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1 Ocicber 1968

MEMORANDUM FOR: Dircctos of Security

FROM : Deputy Chicf, Socurity Rescazch Staif
. SUBJECT : NOSIENKO, Yuriy Ivanovich

1. In accoxdance with the request of the Depuly LCircctor
of Central Intelligeancce, attached is a summeary with conclusions
concerning the bona fides of Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO. Sube-
conclusions are coatained ia the summary concerning several
majo¥ areas which were glven primeary consideration in the matter
of the bona fides of NOSENKO. ’ :

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

3. In brief, the conclusion of this summary is that NOSENKRO
is the person ho claims to be, thiat he held his claimed positions ia
x : the KGB during 1953 - Jazuazy 1964, that NOSENKO was aot dig= .

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

are not actually of material siznillcance at this time.

Attactiment:
Summary

3iS:ko
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Intr oduction

Summary of Developments in. NOSENKO Case S:ane
30 October 1967

Analytical Comments Concerning the Bona Fides of Yuriy
Ivanovich NOSENKO ' .. _ '

A, Is NOSENKO Identical to the Person Whom He Claims
to be?
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B. Is the Claimed KGB Career of NOSENKO Plausible?

C, Has NOSENKO Given an Acceptable Explanation of
His Motivation in Contacting CIA in 1962 and For
His Defection in 19647?

D. Is the Information Furnished by NOSENKO to CIA
Concerning KGB Operations, Personalities, and
Organization Reasonably Commensurate With His

‘ 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?

7 . - GOULCC3
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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?

Comments Concerning Previous Conclusions in Regard to NOSENKO

A. NOSENKO Did Not Serve in the Naval RY in Any of the
Capacities or at the Places &nd Times He Claimed

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 Section and Was
Thereafter a Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department,
Are Not Credible

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

. . . i

1953 and His Defection in 1964 :

0001604
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Annex A - Statements of Soviet Officials About NOSENKO

Annex B - Summaries of Cases Not Examined:‘in Text

Annex C - The Cherepanov Papers
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INTRODUCTION

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

.'a.1~1 inclusive, that is to contain a specific comment on all organi-

‘ zétional, operational pefsonality and case type ini;ormatir;m furnished
by Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO To attempt to do so would be repetxtlous
" a.nd confusing to the reader and would not be of material benefit in the
fo.rmation of logica; conclusions concerning the rather limited areas of

i

(& : 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

* SECRET  wutoe
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- but not to mislead this Agency in any material matters of an operationa]

or ;Solicy nature,

fides" as considered in this summary, NOSENKO will be judged Primarily

on whether he voluntarily defected to this Agency without KGB knowledge,
. and whether his 1962 ang early 1964 contacté with representatives of thig
_Agency were known to the KGB. Motivation and certain other pertinent

aspects will be considered, but his admitted Previous errors, lies and

- exaggerations will not Per se warrant a conclusion that NOSENKO is not a

"'bona fide'" defector,

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

» " has been considered in

C0046¢s
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the preparation of this summary. It will be commented on in part

and this summary will include conclusions correlated with the seven
primary conclusions set forth on p;ago 388 of tho above sumrmary.
Remarks concerning uruin errors, incensiatanchs, omiastons and
nnanpportod conclusions in tha previous summa:'y in regazd to speciﬂc
~ cases or sub-areas will be included in this sammary. However, this
summary will not include a point-by-potat coinpuricon of all areas of
agreemant oy disagreement vﬂth .iaiormatioa contained in the previous
summary.

A positive ds_ciaion in regard to NCSENKO based on all
available irformation ahould be made in the immediate futars. There
axe no !mo-wu gources currantly avauabla to provide new positive
imiormation cencerning NOSENKO and his bona fides. It is recognized
that there ia alwgys 2 possibility in the future a new sonrce or sources
will be able to furnish additional information in regard to NOSENKO.
Howaver, this possibility e e:-u:sedtngly tenuous and it is {eit there
o is sufficient information available on which o base a conclusion in

the NOSENXSO matter.

AT T R RN AL

3 soULlcs
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I. SUMMARY OF DEVEIORPM

EXTS IN NOSENKO CASE ',

SINCE 30 OCTOBER 1967
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SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENTS IN NOSENKO GASE

SINCE 30 OCTOBER 1967

" have been conducted by one individual not pre\n.ously ‘known personally to '

NOSENKO but who has been aware qf the NOSENKO_case since June 1962,
Ir;terviews ha.ve been detailed and very .extensive in scope, have |
been recorded and transcribed, and have covered the ientire life and caz;'eer
of NOSENKd without regard to whether a particular aspect had been
cox)ered during pre'vious interview or interviews.
NOSENKO, although naturally apprehensive during the first few
inte_rviéws, 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_ies. On occasion NOSENKO 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

001041
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.i.nterviewer would not dispute or disparage his statements withouAt adequa.te' '
reason, this reluctance on the part of NOSENKO,V in the opinion of fhe A
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 subjec;.ts as his life, motivation for de-._ '
fecl:tion,' individual cases, notes which he furnished to CIA in 1964, KGB |
ofganization, and KGB officer énd agent personalities, As an .e,xa.mple
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_‘:400\) other Soviet nationals. These iists were a.lphé.- |
betically arranged and the above indicated coopera.tio_n 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
f-:._‘:ﬂr‘f;emoranda 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 the 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 because of tho volume of material; the number of individual

cases involved; and the extensive information in regard to KGB

- personslities, procsdures, ox;gani;adoml structars and activities.

The 8B Division also provided the services of an expaxt -
translator to translate the tupéa of the 1965 interrogation of NOBENKND

by Peir DERYABIN and cne of the previously mentioned three pyo~

 fessionals completad a nev translation of the 1962 interviews with

NOSENKO. In addition, transcriptions of certain other particulsrly
partinent: previous interviews of NCSENKO have been completed by
the Qlfice of Security.

Approximately 7000 pnges of transcripts and rehﬁd matarial
bave been compiied and disseminated since late Octobar 1967. Com-
mants concerning the value of the information containad in the above
material are contained in another saction of this sumrnary. As of the
present iime, & complete analysis {5 not possible since a considerable
portion of the mate.rial haa» ;act been fully processed. In the preoparation
of this summary all areas of major aigniﬁcancé have baen examined.
Because of the yclmninouu information, all analytical and collation work

233 not been complatad; but it is not considerad that, dbased on nil

3 6001013
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available information, the remaiaing work will materially aﬂact
the conclusions drawn in this summary,

Tha polygraph interview of NOSZINKO was initiated on
2 !mgﬁut and concluded on 6 August 1948. Aéproximately sixty

guestions of a pertinent nature were includad in the polygraph intez~

view. No problems were encountored during the polygraph interview "

a0 5o additional testing of NOSENKO 1s anticipated. Astached ts a

 copy of the “ll-explanatory report on the results of the polygraph

intorview.
Inhrvicws with NOSENKO have continued since :ho polygraph

intezrview on a temporarily reduced scals in order to permit a review

| of previous information and preparation of this summary. There is _

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

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

Attachment;
12 Aug 68 Polygraph Rpt

0001014
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.0 : Chief, Security Research Staff 12 August 1968
' ‘ ' ' ' ! :
FROM : Interrogation Research Division ) A _ i , P
SUBJECT : Yurly Ivanovich NOSENKO o IRD f 67801 -

' IDFNTIFYING DATA ' . - T

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

" BACKGROUND ’

i 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 KGB.
' He has conducted a vast amount of research and checking with sources
! in an effort to establish the veracity of Subject's statements.

ot o e e e e e B

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

2. Vhether Subject had intentionally given Mr. Solle . |
any false information. . o '

" PROCEDURE ‘ o

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
ability 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
R " an & topie. ‘
3

The Tollowing relevant questions were asked during fhe first test: f

Is your true name Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO? Yes.

Were you born in the year 19277 Yes.

. Besldes the Americans, did you tell anyone else about your
(®  inteation to defect? =No. -
‘ T T | |
o C . A EXElniad 2% aulamalre : "
. SECRET I e
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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 to get in contact with
Americen Intelligence? No.

Were you tolgd by the XGB to defect in order to carry out an
Intelligence mission? No.

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

Did the KGB a.étually 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
I's

the KGB recruitment of Americans? No.

Were you the responsible Case Officer for John Abildian in 1960-617

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

Did you ever nave tuberculosis? Yes, . l o

" The following relevant questions were asked on test three:

. Did you serve in Navy Intelligence from 1951 to 1953? Yes. o

as [SHUBIN An the USSR during the period 1957 $0.19597 Yes,

. _ ) :
To the best of your knowledge, were you in the Severth
Department at this time? Yes,

’

Did you telephone the GRU about SHUBIN) at thig time? Yes, o

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

A - cout0ts

T e e e e e e vn e
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about your bac,kground? No.

SS0 reflecteq no significant Tesponseg indic_a.tive L
rding the relevant Questions ggi * Mo furthem Polygrapy
Were g Alstereg OR this date becayse the €Xaminep did not want to
1€ rigk of fatigue setting 1n and thyg Possibly causing
Stion. o .
Olygraph

: adrEnaliq.

+ The followrl.ng .
re test roy . e
1’014 Join the XGB in March 19537 Yes. , T
T€ You & KB oreyeey Trom 1953

YU a Depyty Chief of iy
f e"you only a Captain a{: thig time?y '_Yes_-.
e-:'you an Officer in tpe U.s,
'3 to May 19559 Yes. - ,

1958 ang 195" yere
x ish'-(;a_.nadi

Januazy to July 1962 wepe hief gp the Firgt Section
e _Seventh Department? Yes, o ‘ .
Vou e'm‘ Officer in 4ye P
F time op '

L?) Yes. _

1rst Séétion, ~Fii's-t Departxﬁenit, ‘SC‘D,
7] the Stalg OPeration aga.insthenson, Muley and

| - 00040
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The following relevant questions were asked dn test five:

Since 1953 do you know of any other KGB recruitments in the |

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

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

-Did you intentionally give us any false operational

information? No.

Did GRIBANOV offer you ‘the p051tlon of Deputy Chief of tne
First Department? Yes.

- Vas an order actuallj prépared promotlng you to Deputy 7o) the
_Cnlef 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.

_'Did you succeed BAKHVALOV as Deputy Chlef of the Flrst Section?
Yeso '

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

' Vere the CHEREPANOV papers passed to the Americans with KGB

xnowledge? No.

0001018




7
rn

=
rn

IRD # 67hui
Page.’5 .

To your knowledge was there any wisleading information in thef: )
CHEREPANOV papers? No. g “i:.  

Did you ever pefsonally meet GOLITSYN? No.

Was there a cable sent to Ceneva for you to assist ARTEMEV
in the BELITSKIY case? Yes. . : ' ' _

: ;-Did you persoﬁally’ﬁake an approach to(XEYSERS)at the Moscow -
Airport? Yes. ‘ ‘ ' C ;

The following relevant questions were asked on test seven::

- Did you actually review the XGB file on OSWALD? Yes. o
' Did LEE FARVEY OSWALD receive sty KOB training or assigiments? TP
g No. ‘ . , A
 Were there any microphones installed in the North Wing of the :
- U.5. Embassy in Moscow? No. '

" Was the review of microphone reporits one of youf duties in
1960-617 Yes. - o '

Are you withholding any information known to you concerning :
. KGB microphones or electronic activity against the U.S.
Embassy? No. . :

Before your official transfer to the Seventh Department did
- you read the survelllance report on the visit of ABIDIAN
- Yo PUSHKIN street? Yes. : T -

t

. Did you pe:sonaily'conduct a certain investigation.of SHAKQV.a RS

- in 1962 in Geneva? Yes.

- Vas the rank of Lieutenant Colonel on your travel document7\ ':r.:'.
%o GORKIY only a mistake by KASHPEROV? Yes. ‘

" Thé fbllowing relevant questions were asked‘on‘tésﬁ eight: C
'While in the U.S. Embassy Section did you obtain a typewriter-  L

. Tor BORODIN fox the preparation of a letter-to Edward Ellis -
SMITH? Yes. . : : :
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' ; Did you read 'Lhe official repors of I’OUOLAPOV on his conte.ct s
ot withm on & train from Ilelsinki to Moscow? Yes. v S
G W Are you intentionally withholding any mi‘onnation conceming ’
iE KGB knowledge of CIA personnel in Moscow? No. ! i
, .- Is.there any pocsivility that the KGB woulo. dispa.\.ch an of.‘ficer
EA %o defect to the Americaus? No. 4 _ _
“l l;.: o Subject's polygraph test of 6 August 1ikewise refleoted. no
B ‘ : 'n.ndice.tions of deceptlon. ; _ ' b
REEEN At

AR " pased solely on the overall analysis of Sub,,ec 's polygra.ph N
: ) .'l.ests, it is the opinion of the unders:.(,ned that the Subject has. '-‘?', G

i been subs‘ba.ntially truthiul in answer:.hg the relevant q_uestiona B
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. OF YURIY IVANOVICH NGSENKO

001021

} HRBEY

£xcle att
i ;

g ”’

sy
eola

SECRET




4-00000

e  SECRET

ANALY‘TICAL COM.MENT_S CONCERNING THE BONA FIDES OF

YURIY IVANOVICH NOSENKO

As indica.ted in the in’croduction_ to this summary, information in
regard to Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO will be considered against' an arbi-
trary but realistic list of areas con51dered pertment to the questmn of

whether NOSENKO voluntarlly defected to th1s Agency w1thout KGB

knowledge, and whether hlS 1962 and early 1964 contacts with represent- .

o ; atives of this Agency were known to the KGB ' |

T It was noted that motiva.tion and certain other pe;tinent aspects |

would aleo be eonside red but that his admitted.previous lies and exag -
gerations would not per se warrant a conclﬁsidn that NOSENKO .isidnot a
""bona fide defector."

e - The foilowing is a list of the areas considered nertinent and which
are being given speciﬁc consideration, Attached is a sepafate section

" containing remarks in regard to the designated areas of A - H,
AL, Is N‘O.SENKO identical to the person whom he claims

to be?

B. Is the claimed KGB career of NOSENKO plausible?

( t o Sri DL | | e
VR ‘ . id(i {)G()
' i Grdue 4

Excluded from sutomatic
downgrading- and

H declassiticatlon
IOERAL A b LN

A e 5.




Has NOSENKO given an acceptable explanation of
his ‘niét_:ivation in contacting CIA in 1962 and for his
‘defection in 19647 |
Is the information furnished by NOSENKO to CIA .
cpﬁéefnmg KGB opexz..‘a__xt-ior'ls, personalities, and org;;ni-
zation rea_.__éoﬁa.b,ly commehéur-ate with his claimed‘ KGB
'c‘a.;reerv’v? . |
Can the info rrhatiqx;i furnish‘ed: by N(SSENKO_ be vconv-
'siaéred in toto as ha'.v'ix'igr resulted in ma»teriai dainage
 to the KGB a.nd/ or ha.s the - mformatlon furnished by |
NOSENKO been of s:.gmﬁcant beneﬁt to Western Intelh-
gence?
Is there evidence of KGB deception or "give away" in
informé.tion furnish..ed by N.OSENKO which would Qarrant
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 spkeak freely to CIA concerning his
knowledge of the KGB and without NOSENKO being given

a specific mission or missions?

: 6001023
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Is there é._ny evidence that the contacts of NOSENKO.

in 1962 or in_1'964 with CIA were k.nown to the KGB
prmr to his defectlon or that NOSENKO was ever brlefed,
by the KGB relatwe to h1s behavmr or KGB obgect:.ves

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

During interviews NOSENKO has furnished detailed information in regard
to his famlly, ‘his act1v1t1es as a youth- the schools he attended, assoc-
iates of his father and mother, and h:'[s owfx associates, The period

~ under consideration in this section is the period preceding his entry

' into the First Department, Second Chief Directorate, MVD, in mid-

March 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 confirm;d travel of his mother to Western Europe in 1956 with

| . Madame KOSYGINA, conglusively 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 furnisheé 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
TP ' :
CRET 60U1025
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Excluded from ay! tomalic
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liftle or no value in assessing the bona fides or non-bona fides of
NOSENKO. An expose of his youthful indiscretions,. of which he_ha.é
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

' "'neg11g1ble value, but there a.ctually is supportmg 1n£orma.t10n from
‘ Nikolay ARTAMONOYV, a defector from the Soviet Navy, concermng

the claimed attendance by NOSENKO at a military-naval prepa.ra.tory

i

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

graduated 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 informatic;n 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 had 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 haé |

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

SECP\ER‘ - 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 ?andwritten 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 spellizig since to do so would be -i.n conflict with

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

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

examination 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 memofandum. 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 . 0001079
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':(personnel evaluation) was prepared on NOSENKO in March - Ap:c.'il.l-’
1955 rather than May - June 1955, Since the unsatisfactory personnel
report was dirt;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 fa.‘uity memory a'nd"disc;r-epa.zicies indicative of deceptign by o

 NOSENKO. B - | : ‘;iQfQ :;¢;fI

Attachment: = -~
31 Oct 67 Memo

5 o 004030
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e \: \'-‘ “eow O, b \l»‘l
é St Uik | |
R N o . o o ' : Operational Memo #'N}-Z‘
. |\ SUBJECT: NOSENKO, Yuri Ivanovich , 5
23 D S
A ! . :
ut |
1’ ! . ‘ . . . '_,‘I:- ' :'
g The following is a typed copy of a handwritten memorandum - .
:;'lfurmshed by Subject on 31 October 1967, followmg a request on N
.:30 October 1967: . : 1

I NOSENKO, George, was born 30 October 1927 in the c:.ty
E?O'N:Lcolaev. Ukrame.

My fa.m:.ly. the father - NOSENKO, -Ivan, b. 1902 was workmg '

|
|
r
;

at the shipbu:.lding plant and studied at the shlpbulldm‘g 1net1tute, whxch 5 o ' .
;j.he f1n1shed in 1928 the mother - NOSENKO Tamara (nee M.ARKOVSKI), .

b, 1998, 2 housewife; the brother - NOSENKO, Viadimiry b. 1944, a ?-. Lo

“student,
In S-eptember 1934 I began to study in the school (0 cb-lass‘) but .:,
" studied a short period of time because m October With the mother went'_ ',
E - in Leningred where the father was working at the shipbuilding plant,
v ;,. "Sudsmech" from summer 1934, In Nicolaev I was living at the Street
Nicolek_i. 7.. All relatives of my family were living also in Nicolaev.
In Leningrad I was living with parents in three places till 1938;
at the Street Stachek (1934 -~ summer 1935), St, Canal of Griboedov,
154 ('1935-1938).’ ‘St-. M. Gorky (short period in 1938). ~From 1935 till
SL_CRC"

Ghotir 1 i
Exchiled fran antomatic
Lot aniny aud l

Pt e a
f Sl NG ay .
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74 % 1938 I studied at the schools, which were close to my places of living. :
. . 4 : ‘ . f I

)

I £m1ahed 6th class and went w1th pa.rents to rest to the south (Soch:.)

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

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

L 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;_:schdol, ‘which ‘wa.s evacuated in Kuibyshev, where I finished 8th class

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

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

2 | [ - GOU10

SLODCT

\JL Ji c_j

I was contmumg to study at the school 585 (St. B. Polianka). I.n 1941

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

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,

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

In 19.38 the father beganAto'work in Moscow and soon I with the mother ':'--.' '
!; i 'f"-'went to live in Moscow in the end of th1s year. :_ o Cw o
’ S

u

; ‘In Moscow we were living at the St. Serafimovich, 2. Here . o

¥

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

. the f_rdnti:vith my playfellow BUSKO, but we were caught and returned.

P




14-00000

- ’ t ) ]
T e ; N . (UYSRVERY R} ) S N

BT

e

! »

ﬁafter;t};‘at I run with a friend (RADCHENKO) home in Moscow (January = |
b _1944)'. In M‘oscow I studied at the courses (Russian word), finished o L
9th class and was accepted again in the military-navy preparatory ' . '

.- school, which was located in Leningrad. In August of 1944 I went in .

'* Leningrad. = 4
i ~; i i All cadets of this school were sent to forest (about 200 km.

fromiLgningra.d) to prepare wood for winter, where we have been two i:

. months. ' In November I wounded by chance the left hand and was put AN

_ in the navy hospital. When I was in the hospital I decided not to returni : " :

G

in the school but to finish 10th class in Leningrad about what L'have .- !

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

P my decision, With the hélp of the father's friends I quited with the schpql o
‘and entered in the shipbuilding college on the second course in Jan\iary‘ﬁ ‘_ | : !
- 1945 and studied there till the end of May, The WWII finished and I ;

~ decided to return to Mosc.ow. The director of the shipbuilding college P

" had given me a document that I studied in this college at the second

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

!, documents and a uniform).

- 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

KRR
S
. i In summer 1945 there was created the institute of the intex=

"‘na.tioznal relations in Moscow and in July I entered in this institute.

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

EE
t
!

| In 1945-1950 I studied at the institute, In 1946 I acquaintédly |

e e

1% -with a girl - Shishkm;ym, student of the medicine institute. I
- was in close relations with this girl, because of the pregnancy I married "

. “_ her a?n'd she made an abort. My parents were against the marriage and "

i.
f

ceived a flat in 1947 (St. Mira - former 1st Uecyehckad, 162/174). In

. November her father, General TELEGIN, was arrested, but I married '_'_ <’

her. The ma.rriagé was not successful, I foundout about her close -
- -relations with the brother, and the child-girl was born with pathologicalil "
" changes. Iwas 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 commission, 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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.- : - and soon Iwas mv:.ted to visit personnel department of MGB (Mlmstry :

of S..ate Secunty) ‘But MGB did not accept me, After that with the " "'.-*‘

x e :he‘lp ‘of. the father I began to deal with the personnel department of the .. S

o s b—— ¢ m——re s = em e

._I f:l.mahed the mstxtute and recewed a dxploma.

