOSENKO as to when
he entered the KGB (MVD). In 1962 NOSENKO said March 1953 and in

1965 NOSENKO again said March 1953, soon after the death of_STALI'_N.
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In 1964, NOSENKO had given two dates in 1952 as his time of entry into

| | ‘the KGB in an-ef‘fqrt' not to admit thet he had failed to graduate frént the
Institute of International Relations in 1§49.
The prevmus summarxy gave considerable vteu.ght to the sta.temente ‘
of NOSENKOQO 1nd1cat1ng that he did not enter the KGB (MVD) under what
- are consxdered normal KGB procedures. Proper allowa.nces were not
' given for pos1t10n of the father of NOSENKO the Mxmster of thpbulldmg,
and the mﬂuence of General KOBULOV. An analyst can either accept or

reject the statement of NOSENKOQO that he entered the KGB (MVD) through

the influence of General VKOBULOV; but, if the statement: is accepted, then
() the failure of NOSENKO to be required to follow normal KGB procedures
should also be e.ccepted. A Communist society or a Soviet Intelligence

organization is not and could not be immune to influence by a high official.

General KOBULOV as of mid-March 1953 was First Deputy to BERIYA,

the Minister of the then MVD.

- The previous summary raises several points concerning the

eligibility of NCSENKO for the KGB (MVD). It points out on page 67
that other than his undistinguished period of service with the Naval RU,
he was no more eligible for a XGB appointment in 1953 than he was at .
the time of his previous rejection in 1950, This statement is not contro-

vertible and is fully accepted with the qualification that in 1950 NOSENKO

USRS
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was not sponsored by any person of influence as was the case in 1953

with General KOBULOV who in mid-Mazrch 1953 was the First Deputy

' to BERIYA.

The previous summary also states that acdoi‘ding to KGB
defectors familiar with the standards in force at the time, no candidate

was accepted who had ever had tuberculosis. This is a flat statement

“which it is doubtful any defector or series of defectors could fully

T — -
substantiate; namely, that it it never ha.ppened Untﬂ. and unless it is

s

medically proven that NOSENKO did not have tuberculosis, it is accepted

that he did have tuberculosis in 1952 and was at a sa.n"ita.rii;m -- rest

. place in Ku’m:)inka. It is also accepted that he was an officer in the KGB . -

after mid-March 1953. The influence of KOBULOV could undoubtedly

have permitted NOSENKO to enter the KGB even though he préviously

had tuberculosis, but the flat statement that no candidate was accepted who

had ever had tublerculosis is not and cannot be sufﬁ.cientiy subst'antiated.
The previous summary contained a numbexr of additional remarks’

and coﬁclusions intended to show that NOSENKO was not eligible for and

fherefére could not have entered the KGB (MVD). Comments concerning

these will be brief since there is consmered to be no adequate basis at

this time on which to contend that NOSENKO did not enter the KGB

{(MVD) as an officer in mld-March 1953, A comment was made that

s 6001134
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NOSENKO did not take a physical examination in connection with his

' processing for KGB entry, and that such a medical examination was

a routine and mandatory part of the proceséing of a KGB candidate,

This statement makes no allowance for the influence of General

- KOBULOV; but, in addition, doe‘s_n_ot“ consider the fact that the Naval

RU dossier on NOSENKO wé.s available to the KGB (MVD).

The previbus summary also failed to note that the MVD would

have had independent information in regard to NOSENKO since the MVD

.would have conducted any necessary inquiry in connection with the entry

of NOSENKO into the Naval RU. As of 1953 the MVD undoubtedly also
had a dossier on the father of NOSENKO since this was still the STALIN
era.,

The summary also states that NOSVE'NKO did not complete th'e.

necessary lengthy Anketa before entry into the KGB (MVD) and did not

speak to any person fficers or visit the personnel office. It would

e et v vnan

seem that the 1nﬂuence of General: KOBULOV could have permitted the
elimination of most if not all of the necessity of complying with normal
procedures, but NOSENKO has during intervilews stated that he com-
pleted the Anketa while sitting at his desk after entry into the KGB (MVD),
Page 70 of the previous summary statés that NOSENKO did not

know the designation of his own Directorate either at the time he allegedly

s 001135
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entered on duty or during his first year‘of KGB service. While

