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l October l96S 

MEll.tOMNDUM FOR: Dirccto• of Security 

.FR0}..1 

SUBJECT : I>lOSENKO, Yul"iy lv~novich 

1. In .:t.c:corclaxu:o with tho rcqucs~ o! tha Deputy Li:rcctor 
o.( Centra.llntelligcl.'lcc. att;).chcu is ;~. summary wlth conclusions 
concerning the bona !ides o£ Yuriy lvanovich N03~NKO. Sub­
conclull#iona aro contalr.cd in the summary concerning several 
major areas which wore given p:rima::y col6sidc:ra.tion in the matter 
o! the bona iidcua o.r NOSENKO. · 

z. Inclucl~d in th.i.o summary arc comments concerning 
coEac:lusiona in tho previous sn=.r.-.rn:.~ry and an o:r..nne:le containin~ ::o­
ma:rk.a OD. three sopa;;-ato sui.>j~.:ctc rcl::~.tcd to the NOSENKO C4).::Je. 

3. In bzic!. the conclu!:iion o£ this summary is that NOS.El'·H'O 
is the pe:rson he claims to be, th;:;.:;, he hc.::lcl his c:laimcu po;;;itioi::ls in 
tbo l<GB during l ?53 .. January l ')6·~. fhat NOSENKO was not dis­
patched by tho KGB, and t'h>lt hi.~ prcviculi lies a.nd. exag~cl";J.tiona 
ar€J not a.c:tually o£ material Gi;:,nlik;:l.ncc ;:.t this time. 

El"UC,.:) L. Solio 

Atta.chm\!nt: 

"'" . z n U, ·U· -,; ·n-'") U .J..VJ,(., 
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G. Is There Evidence of a Political or Any Other Type 
·Objective Which Could Justify a Dispatch of NOSENKO 
by the KGB With Perrnission to Speak Freely to CIA 
Concerning His Knowledge of the KGB and Without 
NOSENKO Being Given a Specific Mission or Missions? 

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 ~ehavior or KGB Objectives 
During These Contacts or After His Defection? 

IV. Comments Concerning Previous Conclusiqns in Regard to NOSENKO 

. 
A. NOSENKO Did Not Serve in the Naval RU ip Any of the 

Capacities or at the Places and 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 A.-ncrican Embassy Section 
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 Com:tnonwealth Section 

E. NOSENKO Was Neither Deputy Chiei of the American Embassy 
Section nor a Senior Oi:ficer or S-u.pervisor in the Section 
During the Period 196l - 1962 (sic) . 

F. NOSENKO's Claims, That in 1962 He was Chief of the 
American-Britis:O. Corr.r.-l.Omvealth Section and Was 
Thereafter a Deputy Chief o£ the Seventh Departlnent, 
Are Not Credible 

G. NOSENKO Has no Valid CL.1:.n'l to Certainty That the KGB 
Recruited No Atne:dca~1. E.mbassy Personnel Between 
1953 and His Defection in 1964 
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INTRODUCTION 

The following summary and analysis is not intended to be 

·all inclusive, that is to contain a specific comment on all organi-

zational, operational, personality and case type information furnished 

by Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO. To attempt to do so would be repetitious 
·> 

and confusing. to the reader and would not be of material benefit in the 

fo_rmation of logical 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 of 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 exagge.rations in the past but claims that · 

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

SECRET LLU1007 



·. but not to mislead this Agency in any material matters of an operational 

or ?olicy nature. 

In order to avoid any misunderstanding o£ the phrase "bona 

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 and early 1964 contacts with representatives of this 

,~" ·_ 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. 
. 
> 

There is. not an accurate standard or scale of measurement 

~gainst which information concerning NOSENKO can be balanced or · 

correlated to determine if he is or is not a dispatched KGB officer. For 

purposes of this analysis and summary, an arbitrary list of areas 

considered pertinent has been compiled. Readers may differ in regard to 

whe~h.er this arbitrary standard is a completely accurate standard, but it 

· ·is felt that the information from NOSENKO and information from other 

sources derived through independent investigation will permit the reader. 

to assess the information in toto against any standard he considers 

appropriate. 

The previous summary on NOSENKO entitled, "The Exami-

nation of the Bona Fides of a KGB Defector, 11 has been considered in 

SFCD 1C~I ._ n_ C00iCC8 
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SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENTS IN NOSENKO CASE 

SINCE 30 OCTO~ER 1967 

··,·'. 