I was accepted in the navy :mtell:.gence in' the 13 of March 1951 -

"‘éiand in March 17 went by a train to Soviet Harbour (1nte111gence of 7th

N . Fleet, as an :mterpreter of the 1nformatzon department), Before going;;:-" :

ol
1
s
i

4
I
s

‘ I :A;l?o the Far East I began my divorce with the former wife, 4 |
. At the end of April 1952 I went on a leave in Moscow., Immediailely

L " ' after returning in Moscow I had a blood cough out, In the m1ddle of May

5 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

4 rank

of junior lieutenant of administrative service after finishing the

e ety
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second course in 1947, In 1951 the m1n1stry of navy had g1ven me also ' .
'f: the rank of Jumor 11eutenant when I was accepted in the navy' mtelhgence, L

i In September October 1952 1 received a' rank of lieutenant, :

i to do. Bes1dea this the chma.te was not good for my health and I dec1ded
: to change the job. With tlue purpose before new year at the end of 1952
1 took a leave and went to Moscow. January 1 I was with my parenta

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

_A d1d not know before, but I knew his son~in-law Vahrushev Vasili -~ a E ‘
ifwas thmkmg about change of the job. KOBULOYV was speaking with me.
more definite was sa:.d about my work, This month I reported to the

"/ ’head of the personnel department of the navy mtelhgence KALOSHIN

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

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

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

Y ‘ Gieviicd

A
P
Co

3

In Sovxetsk the work was not 1ntereated and for me 1t was nothmg

F

former student and ‘my friend. I told him about my Job and that now I "; B

; . on this theme and propose we work and his help in MGB, but nothmg -:_;r;.'-

about my decision and that 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

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

6001036
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‘ ; SHUBN.[AKOV 1nv1ted the deputy of the chief of 1 depa.rtment GORBATENKO

' (who was a.ctmg as the ch1e£ of 1 Department because the ch1ef of the

RVEEE LSRGl
]‘ ’ iCome‘ td KOBULOYV. There I have spent about two hours in the re~" ’ E
: - ;:: ’ :ceptron room of KOBULOV, but he was too busy and hlS ass:.sta.nt . '
, } | i‘r l% | SAVITSKI aent me to the Deputy of the Ch1e£ of the Second Dlrectory :
r | ;I I{ _;:“SHUB\II.AKOV, who told me tha.t there was s1gned an order a.nd Iwas. |
T' f __‘;".accepted in the 1 department of 2 ch1e£ dn'ectory‘as a case offlcer. - ‘ -
2
R

- depa.rtment KOSLOV. Ana.toh., was appomted to the spec1al department

of extraordmar:.ly affairs (mvestlga.tlon) ). SHUBNI.AKOV and

. fGORBA'I‘ENKO sa1d to me that I would be workmg in the 1. sectmn of . ) |

}
:
i
!
i
1.
.¥-‘
Ca
ST,
i
S
ot
ol
I.

, " the departznent. 'I‘hen I w1th GORBATENKO went to the 1 department

X . R TI. -
Cin e ‘ - . PN

was acquamted with the chief of section KOSLOV, Veniamin. K%LOV

B '- told me that I will be workmg against the American correspondents, - j'i';"fi‘ 1

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

"+ working in this room: KUTIREV, RACOVSKI, GROMOV and TORMOSOV..
- N The last officer must give files on the correspondents and agents. 1 . et

' . was said to come next day and began to work.

When I was resting in the tuberculous sanatoriim I acquainted

. with KOJEVNIKOV, Ludmila, a student of the Moscowite University, -
: and in June 1953 we married: Before it I was living with my parents S
. ' . at St. Gorky, 9, but after marriage was living with the wife at " .

, Y (e (R LRy
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; ‘ii‘St. Serafi.movich, 2 (the flat of her parents) In 1955 I recewed a ﬂat
Lo (
- 5} i at St. Narodnya, 13 where was living with my fam11y.

PO -‘:' .

I : In 1954 I contracted a disease (gonorrhea) and on the a.dv:.ce gt

i

: | of the fnend IVANOV went to med1c pomt at St. Neghunya.. Doctors

'_asked to ehow a document, I had w1th me only MVD certlﬁcate and an.

7

_'_operat:.ve paesport and showed them the passport.. Doetors had given

‘;me a treatment, after that tw1ce they made tests and asked to come .onc.e“f
:rnore, but I d:.d‘not come, They wanted to see once more and aent a
"vffg_'l.etter to the place of work | which was wr1tten in the paesport The -

plant with MVD found out about it. The deputy of the ehlef. SHUBNIAKOV

'.was spea.kmg w1th me. I had tvntten my explanation, and punzshed by the '
;’.;_;';Achn.ef of the 2 dlrectory, FEDOTOV - 15 days of arrest. The komsomol‘ v”| |
;“f'_orgamza.txon alao pumshed me, I recewed a str-zct repr:rnand and'was_' .::f ‘
B £reed of the head of komsomol's organiz'aﬁon of the 2 chiet .direetor. :

Iwas a rnember'df komsomol's orgarn‘.izztﬁronfrorn_ Oetober 1943..-'
: In the end of 19;54 be_fore leaving kon'xsomol (because ofla.ge) the. kernsornel E

71" 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 department 2 chief d1rectory as a case L

8001038
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f‘ o ofﬁce 'of 2 eectxon. This section was new created (the work againa‘t“" ol
i I . L e ‘ B
‘ '}‘t touriats) The ch1e£ of 1 department - PERFILIEV, the ch:.ef o£ the e R
JE Z sectxon GUSKOYV. o . | T )
\ " In 1956 Iwaa accepted as a candxdate in the Commumat P'arty. G

!
n
l
\ L.
otxon - a

T

nk of a senior heutenant and got a prom

PR h
N I P

soon recewed a ra
Coa

Party as a member.

t ]'.n 1957 Iwas accepted in the
Sl e I.n August 1956 my father d1ed.
i . I.n 1957 or 1953 1 was promoted a deputy chief of 2 section. In RECER T

il
January 1960 was sent to L

7th department I was workmg till 1960 and in

work as a deputy ch1e£ of the 1 section in the 1 department 2 ch1e£

dzrectory (ch:.ef of the 1 department, KLIPIN, Vlad. ’ ch1e£ of the o

. R | sectxon KOVSHUK)

My family was con51st of the w1fe and two daughters: Okaana-',v

Oksana wasg i1l (bronch1a1

born in 1954, and Tamara, born in 1958.

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

‘- hospltals. In 1960 I'was thinking about change (temporary) place of o :

11v1.ng and there was a pos sibility to go to work in 2 departments KGB

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

At this time the chief of the section of .i

I would lose the flat in Moscow.
o work in Ethiopia

2 deparitment, PIATROVSKI, proposed tome togot
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(counter-intelligence work among Soviet specialists in Ethiopia), The_;;; T

‘" chief of 2 ch1ef dlrectory agreed and the questmn was almost dec:.ded

: "but in the last moment the personnel de

* 1" The Teasons were the case of 1954 (111ness and use of the passport for".j

partment of KGB did not a.gree.':? o

o+
e

.‘that dr:.nk and on thls base have quarrels wzth the wife), ‘

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

4

P I was appomted aga:m ih«the 7 department as the chief of the 1 sect:.on

:

(work agaxnst tourists from the USA and Canada)
B - 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 a deputy chief of the department, when would free ! g S
"k . a place - the deputy chxef of department BALDIN was prepar:.ng to go R

to work in eastern Germany.

In July 1962 I was appomted the deputy chief of 7 department N

" (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, K1selm..

60010¢y +
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sport delegat:.on, in 1958 was a.gam in England with a sport delegatmn, FRE

" in 1960 Iwas in Cuba with a delegatmn of spec1a11sts of nickel 1ndustry; PR

- 1953 w:.th the w1:£e I was restmg in the tuberculous sana.torzum. In 1954
: ‘..I was w:Lth the famz.ly at the cotta.ge. In 1955 I was restmg at the cottage. : EE

' In Ma.rch 1956 1 was restmg w1th the w1fe in Karlovi Vary', Czechoslova.kla

L the cottage. In 1958 I was rlestmg at the'cottage, In 1959 I w:.th the w:Lfe
_ rested in Sochi, In Janua.ry-February 1960 I rested w1th the wife in
- Kislovodsk, In 1961 - August - 1 rested with the wife and da.ughters in

- Nicola.ev‘. In October 19621 rested with the wife in Sochr. In July ‘963 o

\ K S i . . .:::)'
<QECREL o N

' é ! Five times I was sent abroad: In 1957 I was in England with ‘a.'f:»‘ o

.l
a

} Workmg in MVD KGB every year I had leaves for rest. In_, g

{r.

In 1957 Iwas in Lemngrad two weeks with the w1fe and then rested a.t

F A TR T L e . o .
T IR

I rested with the wife and daughters in Anapa. . . ’, S : S T
. | : o ) . [ - PR

CoU1C4L
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~B. IS THE CLAIMED KGB CAREER OF NOSENKO PLAUSIBLE?
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B. Is the claimed KGB career of NOSENKO plausible? In the

pa.st the theory has been advanced tha.t NOSENKO was never an o£f1cer -
in the KGB. Informat:.on of a detailed nature from NOSENKO concern=-

'mg the KGB, pa.rtlcularly the Second Chief D1rectorate, ha.s been 80

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 Has
- 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 | 6001043
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his KGB career today is not mgmﬁcantly dlfferent from the fragmentary

L version he gave in June 1962,

Baslcally the followmg is now cons:.dered to have been the KGB
‘career’ of NOSENKO;

M;d-March 1953 - la.te May 1955 FJ.rst Sect:.on.

LN

Fxrst Department SCD -'

Late May 1955 - December 1959 (1958 December o

1959 < Deputy Ch1ef of Sectxon) Seventh

Department SCD _

J’anuary 1960 - December 1961 Deputy Chief of o

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

SCD |
Ja.nuary 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 as used

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

First Deputy. This>particu1ar deputy acts in the absence of the Chief

o.f Depai'tment and in general has aﬁpervisory functions over all the

. Depa.rtnien‘t- s;,ctions. The exéeption to the 1;tter is when th.ve Chief_of..

' .v.~'.1:‘)ep'artrnent retains direct s.upervision o‘x-rer'what‘he. may cqﬁgide;ithé .
‘most important séctiﬁn’. "Ot‘he: deputies have sﬁpérﬁsory fu_nctio'ﬁs onljr'  . ‘

. over designated sections or organizational components. )

Dﬁring current interviews and in prepared memoranda, NOSENKO

has furnished detailed information which it is considered substantiates j

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

] " . .
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

00U1045
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at this time, On the other hand, it is not Teasonable that NOSENKO
would lay claim to the title of Deputy Chief of the First Section, First |

vDepartr.nlent, 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,

falked With NOSENKO in the SCD in the late 1950's, The description
of GOLITSYN of this ‘meeting is that of casual encounter in the halls
rat‘her than a specific office. visit, .I_n light of this, the absenée of a.n.y
reason why NOSENKO from his éoi-nt of view should remember such

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




ol Uing

iséue, it is emmently reasonable to conclude that the encounter t.ook
place but that NOSENKO simply has no recollectzon of it, The‘r.e is.,
: no reason to a.ttach 81gn1f1cance' to this lapse of memory.
- o The prev1ous op1n1on thac. NOSENKO d1d not hold the cla:l.med
- pos1t1on of Deputy Chlef First Sect:.on, First Depa.rtment dunng 1960 -
' \ 1961 has had the most merit in the controversy over his statements o

- relative to his KGB career. This part1cular 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
Sectzon was commensurate with the knowledge of a Deputy Branch Ch1ef _
e _ ' A1n CIA in regard to the act1v1t1es of the entire Branch, |

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

the partlcula.r assignment, The organizational structure of the KGB

o

o

S
=
o
o
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as to whether NOSENKO held a certain claimed Position on the basis

ofa compar1son of his a.ct1v1t1es and respon51b111t1es with that mherent

in a somewhat similar posutlon in CIA,

- One of the most lmporta.nt dlfferences between Umted States o

agencxes or organ1zat1ons, mcludlng CIA and the bureaucrat1c structure o

of agenc1es or organzzatlons in the USSR mcludmg the KGB, is the

: sala.ry structure. Pay of a KGB offrcer is based on m111tary rank and

on actual position held thh an additional percentage increase for longeyity

and language qualificatien. Actual position held is unportant from a
monetary viewpoint in addltlon to the prestlge. As anl example, the
dlfference in monthly salary between a captain and a major is twenty
rubles and the dJ.fference 1n salary 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 Lieutenant
Colonel who is ‘only a Senior Case Officer receives less pay than a xn'ajor :
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 va.rlous

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
Adm1ttedly this is not the most satlsfactory way of resolving the

quest1ons but it is the only method pos s1b1e at this time,

0001049

¥l



14-00000




14-00000

SR S 0 P AN D R AR IR S

- SECRET

C. HAS NOSENKO GIVEN AN ACCEPTABLE EXPLANATION OF

IS MOZ-‘IVATION IN CONTACTING CIA IN 1962

AND FOR HIS DEFECTION IN 19642
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C Has NOSENKO given an accepta.ble explanatlon of h].S

sSupport, There are too many 1ntang1b1e aspects involved and although

miotivation is an 1mportant factor, full resolution of the motivation
pProblem is not a pa.ra.mount factor m deciding whether NOSENKO is or
'@_“: 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 late

~date have failed to disclose Some important events of 2 personal nature .

S
et e

which actually were important 1ngredionts in his ult;imate 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 motlvatmn. a typed copy of
which is attached The memorandum, although not gramma.tma.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.

5004051
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NOSENKO and others of hxs generatmn have lived in a Soviet soc:.ety'
- throughout their entire lives. The enﬁronment is an 1mporta.nt fa.ctor
of mﬂuence in the life of an 1nd1v1dua1 and true d1s111us1onment is at
,'t.hest usue.u)t a Vgradua.l_ prooess- 15 whmh mansr fa;c-tors,. some reoognized-
'anc"l eorrxe .vnot reoog'h;rz.ed- bythe indiviaua.l, have played a role .in. va.rymg .

‘degrees.

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

_41n August 1956 could be compared to the profhga.te son of wea.lthy

parents in the United States who u.na.lly gradua.tes from college and obta.ms

RN
i
B
B
Sl
i‘.'
i

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

_the luxuries he has enjoyed. Th_e‘pfa.ther of NOSENKO was not only wealthy
;) by Soviet standards but also held a high government position. The o
j : ,- influence of his father a.rld the 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

o L part&:__\rlarly reluctant to admit, perhaps even to himself, that this was
the primary reason,
The above should not be construed as any reflection oh the
actual intelligence of NOSENKO, but rather as an explanation of how

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

2 Ut ff;’«l
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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. "

Ifa certa.m a.mount of specula.t:.on is perrmtted the
. c

' disiilusionment.of NOSENKO, who lost many p.ersona.l. a.dva.ntages-'-_- -

. \
follow1ng the death of hJ.S fa.ther 1nc1ud1ng a personal a.utomob:.le, may

——

have actually started soon. after the death of his fa.ther. Tha.t NOSENKO

is undlscz.phned is supported by hls admis s:Lons relatlve to his hfe in-

the USSR and his beha.vmr both in 1962 in Geneva and for a permd of t1me ;

after h1s defection 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 garding his motlvation

.in conta.cting CIA in 1962, particularly his 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.

¢061053
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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;clu's'iori that h.e“would offer to sell some

: ,ih.f‘orﬁ;-éi:ion._ NQSENKO stated tl;iat }#e-_thoﬁght;i_f‘he approa._éhed the
Americans stating he wgs a "KGB 'coﬁnterintelligence officer wﬁo Qanteq ’
'té' give information, ' he would not have bee’ﬁ believed and would hav? |

‘been peremptorily rejected. NOSENKO stated he had difficulty deciding

how much money to ask-fof- and how to make the approach, but finally
" decided to do it through {]l)avid{MKR;@whom the KGB considered was with |
' Axnérican Intelligence. | | |
’ | o The above statements by NOSENKO are not“i.n conflict with the
re'.c.ord. NC;SENKO did offer to sell "two pieces of information, " aimost
hﬁrﬁediately gave more informatioh, vmade no significant démands for |
mdney, and in fact his price for "fwo pieces of information;' was
;idic':ﬁlously low by American standards. ‘N.OSENKO 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
‘/———-—-f e e e e,

Americans,

.
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NCSENKO has stated that the night before his departure from
Geneva to the USSR he gave serious thought to defection but was not
emotionslly adapted to defect at that time. Following his roM to the
Soviet Uaion, NOSENKO, during a period of time, | made his final

decision to defect at the ﬂrat opportnnny. rnnzlng that it meant

'luvlag his wife, chndron. and othor membon of his hmuy in the

Some upoct: o( thc moﬁntion of NOSENKO are obome and ‘
wm probably so romain 1: would be preferable if an sxact dchilod
chmology of all the factors involved could be pnpured or ii even
certain odvious factors céuhi bo accﬁrazely dalineated. Theses m beth

imponsible at this time and probably at any tima in the future. What

is imporu.nt at thi- timc isa decisioa as to whether tbo motivation of

NOSENKO was basad on pergonal ressons with no implications of XGB
dispatch. It is cqnaldored that the oxplasnation 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 defoct in 1964 is supported by other informatien of a

collateral nature. (See SecHon ini, B.)

Attachment:
Typed cpy Memo from NOSENKO
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~ Operational Memgo # Nag’

P

It was not a decision which was accepted or could be accepted .-,

in a month or a year. This decision wag slowly growing inme, I ‘ | f'

—
~ [
LJL.C:“ -;r bubll\}g
. o - A -
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B e e,

L reahty how 1s hvmg people.

o '.’_'me - my' fam:.ly.

e Amer_icans. From my part "the sell of the 1nf.ormat1on" was a real

about hundreds of thousands of the ‘people of Russla who were (and

--8een personally the so-called "decay" at the West. I _ha.ve seen in o » ;

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

f
5

o Ereme
' ) F
. i
1
|

IWhen I worked 11 years in MVD-KGB I understood and found L

\

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

: about methods of the work of MGB -MVD-KGB and about the1r domgs, - 5

P st111 are) cons1dered "pohtxcally" dangerous and around whom was '_1:

j(and st:.ll 19) going an actwe work of all organs KGB

: . . ] :L‘- "
At the same t1me when I was several tlmes abroad I have

’

Several times when I was abroad I was thmkmg about staylng

. . . + . .
LT F
SR

In 1962 in Switzerland Imade the acquaintance with the .

show, I was thmkmg that they would not beheve me otherw1se. 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 t:l.me I have done -

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

2 G0uilsy
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"It was not easy to make this decision, it was very difﬁc'ult"f"'-f‘

_gto_ leave the family for ever. - ' o o S '.';»"':‘;_

* And now in spit‘e of everything I do not regret,

|
' l .l
i
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IS THE INFORMA TION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO TO c1a™

CONCERNING KGR OPERATIONS, PERSO

NALITIES,

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 i'ea.sona.bly commen-

surate w1th hlS clalmed KGB career? The conclusmn is tha.t the 1nfor- '

mation furnished by NOSENKO concernmg KGB operat:.ons, persona.11t1es,

: and orga.nlzatzon is more than reasonably comrnensurate W1th h1s clalmed

‘ career in the KGB from mld—Ma.rch 1953 to his defection in early February :

1964, |  ' ‘ | o !
‘ In vzl'eachi;'ng the a_;bove conclusion, coriéiaé;;éfién has been givén |
to his claimed departmental aésignments' and Clé.i;lled pésitions in each
department, . Certain all&wa.nce has been made for faulty»memor:y with
considerati§n being given to whether thez;e 1s any indic;ation of deceptioﬁ
or.whether the failure to recall a particular item of interest c.;an logically

be attributed to the vagaries of the human mind. There is, of course, no

- accurate standard of measurement 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
ias ev:Ldenced by the extens:we 1nformat10n £urmshed by NOSENKO purely |
- from recollectxon. In add:.t:.on, there has been no matenal relucta.nce
.on the Part of NOSENKO to d1scuss h:Ls ent1re hfe, KGB officers he has

‘,_,known, KGB orgamzanon and procedures, or other topxce of mterest.

NOSENKO has furm.shed cons1derable deta:Ll concernmg KGB

officers whom he has known at various penods in his: entire KGB career.

He has been very consistent in mformatmn furnished and has frequently

" added certa1n detalls which he recalled at a later date,

Certa.in remarks will be made in another section irx regard: to =
l:he volume and scooe of information furnished l)y NOSENKO. This in-.
formation is not selective, but is an excellent indicator that NOSENKO' ”
was as signed to the First Departmenr and Seventh Deﬁartmerrt, SCD,.
during the claimed periods of time and held the claimed positions, Con-
sideration has been given to.his various claimed KGB assignments ln

evaluating the information furnished in an effort to assess whether his

indicated knowledge was commensurate with his claimed position during

) g0 uiﬂ@i
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a particular period of time or suggested the possibility that he did‘not

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

It is considered that mi'ormatlon furmshed by NOSENKO supports

his claimed posztmns in the SCD. : It ha.s not been poss1b1e ta substantl.ally

confirm through colla.tera.l sources’ that NOSENKO served in hl.s c1a1med

_:.pos:.t:.ons. - Neither ha;s it been poss1b1e to obtam from other- sources an -

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

is felt.there can be no ques_tzon that NOSENKO served in the capa.clti.es of

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

As regards the duties and respon31b111t1es of a Deputy Chief of Sect1on,
Chief of Section, a.nd Deputy Ch1e£ of Department, and whether NOSENKO
held. these various clalmed pos1t10ns, a cons1derable amount of personal
judgment has been necessary. This personal 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 die.grams

of the offices of the Chief and Deputy Chiefs of the SCD durmg 1956 -

‘ 1964 This matena.l 15 internally consistent. Furthermore NOSENKO

could not pos s:.bly have known that thts detaxled mforma.tmn could net N
not PP ou e

——

mmw for accuracy, 2 at least in pa.rt, with 2 source

- or another ofﬁcer who h.a.s defected since m1d-1964 ].f these dxa.gra.ms
"..ia.pd memoranda. were not rela.twely correct, NOSENKO who is qu.:.te |
_'eemte in matters of countermtelhgence, would hardly ha.ve volu,ntanly .