NOSENKO has claimed'that the designation of his Directorate at the

t1me he entered the KGB (MVD) in mlduMa.rch 1953 was the Second _

‘Chief Directorate a.nd that it subsequently wa.s redesxgna.ted the

: FlI‘St Chlef Dlrectorate, DERYABIN has sta.ted this’ reversal of

designations occurred in Ma.rch 1953,

STALIN died in early Ma.rch 1953 and tha.t same 1;nonth the ‘.
MVD and the MGB were mergez under the name MVD w1th BERIYA
as M1n1ster. BERIYA held th:.s p051t1on untﬂ. his arrest in early June
1953, BERI;YA was succeeded by KRUGLOV, who helt_i office fer‘less
than a year. Yuriy RASTVOROV was recently qﬁeried concerning ‘t.he-
date of the reversal of the designation of the FCD and SCD e.nd plaees"
it as the end of April or early May 1953. GOLITSYN has indiceﬁed‘tha.t '
the change occurred "soon after the advent of BERIYA as head of the
MVD in April 1953. " In the light of our inability to fix the effective date
of the reversel of the designations ‘of the SCD and 1:h e FCD, it is
unreasonable to impugn NOSENKO on his statement as to the designetion
of his Directorate at the time of his entry into the KGB (MVD).

There is a disagreement between NCSENKO and others as to who

was responsible for the reversal of designations of the 'FCD and the SCD.

NOSENKO is of the opinion that it occurred undexr KRUGLOV, which is
5 ‘ (904136
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in'conﬂic‘t— with the statements of DERYABIN, RASTVOROV and =. N X ¢
GOLITSYN;- all Qf whom maintain that BERIS(A was responsible fof A
- the changes., As for the isgue vof who was rgséonsible for the rey_‘ersal
: of designations, it would af:péar tl_ia.f: NOSENK(:)--is'»ih.erfox;.. Howeve;‘ir,

the fact that he was a new junior-officer and that this was a period of

upheaval in the KGB (MVD) effectively eliminates any significance in

.

this issue.

_ NOSENKO vi.s'.criti‘ci-.zed -Ain fhe previoﬁs 'sur-zima.ry. for not »knrowi'ng -
the location of thé Chiéf bii'.e-cto‘ra.te of the Militia._ or the hisi:ory of the
KI (Gommittee of Infom_lation)[ NOSENKO has stated “tha,t he had no
| conta.;::t-s with either offiée during 1953 -1955 and t'heﬂre is no adequate reason
to disbelieve .thivs staterﬁent. He is nc;t aware of whenA the KI ceased to
exist (1951 given in the summazry, but ;)thez;' i.nformation indicates the KI
con..tinued‘to _exist in a nominal capacity until the mid-1950's), but care

should be used in stating what NOSENKO should know if he held a certain

position. Readers of this summary may wish to reflect on their own

memory concerning the location and their knowledge of Agency facilities at
any given period of time or when Agency components or related organizations

were organized or ceased to exist.

00U11Y
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The point has also been made that any career of NOSE\IKO

in the KGB should have ended or he should ha.ve at lea.st encountered

- dlffl.culty when his benefa.ctor General KOBULOV together with the :

brother of General KOBULOV .was arrested with the BERIYA group in
early J’upe 1953. NOSENKO has durmg current interviews stated that be |
encountered no difficulties but is aware that the KOBULOV connection
was discussed by-an officer.from the Personnel Directory with an -
officie.l of the First Departme.n't. ~-Under other circumstances NOSENKO |

would very possibly have encountered difficulty; but, it should be noted

that the father of NOSENKO retained his position, that NOSENKO only

.met General KOBULOYV through his father, and that NOSENKO has stated

that although his father knew General KOBULOYV, his father could in no )

" way be considered a member of the BERIYA group.
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C. NOSENKO did not serve in the American Embassy Section

throughout the 1953 - 1955 period as he claimed. {Previous conclusion)
The above is conclusion "'C'" in the previousk summary. The
conclusion in this summary is that NOSENKO was an officer of the First

Section (American Embassjf Section), First Department, from mid-March

1953 to late May 1955 when he was transferred to the Seventh Department,
SCD.