Since 30 October 1967, interviews with Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO 

have been conducted by one individual not previously known personally to 

NOSENKO but who has been aware of the NOSENKO case since June 196Z. 

Interviews have been detailed and very extensive in scope, have 

been recorded and transcribed, and have covered the entire life and career 

of NOSENKO without regard to whether a particular aspect had been 

covered during previous interview or interviews. 

NOSENKO, although naturally apprehensive during the first few 

interviews, has been cooperative, has developed a relaxed attitude, and 

the interviewer has noted no significant reluctance to discuss any ~spect 

of his life, career, or activities. On occasion NOSENKO has indicated a 

reluctance to make positive statements in certain areas previously 

. considered at a minimum extremely controversial. This reluctance 

was understandable and when it became apparent to NOSENKO that the 

SECRET · 
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interviewer would not dispute or disparage his· statements without adequate 

reason:, this reluctance on the part of NOSENKO, in the opinion of the 

interviewer, totally disappeared. 

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

,·:··, 
·~.~' .. 

sixty memoranda on such diverse subjects as his life, motivation for de-. 

fection, individual cases, notes which he furnished to CIA in 1964, KGB 

organization, and KGB officer and agent personalities. As an ~ample , 

of the scope of this work by NOSENKO, four of the memoranda included 

r-- \ r ) 

remarks concerning approximately~875; KGB. officers, ,1001 KGB agents, 

35 GRU officers, and:4oOj other Soviet nationals. These lists were alpha-

betically arranged and the above indicated cooperation of NOSENKO has -

materially assisted in the organization and evaluation of information 

furnished by him during current interviews. 

Copies of transcripts of interviews with NOSENKO and related 

memoranda have been dissemi~ted 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 mter-

viewed or reinterviewed a number of United States citizens concerning 

whom NOSENKO has furnished pertinent information. 

2 G00iC12 
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Tbe polygraph blterriew of NOS!:NKO was w~ Oft 

:it Avpat &H cODC!uded on 6 AUJlUit lfJ68. Appl'oxbnately ebty 

·' 
tnto:r•hiw on a tempor&rily reduced scale tc order to permit a review 

of int.lliseac• value. but bUo:n:natkm ~loped tbu.III!A:r wiU pe:nnlt 

a dedeloA lD the ca.ee of Yuriy IvanovU:h NOSENKO. 
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.0 Chiet1 Security Research Stat£ 12 August 1968' 

FROM Interrogation Research Division 

Su:a.JECT Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO 
4 

IDF.i'lTIFYING DKrA 

Subject is a 40 year old ::f'omer KGB Staffer who detected to the 
U.s. in 1964 in Geneva. . · . · . · ·• 

BACKGROUND 

... , r Mr. Bruce L. Solie ot the Security Research Sta.ft has been de-

... briefing and interrogating Subject since October 1967 in order to 
resolve the issue whether Subject was a dispatched agent of the KGB. 

·He has co:cducted a vast amount of research and checking with sources 
' in an effort to establish the ve.raci ty ot Subject's statements. · 

PURPOSE . ;.' 

(_f The primary. pw:pose ot the polygraph test was to determine: 

1. Whether Subject was a dispatched Agent of the KGB; . 

2. Whether SUbject had intentio:na.lly given }!J.l'. Solie . 
any false information. 

PROCEDURE 

Subject was given a polygraph examination on 2 August 1968 at 
· a safesite in the vicinity of Washington, D.C. The exa.mination 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 ,.,as completely cooperative 
in all ·respects. Subject displayed no evasiveness and appeared to 
be completely frank whenever he was questioned or gave information 
OJ?. e. topic. 

. I 

I • 

' . .... 
~ . . -. . .. 

• I. 

The :following relevant questions were asked during the first test: 

Is your true name Yuriy Ivanovich NOS~1CO? Yea. 

Were you born in the year 1927? Yes. 

Besides the Americans, did you tell anyone else about your 
intention to defect? No. 
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Did you ever tell anyone in the KGB about your contact with 
A.11erica.n Intelligence'? No •. 

1-lere you given instructions by the KGB to get in contact with 
American Intelligence? No. 