..4‘prepared ‘the material in such deta.11. This type o£ information is
;pecuharly ada.ptable £or ana.lys1s by a knowledgea.ble source or by another
'defector and could., if not relatively correct permi}: a ra.ther positive con-

' clusz.on that NOSENKO was. lying oT fabricating information. '

. NOSENKO has furnished quite specific jnformation on KGB

operations during the 1953 _ 1955, 1955 - 1959, 1960 - 1961, and 1962 -

' 1963 periods of time. As might be expected, his srpeci.ﬁ.c knewledge is
less for the‘1953 - 1955 period; but his own personal situation and attitude
unnl 1955 - 1956, which are mer_xtioned elsewhere, should be given

consideration. In any event, he has furnished adequate information so0

that his claimed assignment during 1953 - 1955 is considered gufficiently
substantiated even though his actual job performance undoﬁbtedly

deserved a low rating.

c001C63

SECRET



14-00000

The knowledge of NOSENKO concerning cases, KGB operé;tions,
and other officers can consiéténtl& be related to his cia.imed deéa;hnent
and position'assignrxient during the 1953 to Jahuary 1964 period. | 'The
scope of his knowledge of his own departrner{i:‘ylhén considered ir_x"cbto,

is b:;.oa.der _aftl:_er‘-1957.; than before,- which ié cor'n‘pa.tibl.e_ with.hié ;:lai;n éf

.increased responsibilities. | His knowledge of the work of other deparunenté'
- of the SCD from the late 1950'§~'Qn"is also'more exten"s'iveb, ‘which is also a - -

further indication that NOSENKQ acma;lly held the claimed positions |

during this period of time.
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..~ E. CAN THE INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO 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?
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E. Can the information i’urnished by NOSENKO be considered ;

in toto as having resulted in ma...emal &amage to the KGB and/or has

' '_ the 1n£ormat10n furnished by NODEN:(O been of swnrflca 2t bener:.t to

':f{;We stern Intelhgence" The conclus1on in regard ..o both of ta.e a.bove

_.ques“:Lons'zs a.frlrma.ta.ve, even tn.o" gh 11: is rea.l zed ..na.t ultx.rqa.»e 1oss

- 'to the KGB and ultuna.«.e beneﬁt to Wg.s»ern L. e;l:’.g'ence are bath'pa.rtly S

' of an m.ta.nclble na.ture and. not susceptzbj.e to accurate *‘nea.sureme'u.j

\IOSJ..NKO ha.s, as nn.vxoo.s-y 1~1d1ca..ec., J.ur‘nshcu. vo:.ammoua
information during current a.nd previous 3.ntarviews. An a.ccura.‘ce »ota.l

oi soecz.flc cases is not poss:.ble at -.hls time and wourcz at best be only

an interesting iigure, the actual si ~:1u.1caﬁce of which would be mar r'ma.l

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

-7

. infiormation oi counterintelligénce.intere'st and it is expected that this

' proauc tion can contlnae for a considerable period of ‘time. Tkis should

—

not be construed as an indication that .L\xJSmN- Ois m»ennonally w**‘ -
holding information, but rather that s mua:xon of his memoxzy tarough
normal questions and discussions has been and can continue to be

PT oduciive.
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2,000,

NOSENKb has furnis;hed information concerning perhaps
KGB oificers and i300\ KGB agents or operative contacts (here the terms
agents or operative contacts are used :o refer to Soviet.na.ttiona.ls),
mainly in tne Second Chief Directorate or internal KGB' iorganizations.

R

However, he has identified -approxirnately@;SO] former or current Fixst

Chief Directorate officers and there is a considerable exchange of

officers between the FCD and SCD. In addition, numerous officers
of the SCD and other internal KGB 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 NOSENKO 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
e p : g

can,.;iot be gstimé.ted nor can tﬁe potential damage to the KGB be esti-
mated.

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

West either for purposes of contact with Western Intelligence for a

T ~ 2 S $6001067
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limited period of time or for the placing of the individual in a defector
. status. However, identification of KGB officers or agents to Western

intelligence is necessarily a matier of concern to the KGB and the ex-

‘posure of the identities of approximately(2, 000)KGB officers and(several).

(hundred) KGB agents could not be considered of negiigible importance.
Obtaining specific information in regard to KGB officers or
KGB assets is important to United States Intelligence and a comsider-

able amount of manpower and money is spent on this activity. Iven
) 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-
catio:r; ofi_Z; Q_V(L)O).CIA employeés ahd {sréveral hundred)agent assets to

the KGB would be any less than a vei'y seriou::; compromise of valuable
' informati;n.

Prior to the defection of N ENKO, little was known of iae
.organization of the SCD or other internal XGB organizations. The‘
infbrmation provided by NOSENKO conceraing both has been detailed
and extepsive. That this/ information is of value to the Uniteé States

v .

intelligence community is hardly subject o

Q.

ispuie; although analysts

6001068
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can differ as to the weight wmch should be 01ven to the value of thls
type of 1nrormatro~1. : . e L

NOSENKO has furmshed mformatmn concermng SCD, L(GB

recrua.tmen..s of Umted Sta.tes c;.tlzens and fore1gn na.tlona.ls covering
the per:.od of 1953 throuah 1903 ThlS should not be 1nterpre..ed as a
statement tha.t NOSENKO ha.s furmshed rnformat:.on in, regard to a.ll

B 'SCD recrw.tments, even of A.merlcans, durmg th1s penod . His infor-

mation baséd on personal knowledge is in general lxmlued to the Firs

4Departn1ent and Seventh Department. He has furmshed information

concernmg cases of several other deperume’xts in the SCD and scme
FCD cases, but thls- mforrnax.lon wes in general acdmred indirectly
irom soc1a1 or busmess conversa..zons ‘with other KGB' officers,
NOSENKO has furmshed 1nformat10n in regard to a number of
cases which were previously known to United States Inuellloence Wkhile -‘
the va.lue ‘of such information cannot be‘.consid‘ered high, the additional
details whrch NOSENKO has prov1ded in a number of cases cannot be
dismissed ae being of no value to Weetern Intelligence, even if the
information cannot be regarded as damaging to the KGB. Furthermore,

inasmuch as there is no Teason to question his sourcing of information

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

having provided such information.
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Commumst orga.mza.tlons The 1dent1*1catlon as a recruited KGB
agent of an 1nd1v1dua.1 orevz.ously known to be pro Commumst is of
conszdera.ble value to Western Intellwence and may be conszdered to

have resulted in some damage to the K3B. Ade. tedly, the potena.lal

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

- that of a “pol1t1ca11y clean" 1ndi'vidual. Howevei‘, "pro;Cofnmunist"
or even "Comrnuni_st” are not synonymous with ”recrul*ed KGB agent, !
’ i o NOSENKO has furnished. additional information on cases in
which there was some > Previous but limited mfor‘rnaaoo Ina nu.fnber

v

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

mitted 1dentu;.cat1on of the md1v1dua.ls of interest avxd t"xe closmc of an
- B \_
‘ ”Unknown Subject" case, In such instances the information from

i

’\IOSE\IKO must be considered valuable to Western Intelligence smce
the mcomplete mforma‘uo*l “«nown previously would in many cases not
have permltted ultlmate 1dent11.1cat1on of the individual of 1nte*e.»t

This category of cases must be cons‘Ldured as hav1ng result ed in da.mage

-

o the KGB and in benefit to Wea..erd Inwd-nence.

.
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' NOSENKO has furnished information in regard to a.'nu.mbef'bf

md.v;duam, bo Amen.can and non- Bloc forewn, who were recru.ted
by the KGB and concerning whom Western I.ntelhgence na.q no blanulcan*“
information. It is recoamzed Lha‘. c~.r..a.1n o; these ca.ses men;xoned by

\JOSENKO par‘ucula.rly in the touu.st category, would proba.bly never

ks

“kave ao‘«-w-(ly mater1a117ed as producu.ve KGB aaents.A 'I’hls c:oz.ld be

- gra.ph1ca.l maccesszbﬂz.ty to the KGB or sot be1ng e1ther at the tu'ne
‘of SCD recrurh'nent or later in a p031t1on 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 deﬁmte »enden\,y in tne Seventh Depa‘ ..mem to

‘make a "recruitment" as a sta_tistic-for the end-of—year repert veve'z;
"though it was apparent the agent at the time had no'po'tentia.l and that.
it was highly unlikely there would be a potential in the future.

NOSENKO has furnished information on er leads to a number. 'of.”

cases, primarily third nationals but some American, in which he has .-
‘been unable to furnish sufficient details to permit identification 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 potential value

g00iC71
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"’;the sec’urity 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 ”\IA’I‘O .c.mergency Codes, " geliver the codes to the KGB for

S : photographmg, and’ then successfuhy *eplace the codes. Because the

adent 1s as yet umdenufl.ed hlS current access to mormatlon a.ffectmg

“ In'all, the information from NOSENXO in the cstegory of cases -

. where Western Intelligence did not previously have significant infor-

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

~'da.magé to the KGB é._nd of significant benefit to Western Intélligence."

.

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

clairned positions in the KGB. .ths questlon as regards NOSENKO
.- ;ha.s been exammed with afflr*nauve fondmgs, in a.nother sectlon of

'Tthis 1’5a.per.

A few examples from the above cited categories of information

‘iurnished by NOSENKO are listed below. ~These cases are given as

illustrations and are not necessarily listed in order of importance.

T 6001072
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The case of Robert J_,ee JOHNSON and the related case of
James Allen MINTKXENBAUGH have been covered in the previous
summary. It caa be considered that both were expos‘ed:.as a result
of a lead from NOSENXO which led to .suspicions of JOHNSON.

Another American case is that of(Héf@ert HOWARD, 7 a.VUSV.VT.A\;

5 '-"';.;,t“e;r‘x_l:)_lvqyee who spent considerable _tirr’xe in.;th.e USSR inv 1962 - 1963.-.‘..__‘.,‘2
~- NOSEN-KO‘ ide-rxtifiedi}ferbert‘ HOWARD)ashavzng béeﬁ ‘recrﬁited by
the First Section, First Departmeﬁt, SCD, in 1962 and was pcf'sitive
that (HOWARD) furnished valuable information to the KGB. When
inte.rv'iewed in 1964, (HOWARD) did not admit he had Yeen rec;—uitéq,
but suspicion of ‘iHOWARD?}was great enough so that his contract wi‘;;l_'z

[USIA}was not renewed. o -

I .Lnaeed\HOWARD)was recruited by the XGB, it is impossible :
to determr'le how much information woulc have been CO"IlHI‘OI"IIS ed by

‘ vI—IOWARD* w’ule in the USSR he d:.d have certain access to ‘che United

' States Embassy. There is good reason to ‘believe that ﬁ\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 u \fT-LOWARD]a.s ;nuermedlary

NOSENKO in 1964 furnished information in reg;ard to'a "ZHARI"

(apparentiy a KGB code name, although NCSENKO thought it was a irue

ho T
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‘name)., He identified "ZHARI"'(phonetic) as an American cods clark

who deiocﬁcd to the USSR in 1961. An internal assumption was made

based on the original iead information from NOSENKO that "ZHARI"
was Victor Norris ﬁAMILTON. aka Fouzi Mitri HINDALY, a Io:mé:
NBA employss who defectsd to the USSR n 1962, and the information
irm# NOSENKO was never disseminated or lnvcsﬁgated.

Prior to the aurfaelng of John Diacoe SM!TH by the Sovieta

ia ﬂn all of 1967, B inlormation concerning KGB knowledge

e! Amcrican codo clerks was baing Qmuugat«r and Joha Ducoe

SMITH was a ludlng suspect. After the mriacing of SMITH by the
Sbvlets. it became apparent that SMITH, rather than HAMILTON, was

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

tion could be ostabli.ihid in ragﬁrd to the achgl'whéreabouto of SMI‘I'H'

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

iavestigation in 1964 of ths "ZHARI" lead would have led to the identi-

" fication of John Discos S5MITH as "ZHARL " However, such identifi-

 cation would have been of considerabls interest to the Department of

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

NOSENKO, in June 1962, farnished information from which
William VASSALL could bs quickly &dentiﬂod GOLITSYM, in late
1960 - ~a=rly 1961 bad furnishsd information concerning a Soviet pene-

tration of tha British Gowrnment on the basis o w‘fl 3 thas Bﬁtish
GUOTL R
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Services had compiled a st of twenty sucpects, including VAssALL

B T A R G e

Even though it may be presumed that lmrcstigatton of the twsnty euspecta

AR

would ultimately have resulted in a determlnation that 'VASSALL was
'. ' ‘the agent on whom GOLITSYN had furnished ceruin tnformation, tha.
| information from NOSENKO in June 1962 resulted in the earlier urmt-'
netion by the British Servicea of a still valuablo productive KGB agcut. :
 Altiough not the case of a KGB agent, the matter of the micro-
] S phono. in the United Statas Embauy aiwuld aho be mntioned
| | GoLITSYN, £ollowing his defection in December 1961, farnished

cortaia information in regm-d t.o microphonea ln the Unitad Suten

| . Embasay (Chaacary) Since 1n iact the microphonos were connscted

to central cablas, location oi one mlcrophone would -“logically have led |
~ to the opr.me of the entire oel_:‘of’m(croyi:onea. chewsr, appro-~
| [ -i}}i pria:-a acaon was not taken on this information and the KGB would have
| bean awate that no action wan uken pr!or to June 1962 when NOSENKO
ﬁrat coahchad CIA.

I NOSENKO is a dispatched XGB agent, it i3 2ot clear why the -

KGB would attract specific attention ta A system of microphonas which
must kave still bad some value as of June 1962. A presumption may
b9 made that if NOSENXO was a dispatehed agent, the KGB had, as of
1‘962. an advanced system of moniiéring devices which rendersd the
abova microphone system obsoleta. Howaver, no concrate evidence

of such an advanced system 1s available and it should be notad that it

10 o G0ULe7s
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was not until circa April 1964 that any efiective action was taken to

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

_given a lead in late December 1961 - 'ea;cly'- .Ianuai‘y 1962,

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

mshed by \IOS“‘\KO wo:ld be appr onnate 1n thxs nartlcular sectlon.

of these leads have been mennoaed in he prev1ous summary. Cu*re*xt

- o mterv:.ews w1th \IOSENKO have resulted in approxxmately seventeen o

— e

.. . new American leads vvhich are being exarained by the FBI. The inter-

—

’

views have also resulted in more speciiic information in regard toa

nmnber of cases plevmule enuoued by NOSL’\IKO, uhus permitting

.—-_~_—,/——-—"°' ...............

NOSENKO has prov1ded leads to over 100 third-country KCB
agents. Geooraphlcally these leads are wide in scope, 1~1c1ud1ng

- . e - X - . . 3
nationals of such countr:.es as I_ndone51a, Austria, Uruguay, the United

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

Mexico, Italy, and Ia .nun‘m’per of oAthezl' countfies.

included in the J;'nore important of these agent or other leads
are leads to hlgh levels of governn'ient and intelligence to code clerks,
to aecess agenis for American targets, to actual or possible illegal

D - o - GOULCT6
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suppori assets, Also mcluded ar foreign c_orrespondents,;.repre---'

sent atlves of foreign tourist fl,.ms, and foremn tounsts.

A smmmary of the forelgn leads arbl..ranly defmed as of ma.Jor L

slfmumance shows mne..een tea.ds hlchly p aced or. formerly' h:.ghly

; nla.ced in their own government four code clerks, 1aht cases mvolv1ng

Embas sies (bu.. not the Br1t1sh or Amerzcan Emba.ss;.es)

\IOSE\I;{O has also furnlsned lea.ds to certa.ln .CD §oreign '

‘ficant value to Western Intelhgence and damacmg to the KGB is ha.rdly

. natlonal agents h:.s 1n£orma.t1on on several bemc derlved during h1s

S

three months in Geneva in 1962

It is n.mpos sxble to g1ve an exact eva..u..atton of the s1gn1£1ca.nce

of the Ioreldn leads furnlshed by NOSENKO That they are of s1gm-

subject to dispute. Thzs evalua.tmn must oe given even though there
are nurmerous. foreign 1e1a.ds which heve ziot 'been adequa.tely exploited -
at this time. s

As a final note, the implied conclusion in the previous summary
: : . ' B 4

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

v
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intelligence information 13 not & significant tactor in a determination
of his bona fides, Tae qualification should, however, be a-dd&d thst
it i3 not felt thay NOSENKO has, ag of this time, been fully debriefed

in ma.uy areas of poaitivo intelligence intcrest.

B Go01Lyy
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'F. IS THERE EVIDENCE OF KGB DEGCEPTION OR "GIVE AWAY"

- IN INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENXO WHICH

 WOULD WARRANT A CONCLUSION THAT NOSENKO
' WAS DISPATCHED BY THE KGB ?
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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 d1spa.tched by the KGB. In
» -._.ireachlng this conclusxon, 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 fa,ctofs which sﬂould be givexi consideration
in arii\}ing ata cohclusion t.115.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 1nforma.t10n 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 .nature 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. NOSENKO would
have surely been under direct KGB control if there are any implications

@ orxc dispatch in the NOSENKO case.

Si ‘)‘—“{
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NOSENKO has stated that his original approach to ''sell two -

o pieces of information' was his own' idea as to'vwhat was most likely to
‘be 'su'ccess"fu].. NOSE\TKO has stated that he wanted to make a conta.ct
- w1th the Amencans, was not psycholo'gmally adapted to defect at the

'-t1me, and felt that if he merely stated that he was a "KGB counter -

1nte111gence offmer who wanted to give 1nformat1on, '""he very possibly

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

f1rst contact d1d not 11m1t his remarks to the 'two pieces of information"
and began to talk quite freely on other matters.
If NOSENKO was dispatched, it is felt that he, during his 1962

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

- or statements would have not been of 2 nature which could cause any

_ susp1c1on in regard to the bona fides of NOSENKO. Instead. a current

review of his sta.tements and remarks durmg his five contacts in 1962

: 1nd1cate 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 NOSENKO

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

Geneva,

0304080
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) of 'photograph would have a@ :
F

did not Participate, )

NOSENKO was involved in the Tecruitment
- @pproach to Russe]] LANGELLE. (This wasg 5 lie ang
LANGELLE wés available fop in.terviex.v. )
(c) NOSENKO said hé recrﬁited

i

(LUNT (Horacgi,?
\LUNT}

in Bulgaria, (Actually NOSENKoO 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

{ STEVENE‘ and only had seen(STEVENS)once at a distance. ).

(e) NOSENKO dated the recruitment of "ANDREY"

in Moscow as 1949-1950. At the same time he.furni.shed

\

‘information that "ANDREY'" (who is considered identical 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. "ANDREY" (SMITH) was actually in
Moscow 1952 -=1954.,

(f) NOSENKO said he, .GRIBANOYV, and another officer

met Edward Ellis SMITH. (NOSENKO has since stated he did
- not meet SMITHi and that his only role was obtaining a foreign

typewriterv and paper for a KGB agent involved in the SMITH

ope ra_ntion.v )
(g) NOSENKO in a number of instances spoke in the
first person, saying "We did this, " or "We did that, " in

reference to a particular KGB activity in which he now admits

4 s - 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.
(aL) Both furnished information in regard to »
{ Johan PREISFREUND)
(b) Both furnished information in regard .to a
‘military code clerk case (James 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 R
(GEONND

5
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Moscow, or a recruitment of an American formerly

with the United States Embassy in Moscow; and NOSENKO

;‘elated it directly to the "ANDREY" case, giving the

assumed name which KOVSHUK used. ) N

(d) Both furnished ir;form.ation in regard to
microphones in the :Ijnited St;.a.tes Embassy in Moscow.

(e) Both furnished inférmation 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 NOSENKO 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

§o01le4
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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 memory 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 furnishéd 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 conclgsion 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 of situation is not

unusual or necessarily suspicious. NOSENKO has stated that GOLITSYN

go04685
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knew and was in contact with othexr officers of the First Section é.rgd

GOLITSYN has attribxited his knowledge of certain éase's' or activities.

of the First De ar*ment SCD, pr.r-na;ll to h;.s assoc1at10n w1th
, P y

certain officers in the Fn’st Departxnent, SCD |

Itis recogmzed that there are cer..am couﬂlcts in m;ormau.on

‘ Lurmshed by GOLITSYN and. NOSE\IKO and at ..h1s time it is not

possible to satlsfactorlly corre...a.«.e certain mformat:.on from GOT ITSYN

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

summary refer to inforﬁation' from GOLITSYN whlch is chara.cter‘ized
as 'Information about KGB Operations Against'Embassy" Code Clerks in
1960 - 1961." The references are to informa.;.iori froz;n GOLITSYN bésé&
on remarks by Gennadiy Ivanov.ich GR.YAZNOV'.ax_xd Vadim ViktdroVich
KOSOLAPOV of the First Section, v Firsi;. Departrnent, SCD, ana 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 Siates Embassy
ic Moscow, and that both KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNOV were en'ga.ge'd 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-

ceived.from officers of the First Section, First‘ Department, SCD. . t

' In each instance where this i.nfotmation, 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, fa11ed to allow for the poss1b111ty

that the d15crepanc1es be‘cween the two sources were, at least in certain

instances, more apparent than real,

In éerta.-in instances it has now been possible to correlate frag-
mentary inf:oz"mation from GOLITSYN with infdrmatién from NOSENKO,
making it evident that in these instances the differences could not be
construegl. as in any way reﬂectiﬁg against, NOSENKO. The four examples
cited below represent two probab.le correlations, (2) and (b); one possibie
corrélati§n, (;:); and one instance where no correla.tion is possible at this
time, (d):

(a) ‘GOLITSYN furnished information which he |
reAceived in April-May 1960 from Genﬂadiy GRYAZNOV

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

08‘{31(?87'
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American female efnployee of the American Embassy
in Moscow through a male Soviet f_riend, but that the
attempt had failed. GOLITSYN also furnis]Jaed information
that the woman l;lé.d 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 t}‘xe
secretary, but did recall that it was a{\lqng and "Germa.h.\]
‘soundin g"Iname.

NOSENKO has furnished inférmation in regard to a
recruitment attempt agains,t\fiCo.llette SGHWAR'ZENBACH\)

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

referred to by GOLITSYN. However, SCHWARZENBACH)

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

.had 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.