This period of time has been covered in detail with NOSENKOQO
during current interviews. The conclusion is that NOSENKO was an
officer in the First Section but was not a very effective officer and that

'—H- " .
both his work and behavior were decidedly influenced by the fact that he
was the son of the Minister of Sh1pbu11d1ng. NOSENKO is reluctant to

admit that he was other than shghtly lackadaisical in his work durmg

this period of time, but is not hesitant to admit that his persona.l be-
havior was such as to cause him to be removed as Secretary to the

Komsomol unit in 1954 and to cause an unsatisfactory ''characterization

SECRET o 6001140
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) fo be p_repa.red in early 1955 which necessitated a decision as to whether
he would be fired from the KGB or transferred to some other component.

The influence of his’ family is quite appa.rent in the ‘above since

“his father was advised of hls d1f 1cu1t1es in 1954 by an official of the

: KGB and hxs mother 1nterceded on his beha.lf. in 1955 with the Chief of

' SCD The result in 1955 was that NOSENKO was tra.nsferred to the
Seventh Depa.rtment a.nd not fired from the KGB.

The questlon has been raised as to how NOSENKO could remain

 in the KGB when after 1954 he was not a member of the Komsomol a.nd-
was not eligible to become a candidate for the Communist Party. 'I’hié
is a va.hd quest:.on but a i)la.uszble explanation is again the fact that he wa.s
the son of the then Minister of Shlpbmldmg

NOSENKO has stated during prev;ous and current inter\fiews that

folio_wing his ehtry into the KGB and until circa mid~1954 he was respon-
eible for work against American correspondents in Mescow. He has not
claimed that he had any successes and has stated that the work with news- .

paper correspondents already recruited was being handled by other officers,

NOSENKO has explained that during this time he was a 'mew officer, "
indicating he could hardly have been expected to act as an ;experienced
officer. His knowledge of correspondents in Moscow during this period

of time, together with his knowledge of other KGB officers and his

, 6001141
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information concerning his own agents is believed of sufficient wéf.ght

to accept the statement of NOSENKO th;,t work against American cor~

respondents was hié agsignmer;t.from rn.vid-Ma.rcl; 1953 to mid-1954.
From circa rmd-1954 unt11 h1s.vtransfer to the Seventh Depa.rt-l

ment in late May 1955 NOSENKO claims and has clauned he was an |

officer of the F1rst Section w1th the respons:.b:.hty of work agamst the

- Military Attaches (Army) at the Umted States Embassy in Moscow. It |

is conszdered based on his knowledge of the various M111tary Attache
personnel and othezf collateral ?nformation furnished by NOSENKO, that |
NOSENKO was an officer of the‘Fi'rst Section d\iring the mid‘-19>514 - lafe
May 1955 period of time, that his primary work was aga{nst members

of the Office of the Military Atté.che, .but that the qua.lity of his work

undoubtedly left much to be desu‘ed

S —

In circa mid-1954, NOSENKO was removed as Sécretéry of the
Komsomol unit and by early 1955 his performance was such that at least
certain officials in the First Department_desired his removal from the
First Department, if not the KGB. Uﬁder these circumstances,
NOSENKO could be criticized as ha.viﬁg been a very poor if not
undesira;ble KGB officer, but his knowledge of the First Section during

this period of time and his knowledge of the members of the Office of

3 o 5{36114‘2
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the Military Attache supports the claim of NOSENKO that he was an

" officer of the First Section with the indicated assignment as related

"~ by bhim.

NOSENKO has stated that the work against the Military
Attacheé was not primai'ily direcfed toward development of recruitmenﬁ

possibilities, but was directed toward control of the Milita.ry Attaches

. on tr:.ps in order to prevent observa.tlon of sensitive areas, sensitive

s1tes or sensitive activities in the USSR. This attitude by the KGB

would appear to be completely plausible and NOSENKO noted as
exceptional in this re garci the recruitment atterﬁpt agaihst Captain Walter
MULE. NOSENKO explained this exception as retaliation for approaches
to Soviets in the United States in that period.