Here you told by the KGB to defect in order to carry out an 
Intelligence mis.sion? No. · 

The following relevant questions were asked during the second test: 

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

Here 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 
the KGB recruitment of Americans? No. 1 

Does the KGB have ME.'I'KA and NEFTUNE 80? Yes. 

Were you the responsible Case Officer for John Abidian.in 1960-611 
Yes. 

Do you know the true name pi' J\NDREY or SASHA'l No. 

Did you ever have tuberculosis? . Yes. 

The following relevant questions were asked on test three: 

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

Was(8HtiBIN' 1in the USSR during the period 1957 to 1959? Yes. 

To the best of your knowledge, were you in the Seventh 
Department at this time? Yes. 

Did you telephone the GRU' about ;~ffihr(N) at this time? Yes. 

~o the best of your knowledge, was POPOV compromised because 
of the letter Mr. Winters mailed'l Yes. 
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· ..... ·. 

To the best o:t: Your knowledge, wa.s Pm<rmv:;ray e:xposed to the 
KGB because o:t: the mass surveillance on the .Bti tish l!lnloassyy • . Yes. · .; :. 

, i ( . 

lias the:~e aey .lllisleJJding in:t:onoation in the notes Yol>..b:J:'OUgl!t out from the SoViet U~on? No. 

Did :vou intent1ona1q exaggerate your llersonaJ. associationl<,l.th GRI:aA.Nov? No. · 

Are :vou hiding aey adVerse ini'onnation about Your bac~y No. 

Subject's polygraph test reflected no si/llli:ficant responses iJJdicatiYe 
ception the relevant questions asked. No :further .PolytJraph 
Were on this date because the .....,t to 

risk o:t: :fat.!.sua setting in aDd tllus possibly causing adre!lal4n 

testing ""s resumed on 6 AUiJUst 1968. ~ :follOtd.ng jln;t; <;~tuestiona Were asked on teot fol!r: · · 

·Join the KGB in March 1953? Yes. 

You a KGB <>1':ficer :frtlQ 19.53 to 196l;y Yes, . · 

You a Depnty ~et o:t: the Seventh De~entY Yes. .. 
You only a Captain at this ti!l!e7 Yes .• 

You an Officer in the u.s. l!lnbassy Section :fro"' March to May 19551 Yes. · · '· · 

·aDd 1959 ·. Vere You tlle Depnty Chie:t: o:t: the Alnetican. 
:.CB.nadian Section in the Seventh Deparbnenty Yes. 

JanUary 1960 to December 1961 Were You the DepUty to tlle 
O;f the :tirst Section o:t: the First Deparbnenty .Yes. . 

January to JUly 1962 Were ;You the Chief o:t: tlle' First Section Seventh Department? Yes. 

an O:f:ficer :!:n the First section, F~rst De 
ot the Sta.lingra.d opera.tiol:l against !es. 
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The following relevant questions ivere asl':.ed on test five: 

Since 1953 do you know of any other KGB recruitments in the 
American Embassy besides AIIDREY and(JIOHARD7) No. · 

Did the KGB know about the. notes you brought out? No. 

Have yo~ told us the complete truth about Y:Our KGB career? · Yes. . . 
Did you intentionally exagGerate your personal involvement in 
cases in 1962 and 1964 in order to mislead us? No. 

Did you intentionally give us any false operational 
information? No. 

Did GRIBANOV offer you the position of Deputy Chief of the 
First Department? Yes. 

t 
Has an order actually prepared promoting you to Deputy to the 
Chief of the First Department? Yes. 

. . ··'· 

·,.·: ... 

• .• 1 •• 

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

other than you mentioned, are you hiding any other reasons for 
your defection 1 No. · 

Are you deliberately withholding any information on any foreigners 
recruited by the KGB? No. 

· Tne following relevant questions were asked on test six: 

Did you enter the KGB through the influence. of General BOGDA.I."'f 
KOBULOV? Yes. 

Did you succeed BAKHVALOV as D~uty Chief of the First Section? 
Yes. 

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

· Here the CREREPANOV papers passed to the Americans with KGB 
knowledge? No. · 
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To your: knowledge was there any misleading inforro.a.tion in the. 
CiiEili.!.,ANOV :papers 'l No. • · 

Did you ever personally meet GOLITSYN? No. 
.... .•, 

Has there a cable sent to Geneva. for you to assist ARTF.:MEV 
in the BELITSKIY case? Yes. 