3001088
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(b) Page 163 of the previous summary contains infor -
mation that GOLITSYN also learned from GRYAZNOYV in
the spring of 1960 that GRYAZNOYV had developed an operation
a:gainst an American iEmbassy military code clerk in which the
KGB was '"99 per cent sgre" that the target would be recruited.
This is be_lieved to undoubfedly be a reference to the case of

i‘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;m?.tion from
.GRYAZNOV in early Januarsr 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)

tha.tf\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

004089
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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 iPREISFREUN]j) as #n
-agent,

NOSENKO has furnished extensive information in regard
to the;]'ames STCRSBERG}‘ case and with due E:onsidera‘cion 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 A
concerning whét is considered t§ ha&e been the,fJé.més:} |
STORSBERG; case and detailed information furnished by
NOSENKO concerning the James STORSBERG?case. ‘The

exacf date of the recruitment.attempt aga,inst\,\S_TORSBERC;)

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{’;]'ames

Gadilso
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|STORSBERG; that it occurred in October 1961 is com-
pletely unacceptable and is even contradicted by other
statemén‘cs by STORSBERG' himself,

(c) Page 163 of the previous éurnm'ary 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 offRobert BARRETT, who was a
guide at the United States Exhibition in Moscow in 1959, and

with whom "SHMELEV" and "GRIGORIY", two homosexual

60010
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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 direction of the Ninth
Départment. |
One of the above homosexual agents succeeded in
involving iBARRET’Ij in homosexual activities which weye
photographed by the KGB but, according to NOSENKO,
although the photographs were of a good qualffy, the KGB
was unable to use the photographs in 1959 becé,ﬁse of a
general ban by the Central Committee on the reéruitment
of the United Sta.tes. Exhibition guides due to the planned
visit of President EISENHOWER to the Soviet Union.
NOSENKO a;lso stated that the compromising material
and information on{»BARRETT? was later givén to the First
Department and that{\BARR‘E'TT\} was recruited by the Second
Section, First Department when hé returlned with another

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

the recruitment operation., :\VBARRETT\; following his return-

50010992
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to the United States in Ja.huary 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
'by GOLITSYN which he had received from GRYAZNOV ‘
actually refers to the {Rbbert BARRET’I:) case. It should

be noted that ERob.ertrBARRETT\)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 bepartment, SCD, he learned
from GRYAZNOYV that GRYAZNOYV had as an agent an Embassy

: codg clerk who was scheduled to be transferred to Helsinki,
GRYAZNOYV indicated to GQLITSYN 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 GOLITSYN
‘ ‘m1ght have the code clerk as an a.gent in’ Helsmkl..
| L S | ' NOSENKO has furnisl_;ed_ “no in.formation which can be
S L 'correlated in e.ny way with the 'a'.;t;»;ve in;‘.oi'matioﬁ from

GOLITSYN, but neither has the information from GOLITSYN

~ resulted in an idenfificati.on despite fhe considere.ble investiga.ti.en
which hae been coﬂdﬁcted in the Imal.ttevr.' Ailthou_gh this is

L @ ' : censidere& to be a valid lead, it need-not-necessarily refer

to a code cle'r.k who was in-the Unii:ed States Embassy in

Moscow durin’g'19607 - 1961, It is also possibletha.t the previous - |

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

might be transferred to Helsinki e.s well as his cited remarks -

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

obtained ;1£ .a specific reinterview on theee 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 NOSENKO with information from GOLITSYN. This conflict is

@ | . 16 OOOiP, ‘g
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also mentioned in another section pertaining to the 1960-1961 career
of NOSENKO. GOLITSYN stated that KOSOLAPQOV came to Helsih.ki
to accompany an American Embaésy code cierk on the train to
Moscow and that KOSOLAPOV pla._ﬁned 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 Vik‘tor'KoLosov (Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV) as passengers on £he
same train from Helsinki to Moscow. NOSENKO is avs;are of the
identity of lehn GARLAND but claims. no knowledge of the above :trip
of KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki, altl;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 aw#re 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 v1960, 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.rld
warranted full consideration was that if NOSENKO was dlspatched
his mission was to confuse leads 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 ﬁequently,

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

his immediaﬁe 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. AGOLITSYN defected on 15 December 1961,
NOSENKO departed from Moscow in March 1962 for Geneva, Switzerland,
where he remained unti.1~15 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 daxﬁage which could result from the defection of GOLITSYN,

8 6001098
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R select l\IOSENKO as the individual who would be dispatched to courlter‘-'- :
| act the Possible damagel, and appropr:.ately brief NOSENKO prior to
his departure for Geneva in March 1962 _Therefore, if NOSENKO‘ .
was d1spatched by the KGB, it would appear that plans for this would
have predated the defection of GOLITSYN and that any GOLITSYN
a.spect could only be a rela.ted aspect and not the basis for the or1g1nal
, plan to d1spatch NOSENKO In addltzon, if NOSENKO was d1spatched

- 1t would hardly seem necessary for the KGB to send NOSENKO to

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

@ ‘ The theory has also been considered that NOSENKO could have
been d1spatched to confuse and dwert Amerlcan Intelhgence and thus
to protect an 1mp01.'tantv KGB penetratlon or penetratlons of the United

States Government, pa.rtlcularly CIA. This is a theory which should

and has been given full consideration, but it is not possible to factually
substantiate or refute this theory in the absence of specific information

‘that high-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 information from

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

6001027
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of American counter-intelligeﬁce tS determine the identity of and

take appropriate action against KGB penetrations of t}1e 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 evenjcon'-

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

I.,n> 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( "ANDRI;Z)Y". _
( A (Dayle Waliis SMITH) andiHerbert H:OWARD'}'. The basis for this |

expressed o;pinion of NOSENKO is considered elsewhere in this summary

“and analysts may differ és to whether a recruitment could have occurred
’of which NOSENKO did not have knowledge, assuz_'niﬁg that his sta.temenfé
are made in good faith. It should ‘be noted, howev?r, fhat ;.t this time
there if._smno 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

- : L ¢
to be aware of all recruitments of Arhre_z'icans by the SCD.” As an

’
*

gao1ces
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example, heé 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 he 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 part:.cula.r cases,

600189
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G. IS THERE EVIDENCE OF A POLITICAL OR ANY

' 'OTHER TYPE OBJECTIVE WHICH COULD JUSTIFY A DISPATCH"

OF NOS‘ENKO BY THE KCGB WITH PERMISSION TO SPEAK

'3

. - FREELY TO CIA CONCERNING HiS KNOWLEDGE OF THE KGB

~AND WITHOUT NOSENKO BEING GIVEN A SPECIFIC

MISSION OR MISSIONS?

goos®
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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 m1ssm*x or missions? The above DOSSl-

bility has been given consideration even though the ultimate ramifications

- are practically incalculable. The coaclusion is that as regards NOSENKO,

with the single exception detailed below, tkere is no evidence of a
N g . .

-

pol;tmal 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 staif officer for permanent defection

. +

to United Sta.ues authorities with no specific 1n..e1~.bence mission ard no

limitations on the KGB intelligence information hu, might reveal providin

S

g

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

political gain for the USSR, For such a possibility to be seriously
entertained by the Sov1e»s bowever, it would have o involve an issue of

major importance to the Soviet leade ersiip and presumably would have to

6004101
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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 probaoility

The only area touched ugo“ in any way by NOCSENXO which
migat meet the above rec.iuiremve.nts i{s the as sassination of President
Kennedy: thé involvement of Lee }Idrvey Oswald in the assassination
and his association with the Soviet Union..vv "Given (a) speculation
assassination, {b) the premise that in fact there was’no Soviet
involvemeﬁt, é.nd (c) a hypothesis thai the Soviet leacership was deeply
concerned !l‘est erroneous conclusions be dré.wn Whiéh could lead to
irreversable actions, it is conceivable that the Sovist leadership migat

bave been prepared to take extreme steps to convince Unit ed States

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

[N

to the United States Government of the o.llegeuly comple‘.e Sov1ec. consuia

iile on OSWALD was, in itself, an ufmrecba\n»ed a.c...)

The NOSENKO case warrants examination in the above regard in

at of the fact that among the information NCSENKO provided was

"inside" KGB information on OSW‘.J_, : information wiich purporiedly

004182
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reveaied tﬁe subsf;ance of the céz’xtent of tke KGB fiies on OSWALD';.
This information clearly- indicated.’r.hat there .wa.s no KGB relafioh_éhip
with OSWALD, that the KGB had no operational interest in OSWALD,
and f;hat as a matier of fact OSWALD; had presernted the KXGB with a .
continuing series ovf problems‘.

Upon e';.;amination, hgwever, NOSENKO déeé riot meet the
requirements premised above forl seriou‘s quiet consideratipn of a free

KGB defection. The following reasons render this unacceinta.ble:

'

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 Kernnedy.

‘b. While the information from NOSENKO on OSWA.LD is
interesting and pertinent, it is not, in nature, scope, and édntent,
sufficiently convincing for United Sta.tes'-a.ﬁtho;'ities to reasonably be
expected to conclude that it repre sented unequivocal ‘proof oI Séviet
non-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 (KGB) hand in the assassination, would presume

W
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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 persons and an individual of group of

action individuals specifically concerned with matiers of this nature.

The KGB career of NOSENKO would not permit even serious

consideration that NOSENKO could have logically been fitted into the.
above very limited category.

, o :
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

have theorized that by dispatiching 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_ted 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 involvé_ a’_ .maj'or poriion of its personnel an efforts

in the investigation and resolution of cases wiaich had litile or no current
or potential value to the KG3B. T}ze above possib'ility cannot ;oe

iS4 3 13 3 om oy T4 e Dia T JRUUR I, R T e em i : L RPE S
aroitrarily eiiminated without 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

overall assessment of his information léa.ds to the conclus;ion th‘a.t-z“u.ll- '
‘ exploitétion of his information would be éuite damagiﬁg to the XGB.
Gonsideration of the above pSssibili_.ty must also iﬁ_clﬁae an
evaluation of fhe deterrent effect 0;1 thg prospc?cfs of future ;ecrui@nents

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

information from the dispatched agent or officer. The deterrent offect
on others of the conviction and senterncing of persons who kave committed
{ .

' @ 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.

i

The deterrent effect on others of the trials and convicrions of

William VASSALL, Robert Lee JOHNSON and James Allen MINTKEN-

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

konown 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 CR THAT NOSENKO

. WAS EVER BRIEFED BY THE KGB RELATIVE TO HIS BEHAVIOR

OR KGB OBJECTIVES DURING THESE CONTAéTS 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 known to the KGB 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

-conclusiqn 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 as' to warrant individual consideration.

It is recognized tha.t since positive factué.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

| based on the full review of available information from NOSENKO,

.collateral 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

50{31‘3—67
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necesvsa.rily' based in part on a judgment as to whether ény of his
activit iAe-s or information logically warrant a substantial susj;iic;ioh

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

or coﬁtrol One of the pa.rt:.cular‘areas cons:.defed was h1s appa.rént B

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

‘was that it was mcomprehensz.ble that he could have been under KGB

conti'ol at that time,

Considerafion has been given to the poss_ibility that his 1962
contécts with CIA were no_"c kx'mwn to: thé KGB,. buf -became »known-to*l
the KGB later and NOSENKO w.—;\é doubled by the KGB. It was con-
cluded that there was no basis for or information which would warrant
serious corlxs:Ldera.t:.on of the above p0551b111ty 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 Gﬂﬂﬁ'ﬁa
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United States Embassy in Moscow concernin 1g 1is contact with CIA and
that ke id not wish o be contacted and would not reco

co*xtac* within the Soviet Union. \pS.m""O also furanished information as

o the reason for his concexn t:.a’c no information re garaing

Bl

is contact

t

w:.m C;A become known in the United tates Embassy in Mos(:ow and the

dangers to NOSENKO in any con.,a.ct oT at tempted contact with NCSENKO
in the USSR.
It is recognized "chat the above indicated concern oi \lC}S NXC

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 -

T

USSR, which very likely Would ld have beeﬁ an aim o‘ the KGB i N NOSENK 0

was under KGB control.

RS

The material WthO. NGSENK O furnisked to C]'.A m 1964 nas been

caxefully reviewed to determine if there is.any evidence that the XGB

(4

A

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

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

type and, on the contrary, it appears that NCSENKO could have furnishced

ail of the material to CIA and relturned to the Soviet Unricn W~¢o;t the XGB

ever at a later date becoming aware that the material was acivally missing

The iatter statement even includes the travel aucgunwnu which eultorized
the trip of NOSENKO to Gorkiy in December 1963, G600414CS
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The trip in December 1963, according to NCSENXKOC, was to
par‘.lc...:;a...e in vhe search for Aleksandr CrIERJ:.PA\IOV Accox :ding to |

\JOSr..\TKO this particular documen.. was not accountable m tna.\. it was.

only necessary to turn it in when requesting reimbursement for travel
_expenses. 1\0&..\.&0 tated that he had not claimed ihe rather small

-2mount of money to whick he was entitled and has also admitted that he

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

- of Lieutenant Colonel.

NOSENKO has completely retracted his claim to héving had tilé
rank-'of 'Lieutenant Colonel, -s.ta.ting that evén as a; Deputy Chiéf bf Depa‘_.r‘-.:-’-
ment he was only a Captain although he was en‘itled to and expec..cd .to
'receive ‘n:he rank of Major in early 1964, NOSENKO has stated that
giving him the rank of»Lieuten.a;nt Colonel in the above éocuﬁeﬁt Wa.s
tae error of KASHPERQV, the od.':.cer on duty in the SCD on Sunday, aad .
that p;acucauy all Depuo.y Chiefs of Depariment in the SuD haed at leaSL
thg rank of Lieutenant Colonel.

The above expia.nation by NCSENKO may well be considere_d by.
readers with at least a degree of skepticism. However, if NOSENKO
was dispatched by the KGB, it would seem that he could have been pPro--

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

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

6004140
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could have provided NCSENXO wity some type of document Wm.ca.

wouldsuppdrt at leas«. one of hxs claimed posu,.ons in uhe D, KG3,

Zven the Cnereba.nov 'Dap S do not in a&ny way support the claim of

NOSENKO that he was D\,pua/ Cales of the Fizst Section, First

) Depar.ment SCD in 1960 - 1901 ‘nor do «,hey even sappo“. t.b.s. clalm

of NOSEN,.{O A.ha.t there was sucn a posztloa in the Fl...e.t Section in

1960 - 196,. o even in 1958 or 1939

6001441
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IV. COMMENTS CONCERNING PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS

IN REGARD TO NOSENKO
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COMMEN’I‘S CONCERNI\TG PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS

IN REGARD TO NOSENKO

Attached is a v'erba.ti.m cop_y of pages 357 = 360 of the "Examina-.

tion of the Bona Fides of a KGB Defector" which contains seven (A - G)
' pnmary conclusions concerning the clalmed Na.val RU (Na.vy Intelll.gence)
' and KGB career of NOSENKO,' TheseAco'nclusions or findings are

. independently treated in separate attachments.

With the exception of "G, " the conclusions in this summary are

in d1rect conflict w1th the above conclusions and are basically that

NOSENKO served in the Naval RU from March 1951 to ea.rly 1953 ‘was

a KGB officer from Maxch 1953 unt].l 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' - 0(){)3_11.3

—
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PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS RE NOSENKO

AS CONTAINED ON PAGES 357 - 360 OF

"THE EXAMINATION OF THE BONA FIDES OF A KGB DEFECTOR"

The following is a quote of the pré’w‘.ouis conclusions in the case of Yuriy
Ivanovich NOSENKO. (The specific conclusions have been given the designation
of A G for purposes of easier correlatlon with other sections of this su.mma.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 invthe period
_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. Vaérious 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 sensiive positions, who
6001414
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enjoyed considerable authority and trust despite personal short-

comings, and whose défection, 'the greatest loss ever suffered

a
by Soviet Intelligence', paralyzed the work of S KGB @

- Legal Residency, and justified the formulation of plans to assas~

sinate him, "
"Thé examination has compared each elem‘ent of NOSENKO'Q
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 whlat he
says he is, according to his own accounts ?."
""This examination had led to the following vﬁndiAngs, 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. NOSENKO did not enter the KGB iﬁ the
manner or at the time he claimed.
C. NOSENKO did not serve in the American 0001115
Embassy Section throughout the 1953-1955 period as
he claimed.
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. Department American-British Commonwealth Section. }::

(N W

D. During the period 1955-1960, he was neither

a senior case officer in, nor Deputy Chief of, the Seventh
_ y

E. NOSENKO was neither Deputy Chief of the

American Embassy Section nor a senior officer 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.lth 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 recruited no American Embassy 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 NOSENKQO's accounts
of his life and KGB 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 contradiéted or retracted in his oyvn-statem.ents. NOSEN.KO is
not what he claims to be, and thus he is not a bona fide defector."

"Given the conclusion that NOSENKO is nbt a bona fide

defector, it is n'ecessa.ry 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 a;ssertions, does not permit unequivocal
conclusions. Neverfeless, the question éannot be ignored. . The
characte_r of the information NOSENKO has conveyed, the fact that
some of his false ¢ lain'ms-have been corroborateci 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 pérsona.lity or unbalanced mind; that he has

greatly exaggerated his actual rank, status and access in the KGB, for

simpl personal reasons; or, finally, that he is a dispatched KGB .
Py d : P GoU1447

agent."
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""The first two possibilities are easily dismissed. That

. NOSENKO is not simpiy a. swindler Who falsely claims for personal .
édvantage fo have beeh a KGB officer is evident, we believe; from

thg confirmed details o-f KGB :organization, personnel and operations
4Which he has provided'é.nd which could SAly derive from within the

KGB itself. "

' "Second, as noted in the text, extensive psychiatric and
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psychological examination by qualified si)eci.a.lists 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

ofﬁcé: who served 1n at least some of the components'for' sc;mé
~or all of the time periods_ that he claims, but who greaﬂy exag-
1 gerated his positions, rank and access to intormation, and -
invented some matters outright, to achieve greater status with
American Inte'iligenc.(e. 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,
NOSENKOQ'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 e

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, 61‘
other persuasive evidence t.o the contra'ry,- CIA finds that the
evidence establishes a presumption that NOSENKO was dispatched
by the KGB, and believes that prudence requires that hé };e
- regarded a.é still r;asponsive to KGB control, and that his infor-

mation should be assessed accordingly. "

5001119
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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
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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 .current conclusion is that the claimed s.ervice.of
NOSENKO in Navy Intelligence (Naval RU) during March 1951 to eariy
1953 in the Far East and the Baltj.c areas is adequately substantiated
and should be accepted. !‘

The interroga.tions of NOSENKO prior to 1967 were complicated
by NOSENKO changing the date of his graduation from the Institute of
internationa.i Relations frorrAle950 to 1949 bépa_.use he did not.wish to
admit that he had failed to graduate in 1949 with the majority of his class.
However,. previous efforts of NOSEN.KO'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 ~ coutat

4
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dowagrading ang
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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 p:éevious summary regarding tiie claimed Naval
RU service of NOSENXO as reflecteé on pages 49-59 and remarks will,
for purposes of brevity, be lixnitgd 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 ﬁaval RU servicé,
but through .social acquaintan;e, latei', 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 clai.med 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 approxhatély@_f?ﬂ KGB ofﬁcers, [100)KGB agents,

35 GRU officers and 400; other Soviet nationals.

2 0001122
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It is interesting to note that the attached list contains the names
of approximately 20 GRU officers whom NOSENKO relatés to thé early
1950's period, In addiféion, NOSENKO has, during current interviews
and in other memoranda, furnished the names of additi&nal Navy VInte_lli-‘
gence personnel whom he knew in the 1951 - early 1953 period,

Page 52 of the above sun.uma.r‘y a.nd’ 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 memoranduih with certain diagrams prepared by

NOSENKO on 21 February 1968 concerning hi‘skassigfqm'l'ent with Navy '

- 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 previousvly stated that his servicé in th-e Baltic
area was at Sovetsk Primorskiy and du'ring currenf. interviews recalled
tﬁat the former name of the Place, an almost deserted fishermen's
village, was Fishausen. The previous designation given by NOSENK O'
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 knov;In #s Primorsk and
that the former German name of the fishing village was Fischhausen,
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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 coxhpared 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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B. NOSENKO DID NOT ENTER THE KGB IN THE

MANNER OR AT THE TIME HE CLAIMED
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B. NOSENKO did not enter the KGB in the manner or at the time

claimed. (Previous conclusion)

The above is conclusion "B'" in the previous summary in regard

' to NOSENKO. The conclusion in this surmha.ry is that NOSENKO entered -

the then Second Chief Directorate, MVD, in mid-_March 1953 and that his

entry w‘és not only facilitated by bui: du_é to the influence of General
Bogdan Zakharovich 'KOBULC)'V.' .
Previous statements by NOSENKO and changes reiative to d#fe of
entry into the KGB have been mentioned in anothe:'seqtion of the. sumrréa;-y J
and will no;: be repeated here. His statements during current intevrlviev‘vs
that he:entered on duty in mid~-March 1953 as a c%.ée officer in the F.“i'rsliA: :
Section, First Departmént, Second Chief D'ir.ectorate, MVD, a.re: 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 claimed

‘was primarily based on conflicting statements 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 STALIN,
'\E‘ r- .
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In 1964, NOSENKO had given two dates in 1952 as his time of entry into

| | ‘the KGB in an-ef_fqrf not to admit thet he had failed to graduate frdne the
Institute of Internationa.l Relations in 1949.
The prevmus summary gave considerable vcelght to the sfatements ‘
of NOSENKOQ 1nd1cat1ng that he did not enter the KGB (MVD) under what
- are conszdered normal KGB procedures. Proper allowances were not
' given for pos1t10n of the father of NOSENKO the Mxmster of thpbu:.ldmg,
and the 1nﬂuence of Genera.l KOBULOV An analyst can either accept or

reject the sta.tement of NOSENKO that he entered the KGB (MVD) through

the influence of General VKOBULOV; but, if the sta.tenient 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 NbSENKO 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

GRS
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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 acdording 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 Unt11 and unless it is

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.rium -~ rest

. place in Ku‘Binka. 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 tixough he prév-iously

had tuberculosis, but the flat statement that no candidate was accepted who

had ever had tublerculosis is not and cannot be su.fficiently subst'antiated.
The previous summary contained a number of additional remarks’

and coﬁclusions intended to show that NOSENKO was not eligible for and

fherefbre 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—Marc:h 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 proceSSing of a KGB candidate,.