NOSENKO has been criticized because he did not know all the
details concerning the Military Attaches which it was considered he
should have known if he had the specific responsibility for work against
the Military Attaches during the indicated period of time. It is sxllbmitted

that this may be evidence of his failure to satisfactorily fulfill his

: | 6001143
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NCIZNKO Las previously indicated and still indicates a definite

lack of imowledge concerning his assigaed La*geus during approximately

farch - May 1955, This, accofdingi to NOSENKO, was when an un-

1*<

sausfa.ctory “characterization" was being prepared on NOSENKO, a

- 1

ecision was being made on his case, and a perlod of time in which he

£

went on a ''big dru.‘k" which culminated in his spendmd about 40 days?

¢

wader aospizal care because of the possibility of recurrence ¢f his crevious

Pages 84 - 87 of the previous summary suggest thar NOCSENKD
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The effectiveness or non-effectiveness of NOSENKO durixi‘g his
assignment to the First Section, First Department, from mid-March
1953 to la‘te-M'ay 1955 can have little pertinency in the question of the

bona fides of NOSENKO if it is accepted that he actually was an officer |

in the First Section during this period of time, It is felt that information )
~ furnished by NOSENKO in current interviews and in previous interviews
is of sufficient scope and detail that his claimed service a-s_én officer

in the First Section during this period of time is comple‘tely acceptable,

C00i145
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D. DURING THE PERIOD 1955 - 1960, HE WAS NEITEER A

SENIOR CASE OFFICER IN, NOR DEPUTY CHIEF OF,

THE SEVENTH DEPARTMENT AMERICAN-BRITISH
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D. During the period of 1955 - 1960, NOSENKO wags neither a

senior case officer in, nor Deputy Chief of, the Seventh Department,

American-British Commonwealth Section.” (Previous conclusion)

The above is conclusion '""D" in the previous summary. The
' L]

current con;:lusion is that NOSENKQO was an officer in the Seventh

DepartmeAnt, SCD, irom late May 1955 to Decemb_er' 1959 and was

. Deputy Chief of the American-British Commonwealth Section, Seventh

Departznez;xt from 1958 to December 1959,

Dur::Lng cu:rrent interviews, NOSENKO has furnished extensive
information concerning his own activities in the Seventh Department
during the 1955-1959 period. Inter.views of person‘s who. were the subject.
of KGB interest collatérally confirm that NOSENKO was 'personally :in- :
volved in certain claim'ed‘ activities during 1955 to December 1959,

These activities include among others the recruitment of[RzgiEa'fdrBﬁRG‘I}.
in June 1956, contact withfSﬁi‘i" /Auliérir’LA”NE} and (\A'r'thur BIRSE} in the
summer of 1957, the recruitment of‘{»/Grisella HARRIS\):Ln 1958, the re-~

cruitment of‘,\C‘reorge DREW\, in the spring of 1959, the recruitment of

- 00U1148
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William Stanley WILBY)in June 1959, the recruitment of David E[-‘AYLOR}.
in the summer of 1959, the recruitment of/Gerard M}SRTENS?} in Ju.ly'-—
August 195§, and the recruitment of{rAézjgfene FRIPPEﬁ}in 1959, The
foregoing is not a complete list of all cases in which NOSESNKO claims
personal involvement, but is represe.nt_at.ive of cases in which his éllegéd
participation has been confirmed by i;mterviews with the ‘individual who
was the KGB target.

\Sir Allen LANE, Arthur BIRSE, William Stanley WILBY, and
{David 'I‘A.YLOR} were;:fE»:ritiSEJ citizens and the other above-named indi-

viduals wer'eﬁUnited States\/g citizens. This would seem to substantiate

o the cia.im of NOSENKO that during 1955 - December 1959 he was an

officer engaged in KGB operations against American-British Common-

wealth tourists in the USSR,
In addition, NOSENKO has furnished specific information about
an operation against:\Martin MALM; an American tourist who was in

the Soviet Union from approximately September 1955 to December 1955,

MALIAjhas not been interviewed and will not be interviewed, so at this
time no particular 1955 case in which NOSENKO claims involvement
or personal knowledge has been substantiated by interview of the

individual involved,
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\OSENKO has furnished information on the travel of certain
’ | R Umted S..ates Government officials," 1nclud1ng Congressmnal fepresent-
atives to the USSR in 1955 -‘1956; and the trip of Supre;ﬁe Ceurt Justice
William O. DOUGLAS in 1955 which, when considered with‘ the previously;'
mentioned speciﬁcs, a.d'eqﬁa.tely substantiate his claimed servi.ee in ;che