. . 
Did you personally.make an approach to[KEYSERS)at the Moscow 
Airport? Yes •. 

The :following relevant questions were asked on test seven: i 

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

·Did LEE HARVEY OSWALD receive any KGB training or assigmnents?- ·~ 
No. · ~ ·.·· 

I .. 

vlere there any microphones installed in the North Wing o:f the 
u.s. Embassy in Moscow? No. 

· \vas the review o:f microphone reports one o:f your duties in 
1960-61? Yes. · 

..... 

Are you withholding any information lmOim ~o you concerning 
KGB microphones or electronic activity against the u.s. 
Erp.ba.ssy? No. 

Before your official transfer to the Seventh Department did 
you read the surveillance report on the visit of ABIDIA!~ 
to PUSHKIN street? Yes. 

Did you personally conduct a certain investigation of SHAKPV . 
in 1962 in ·Geneva? Yes. . · ·. 

vlas the rank of Lieutenant Colonel on your travel document· 
to GORiaY only a mistake by KASHPEROV? Yes. 

·.The following relevant questions were asked on test eight: 

'\mile in the U.S. Embassy Section did you obtain a typewriter· 
for BORODIN for the preparation of a letter·to'Edward Ellis 
SMITH? Yes. 

t. . • 
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Did you read the official repor~ of lWSOJ.J\.POV on his oonta.ct 
with [JE~1.TER) on l:l. .. l.irain from Helsinki to Noecow'l Yes. ·.: · 

·• .;·: 

,. .. ·. ,, . 
~ f !I t 

.... ··. 

. ,-:. 
~ ·• I' 

. ~ .. ·~.~; .. ~-. 
i •• 

I~ :i ,, Are YOU intentionally '\flthhOJ.ding any ii1f"OX'!nation COncerning -~. f''. 

l!i ~h: . KGB knowledge of CIA personnel in ~loocow'l No, ~ · . i · , · ;:? :,: :( · 

·.! •· 
• •'; t 

!C ;;. 1 Is . there an:y poGsibili·l.iy that· the KGB would dispatch an officer ·, · :, 

~~'[.~ indi~;~;:~; ;;;~~;~::~::.6N~t ~Vise· re~i~ ~·;· •.•..• ._::·l~~.· ':,. 
\: l '~ CONCI..USION ..-· ! ;~~~ ··;:·:'; •· · ·~·f·: .. r .. 

.....~-~- ····· .:! . .- C.· •••••. . : tx·:·; 
l. 't: •' •.'I, I " 

1· Baaed solely on the overall o.rW.lysis of SubjecJ.;, 1 a polygraph· • ·. . :'~::·.:.;:;· .. ;. ' 

,. l :. ··.•· 

. J: tests., it is the opinion of the underoigned that the Subject has. <:; . r · ·· ·: 

· · ~=~~d ~Ubste.ntia.lly t~th.~--~~-~~~~~:~~~~--~-~~---~elevant ~:_stions. ~. .· _ . :,_~L • . :-~: ... , "1 I 
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ANALYTICAL COM1\1ENTS CONCERNING THE BONA FIDES OF 

YURIY IVANOVICH NOSENKO 

As indicated in the introduction to this su:mmary, information in 

regard to Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO will be considered against an arbi-. . 

trary but realistic list of areas considered pertinent to the question of 

whether NOSENKO voluntarily defected to this Agency without KGB · 

knowledge, and whether his 1962 and early 1964 contacts with represent-

atives of this Agency were known to the KGB. 

It was noted that motivation and certain other pertinent aspects 

would also be considered but that his admitted previous lies and exag-
' 

gerations would not per se warrant a conclusion that NOSENKO is not a ( . 

"bona fide defector. 11 

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

are being given specific consideration. Attached is a separate section 

. containing remarks in regard to the designated areas of A - H. 

A. Is NOSENKO identical to the person whom ]1e claims 

to be? 

B. Is the claimed KGB career of NOSENKO plausible? 

SECRET 
i mur 1 l 
I Excludad f<Oiil aulomaticl 

aowngradi,l;: a~d ! decl~;~lllca!lon 
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C. :Has NOSENKO given an acceptable explanation of 

his motivation in contacting CIA in 1962 and for his 

·defection in 1964? 