This statement makes no allowance for the influence of General

o KOBULOV; bﬁt, 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 NOSVENKO did not complete thé.

necessary lengthy Anketa before entry into the KGB (MVD) and did not

speak to any person fficers or visit the personnel office., It would

T e r e

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

P 001135
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entered on duty or during his first yea.r'of KGB service. While

NOSENKO has claimed'that the designation of his Directorate at the

t1me he entered the KGB (MVD) in mld-March 1953 was the Second _

‘Chief Directorate and that it subsequently was redes1gnated the

: Fu‘st Chlef Dlrectora.te, DERYABIN has sta.ted this’ reversal of

deszgnatmns occurred in Ma.rch 1953,

STALIN died in early Ma.rch 1953 and tha.t same 1;nonth the ‘.
MVD and the MGB were merge(d under the name MVD w1th BERIYA
as M1mster. BERIYA held th1s p051t1on unt11 his arrest in early June
1953, BERI}’A was succeeded by KRUGLOV, who held office fer‘less
than a year. Yuriy RASTVOROV was recently qderied concerning ‘t.he-
date of the reversal of tﬂe designation of the FCD and SCD e,nd pla.ees"
it as the end of April or early May 1953. GOLITSYN has indiceﬁed'that '
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 the FGCD, 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 under KRUGLOV, which is
5 ‘ (904136
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in'conflic.t- with the statements of DERYABIN, RASTVOROV and i N X <
GOLITSYl\f;- all Qf whom maintain that BERIS{A was responsible fof A
- the changes., As for the issp.e .of who was re_si:qnsible for the reyersa.l
: of designations', it would aﬁpéar tl_ia.t NOSENK(:)--is'»ih.eriof._ Howeve»:ii.',

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.

_ NOSENKC vi.s'.criti‘ci-.zed in the previoﬁs 'sur-r.1ma.ry. for not »knvowi'ng -
the location of thé Chiéf Dife-ctdrate of the Militia._ or the hisfory of the
KI (Gommittee of Infom_lation)f NOSENKO has stated “thaft he had no
| conta.;::t-s with either offiée durin_g 1953 -1955 and t‘;heﬂre is no adequate reason
to disbelieve .thivs staterﬁent. He is nc;t aware of whe,nA the KI ceased to
exist (1951 given in the summary, but bthef- i.nforrr'xation indicates the KI
cor;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"



14-00000

(\ — ’.,-. [ A
blﬂ-\*— [P

.

The point has also been made that a.ny career of NOSE\IKO

in the KGB should have ended or he should ha.ve at least encountered

- dlfflculty when his benefa.ctor General KOBULOV together with the :

| brother of General KOBULOV .was arrested with the BERIYA group in
- j,v : early J’une 1953. NOSENKO has durmg current interviews stated tha.t be
B encountered no difficulties but is aware that the KOBULOV‘ eonnection

was discussed by an officer from the Personnel Directory with an -

official of the First Departm_ent. - Under other circumstances NOSENKO :
would very possibly have encountered dif.t'i._culty; 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 inno | :

' 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 previoué summary. The
conclusion in this summary is that NOSENKO was an officer of the First

Section (American Embassj? 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

"—'_—-— i .
both his worlk 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 C 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 apperent in the ‘above since

“his father was advised of hlS d1f 1cu1t1es in 1954 by an official of the

: KGB and h1s mother 1nterceded on hlS beha.lf in 1955 with the Chief of

' SCD The result in 1955 was tha.t NOSENKO was tra.nsferred to the
Seventh Department and not fired from the KGB.

The quest1on has been raised as to how NOSENKO could remain

- in the KGB when after 1954 he was not a member of the Komsomol and-
was not eligible to become a candidate for the Communist Party'. 'I‘hie
is a vahd questlon but a éla.us:.ble explanation is again the fact that he was
the son of the then Minister of Sh].pbu:.ldmg

NOSENKO has stated during prev_n,ous and current interviews that

folio_wing his entry 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 'new 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 wéight

to accept the statement of NOSENKO th;t work against American cor~

respondents was hié a;ssignmeﬁt.from rn.vid‘-Ma.rcl; 1953 to mid-1954.
From circa m1d-1954 unt11 h1s.vtransfer to the Seventh Depa.rt-‘v

ment in late May 1955 NOSENKO claims and has clauned he was an |

officer of the F1rst Section w1th the respons1b111ty of work agamst the

- Military Attaches (A:r:my) at the Umted States Embassy in Moscow. It |

is cons1dered based on his knowledge of the various M111tary Attache
personnel and othe; collateral ?nformation furnished by NOSENKO, that |
NOSENKO was an officer of the‘First Section d\iring the mid.-19'5'.4 - late
May 1955 period of time, that his primary work was against members

of the Office of the Military Atté.che, .but that the qua.lity of his work

undoubtedly left much to be de51red

——— e e

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 XGB. Uﬁder these circumstances,
NOSENKO could be criticized as ha.virig 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 5661142
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the Military Attache supports the claim of NOSENKO that he was an

" officer of the First Section with the indicated a.ssignment as related

"~ by him.

NOSENKO has stated that the work against the Military
Attacheé was not primai'ily direcfed toward development of recruitmen_ﬁ

possibilities, but was directed toward control of the Milita.ry Attaches

. on trlps 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 sﬁbmitted

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

(=

ack of kimowledge concerning his assigned ..a*‘geus during approximaizly

farch - May 1955, This, according to NOSENKO, was when an un-

.'g

sausfactory "characterization" was being prepared on NOSENKO, a

4B

ecision was being made on his case, and a perlod of time in wkich he

went on a ''big dru_‘k" which culminated in his spendl.ncr about 40 days?

¢

wadexr aospizal care because of the possibility of recurrence ¢f his crevious

Pages 84 - 87 of the previous summazry suggest inas \OS:.KI{.V

not iurnished sw“czen» details about his alleged agent network fur
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woe ajaiast the Military Attaches., It is considered that NCIZIENIC in
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The effectiveness or non-effectiveness of NOSENKO dur:'ui‘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 NOSENKOvif 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 écope and detail that his claimed service as_é.n officer

in the First Section during this period of time is comple‘tely acceptable,.
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D. During the period of 1955 - 1960, NOSENKO was 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
' ]

current conglusion is that NOSENKO 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

Depart:rnez;xt from 1958 to December 1959,

Dur:i.ng cu.rrent interviews, NOSENKO has furnished extensive
information concerning his own activities in the Seventh Department
during the 1955-1959 period. Interviews 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‘:lﬁc;'gafdrBﬁRG‘I}-.
in June 1956, contact with[gi? /Aaliérir’LANE} and {A’r’thur BIRSE} in the
summer of 1957, the recruitment of(\é}isella H.AR.RIS\)ln 1958, the re-~

cruitment of"\_George DREW] in the spring of 1959, the recruitment of

- 00U1148
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William Stanley WILBY)in June 1959, the recruitment of David TAYLOR/T.
in the summer of 1959, the recruitment of(Gerard M?ERTENS] in Ju.ly.-
August 195§, and the recruitment of Arsene FRIPPELjin 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;1terviews with the .individual who
was the KGB target.

\Sir Allen LANE, Arthur BIRSE, William Stanley WILBY, and
(David TAYLOR) were British) citizens and the other above-named indi-

viduals weré{United Stai:es\/; citizens. This would seem to substantiate

o the claim 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 iﬁormation about
an operation againsti\Maftin MALIA; an American tourist who was in
the Soviet Union from approximately Septembez; 1955 to December 1955;
fMALIA}haS not been interviewed and will not be interviewed, so at this
time no éarticular 1955. case in which NOSENKO claims involvement

or persénél M§w1edge has been substantiated by interview of the

individual involved,
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\OSENKO has furnished information on the travel of certain
Umted S..ates Government officials," 1nc1ud1ng Congressmnal represent-
atives to the USSR in 1955 - 1956; and the trip of Supreme Court Justice

William O. DOUGLAS in 1955 which, when considered with the previously

mentioned specifics, a.d'equately substantiate his claimed service in the

‘Seventh Department and work aga:.nst Amer1ca.n-Br1t1sh Commonwealth

tourJ.sts during the la.te May 1955 - December 1959 perlod

NOSENKO has stressed that when he transfer'red to the Seventh
Department, the Tourist Section had just been establi{shed and an agent
network was not available for operations against American and British

tourists. This seems quite logical since the influx of tourists into the

USSR was jw t in,a formative stage.

NOSENKO has spoken in detail about an a-.gent.netwo;:k he -tle-
veloped after 1955 which primarily consisted of Intourist nersonnel
and two homosexual agents, "SHMELEV' and ”GRiGORIY” (KGB code
names), wh‘ose 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

01150
NOSENKO. To comment on all the aspects mentioned in those flf.ty
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pages would be ;‘epetitious and in many instances superfluous. Itis
considered that even if the statements v&ere acéeptAed m 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'epa.lrtxv'nent

during the period of late May 1955 -~ December 1959. Nor is it con-

ceded that, if all the sub-conclusions and the inﬂtérpretationa of various

areas of information were accepted without qualification, there is a'nyv o

evidence that NOSENKO was dispe?tched by the KGB. ' However, there
are cerfain assumptions and irﬁ:erpretations which apéeareci in the L
previous suthary"which are Particularly worthy of c-;mmvent and which
are considezl‘ed e'rrpneous or require additional clarificatli'on’.

On page 145 it is stated that the evidence suggesfs' that NOSENKO

was an English—speaking specialist in sexual entrapment, not a counter- -

intelligence officer respénsible for the identification of foreign agents
among tourists oxr 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 a;nd. recruit-
ment attempts. This activity has not been limited to the Seventh Depart-
ment, SCD; and the innuendo that NOSENKO was "only an AEnglish-

speaking specialist in sexual entrapment' and not a KGB offigdr Eilen

4
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considered with the deta.iledx information NOSENKO has provided. on
Seventh Department personnel, activities, procedures.., and to'pics.of
a sirnilaxf nature is not considered to have.any foundation in fact,

Page 145 o'f the above summary lists eleven oper’étilms which
were Sev'enth Department cases _prio? to 1960 and which Qer‘e included

in the notes furnished to CIA in 1964 by NOSENKO. The named operations. ‘-

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 NVOSENKO 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 i{William.‘j
| TARASKA, Bernard PECHTER, Michael GINSBURG and John RUFE;
It should also be ﬁoted that certain of:the cases such as Majrvin KANTOR
and(\Williarn TARASK&,‘ were cases in which the tourist was visiting
relatives in the Soviet Union and that NOSENKO has given a satisfactory
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 felatlves in the USSR, the case automatlcallf was.asmgned toa

r ( group of officers in the Section who reported d1rect1y 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 "SHMELEV, "
two homosexué.l 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
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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 .the USSR.

NOSENKO has also explained how he learned of thef'lPatriclz}'
”PRESSMAN; and (Gerald SEVERN cases; and, the listing of the (So.fia;\) |
/'SHATTAUEE} 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:Ll with NOSE\IKO He has given a detailed explanatlon of the materialA
- which he brought out and his explanatiop 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 Directofate 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

‘f' 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 Qf a delegba.‘t‘ion," :
as the invitee of an orga.nization 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;cm’ination of which Department o; o;génizational
co.rnponént of the SCD has the responsibility for a tourist case, These
factors include w'hethei the individual is already susvpected of foreign
intelligen?:e connections and whether the indiw}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
ERIGELE
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although he did then and still suspects that William VASSALL Wa.s the

source. The references by NOSENKO to the KGB havmg such infor-
mation were not developed in 1962 or later 1nterrogat10ns, and it was

not until current mterv1ews tha.t it was estabhshed that NOSENKO had
‘\x_ —emm- T T e— .

actually seen excerpts of mformatmn passed by George BLAKE

e e T

According to NOSENKO -the 1nformat10n 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) ;l.so notes that in.196l CIA--
acquired a lengthy po Secret study orx the« subject of'!‘the use ofvtourists-
by American Intelhgence for esp1onage 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 rroted that NOSENKO
claimed he was Deputy Chief of the American-British Commonwealth
Section in this period of time and thst 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 reflectiozr

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 agaihgt '
American tre.velers in the Soviet Unien during 1958 - 1959. Ma.ny

]' o of these travelers would have been the responsibility of a section in

f " the Seventh bepartxnent, other than the Amerlca.n-BrJ.tJ.sh Commen- '.
wea.lth Sectlon, or another Department in the SCD. NOSENKO was
quite aware tha.t certain of the Amerlcan tourists in 1958 - 1959 were
“.a.ctihg suspicieusly 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 _

B - had been compromlsed by GOLITSYN. NOSE\IKO stated he was not in

the Seventh Departrnent when the document was prepared and did not

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,n'not in the document which he was aware had
been prepared by the Seventh Department for the 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 descriptic@&@i\wﬁNKO
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. assurance that this a'noma.ly will ever be explained. All ‘.:ha.‘c

justiﬁably can be said at the Preseni time is tha.t even J.f the story

- of NG SE\KO is *naccarate, there is no eviden.*.ial reason why such

3 ina.ccuracy should be interp eted as u..d‘Ca"lve of deceptz.on or dlspa.«.cn,

or for that matter as mdl.canve that he was not Deputy Chief cf the

Amer can-Br,."a.sh Commonwealta-Sec“mn of e Sevent.. Department
in 19::8 - 1959, neither would such an ma.ccura.cy re"lec" on his claimed -

servxce m 1962 - 1963 m the Seventh Dypa.rtmen..

GouaLsd
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SECRET

E. __NOSENKO WAS NEITHER DEPUTY CHIEF OF THE AMERICAN

EMBASSY SECTION NOR A SENICR OFFICER OR

SUPERVISOR IN THE SECTION DURING THE

PERIOD 1961 -~ 1962 (sic)

SECRET [7%r]
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E.  NOSENKO was neither Dedut Ch».ef of the Amer‘ca

Embassy Section nor a senior officer oxr sunervisor in the Section

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

' It is the conélusion of this sx.ufnm'a.ry‘th_at NOSENKO held the

p051t10n of Deputy Chle;, First Section (Amencan Embas sy Secuo“,,

SuD from J'anueuy 1960 - December 1951,
The claim of NOSENKO that he held 'the'aboveb position in 1960

- 1961 has been the most difficult claim’e.ip_ositioxi o NOSENXKO to
. r—‘—\—_—_-_-’——-—‘-——‘— . i -

satxs*actorlly resolve and accept. Acceptance or nonacceptance of.

e e e e

his claim to have held this pa.rticula.r.pos#..on is a cr1t1Ca.1 factoxr i

a decision as td whethér the femaindér of his claimed KGB career

is valid. It is believed reasonable to presﬁme that if NOSENKQ was
Deputy Cule; of the A*ner:.ca.u-Br..lsa uommo*xwea.l“’ Section, Seven:h
Department, prior to December 1959_'1-:1 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, and throughout the XGB is important

Al

from a monetary point of view as well as a prestige point o;. view. if

gooLisl
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NOSENKO was only in the First Section a5 a Senior Case Officer in

w

1960 - 1961, this would have been a demotion in position with resultant
ioss of both money and prestige. For this reason alone, his failure to

have held the position of Deputy Chaief in 1950 - 1961 would raise con-
Fy i . N

siderable doubt as to whether he held his claimed position prior to 1900, .

as well as whether he held his claimed positions in 1662 - 1963,

t is apparent that the knowledge of NCSENKO concerning all
aspects_. of activity; in thé First Section,‘ First Department, during ;1960-—
1961 is incomplete 'whel;x ju'dge'd. by what are cons.id_ered the 'norma;
responsibilities of a Deputy Chie: in CIA. During current interviews,
an effort was made to determine what the responsibilities of NCS,ENKC ‘
actua.liy were in 1960 - 1961 and whether his statements in this areé
were impossible or could be accepted as not negating his claim to have
been Deputy Chief, First Sectioa.

According to NOSENKO, in the early 1960's there were only
appro;;imately 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 Chief of Section was not always followed
by a replacement in kind, according to NCSENXO who stated that ae was
not réplaced by aﬁothér Deputy Chief when e transferred to the First

Section, First Department.

GO0446%
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According to NOSENKO, tzere was not a job description for a

—

Deputy Chief of Section and {se Gulles of the partl cular Deputy Chief
M*"

were in actuvali-ty what the Chief of Department and Crief of Section
decided would be his as sighed duties.

The previous s.u.'mmary.‘drew :atte,h'tic# to an apparent ;onfl:‘."ct‘ -
between eariy statements of -NOSENKO that he 'replacéd no one'when he

entered on duty in the First Section, First D-e- artmens, and his subsecu
Y

o ' ‘clalm that he rep. laced Mikhail BAKY VALOV a.a Depu;.y CnleJ. in the First

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

other officers in the Section with previous resvponsibility for cersain
: & = Y

maiters wh'ich were assigned to him upoz:'i his arrival there, then later
stated that 'BAKHVALOV had been re-spo_ns:'..ble for theée matiters. 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 SeCtIO“l, the statements of NOSENXO on BAKHVALOV

i T T e

and on the issue of who he, NOSENKO, did or did not replace are not
contradictory. There is no reason to question that BAKHVALOV, with
whom NOSENKO, incidentally, did not overlep, was a Deputy Chief of
Section in the First Section before NCSENKO, and that he was respon-
sible for certain areas which later iell to NOSENKXO. On the oiher

; | . 001163
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hand, according to -NOS-LJAT'{O, the principal reason for his being‘assigned

to the First Section was to concentirate on a new area of em'ohasis {code

- clerks), There could o; course have been no spec1“c pr edecessor for
‘a substantively new area., Therefore, in one sense BAJ:CI"VALOV was

the predecessor of NOSENXO and in another sénse he was not. The

interpretation of the various statements of NOSENKO on this issue as

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

all concerned.

" According to NOS‘:‘NAO at tde time of his transier to the First

Section, First De'oar‘mem, in early ‘900 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 as sign NCSENKO to

supervise the work against Service Attacnes at the United States Xmbassy.
'y h (=] Y

NOSENKO felt that the propos ed'aséignmen': by KOVSHUK was inteaded

to keep NOSENKO.ocIcupied with nonproductive work since KG3 policy
for work against the Service Attgches was primarily one of control on
trips and not active work towards possible recruitment.

After a short period of time, NOSENKO was infiormed by
GRIBANOV that he, NCSENKO, had been transferred to supervise the
work againét code clerxs (also code machine mechan cs) at the United

States Embassy. GRIBANOV defined this work as bein
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importance, and the recruitment_ of codé clf:rké as'é pfio‘rity aim of
the KGB., KLYZRIN, who was Chief of the First Departme“t la..,e re-
peated the above and a groun consisting: of NOSENKQC, G\.nnd.dly i,
G’-{"AZ\IOV and Vadim V.- I.{OSOLAPOV was ;ormed with NOD'“‘\IKO
responaxble for supe;v:.smn of the work GRYAZ.’\JOV and KODOLAPOV

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

although botk as Senior Case Officers {ve}e of lesser rank than NOSENKC.
NOSL\IL{O does ﬁot clarm that I he had to train euher. o“'cer‘ or to fnmu..elyi
'scrutinize every action or proposed action of GRY-AZ}\TOV and KOSOL;’-\POV.
NOSENKO 'd‘oes claim he was '.r-esp-onAsiblAe for 'supervisio_n over their
. work, |
Accordiﬁg to NOSENKO, GRIBANO;\f 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?vs:
(a) 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 (KGB technical unit) of 'take' from

micropaones in the United States Zmbassy.

001160
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{c) Responsibility for maintenance of the p‘nysicé.l
securl;y file on the United St ates Eml;assy

I(d) Acting in place of Vladislav KQVSHUK, Chiei,
First Secuon, when KOVSH"K was absen...

As can be seen from the abo,ve,'i the responsi’bilities of NOSENKO,
by his deflmtlon; which. are bor#é outl: by s.pec:szc information furmsﬂed
by NOSE\IKO would not comc1de with the noz-'vnal responalb‘llt‘es of a
Deputy Chief of Branch or Section in CJ.A An ana.Lyst can either accep.. :
or reject the theory that théré is ~.)Lec:essa.m;y an equaulon.oeyween the
responsibilities of a Deputy Chief in CIA. and the"K}B: but if the analyst

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

Pages 151 - 261 of the previous Suxnrhary é;ontained comments

and conclusions and sub-conclusions in regard to the claimed ée’rvice .
of NOSENKO as Deputy Chief of First Section, First Department, 1960'-
1961, The previous primary conclusion was that he was neither Deputy
Chief of the First (Am'erican Embassy) Section nor a supervisor in that
section. The conclusion of this summary is that he was Deputy Chief |
and had supervisory responsi‘bilities for work againét code élerks. The
matter of the responsibility of NOSENKO for work against code clerks
will be considered later, Comments will first be made on the respon-

sibilities listed in (a) - (d) above.