.Seventh Department and work agamst Amencan-Bntlsh Commonwea.lth

tourlsts during the la.te May 1955 ~ December 1959 perlod

NOSENKQ has stressed that when he transfer'red to the Seventh
Department, the Tourist Section had just been e-stabli{shed and ah agent

network was not available for operations against American and British

o o tourists. This seems quite logical since the influx of tourists into the
USSR was jws t 'in’.a. formative stage.

NOSENKO has spoken in detail about an agent.netwo;:k he ‘de—
veloped after 1955 which primarily consisted of Intourist ﬁersonnel
and two homoeexual agents, "SHMELEYV' and ”GR]".C:ORIY” (KGB code

names), whose extensive use in KGB operations has been confirmed by

interviews with individuals who were the subject of homesexual com-
promise operations,

| The previous summary contained remarks on pages 101 -~ 150
in regard to the claimed 1955 - 1959 Seventh Department service of

51150

NOSENKO. To comment on all the aspects mentioned in tnose f1fty
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pages would be ;‘epetitious and in many instances superfluous. Itis
considered that even if the statements v&ere acéept»ed 1n toto, there.'.
Wnould still not be an adequate basis for a 'conclusion‘ that NOSENKO .-
was .not an officer in the claimed positiox.m. in the Seventh D:apalrtxv-nent

during the period of late May 1955 -~ December 1959, Nor is it con-

ceded that, if all the sub-conclusions and the inﬂtérpretations of various

areas of information were accepted without qualification, there is any -

evidence that NOSENKO was dispa.tched by the KGB. ' However, there
are cerfain assumptions and iﬁterpretations which a.péeare& in the L
previous surhmary'Which are Particularly worthy of c::mmvent and which
are considez.-ed e'rrpneous or require additional clarifica.tAi‘on‘.

On page 145 it is stated that the evidence suggesfs' that NOSENKO

was an English—speakmg specialist in sexual entrapment, not a counter- -

intelligence officer respdnsible for the identification of foreign agents
among tourists or for the development, recruitment. ‘and exploité.tion )
of agents for the ‘KGB. The Second Chief Directorate, KGB, and the
MVD have used homosexual and heterosexual compromise in numerous
known (and presumably unknown) successful recruitments atnd. recruit-
ment attempts. This activity has not been limited to the Seventh Depart-
ment, SCD; and the innuendo that NOSENKOQO was "only an AEnglish-

speaking specialist in sexual entrapment' and not a KGB offigdr Eilen
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considered with the deta.iledx information NOSENKO has provided. on
Seventh Department personnel, activities, procedures.., and to'pics.of
a similazf nature is not considered to have.any foundation in fact, |
Page 145 o.f the above summary lists eleven opex‘é,ti;ms which
were Sev_enth Department cases _prio? to 1960 and which vs;er‘e included
in the notes furnished to CIA in 196_4 by NOSENKO. The named operations.‘i_

were those against |Bernard PECHTER, Patrick PRESSMAN, John RUFE, .

‘Gerald SEVERN, Sofia SHATTAUER, (fru) KARLOV, Norman FISK,,

'Ralph MATLAW, Marvin KANTOR, Michael GINSBURG, and William.

“'\TARASKA‘,‘. The criticism made in regard to the above eleven cases

was that N'OSENKO could not describe the individual operations _6ther

- than to say that he had recorded the name of the target and such details

as he could acquire when he reviewed the activities of the Seventh Depart-
ment in 1962 following his return from the First Department,

The notes brought out by NOSENKO are considered in another

section of this summary, but it should be noted here that a full review

of all of the notes of NOSENKO currently available indicates that his
statements as to how and why he obtained the information in the notes

are completely plausible, A detailed explanation of the notes furnished

. by NOSENKO would almost necessitate a separate listing of the approxi-

mately 150 cases or names mentioned in the notes.
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During current inter‘views, NOSENKO furnished specific
information on certain of the above eleven cases, inc}ud.ing ‘_"Williarri‘j
ITARASKA, Bernard PECHTER, Michael GINSBURG and John RUFE]

It should also be ﬁoted that certain ofithe cases such as Matrvin KANTOR
and(\Williarn 'I‘ARASKA were cases in which the tourist was visiting
relatives in the Soviet Union and that NOSENKO has given a satisfactory N )
explanation of how he learnea of the KANTOR case,. NOSENKO has, in
discussing his duties as Deputy Chief of the Americai'z}-;British ‘Common-
wealth Section, also explained that if a tourist indicated that he intended
to visit -relatlves in the USSR, the case automatlcally was.asmgned toa

i ( group of officers in the Section who reported d:.rectly to the Chief of

Sectmn and were not under the supervision of NOSENKO,

NOSENKO has stated that he noted the names of three of the
individuals when retiring the files of "GRIGORIY" and "SHM.ELEV, "
two homosexual agents of NOSENKO previously' mentioned, NOSENKO .
has explained thé.t "SHMELEV" and "GRIGORIY" had the assignment of
identifying Americaﬁ travelers with homosexual tendencies, that they
had contact with numerous Americans, and that they had homosexual
activity with individuals on whom they reported but on whom no overt

action was taken by the Seventh Department. In some cases the individual

— ¥ )
IGRER

7
™
-
X
e
!



14-00000

SECRET

was 'not considered a worthwhile target and in others the information .
was just maintained for possible use at a later date if‘ the individual
returnedA to ihe USSR.

NOSENKO has also explained how he learned of thef'lPatriclg:;'
”PRESSMANI and (Gerald SEVERN cases; and, the listing of the {So.ﬁa;\) |
'SHATTAUER| case in connection with the 1955 - 1959 period is in com- ‘.

plete error since page 427 of the previous summary contains inf.ormation
from NOSENKO on ixer recruitment in 1962, During:.current interviews
the notes which NOSENKO brought out in 1964 have been discussed in
deta:LI with NOSE\IKO He has given a detailed explanatlon of the materialA
- which he brought out and his explanatioq of all aspects is very convincing;

The :previ,ous summary (page 144) suggested that the involvement

of NOSENKO in certain cases being handled by other Sections in the
Seventh Department or by the KGB Directoréte of Moscow was unusual,
An examination of the cited cases does not indicate that his participation

'~ was unusual, but rather that his explanatipn of why he was involved is
logical and normal. No consideration was previously given to the English
language capability of NOSENKO or the fact that his own homosexual agents
were used in two of the four cited cases,. |

The summary also noted that there was a question concerning

‘ﬁ' whethe'r{Gis ella HARRIS/was necessarily a Seventh Department case,

gouiisd
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This question seems quite superfluous since(HARRiS?was in the USSR-

- on a tourist visa and '"real' tourists are the responsibility of the Seventh .

Department. Departmental responsibility within the SCD for an indi-

+ vidual traveling in the USSR is decided on the basis of how the individual

is traveling; i. e., whether on a t{ouris{t visg, as a member gf a delegba.‘t‘ion," '
as the invitee of an orga.xiization in the USSR, as 'é. former diplomat
stationed in Moscow, as a diplomat not pvreviouslytstationed in Moscow,
as a member of the Cultural Exchange program, aé a student attending
a university in the USSR, etc, \‘There are also various other factors .
which affect the dete_rm’ination of which Department o; o;:génizational
co.mponént of the SCD has the responsibility for a tourist case, These
factors include w}xethei‘ the individual is already susvpected of foreign
intelligenée connections and whether the indi\}idual is a bu‘sinessman..

In addition, certain actual tourists in the USSR may never become the

résponsibility of the SCD if the individual is of specific interest to the

FCD.