001166
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Pages 205 - 222 of the previous summary cbntair_z a det.:ai:‘l"ed.
basis 'fcl»r tne previous conclusion that NOSENKO was not the KGB case
I - 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 v@xa.t is considered to be the MO of
.. a re;ponsible CIA case officer is’irhmaterial; what is'materiai is

whether NOSENKO reasonably fulfilled the requirements of the KGB'

ior w}qork against the particular target, Johﬁ ABIDIAN.. It is felt that
. the answer to this is that NOSENKO aid.
I According to NOSENKO, the work against AB:IDIAN 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 éossible 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 ;he background of ABiDIAN, but on the other hand
ii the statements of NOSENKO are accepted that the only aim of the
XGB was to see if coverage of ABIDIAN would lead to "“ancther POPOV,."‘

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

to the arrival of ABIDIAN in the USSR that ABIDIAN wé.s considered to

be ”Amer*ca“ Intelligence, " and in addition ABIDIAN assumed the
Secudty Officer position formerly held by Russel 1 A, LAI\C-E LE,
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
specific statements relative to AB.IDIZI'.AN and a Soviet'ma-;d, a KGB
ope*atlonal contact a.ccordlno to NOSENKO, which a1;e erroneous.
This inva.lidates one of the bases for tile previous conclusion that
NOSEN KO 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 kis

maid who is mentioned above, ’I"atyana. FEDORO.VZCH. The statement
is made in f:he summary that this could not' be true because FEDOROVICH
did not work part time for ABIDIAN until at least July 1961. ABIDIAN
has recently been reinterviewed concernin ¢ the above and the results.
invalidate the previous conclusion that FEDOROVICH could not nave

treated the clo hing and effects o ABIDIAN with Metka prioxr to July 1961,

co1168
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ABIDIAN has now stated that he arrived in Moscow a.n Mﬁ:rch“ .
1960 with the intention tha: he would not employ a Soviet ma‘id;“ Approx1~ |
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-.19.6'1.v KEMMER had Tatyana'EEl;JOROViCH_
as a maid and through mutur«;\.l agreement with KEI\/L;\/EER, FEDOROVICH

became the part-time maid for ABIDIAN beginning sometime in the fall

of 1960. From that time on,FEDOROVICH,' acg';ordi.ngr to ABIDIAN, had

uncontrolled access to his living quariers since she had a ke to permit
q : yop

3

entry for cleaning purposes.
ABIDIAN did not mail any operational letters within the Soviet B

Union until after March 1961 and therefc_)re in view of the above, there

i QI {&:’L/& N
ﬁw ;-

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

T
o —

-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 e 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 snecific surveillance
brigade to cover ABIDIAN. The actual surveillance of ABIDIAN was the

responsibility of the Seventh Directorate which submitied repoxts to the

(001163
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First Section, First D_eparmnent NOSENKO, as the responsible case

officer for ABIDJAL\ was expected o review these repor..s and give

any appropsx riate guldance or dlrectlon to the Seventh Dlrec»orate but
under the KGB or ation he Qould not pa*tn.cxéate in the sa r%rezlla.nce
-ac“.v1t1es of the Sevente Directorate, NOSE’\IKO stated that ha.d sur-
'vell]-.a.nce er agent 1nforma.t10n dlsclosed any persona_l weamesses of.
ABI.DIAN the KGB would have a.u,emp‘ced 'to ekploit f.‘mem. No personal

weaknesses were dlsclosed accord:.nc7 to NOSEI\KO and the pa.t ern

of coverage to see 1f ABIDIAN would lead the KGB to "another PO'DOV”

remained uncha.nged

Pages 210 - 212 of the Previous summary notes eha.i: 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 previous summary, NOSENKO
stated that the FCD "would not accept' such & regquest for "op'eraf:ional
action against an American diplomat coming from Moscow,. " The
surveilla.nce 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, NOCSENXO

contends that the results which might reasonably be expected would be

oi little or no practical value to the SCD.

goGL1i79
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Pages. 216 ~ 221 of the previous summary contain a sumrha.ry -
on tae matier of the Pushikin Street dea&drop site which ;Tofrlmv ABIDIAN
visited on 30 December 1961. It should be notedAt.haf: a cﬁrrerﬁ: rev'ievs; ‘ |
of the 1964 - 1966 interrogations of NOéENKO on this me;t’c'er_ indicates
they were unable to clarily the matter and did much to confuse the issue.

Curxent interviews, as indicated above, have not fully resolved

the problems, but have assisted in at least minimizing the areas of

~conilict or confusion, - 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;ad the surveillance
report on the visit of ABI_DIAN to the bPuvshkin Street deaddrop site or |
was fully briefed on the details oif the visit. | NOSENKO insists. that ke

read the surveillance report at the time or shortly after the event.

There is no reason.to question his assertion that he read the report

. 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 claimns that the visit of ABIDIAN tc; the Pushkin Street
ieaddrop area ledto the XGB setting up a statioﬁary surveillance post

goo1i7l



14-00000

‘Geneva in mid~-March 1962. y

P A .
Wed mam N e W ews R

near the site 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 Depaftment_aé of early January 1962, NOSENXO went to

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

‘advised of developments or nondevelopments following the visit of
) [~

ABIDIAN to the Pusl;xkin étrée,t .buildin.g by-r‘Veniamin KOZLOV, a Chief
of Departmen‘c in the ‘Seventh Dire,ctoraté.Who haci _beén known to
NOSENKO fsince 1953, or Viadislav KOVSHUXK or Gennadiy GRYAZNOV, :
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 obperational letter mail‘--
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., Eeyond

7 | 001172
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this, NOSENKO hims eif has stated ¢ 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 Street dea'.ddrop“ ugdoubtedly béCame_ ‘
the subject of widesprea_d inte;est within the KGB.

vThat NOSENKO is .;.a.t a minimum still confused about ‘the visit
of ABIDIAN to the Pushkin Sf:;'eet deé.ddroé and its consequenées is clear
from thé record, While itv is entirely possible fhat NOSENKO has con}
sciously exaggefa‘ced hig involvement with the visit and its a.fterma’c’n,‘
it is also possible that the evident distoriions of his accounts of the .
affair derive frorﬁ 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 operatioaal

Go01173d
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letter mailing, NOSENKO consistently relates, and has furnished

drawings which subs»anth.t-.., that viéi‘ts:oz-’ 'ABIDIAN to a corn*;'nissior;
shop, a néxt;-doo: art Ashop,« and a local poAst o.f'finc‘e in the area were
'maownvto_, andcohs.ider.edv; s#spicioué bythe VKGB.V The e_ntr#n;e t§ .At‘zize‘
art shop, ‘a.'ccor'di‘ng:to NOSENK:O,;_w_a}s so, éituated as to- be an ideal
place for picking uﬁ‘ or placing a .deadd.rop..m'and a mobi-lelsurve‘illance .'\
was.pla.ced on the ar t snoi) for a perléd o&‘ vtune "o;low*ng the n.s:.t oi

A.BIDIAN Off;c1a1 records comlrm the v1s:Lta of ABIDI.AN at the tune-

‘and to the bundmas descnbed by NOSENL{O

’

Pages 216 - 220 of the previous surmnary contain no refer ‘nc‘ev
to the specific statements of NOSENKO relative to KGB iﬁteres@t in tﬁe
visits of ABIDIAN to the upper Gork_i_y Street area, It is also clear
from a review of certain transc;rip-ts‘ of ‘previc')usv inteiro-gations that
no,differenf:iation was made concerning h.is"statements relative to XGB
coverage of the activ-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 ABLDJ.A\T to that sit
(30 December 1961).

It is impossible at this time to state that a detailed debriefin
oi NCSENXO concerning-ABIDIAN prior to hostile interrogaticn would

have permitted the clarification of all issues including the ab
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Lm.re is no doubt that the hostile m..e¢roofa.1on has confused matters to

.the point where compiete clarification appears impossible. In any event,

-

one thing is clear -- since he may well have transierred out of the First
Sectio'n, First Departmem, by 31 December 1941 and most cex talmy had
transferred by,early.b’anuary 1962, the fact that NOSENKO has supplied

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

to 1mpugn his cla1m to na.vmg bCE"i case ofﬁce- for ABIDIAN irom early
1900 un..xl late 4.901 Fur..hermore, .,he fa.vct ...Lat \’OS::.NKO is not able to
nroperly da...e the visit of ABIDIAN to Pushkin Street, is "in.no \-;yay indicative

of KGB dispatch. If diépatched, <NQSENKO presumably would ﬁave hé.d t‘né

-date right.

In re'gard to (b), the re'sponsibility of NOSZNKO for p_relirninary re-

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

- paones in the United States Embassy, the previous conclusion was that his
! ’ T - N . - . 0 - y

i claim that he personally reviewed the KG3 monitoring reports was not
K '

: sustained.

1' |

’ It is not felt that the previous conciusion made sufficient allow-
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-

ralalld

epts were given to a designated officer for distribution to the appropriate

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

Go01L7S

ithin the First Section, were brought daily to the Deputy Chief or ia his

i

ence to the Chiel and then were distributed to the individual responsible

(5]
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case oificer. In this way, according to NOSENKO, no one below the
rank of Deputy Chiei was aware oi the total microphone f'take" from

the United States Embassy as received by the section.

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

this was considered the most 1mportan.. 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 alSO stated that the output from certain of the
working microphones was ”dy'mg” and that OTU in addition to having

reception difficulties was also havmd dlfﬁcul ty obtaining a sufficient

number of qualified mo*n..or-‘c;anslators. As a result, according to

A [

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

oz

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

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

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

o
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rirst Section could listen to a particulax tape but he had to go to OTU
to ¢o so and as a result this was done very infrequently,

It is believed that any presumption that the KGB recovered or -
transcribed all conversations even in the thirteen areas listed by
NOSENKO as having active mic;ophones .I.S not reasonable or even
realistic. It is al‘so unrealistic to presume that any conversaﬁion'con-

ducted within reasonable distance of an active microphone 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 NOSEN_KO had to have been awai-e of h;s or th:.s just because some-

one hc\d a conversau.o*l 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 Embassy.

It is apparent tha.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 coﬁversation to understand the gist of what was being said, and
even if he did, whether ne would consider it of sufficient importance or
interest to include in his report in verbatim or in summary iorm.

in regard to {c), the claim of NOCSENXO that he was responsible

-~

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

SO GOUALTY
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it is not considered that Lnere is an adeguate basis for guestioning

this claim.

The previous surmnmary contained a conclusion that the claim

of NOSENKO that he was custodian of the :_.maassy secarity file was -

an invention. The b sis for this conciusion was not then adequate and
current interviews with I\OS"“N KO have furz.her indicated that his claim
on this point should be accepted.

In regard to (d), the claim of NOSENXO that he acted in place

" of KOVSHUK, the Chief of Fi:st Section, when KOVSHUXK was absent,

it is considéred that this claim is accepiaple p*ov;a“ g it is not con-
verted into a éresumption that therefore NOSENKO knew everything
that KOVSHUK knew,

NOSENKO claims that he was not responsible for the direct
supervision of approximately two-thirds of the officers in the First
Section. These officefs normally reported directly to KOVSHUX az;xd

would only report to NOSENKO when KOVSHUXK 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 clain

to have reviewed all the reports of the various officers of fhe First

-
2]

\
[
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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 NO:»HNKO knew only the names
of most agents o’ operative con»ac;s Who were part of the XGB network
among the indigenous employees of the American Embassy, did no‘c.
recognize their photographs, and did not givé suificient details con-
cezl‘ning thei_r specific activiﬁes is'c.ons‘;ide:e_c_ 1o be an udwarrz;nted
c~riticisn£. 'NOSENKO indicates that ;n 'général the lna.nuhnv.of agents
in the First Section was the ;e5pons,.b;.11‘.y of individual case offlcers

It is also apparent that the philosophy in the KGB was to mamtaln
a single handler—agent relationship as much as possible, and that respon-
sibility for an agent would not be trans;erred merbly becaiuse.t}vle agent
had access to a & target who was the responsiblhcy of a case officer othex
than the handler of the agent. This apparent philosophy is of particular
interest ?'.n connection with NQSENKO, who even thoug gh he was the case
oificer responsible for ABIDIAN an 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 normally

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

- NOSENKO, as.previously indi;ated; has stated that he had the
résponsibility'for work against gode ,cler".\fs‘at the United States Embassy
during 1960 - 1961. Except for the ?eriod of time that he claims respon-
sibility for supervision of work against ihe Service Attaches in early
1960, he was, according to LTOSENKO, responsible ioi- supervisi‘oni oi
the work of Vadim A, :KOSOLAPOV, Gennadiy 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 NOSENKO concerning the
code clerks, co&e machine mechanics and pouch clerks who, according
to NOSENKO, were included in his targets in 1960 - 1951, was much
grealer than his knowledge of any other category of American employees

at the United States Tmbas sy curing this pericd excent for ARIDIAN
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The foliowing comments are concerned with several specific
cases in which, according to NCSENKO, there was an approach by the
XG3, interesting information was developed, or in which at least a
considerab;e amount of speciﬁc work was caxrried out by NO_SENZ{O;
KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNOV. |

The first case, (James STORSBERGJ is covered on pages 156 -
177 of the previous summary. Little additional comment is considleredl

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

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

y-

effort against|STORSBERG.

t is recognized and mentioned elsewhere that NOSENKO in 1962
exaggerated his personal involvement in the case, .pa.rticularly Iin plg.c-ng
himself as present with GRBANQV when the recruitment piich was made
toféTORSBéRG]. NOSENKO has. retracted this particular claim, but
there is no reason to doubt that he was engaged for approximately a year
in the planning ana activities which preceded the unsuccessful approach
to STORSBERG,

- ool
g Oi ine approzch

An issue was previously made over the timing

T A} . . — AR N - -~ =
to STORSBERG since STCRSBERG/dated this as October 1961, NCSENXO
has indicated about June 1961, éand information from GOLITSYN, hased

. -, < 3 R 2y e e e P . X I SR |
on'remarks by XOVSHUK to him, had been interpreted as indicating the
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NOSENKO, during current interviews, has given an acceptable

account o the STORSBZRG)case, He has stated that he cannot precisely
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. [ : - A ’ ‘
approach at the Moscow airport to James XEYSERS (June 16, 1961)

because otherwise no action would have been taken against KEYSERS)
’ 3 » ( . . N 3 . -
When recently reinterviewed, | STORSBERG)continued to maintain

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

a

his description of collateral events makes it clear that the approach ha

4

to have taken place considerably earlier,

\

Vo \Joseph MORONE, another code cierk at the United States Embassy,

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

on the basis of statements by(§TORSBERG> that MORONE)was present in
American House the night of the approach. Analysis of the statements
of ‘i,MORONE) clearly indicates that the events{STORSBERG ,“’d-escribes
coﬁld not ha#e taken place later than the period February to eaﬂy May
1961,

The best estimate possible at this time is that the approach to
L_SLORSBER.G/ occurred in March - April 1951, which is quite compatible

with the approximate daiing of the approach by NOSENKO. Ia the face

e : : £ et e A an o A s s
of this approximation oi the date of theé approach to|STORSBERG; it is

6001182
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GOLITSYN in January 1961, as related by GOLITSYN concerning

£ n s P Maam 124 TN A alam? .
a successiul operation against aymilitary code cler.;? ‘n Moscow at the
end of 1960, referred to STORSZEZRG, arnd that KOVSHUXK either was
&>

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

~approach, or was prematurely claiming anticipated success.

Pages 178 - 181 of the previous summary contain information

-

in regard to the attempied defection oneration against ' James XTVYSERS]

As of this time, it is considered that there are no ‘discreparniciés between -

&

’

record iniormation and information from NOSENXO wiich 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{fKEYSERé; cas'e as
set forth in the previous summary which require specific comment.
(a) The statement is made that no KCB office;
directly connected with the case could regardﬁKEYSER@
as the replacement for E:?;IORSBERG) In facs, ‘iKEYSVERS\_‘f

actually was being trained by'STORS2EZRG/ as a substitute
o B 2

RNy

-~ s

not & replacement, even though iis primary assignment

: | 6001183
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current iulerviews related 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

-

Embassy »na.\AA..YSHRS;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 was
tha.t{STORSBERC;;’ was having 2 difficult time expiaining.
the particular work to gKEYSERS} The observations of

NOSEZNKO are of interest since (KZY ERS?acttj:gally had
not };een a code clerk but, as noted, wé.s being trained
by {S-TORSBERG] 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 of‘i;\STORSBE-RG/\.

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

depariure irom Moscow, KEVSER '< acknowledged to his
supervisors {/;_Edlonel URBA@ his homosexual tendencies

and he admitted involvement in three homosexual 1"1c.cen..s,

m

il at the American House" (page 179).

&£

6001184
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to:this asserticn, a review oi the
official memorandum, dated 16 Jane 1961, of[Cc}lonel}?
\URB AN reflects ..hatEKEYSERSj was not informed by
\URBAN\/of the "alle'ga"cions of homose\ua“ty in order
not to aggravate the possibility of a _ragh act by 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‘
/_R'OSENK(_)T/ assert ed“-:haﬁ he relied on information pro-

~

cured from microphones (KEYSE RS] ailure to report

¥ receipt of the defection invitation) he was in errozx."

While the official record shows that KEYSERS)

did incdeed report receipt of the deiection letter to {Colonel
\URBANjin thé office of! Colonel ﬁRBAN}, it should ke noted
that this occurred less than one hour beforeZ R87 left
the Embassy for the airport., NCSENKO has stated that in
the absencg of information to the contra::y_from microphone
and telephone taps, the KGB had concluded that' KEYSERS)
had not repbrted receipt of the de:’ecﬁtion letter and there-
fore had decided to approach) KE"S._.RS} at the airport. In
view of the short time bctwccn(\*{EY ERS] report of receipt

X | | 6001185
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fdave peen reémar<ao.e if the XGZ nad learaned LillS 1n-

account of NOSZNXO in the|KEYSERS/ matter therefore

is considered completely credible,

Pages 181 - 184 of the previo:as summéry contain information
in regard toMatthew ZUJUS), who succeeded \James STORSBERG}

-having arrived in Moscow in September 1961, GRYAZNOV was the
résponsible case oilicer for{;ZUJ'US?, according to NOSENXKO.

The previous summary states {page 183) that'fZUJ'US), during a
routine debriefing, confirmed an Embassy report that in the summezr of
1962 he had been intimate with an Ausirian woman, “LILLI_AN, " wno.
visited _fhe_ American House with 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 nad been issucd to
"ILILLIAN, '" and she was later asked fqr her passport. '"LILLIAN"

replied that she had forgotten it, then leit, and did not return.

The previous summary stated that the above incident had beexn

~N

‘M.ORONZE|in 1

s

60, not\ZUJTS)in 1962,
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MORONE conflrmed that in early 1961 he had met a West German girl

Page 194 of the previous swamary relates informasion from
&

NOSZNXO that GRYAZNOV went to East Berlin in early 1950 to obiain

Fiy

two German women who could be used against the residents of American

House, Dpring current interviews, this matier has be en again covered
with NO\SENKO. According to NOSENKO{ GRYAZNOV arranged for
these two women, agents of the Berlin KGB Residentura, to visit Moscow
under false documentation, one as a West German and th;—: other as an
Austrian, | NOSENKO further identified the "West German" agent',
"HANNA, " as having the cover of a jdurn_alist, and stated he believed
“HAN\IA” ad met LMOROI\Eat American House. I_n’a recent int_evx"vi.ew‘,v
at American House who claimed to be a journalist., The statements of
N

MORO\IE} thereiore appear to substantiate the report of NOSENXO.

Concerning the agent documented as an Austri an, NOSENXO re-
ported that she was queried about her nassporh 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 - 190,.. He
has never suggested any connection with. ZJ US nor is there reason
to assume that he could be referring to the experience of{ZUJUS/since

this took place in the summer of 1962, aiter NOSENXO had left the

American Embassy Section. _ {3001.&-87
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it was the conclusion of the previous su ummary that NOSENKO
did not know enough about ZD”'Sfo - 2ils background to have exercised
any supervision in the development oL ZUJUS}. Granted that NCSENXO
did not know many details *e'rard- g:ZJ"'* tae fact is that NOSENKO

leit the First Section, First Depariment, at the end of 1961 at waick
ime any supervisory functions of NOSENXO terminated. CZUJ'US} who
did not arrivé in Moscow until September 1961, rémained in Moscow
until January 1963, NOSENKOC could nardly be held responsible for |

kmowing anything about!ZUJUS) after 1 January 1962,

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

( previous information from NOSEZNKO in regard tof‘Pa\iliJ""“NN’*"R)

Basically, NOSENKO had reported that when the XGB learned that

.\’Paul JENNER;‘, who was thought to be a coae clerk, was coming to

Moscow through Helsinki, a plan was made to send Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV
to Helsinki to travel on the same train asl\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 ¢emale agent was to became acquainted

with! JLNI\LR« as a part of a future operation against’ J N'\IV"{) .;1 Moscow,i
and KOSOLAPCOV was also to become acguainted w1thrJEl\ ER).

NOSENKO has stated that the operation was successful, that both

KOSOLAPOV and the fiemale arent made the acguaintance of (.: E\\TLR'
o

28 o 3001188
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ané that he, NOSENKO, read the renort submitted by KOSOLAPOV on
tae irip from Iiclsinki to Moscow.

-

. Moscow, reporied that he was

[N

[JENNER, after arriving
. yid o
approached on the train ivom Helsinki by two young Russians, ''a boy

and a girl, probably university students, " who struck up a conversation.

According to/JENNER; they both said that they might see{JENNER/in

goné on courier business. There was 2 short conversation and she gave
fJ ENNER} a phone number, insisting that he call her .‘ The woman also
advisedi\JENNEi{‘{r not to.mention the coanversation 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 JENAEI@ at

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

Insofar as is mown,f,j'ENNER\;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.,

o 6001189
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During current interviews, NOSZNKO has repeated the same

r O 11 et o ,
rzl story as regards Paul JENNER, He still insists that KOSCLAPOV

en

4561
(o)

was on the same train with{kJE\’NERM_.) from Helisinki, Coilateral infor-
mation raises difficuities here, however: IFinnish train manifesis

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

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

s

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

The above obvious discrepancy has not been and cannoct be clari-

fied with available information. KOSOLAPOV (KOLOSSOV) was either

] . r — ' - . . . .
{ on the same train as ' JENNER/or he was not.. Train manifests indicate

that KOSOLAPOYV was not. Nevertheless, the '""boy and girl, probably
university students'' who, according to('JE.NNER\; struck up a conver-
sation with him on the train would app'ea.r clearly to .be part of the
operational effort described by NOSENKO, particularly in view oi the
later approach of this same girl to {JENNER? at the airport. There.is

no reason to question that this girl was the female agent of GRYAZNOV.
In viéw of the conflict between the train manifest and statements by
NOSENKQO, however, it is not _clear'who the '"boy student' was: whether
this somehow was KOSOLAPOV, or whether it may nave been some

other person entirely. v GOUiiS
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is not accepted that the train maniiests are incontrovertible

by

egvicence ¢ KOSOCLAPOV couid not have been on the same train as
JENNERL Neither is it ac cepted that the train manifests are in error. .
ere is ju st not a satisiactory answer for the indicated -"screpa*m}r
between the train manifests and the statement of NOSENKO that
KOSOLAPOV and: JL\\ER were on the same train. If indeed KOSOLAPOV
did not travel with‘lJENNER?}; this does not establish anytaing more than
that NOSENKO is wrong; it is evidence that e coes not know s‘onlething

=

he, as the supervisor of KOSOLAPQV, should have xuown 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 derogafory information was developed.. NOSENKO provided piractically
no det.ails in regard'to(GARLANIi)dthe than to identify him as a code
cler’ft.

GOLITSYN nas reported on an incident which it is considered
relates to the trip of(,GAR.LANDj?from 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

r

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

A | - pootist
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the responsible SCD case_ofﬁcer, KXOSCIAPOV, would be sent to’ Helsinki
undexr alzes to sprlke up an acgs aa;‘LLa‘Lce with the eode cierk which the
SCD hoped to continue in Moscow, GO,.‘“SY\’ talked to KODO..,APOV

in Helsmki at that time, a.ud Lhe Resmency procured for KOSOLAPOV

a place in the compar“m ent of the Amenca.n on the itrain from Helsinki

to Moscow.

The previous-surnme,ry aiso stated GOLITSYL' had advised that

later in Helsinki he inguired of another SCD officer "from the . mbessy

Section' (First Section, SCD) about the case on which he had aelped :
. 1
KOSOLAPOV. According to GOLITSYN, the officer refused to discus

12}

the case and he, GOLITSYN, concluded from this reaction that it must

have resulted in a successful recruitment,

It has been determined that GOLITSYN, in an 1nterv ew with the
-FBI on 20 March 1962, referred to the above "SCD osfficer from the
Embas sy Sec’c1on” as (inu) ZENKIN of the American Department,
GOLITSYN also stated that the officer was in Helsinki under- the alia
of SERGEEYV (SERGZYEV), but was unable to furnish a first name and
patronymic for SERGEYEYV. GOLITSYN referred to (fau) ZENKIN as
iaeing from the American De'partmenf, SCD.

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

reierred to by GOLITSYN is the individual of the same last name

32 ' §ui492
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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, First Depart-

ment, SCD. According to NOSENKO, one gréup 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. NOSENKXO has advised that Z‘:‘\IKJ\I traveled abroad in connection
with activities of the Second Section, but that hie had no spec;_ific‘knovs)ledge
regarding the activities of ZENKIN on these trips. NOSENXO has fur-

L) .

nished some ;raameﬁta.y ;mormauon wxich he learned in regard to’

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

his photograph is obtained, this {ragmentary information from NCSENKO

may prove quite useful,

As regards the KOSOLAPOV-(C-ARLAND;matger and the opinion
expressed by GOLITSYN based on the refusal of ZENXKIN to discuss ‘the<
case (GARV.LAND‘) that it must have resulted in a successiul recr -.menf,
there appears to be an inadequate basis for this Presumption, According”

to NOSENKO, and there is no reason to disbelieve } \TOSLNKO 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

33 - 6001193




14-00000

N

Ofiicer. Since KOSOLAPOV was an officer of the First Section and

the work against/GARLAND/was the responsibility of the First Section,

developments in the KOSOLAPOV{GARLAND) matter.

The Finnish train manifest of 16 November 1960 for the Helsinki
to Moscow train lists' John dARLAN]é? and Viktor KOLOSSOV (alias of
KOSOLAPOV) as passengers, ‘GARLANIS, when interviewed m 1962 .‘
iollowing the lead from éOLITSYN, dernied having met any Soviet with
the physical description of KOSOLAPOYV on the Helsinki-to-MoScow-
trip, and denied ever being approached by Sovie% In‘a::elligence. 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

(001194
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matter that the individual nhas previously traveied on a similar mmsmd

-

each trip must have specific high-level app

pproval., The red tape which
thus must inevitably have been involved in prepar ration for such a :*1p
further supports the assumpuo that NOSENXO should have known about
the KOSOLAPOVJ[GARLAND‘)tnp

The position ta.kenl 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, simply does not know any’chi.ﬁg‘ apbout
it. He adds c;nly that had anything significant developed in the study
of GARLANI?, he Awoul'd have been aware of it. ' |

’\IOSENKO as supervisor of the group working against code
clerks, should have known of any trip of KOSOLAPOV to Finland in
1960 or 1961. NOSENKO himself. was out of Moscow on a trip %."o Cuba
from 15 November i966 to circa 17 December 1960. The possibili:
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|{JENNERFKOSOLAPOV case, it is not possible at
this time to resolve the discrepancies pertaining to the GARLAND »

KOSOLAPOV trip., The fact that NCSENKOQ denies any knovyl_,e%g;o i
- - GuUUtLS
35
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this operational activity of KOSOLAPOV is another apparent instance,
as in the {JENNER\]case, of his not- knowing something he, by his own
statements, sihould have known.
Viewed in the contéxt of the total kﬁowledge of NOSENKO of
operations against code clerks, however, nei.ther the problems in the
[JENNERV case nor those in thefGARLAND) case, .singly or comBined,
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 NOSENKO. This statement, however, was not
substantiateld in the previous summary. {‘
Pages 193 - 199 of the previous summary contain an account of
KGB activity against code clerk:Joseph MORONE from various sources,
including ‘NOSENKO. NOSENKO first mentioned the case in 1l962.
According to NOSENKO, the respons.ibie case officer for work
against MORONE'was KOSOLAPOV. When it was learned thathORONE}
and an Embassy colleague, a Marine guard by the name ofiﬁBEﬂ‘GGS‘l‘ were
planuning a vacation trip to Warsaw, arrangements were made with the
UB (the Polish Securiiy Service) for a female Polish agent to come to

& 4 ) . ,’; — . ‘\
Moscow and travel irom there to Warsaw on the same train as MORONE)

/

v

and\BEGGS: The intent was for the agent, either on the train or sub-
(o . >
sequent.y in Warsaw, to meet and compromise MORONE sexually. She

(001186
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successfully accom: usnea this, but due to certain oroblems in XGB-UB
~

liaison relations, it was not possible for the XKG3 to exploit this directly.

The previous summary stated that with respect to the female

UB agent, there was persuasive evidence that neither NOSENKO nor

\

KOSOLAPOV played the roles in cheiMuRO\’ !case described by

' NOSENKO. That summary cited the travel of NOSENXO to Cuba and

of AOSOLAPOV to Finiand at aporoxunafely the same time as “che\'_beRONE}
trip o Warsa.w as evidence of the impossibility of NOSENKO and
KOSOLAPOV being involved personally in this part o ne(MORONZ

case,

NOSENKO has stated that KOSOLAPOV met the Polish female
p agent and made the arrangements to place her on the train to Wafsaw.
[MORONE; and {BEGGS‘}\departed Moscow on 12 November 1960. It is not
known when XKOSOLAPOYV left Moscow for Helsinki, but he was on the
16 November 1960 irain manifest as departing Helsinki for Moscow,.
NOSENKO departed Moscow on 15 November 1960 for Cuba. The
activities described by NOSENKO are therefore possible within :the
“known time frame.

It is clear that NCSENKO in 1942 exaggerated his personal role
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KGCSOLAPOV was the only KGB officer in contact with the éolish 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 té_iking

’ z
to the technician personally, he may have read the report of the technician
after he returned from Cuba,

The activities described by NOSENKO with regard to this matter
are accordingly possible within the knbwn time frame. It is n6t con-
sidered that the retractions NG ENKO has made from his original
statements on this operation are of suificient signific;apce to materially

{ ~ discredit him,

Page 198 of the previous summary contains the statement that

{'MORONE,: when interviewed, denied ha.vi_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 cﬁncerning{»MORON-E; (page 194). The summary, however,
cited a number of reports that[MORONE}had been intimate with IVANCVA -
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_D with "IVANOVA's friends. "

6004188
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NOSENKOQ, dgring current interviews, has indicated awareness
ofat least some involve'men:f of IVANOVA with/ MORONE. He has fur-
nished information on a developing operation against Marine guard
IGARCIA (Anthony A. GARC_IA\) basc_e'd on the involvement of GARCIA)
\ ﬂ with IVANOVA. He has also stated fuhat the possibility was considered
\ . of using IVANOVA against{MQRAONEi\‘.to obtain compromising photogra.phs.
This plan was seriously affected when it was learned from t;ne'
militiaman/KGB guard at the United States Embassy that IVANOVA,
her girl friend, 'MORONE)and a Marine guard, possibly GARCIA) had
been '"in the city, ¥ then returnéd"to.the "flat! of one of the Marines
where the :girls spent the night. This apparently placed the reliability

of IVANOVA in question in the eyes of the First Section.

According to the previous summary, NOSENKO stated that Piétro

CECCHI, Italian cook at the American Embaséy 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 American Embassy employees
to be a close friend of CECCHI and thatMORONE)had admitted black
market money exchanges‘with ‘CECCHI..
During current interviews, NOSENKO hé.s 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 CECCHL.:

- q

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 CECC:I was involved in the black market, However,

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

The comment was made in the previous summary that NOSENXO
was unaware thatf'MORONE;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 admitted 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-
I y

sidered completely acceptable,

40 | $oUiRc0
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A iew coraments are appropriate concerning remarks in-the
previous summary on pages 199 - 204, Comments were made there

concerningfive code clerks, Maurice ZWANG, John TAYLOR, Frank)

DAY, Robert DWELLY and Joseph GAFFEY, and although it is not

specifically stated, the suggestion is apparent that the reportiag of -

NOSE_NKO on these cases was considered evidence that NOSENKO was

<L

. not supervisor of all KGB operations against code clerks. The follow-
ing observations may assist in placing these cases in their preper

- perspective:

() (Maurice ZWANG - zwANc;}was i_dezftiﬁed 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(ZWANGi? was inadequate. E‘irst, reporting of
NOSENKO oniZWANG} contained no reference to the
relationship of ZWANG with his maid, whom NOSENKO
in another case has identified as a XGB agent. Altnouoa
“ ZYVANG} denied sexual relations with his maid, he did
admit to some intimacies with her in her apartment.

During polygraph exammationfiZWANGj reacted when he

41 o 0012C4
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.of this relationship to the KGB.

responded in the negative to a question regarding sexual .

relations with nhis maid., Tae failure of NOSENKO to re-
port on this relationship can be ascribed to ignorance,

but also can be piausibly explained by fauli:y memory on
his part or failure on the part of the maid to report details

.

£y
Second, NOSENKO had not reported that {ZWANG?
was involved in tae currency operations of Pietro CECCHI.

(A fact that previous summary implied he should have

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

'e\}e:r, it appears that the dealings ofiZWANG}were not
dirgctly with CECCHI, but rather thlro.ugh ofhe'r Embassy
employees, making it plausible that CECCHI was éither
unaware of the involvement of(ZWANG}?or, as NOSENKO
himself statea he suspected, CECCHI did not report al
details of his currency opefations to his XKG3 handier.

(b) [John TAYLOR)- NOSENKO identified TAYLOR

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

The KGB was aware of the involvement of TAY LOR with

his Soviet maid, but no attempt was made to recruit('l'A_YLQR?

before his departure in early 1961 since to do so mignt

(001202
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endanger tae plans for a recruitment approach to{James:

' STORSBERG, who had been under development for almost "

a year and was considered more valuable,

The implication of the previous summaxry that
the explanation given by NOSENK_O was subject to question
failed to take into account the fact that although' STORSBERG
was not approached until after fhe departure of TAYLOR,
the operation againstiSTQRSBERG?was underway before
TAYLOR) became involved with his maid. Further, it is
apparent that the KGB did not abandon interest in‘ifI‘AYLO’R,\,‘
since he was approached at a later date outside ‘the' USSR
én the basis of his pre%rious affair with his maid in Moscow.

(c) [Frank DAY) - NOSENKO identified Frank DAY as

'a State Department code clerk)who was the target of either

KOSOLAPOV or GRYAZNOV. According to NOSENKO,
nothing ''interesting'' was learned about \DAY/ and no oper-
ational measures were taken against(/DAY_'}. ‘The previous
summary noted that in July 1961, {DA‘E) traveled to the
Caucasus with his friend and(férmer overt CIA employee,
iAgricultural ttache G. Stanley BROWN. It was also

stated that the two were under surveillance by five persons

00012C3
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at all times on the a..b.ove trip, that they fouzﬁd a '"repairman'
in their hotel room when faey unexpectedly returned, 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 trying to do a thoroﬁgﬁ job on(bAY}
and (BROWN‘; but ij: ;ppare;ltly was nonproductive, It does
not'seem juétifiable to expect that NOSENXO should have
recalled a trip which producéd 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-~

romise operation. According to NOSENXO, a homosexual
o .

agent of GRYAZNOV was of the opinion(DWELLY}was a

homosexual.

6001204
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There is no reason to doubt the statement of
NOSENKO concerning XG3 efiorts to determine When
and where{DWELLYjE 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.

LDWELLY/ has categorically éenied being a homo-
sexual; NOSENKO has not said he was, but only that the
homosexual agent of GRYAZNOV assessengWELL*ﬂ as.

a homosexual. There does not appear io 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 a{codéﬁd'le.ricg The previous summary

noted that NOSENKO had stated the KXGB had tried to lure

’,rC"rAFFEYf} 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
, B N r~ x'/\ )
that/ Fred KADERA had reported that/ GAFFEY had told him

he had been intimate with a Russian girl at the Axnfiﬁﬁq@fzcs
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House, It was further noted that/GAFFEY} was recailed:
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,}:;ove informa.tion raises a
question concerning NOSENKO, the following factors
should be cansidered: Y

(1) NOSENKO has stated that during the
latter part of December 1961 he was par% 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{GAFFEYI‘ during inter-
view, {GAFFEY:‘; 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 ) o
’ §001200
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1962, which is approximé.tely four months after
NOSENXO has; stated he transierred to the Seventh
Department,

The matte; of f'eview by NOSENKO of OTU repo.rtél from. micro-—_
phone coverage on the United Stgtes .Embatssy'r has previously been
méntioned in this su.rnina.ry. Pages 226 - 236 of the pfevious summary
Vcor‘xtained a detailed account 6f information fro‘mvNOSENKO on the mattér |
of microphones, countermeas_ures ta'ke‘nlby the Americans in l§64; and
damage estimates prepared by the Americans. The previous conclusion

- was tixat his mformation.did not sustain his claim to !ha.ve been D-_:-:pﬁty
Chief, Firs't Section, or his claim that he personally reviewed the XGB
microphone monitoring reports. Comments havevbeen made in this

summary in regard to this previous conclusion.

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

)
*

of the microphone matter. In the material brought out by NOSENKO i
1964, there was a single sheet of paper coataining 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 NOSENXO was character-
ized in the previous summary as singular'and it was stated that NOSENXO

$o01207
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has never plausibly explained the circumstances which prompted his
retention of the list until 1964, when he produced it'forA CIA in Geneva.
During current interviews, the matter of the above list has belen
covered in considerably greater detail with NOSENKO than had been
done béfére. His explanation, both pf 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, coantrary 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 sub-uﬁt
which includeg microphones as well as the necessary monitors and
translators to cover the microphohe and translate the "take.v" The
targets of PETROV were primarily Americans and, tlierefore, 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 Siates
Embassy. The Chief of the First Department, Viadimir A. KLYPIN,
held a meeting attended by KLYPIN, Chief of the First Section Viadislav

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

(001208
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was to discuss the possipility oi tempora;rily discontinuing certain
Embassy ''poinis'' controlied by the First Section, and permitting
PETROV to use these ''points' against targets of his section.

According to NOSZINKO, PETROV broughi: to the meeting a list -
of names of certain targets to which he wished to give technical cover-
age. During the m.eeting, KOVSHUK appé.rently took a piece .bf paper
which PETROV had and wrote on it a list of active microphones in t}ie
United States Embassy and residences. When the meeting énd‘ed,
NOSENXKO had this p'-a,per and he took it back to his office.

Contained on the reverse side of the paper were the following

names in Russian: (LUBIN, SMITH, Will BURTIN, and Sipe BURTIN}

The name A A, MIr.{I-iAYLOV wa.s hsted next to the name of(LUBIN\

é.nd the name of Y E. CHERNETSEV was listed next to the name of
\SMITH \IOSENKO has expla.med that' LUBIN, SMITH, Will BURTINA
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 th;t
he could not be positive of the date of the- meeting other than that it
occurred while KLYPIN was Chief of the First Deparitment. (According
to NCSENKO, KLYPIN was succeeded by Sergey 1 \/I.- F.EDOSEYEV as

(0042€3
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Chief of the First Department in circa mid-~1961.) Research in.regard
Py o
to the four non-Soviet naraes leaves no doubt that{LUBIN is George)

o

{LUBIN; and that Will BURTIN aad Sipe BURTIN)are correct names,

with Sipe being the wife of Will BURTIN, All three are American

citizens who were in the USSR circa_June 1961, ’SMITH, at this time, -
has s‘cili 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

( of a bound volume which NOSENKO calls a "working copy. " Thié,

according to NOSENKO, was an accountable, régistered notebook

issued to all officers in wﬁich théy were si:.pposed to write ail 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 often acted as a file
rather than being used in the way required by regulafions. 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
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when FEDOSEYEV succeaded XLYPIN, and noies he had prepared for
p

lectures to the Seventh Directorate. According to NOSENKO, he did

not intentionally take the particular paper pertaining to microphones;
it was just in the group oi notes he took along when he went to the Seventh
Department,

In consideratibn of the above explanation by NOSENKQ, it should
be noted that he also brought with him in 1964 kis notes for tae briefing

of FEDOSEYEYV and certain notes he obviously had also prepared while

in the First Section; e. g., his notes for a lecture to the Seventh

Directorate in regaxd to a "mass surveillance'' on tli;e American
Embassy, ;

By.including a éection {pages 236 —. 239) on the knowledge of
N.OSENKO of the KGB cryptologic attack on United States Embaséy
communications, the previous summary implies that there is some
reason to question his information én this subject,

NOSENKO has asserted that thé KGB had never succeeded in
reading enciphered cofnmunica‘cions of the Service At’cachés; however,
he said that the Eighfh Directorate (the unit oi the KGB responsible for
communications intercept gnd cryptologic analysis) was reading some
United States Embassy traffic, While it is open to question to what
extent knowledge of succeéses oif the Eighth Directorate would be known

co01211




14-00000

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'previo'us 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. VLORELLV ;

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

knew MORELL was CIA but why NOSENKO is not a\&'arg MORELL wé;s
ClAa ‘is not known. It has already been established, however, that
NOSENKO, 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,

() 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
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arrive in Moscow until November 1961, only a month
before NOSENKO left the First Section for the Seventh
Department,

(b) The previous summary stated that-according

to NOSENKO the XGB did not suspect that!Eugene]

MAHONEY, was a CIA officer, yet he was a GIA officer.

It was also stated that{MAHONE}{} reporied the presence
of intensive KGB surveillance while in Moscow irom )
October 19460 to September 1961. The “intensive KGB
surveillance' is based on statements of (NLAHONEY) and
may pos sibly be more a reflection of‘his persohal concern
over surveillance rather than what v;zas actually happening.

(c) LStEve VVASI;IENKO7was corre‘ctly 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 CIA, wa.s., according
to NOSENKO, suspected of being a CIA officex;.

George Payne WINTERS, Jr., has stated that

KOVSHUK warned WINTERS that BOWDEN was the "FB3I

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

BOWDEN with suspicion.

It is .not bslieved that the listed fallures of NOSENK_O to idcntliy
CIA officers ars of parttcal:u significance {n establhhing that he was -
0Z was not Dcputy Chisf oi the First Ssction. There ars too many wn-
known factors which wuuld need to be considered. Despite cuz aasnmp-
tions as tovhatv the KGB knows, it {3 poasible that {a) the KGB did not - ‘
know of the CIA afflliation of these people. {b) the !niormation known
to the KGB was not avaikbh at the First Section, Firast Department,
level, or (c) information available to the Chief of the First Section or
to a speciflc case officer was of no official concern to NOSENKO and

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

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

whataver waa known in tha Section regarding CIA ldantiﬁcaﬂons; a
propensity on the parf of NOSENKO to exzggerate the area of his own
knowlsdgeability has becn saen elsewhere ia this case. )

Pages 252 - 258 of tha previcous summary contain a2 report of
the 1960 trip of NOSENKO to Cuba and his 1961 trip to Bulgaria. With
z2gard to the Cuda trip, éhero is coliateral avidence of his travel a»
described by NOSENKO, and thers is no substantive reason to doudt

his account of s activities on this trip. The staterment was made ln
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the previous summary that the travel of NOSENKO to Cuba in 1960
damaged nis 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 unrelé.ted to his supervisory function, a judgment for which
there is no supporting evidence.

As regards the trip of NOSENKO to Bulgaria in 1961, for which
there is no coliateral 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‘ORS'BER@was reaching a climax and his subordinates were

'"apparently planning to exploit {KEYSERS '/ 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.lria and only highly speculative reasoﬁing as to why his
account of the purpose of the trip was untrue.

As to theSTORSBERG) case, while it cannot at present be proved
that the recruitment pitch took _placé before NOSENKXO left for Bulgaria,
it can be stated, on the basis of reporting from ) ;ORONF}, that it had to

have taken place before the time NOSENKO returned from Bulgaria,

»

Since no serious question has ever been raised concerning the %ggi%nce
y'op BN
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of NOSENKOQO in Moscow at the iime this pitch was made, it would appear

that NOSENKO was comparétively iree to go to Bulgaria bec_ause this
phase of.the {STORSBERG} operation had been completed.