On pages 148 - 149, NOSENKO is criticized for not knowing at
least some of the substance of the information furnished by George
BLAKE in regard to the CIA-MI-6 program of utilizing touriét agents
in the USSR, This criticism completely ignored the fact that NOSENKO

made several references in 1962 to the KGB having such information
RIS LE)
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although he did then and still suspects that William VASSALL Was the

source. The references by NOSENKO to the KGB havmg such infor-
mation were not developed in 1962 or later 1nterrogat1ons, and it was

not until current mterv1ews tha.t it was estabhshed that NOSENKO had
‘\——-\___ e T T e— .

actually seen excerpts of mformatmn passed by George BLAKE

Nt g i T e

According to NOSENKO -the mformatlon wh1ch was obvmusly only
partial was furmshed to the FCD by the SCD and could only have come
from an agent T o

The previous summary (page-149) };150 notes that in.1961 CIA—-
acquired a lengthy Top Secret study oﬁ the« subject of!the dse oAfvtourists*
by American Intelllgence for esplona.ge and operatmnal ‘support in the |

Soviet Union (document was furmshed by GOLITSYN following his de-

fection in December 1961). It was noted that the- summary contained

references to certain 1958 - 1959 tourists whom the KGB counter -

intelligence identified as American agents and eoted that NOSENKO
claimed he wae Deputy Chief of the American-British Commonwealth
Section in this period of time and thet he claimed the KGB idehtified

no American Intelligence agents during this period of time., What later
is described as a claim by NOSENKO is neither an accurate reflectiod

of what NOSENKO said prior to 1967 or has said since 1967,

Go01156
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NOSENKO has never claimed to know all activities againis't '
American txfé.velers in the Soviet Unibn during 1958 - 1959, Ma.ny
]} o of these travelers would have beén the responsibility of a section in
f © the Seventh bépartmem, other than the Amerlcan-BrJ.tlsh Commc:;n- V.
wea.lth Sectxon, or ano;.her Department in the SCD. NOSENKO was
quite aware tha.t certain of the Amerlcan tourists in 1958 - 1959 were
V“'actAing suspiciously from a KGB point of view,

'NOSENKO has stated he was aware that a document which the’

Seventh Department had prepared and furnished to the FCD in an effort
to obtain fur..her assistance from the FCD in the work agamst tourlsts _

‘ ' had been compromlsed by GOLITSYN, NOSE’\IKO stated he was not in

the Seventh Depa:rtment when the document was prepared and did nct

review the document until after the defection of GOLITSYN and follow~
ing advice from the FCD to the Seventh Department, SCD, that the
document had been compromised. The document furnished by GOLITSYN

has never been reviewed with NOSENKO to determine if it contained

additional 'informatio,nAnot in the document which he was aware had
been prepared by t}'xe Seventh Department for tﬁe FCD,

NOSENKO has been impugned on his apparent unfamiliarity with
a number of cases cited as examples in the document furnished by

GOLITSYN, In current interviews, however, the descriptimeKO
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" assurance that this anomaly will ever be explained. All that

justiﬁa.bly can be said at the Present iime is that even .Lf the story

- of NG, SE\KO is *naccarate, there is no eviden”'.:ial reason why such

3 inaccuracy should be interp.,. eted as u.c’.‘ca"lve of deceptxon or dzspa.«.cn,

or for that matter as 1'1d1ca.c1ve that he. was not Deputy Chief cf the

Amer can-—Br.hsh Commonwealta-Sec‘ion of e Sevent.. Department
in 19::8 - 1959, neither would such an ma.ccuracy re’lec" on his claimed -

servzce m 1962 - 1963 1n the Seventh. Dypa.rtmen...

GoudLsd



14-00000

e
SRIady

e

oy



14-00000

SECRET

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)

B, B
: GROUP ¢
Sxalnded fram awtomaticd
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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.

5001462
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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

s T T TN e e

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

4]
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w
w
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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

H
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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.

0041160



{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.

001166
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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

001167



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

D

. SN ey

ﬁ .



.
.
i
e
i
E]
=
e
i

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,
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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 £

604171
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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

Go01L7d
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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
i sustained,
|
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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

Pt
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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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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
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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
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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
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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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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

00012C3




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
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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 tha

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
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- 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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/‘_')
]
D
o
4



14-00000
O Uiitas

( 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

{ A 4 o 0004221

Co

My
D

25

17
L



14-00000

W

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 -
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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
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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.
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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
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{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
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{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



14-00000

(.' ' 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.
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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

00124
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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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14-00000

QIODTT
i -t g

Wil lin g

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 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

};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
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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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