As to the XEYSEZRS) case, there is no apparent problem since
it is clear that the approach to LKEYSE_R@ ‘&j.ook Plaée aiter NOSENKO
returned f_rom Bulgaria,' and furthermore that the KGB pro‘éa.bly did
potentially vulnerable, until just before the pitch was made,

In short, there is no reason to believe that the accbur.ts by
NOSENXKO of his trips to Cuba and to Bulgaria are nc;t essentially true,
or that .if t};ey are frue they hecessarily refleét on his claim to having

been supervisor of code clerk operations..
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~ SECRET

F., NOSENKO's CLAIMS, T:I-I T IN 1962 HE WAS CHIEF

OF THE AMERICAN-BRITISH COMMONWEALTH SECTION AND

ES

WAS THEREAFTER A DEPUTY CHIEF OF THE SEVENTH

DEPARTMENT, ARE NOT CREDIBLE
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- 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 Vliadislav 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 Dm1tr1y'ev1ch 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
beco1;ne a Deputy Chief, Sévehth 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 - Julsr 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 previous summary (pages 268 - 291) contains remarks.
in regard to the January - July 1962 period, including. the period of

March - June 1962 when he was in Geneva. Four specific tourist cases
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are discussed in the previous summary: the cases of (Wallace Everett
L‘JOHNSONV, ‘William Carroll ‘JVC,.)NE\S,A Natalie BIENSTOCK, and Horlét,j
'BRAUNS. Apparent conflicts between information from NOSENKO #nd
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, .TONES BIENSTOCK a.ndj
\BRAUNQ has been confirmed through interviews by the FBI of all four
individuals. : |

A few additional rema.‘rks in regarci to the above four cases are
warranted, not because it is cbnsidered that there are any substantial
_disc;:epancies between what NOSENKO has said and wl;xat each individua.l_
stated when interviewed, but because'they me;.y provide additional clari-.
ﬁcé.tion. .

In £he [Wa.lla.ceA Everett JOHNSON}cas'e, it was previously noted
that JOHNSON arrived in Moscow on 31 Decembe;r 1961 and that the KGB

operation against him occurred on 5 January 1962, The summary: sug-

gested that the short lapse of time indicated that the homosexual tend-

encies of {JOHNSON}were known to the KGB prior to his arrival, contrary

to the statements of NOSENKO, NOSENKO during curée‘zg_fn‘tg‘z}views
!b 1] POy AN
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has stated that the KGB learned of the homosexual tendencies ofUOHNSON;‘ :
"by cha.nce"- soon after his arrival, "SHMELEV" and ”GRIGORIY., " 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
against|(JONES, including the woman Iudmila BUGAYEVA who was recruited

as an agent to work againstiJONES?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 Depa.rtment..
In regard to the Natalie BIENSTOCK case, NOSENKO did not claim
“'*’3“‘?““*?“# 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 {BIENSTOCK} case could»be explai.ned by his claim to have beenA
Chief of Section and not the case officer directly involved with the case,
In regard to the(ﬁorst BRAUNS} 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 whom/BRAUNS)

met in the USSR. It was also stated that NOSENKO had explained that
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the Seventh Department was not concerned with foreigners visiting
relatives in the USSR nor -with Soviet expatriates, NOSENKO, accord- -
ing to the previous summary, was aware that‘iBAR/_AUNS\'fwa.s a former
Soviet citizen and the summary .state.d that his plan to visit relatives
was information available to the KGB through his visa application,

In regard to the state;ment that the Seventh Department was not
concerned with foér: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 norma.lly‘ 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_UAN'S) was a
former Soviet citizen could very well have made fBR.AUNS) of interlest 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 his visa appli-~

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

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

. ' 20
Seventh Department. The situation was not the same ngwséz
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( relative or relatives in Leningrad, AlthoughQBRAUNS//, 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 hj.s 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 fhe difference in .
what NOSENKO specifically reported about the BELITSKIY case and infor-
mation from _the actual CIA record of the case, There are major diffef-’
ences and without going into all thé idet.: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.sle.

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 |
involvement, did not keow the 'operationla;l.deta.ils and conﬁact arrange=~
ments BELITSKIY had with CIA, aﬁq did not know BELITSKIY's patten; o
of activity in Moscow or Geneva.

NOSENKO &uring current inferviews has indica.tee 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

pPrimary purpose of the KGB was to involve American Intelligeece in
contacts with BELITSKIY within the USSR, The latter was con31dered
completely inconsistent thh the fact tha.t 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 conta.ct. 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 ac'cua.l record are a reflection against NOSENKOGOUXi



14-00000

7/

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, di& not know the true story of the relation-
ship of BELITSKIY with CIA, There is a distinct possibility the
KGB believed the BELITSKIY reéruitment occurred in 1961 in London
and BELITSKIY did not then nor has he since admitted to the KGB
- his association with CIA actually started in 1958 in Brussels, Belgmm.

‘As a possﬂ)le reason why BELITSKIY would have told the KGB in

1961l a partial story of his contact with American Intelligence, some
at present unknov?rn event m'a.y héwe occurred in 1961 which ca.ﬁsed .
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 a.s{ being the original approach to BELITSKIY by CIA.
| The following'are certain of the ppints which suggest the KGB
actually considered that BELITSKIY was xecruited by CIA i.n 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 contac';t 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 -
ever' have directed BELITSKIY to furnish information which
may have been a lead to George BLAKE, or at lees4t 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 SOviet.Intelligence.b)
(b) NOSENKO has stated that BELITSKIY, after he went
to Geneva in 1962, managed to reinitia.te ‘conta.ct with CIA
rather quickly because he met a girl he had pr eviogely known
whom he was surewas an A'mericar.x Inteliigencia 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 BELI'I‘SKI_Y
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 with 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 ha&e told the KGB3 how he actually made contact
with American Intelligence m Geneva iz 1962, but véry well
could have toid the XKGB ke had‘ seen a particular woman
wﬁom be 1a.ad previously kaown, he wé.s 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
¢ .
witn CIA.

The ;clbove conditions are quite explainable if
BELITSXIY had not been under KG3 control between 1958

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

tke 1961 events in Lorncon.
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As préviously 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 poss1b111ty 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, " Th.e»previous_
summary stated BELITSKIY reported to CIA that SHULGiNA was 5 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;xg Agency contacts with BELITSKIY in Geneva,
The record reflects tha.t BELITSKIY stated SHULGINA had confldentla.lly
told him of her status as a KGB agent, stating sh¢ 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 BELITSK[Y was warﬁed SHULGINA may have been acting on behalf
of the KGB in stating to BELITSKIY she had been "forcibl&r recruited by
American Inteiligence" ata previoué date. It was also suggested to
BELITSKIY that he should go to the KGi?; as a loya.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 fhat ARTEMOYV had 'been involved with a series of American
tourist aéenfs in the Soviet Union and although NOSENKO was allegedly '
familiar with ARTEMOYV, he was unaware of the involvement of ARTEMOV A
with Americah tourist agents in 1958 - 1959, The summary noted this
was during a period when NOSENKO 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 Seventh Department. .NOSENKO |
has consistently stated that ARTEMOV was assigned to the First Section,.
First Depar’crﬁent, 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 iourist agents, ' reveals there is no con-
flict in the involvement of ARTEMOYV in these caiseé 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.fEdVvva.rndGOWA_l(\}/.
'NO$ENKO has furnished information concerning this case, stating it was
originally a Seventh Department case and that after the mailing of a letter
by ti*le individual in Minsk, i:he case was immediately taken over by the
First Depai'tment. 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 w1thELCIK\

i,:offic er J

and visited the USSR on a tourist visa. Such an individual would under

no circumstances be considered a true tourist or the responsibility of
fhe Seventh Department, particularly since apparentl;i the individual was
even tria.veling 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-
Aiikely that the FCD would request the Seventh Department for assistance

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 NéSENKO that he was a {_ -
Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department from J'uiy 1962 to ';]'anuary
1963 was not credible. It is considered that a.A detailed rebuttal is
not necessary since this conclusion was apparently based on inadequate

in.forma.tion. 'Dt_xring current interviéws, NOSENKO has furnished

details concerning his duties and other aspects of his claimed position

which substantiate his claim to having been a Deputy Chief of the
Seventh Departr;'xent from July 1962 to January 1964.

An example in support of the statement that the previous conclu~
sion was B'ased on inadequate ;mformation is the matter of the written
notes whigh NOSENKO broﬁght out and furnished to CIA in early 1964,
The description of these notes on page 319 §f thelprevious 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 respo‘nsible for supefvisic;n ovér thgse Sections and
that Filip Denisovich BOBKOV, Deputy Chief, SCD, who
supérvised the Seventh Departﬁqe-nt, requested a list of all
, récrui_ted agents of the Seventh Department. | Aé’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 NOSENKO 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 themoigaz
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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;ept 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 Dei:a.rtinent, 1960 - 1961, and
the Seventh Department, 1962 - 1963,

(d} Draft report for the briefing of the new Chie_f,‘ 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 doqmﬁent. -

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 exfreme cé.fe in
collecting materiql and was npt atfemp.ting 1';0 obtain documents, -t1.1e,
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 bfing out with

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

ure for Gene;ra 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 NOSENKO brought three KGB
documents to Geneva., These were typed papers but noﬁe'was registered
or actually a.ccounta.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,

CJ0134
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(c) A second copy of a summary on a KGB agent.

NOSENKO stated that there were two .copies' in the file

kept by the Chief which he reviewed and that he kept one. _

Of interest is the fact that the copy was not a registered

document and did not contain the usual information as to

S

' >_nu.r'nber 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 bhas no valid claim to certainty that the KGB

recruited no American Embassy personnel beﬁveen 1953 and his

-

defectioh in 1964. (Previous conclusion)

The conclusion in this summaxry is that NOSENKO is of the
opinion that there were no KGB ‘zecruitments of United Sté.tes Emba.s-sy‘
personnel in Moscow between 1953 and December 1963 with the éxception |
of "‘ANDREY" (Dayle Wallis SMITH) and (He/rbert-'HOWARD\,\", who actually
w#s a USIA) emﬁloyee but did work part of the timé in the Embassy. |

The question heré is whether or not the ezxpreslsed opinion of
NOSENKO is sufficiently based on actual knowledge so that this opinion’
can be a.ccept‘: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, j:herefdre, there is a possibility that
a recruitment could have occurred an;:i NOSENKO not be aware in a.ny '
way of the recruitment, AThis should in no way be interpx;eted 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 NOSENKO in this particular area.

The actual basis for the stated opinion of NOSENG%%ibfw be

examined and can be cited as follows.
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- was a case officer in the First Section, First Depa.rtment

Wt e Wi = % m

(a) During March 1953 -late May 1955 NOSENKO

?

SCD, NOSENKO does not claim that he would have known

the detalls concerning any recruitments (other than

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

"~ he would have heard 'A'som'ethin'g. "

(b) ” During late May 1955 to December 1959 NOSENKO :
was in thé Seventh Department 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 reqruitment in the United -
States Embassy during this period he would have heard
"sométhing"‘ even though he would probably have learned
few.deta.ils.

(¢) 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 is sure he would, during
1960-1961, have heard or learned some details of th3 (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 Depa.rAt-
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
Depé.rtrnent.. ’ |

(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 particular, Gennadiy I. GRYAZNOV,
(- who succeeded NOSENKO as Deputy Chief of the First.

Sectio'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 NOSENKOQO

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 HOWARQ}

case from GRYAZNOV in 1962, although it was not until

1963 that NOSENKO heard the name. NOSENKO actually
( o 6001239
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: of NOSENKO, accephnca of tha cpinion oi NOSENKO as being an

absolute proof tba.t aaother recrnitmen: conld not have occurrad.
. NOSENKO xnay be compleﬁsly correct in his opinion. _but ﬂnce "

' NOSENKO was only in the Fixst Dapartment 1953 1955 a.nd 1960 _1961

SEGRET

: learned of the name when the First Secﬁon.’ Firat
A Depa.rtment, needed the services of t!:e Seventh '
Department (Thxrd Section) in obtaining a room in a |

certain hotel ior the Soviet girl friend ofiHOWAB,D;'_ :

" In general &9 mcmﬂw“ﬂ“ basis for the stated opini “ : |

honaat opinion ahonld not be converted into a statament tha: it is

his opmion that he would have heard “something” abont a. recruitxnent

in 1955 - 1959 or 1962 - 1963 cannot be accepted as mfaﬂible. :

6001240
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ANNEX

The previous suxhrhary contained an Annex "A" and an Aiméx' o

E "B" covering pages 316 - 435, Limited comments coricerning Annex -

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

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

*

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

Cherepanov Papers, "

Attachments:
Annex A
Annex B
Annex C

oY 6081242
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ANNEX B - SUMMARIES OF CASES NOT
EXAMINED IN TEXT
y )
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ANNEX B

SUMMARIES CF CASES NOT EXAMINED IN TEXT

Pages 399 - 435 of the previous summary contain summaries
on the cases of f"\}:é}Americaﬁs wh;>, according to information from
- NOSENKO, were of KXGB interest, wezre appréached by the KGB, or
were actually recruited b? the KGB. It was stated that these caseé
did not cle.arlly relate to the speci.ﬁc KGB positions held at particular
times by NOSENKO and thus could not be usefullj:? employed in examining
( his claimed KGB service. The sourcing of these cases has beenAexplored

in detail during the current interviews wita NOSENXKOQ, 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
Fd . ’ .

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

cerning each identified case are supported by collateral information.

These factors are important in assessing the overall validity of infor-
t=]

. . N . . Gaid244;
mation from NOSENKO as well as being supporting evidddedddis

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 NOSENI:(O to‘.completely source a.ll[j49§ of

the cases is not considered significant, particularly since kis having

knowledge of all the cases is quite compatible with his claif'nad positioas

in the KGB In addition, criticism of NOSENKO for not being able to
source all of his info'rm‘a.tion would be unreasonable sihce 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 the!49)cases, the ways in '.Which
NOSENKO learned of a number of the cases are considerad important
s;'.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 - 1901; Chief, First Section,
Seventh Department, January - July 1962; and as Deputy Chief, Seventh‘
Départment, July 1962 - January 1964, Cexrtain 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 Aciing Chief of the First Section, Secozd
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 1962 - 1963 cases of

the First Section, First Department, from Gennadiy I,

GRYAZNOV who succeeded NOSENKO as Deputy Chief,
puty

2
o

00124

(\
(Y



14-00000
N R Y

First Section, First Department, This information was
furnished to NOSENKO primarily because of his iriendship
wi@h GRYAZNOV and not as the result of mutual operations,
However, NOSENKO learned of cert-ain oi the cases or

was furnished additional details as a result of a reguest
from the Seventh Depé.rtmént td thg First Section,. Firs"c.

Department, for assistance or vice versa.

Certain of the 49 cases listed were cases of fﬁe Sevénth Depa;rt-
ment p;‘ior to 1960 or in 1962 - 1963 when NOSENKO wa;s in the Seventh
Depai‘tment. Certain 6 the cases were cz?ses in which the First Section,

( Flrst 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_efénth Departme.nt, ‘bu't does support his claimed assignment té the
Seventh Department prior £0'1960 and in 1962 - 1963, and his claimed
assigm;nent 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 prbv*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, hoUgY}sfg Li;:{h/at the

4
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explanation of NOSENKO concerning his knowledge of ae(49)cases
is both plausible and compatible with his claimed positions in the

First Department and Seventh Department during 1960 - Januaxry 1564,

( | . 6001243
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ANNEX C - THE CHEREPANOV PAPERS
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L - ~ ANNEX C

THE CHEREPANOV PAPERS

- 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 DevpartrnentA, -
in late 1963,

The definite relétionship of the Cherepanow.r Papers to ﬂe béna.
fides of NOSENKO cannot be ignored and must be given specific considl-‘ :
eration. I CHEREPANOV was under KGB control when he passed the
papers to the Arﬁerican tourist, or 1f 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 Department,
] ’ ~
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during 1960 - fnid-l961 when he was forced ints rv_etirement from the
' KGB, During the_aibove per‘iod of time, NCSENKO claims to have
. been Deputy Chief,- First Section, although be does not claim to Lave
had a direct supkerwlsory responsibility ovez; CHEREPANCV éxsent
‘in the absence of the Chlef of Section, Vladislav KOVSHUK. NOSuhKO
F V"»-‘._also cla.r'ns to ha.ve pa.rtxc:.pa.ued in the hunt for CI—IER....PA\’.r oV m i
F . December 1963 | o |

Conmderat:.on has prev:.ously bee*x dlven to the theory that the L

Cherepanov Pa.pers were passed to Amer:.ca*xs by the KGB through -

CHEREPANOV to support the bona fides of \IOSH\TL{O This ..h'.ory

@ seems ;to have llt‘»;e. credlbllzty since the papers coatain 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 indi.cate there was even a Deputy Chiéf of |
the First Section during 1958 - 1960,

Statements by NOSENKO are emphatic that CHEREPANOV was

not under KGB con..rol that he passed the papers which it later deve-opea
he had taken from the First Section prior to his retirement becs.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 NCSENKO about CHEREPANQV. Further, there is

GoU1R5L
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notning in either the form or substance of the papers which provides
. a basis for susp1c1on as to ..he:.r auth enhc*ty. In addition, the form
a.*xd substance of the papers ave in keeping with the description by

i NOSE\IKO of the day-to-day opera-.lon of the F1rst Section, First

ol atan

Deparmnent

During current interviews, the CHE RLPA.\IOV case has oeen

: covered in deta:.l w:u.h NOSENKO The Cherepa.nov Pa.pe*s, Wmch

were or1<71na11y shown to NOS"‘\IKO in 1964 after his defec..;.on, ha.ve

also been covered in detail on a separate item-by-ite'n ba.sis. Although -

' NOSE\JKO does not claim to have spec:.flcally seen any pa.rtlcula.r ltem
puor to 1964, his statements in regard to the various na.ndwrltmors,
2 types oi"f notes, and draft memoranda. leave no doubt that NOSENKO
was very familiar with personnel in the First Section, Fir st Depa;rt'-
ment, and with First Department procedures.
| Certain additional research has 'bleen 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

‘been necessary in making an assessment of the Cherenanov Paders
y o o

T2 g e e b
K

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

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

not an adequate basis for an owinion that CHEREPANOV was under KG3
. FY

conirol, that the Cherepanov Papers contain '"deceptive 1m?x}“’hla12>
Ja
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or that the papers were other than the collection 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 be’eﬁ reviewed to determine
:Lf there is any information which could be considered "deceptive inior-

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

R SE—

have been noted and given full consideratit

(2) There is no speciiic ini

.

o< S

were any recruitments by the XG

sonnel in the United States Embas

SR ¥ SN

nor is there any information sugge -~
|

American source or American age

| O

. . . |
during that period of time. :

(b) Petr S. POPOV, a 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 letier 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 and was a direct

result of KGB surveillance of WINTERS.
| (6001255
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In regard to (a), the papers are only a rather minite part of

‘the total papers prepared in the First Section during 1958 - 1960.

The lack of any information in these papers which directly or indirecily
indicates that the XGB made a recruitment of an American in the

Embassy or had an American source in the Embassy during the 1958 -

- 1960 period is only a matter for consideration. Itis not conclusive -

.

.. proof that a recruitment was not made or that an American source -

'did not exist. The papers do not contain a positive statement on

either mattexr. .

In regard to.(b), the quite specific information in the papers

Y

- that Petr 5. POPOV was uncovered by the XGB as a resuit of KGB

surveilié.nce on Ge_orge Pa.yﬁe WINTERS, Jr., who mailed a letter to
POPOV in January 1959, this inférmat_iori should be considered as
possibly information of a deceptiire nature unless an adequate ex;dlanatidn
can be made for its preseﬁce in the p#p’ers. POPOVlwa-.s recalled .to
Moscow from East Germany in November 1958 ostensibly for; TDY.. |

The circumstances under which he was recalled and collateral inf§r-
mation 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

2 2.

been cooperating with United States Intelligence,
-

It may be presumed that any lead to the KXGB in regard to

POPOV or the fact that United States Intelligence, more specifi

G054
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CIA, had a sourcé in the GRU would h;_we come irom an agent or
'source of the FCD, KGB, not the SCD. It can also be presumed that
a source or agent of the FCD in a position to fﬁrﬁish a leaa t<'>..‘=.L
peneti‘ation of the GRU by Western Intellic;encé would bbe. cé.refully'
_ pro..ected even within the KGB. The posmb:.luy oi cow*se exists ma.t
~a lead from George BLA.KE -an, FCD agen Te sulted in the exposure

of POPOV to the KGB but it is not es..a.bllshed that it d1d nor is there

any reason to beheve the FCD could not or did not have another agent

~ or agénts who furnished information to the KGB pertinent to develop~ . ..
ment of the ca_sé é.gainsf.POPOV.

| '4The"primary'Aquestion,: however, as ‘r’egaxil's the Cherépanov
Pa.pe.rs 'is whether, even if if: is presumed the KGB obtained information
irom an FCD source or agent Which led to suspiéion of POPCV or
identification of POPOV, this would be incompatible with information
iﬁ the papers and could c-mIY lead to the conclusioﬁ that thé papefs conta.inr
"deceptive inforination;"' |
Thé conclusion in regard to the above is that‘; the fact the papers

attribute the exposure of POPOV 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 actually led to suspi ionin
@ regard to POPOV or actﬁal ideantification of PCROV.

GO0412E5
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- tourist and that it was done by the KGB with the hope of involving CIA
ina KGB-cohtrolled operation within the USSR. In that event, the

paj:ers pa.ésed by CHEREPANOV would most 1ikely be genuine since'

I information was received from an important FCD .a.gen‘i: L :

such as George'BLAKE or throu‘rrh -another valuabl‘e CD aaent whlch

led to :{GB susplcl.on of POPOV pum to bJ.s retu*n to Moscow in-

November 1958, it is h:.ohly unlucely such 1m.ormat1.on wou.ld recez.ve.: 4
wzde dzstnbutlon mthm the KGB, either in the FCD or uhe SCD. It i '
1s a.lso poss;.ble the a.;.r'u.ted oroup w1th1n the KGB who. would be awa.re
that the KGB had recelved information leadznd to susp:.cxof. of P(‘)':’OV“
:' frdm a valua.ble a.geﬁt Woﬂd be very m»e*ested in 4ttr;bﬁthn; the
.' ex;posure of PODOV to the fortu:.tous mazlmor of the letter to POPOV :

’b y WINTERS. The posszbmty should be cons:tde..ed that prior to the

retneval by the KGB of the letter to POPOV there was only a deen

- suspmlon of POPOV but that the let‘cer co*nple..ely solz.duled the case

aga....nst POPOV. B

N Cons:Ldera.tmn ha.s been given to the possmlllty t CHEREPANOV

‘was under KGB control when he passed the papers to the American

-

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

GuU4256
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ine latest information in the papérs was at least three years old,

wiich would indicate CAEZREPANOV aad no current access and there

- was no iadication CHEREPANGCYV was interested in a future contact.
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