D. Is the infoi'T:nation furnished by NOSENI.<O to CIA 

concerning KGB operations, personalities, and organi-

zation re~sonably commensurate with his Claimed KGB 

E. Can the information furnished by NOSENKO be con-

sidered in toto as having resulted i:I:l material damage 

to the KGB and/or has the information fuz;nished by 

NOSENKO been of significant benefit to Western Intelli-

gence? 

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? 

G. Is there evidence of a political or any other type objective 

·.-• which could justify a dispatch of NOSENKO by the KGB 

with permission to speak freely to CIA concerning his 

knowledge of the KGB and without NOSENKO being given 

a specific mission or missions? 

z ·(;001023 
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H. Is there any evidence that the contacts of NOSENKO. 

in 1962 or in 1964 with CIA were known to the KGB 

prior to his defection or that NOSENKO was ever briefed. 

by the KGB relative to his behavior or KGB objective.s 

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

WHOM HE CLAL\1S TO BE? 
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A. Is NOSENKO identical to the person whom he claims to be? 

During interviews NOSENKO has furnished detailed information in regard 

to his family, his activities as a youth, the schools he attended, assoc-
c. 

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

under consideration in this section is the period preceding his entry 

into the First Department, Second 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 

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

Madame KOSYGINA, conclusively establish that he is Yuriy Ivanovich 

NOSENKO, the son of Ivan Isidorovich NOSENKO, the Minister of Ship-

building in the USSR prior to his death in 1956. This is also satisfactorily 

supported by personal-type information furnished 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 
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little or no value in assessing the bona fides or non-bona fides of 

NOSENKO. An expose of his youthfulindiscretions, .. of which he has 

admitted a number, is of no import in a discussion of whether NOSENKO 

was or was not dispatched by the KGB. Obtaining any collateral fl.rst-

hand information in regard to NOSENKO before 1945 would be of 

negligible value, but there actually- is supporting information from 

Nikolay ARTAMONOV, a defector from the Soviet Navy, concerning. 

the claimed attendance by NOSENKO at a z:nilitary-naval preparatory 

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 req~ired to attend the Institute 

for a longer period of time and again take his final examinations. 

Based on information furnished by NOSENKO concerning co-

students and the Institute, there is no reason to doubt that he actually 

attended and graduated from the Institute o£ 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 
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by NOSENKO in 1964 resulted in conflicting information since NOSENKO 

on 9 June 1962. during his first contact with CIA had stated that he 

11 completed the Institute of International Relations in 1950. 11 ,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 

1949. NOSENKO explained that this change in his date of graduation 

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

·· .. ·.·.: instead of 1951 and his actual entry into the KGB from 1953 to 1952.. 

The above action l:>y NOSENKO is included in what NOSENKO has 

characterized as his "stupid blunders. 11 The latter is a rather apt 

characteriza~on of his now admitted lies and exaggerations but is not 

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

a certain personality trait of NOSENKO who has in the past by his own _ 

admission tended to enhance his importance and astuteness by graphically 

_portraying 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 
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time are contained in a separate section of this s\.unmary, but if is 

considered that the recent interviews of NOSENKO satisfactorily sub-

stantiate his claimed service in Navy Intelligence dur.ing March 1951 

to early 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 career. No effort has been made to correct 

grammatical errors or spelling since to do so would be in 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 memorandum. One change that 

has been made 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" 
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(personnel evaluation) was prepared on NOSENKO in March - April 

1955 rather than May - June 1955. Since the unsatisfactory personnel 

report was directly related to his transfer to the Seventh Department, 

neither of the above changes are considered to be of a significant nature~ 

An effort has been made during current interviews to differentiate between 

errors due to faUlty memory and discrepancies indicative of deception by 
<-f .·:.: . 

. ··:'·' 

NOSENKO. 
: ... •' 

Attachment: 
31 Oct 67 Memo 

_·; .. : 

., : · .. 

:._, 
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I, NOSENKO, George, was born 30 October 1927 in the city··:-:~· : 
-: 
•:· ; 

i'_! 
··· :: :' Nicolaev, Ukraine. 

I 
i 
! ' 

-' 1: 

i ' -"' :, j 

I: 

My :family: the :fathez: - NOSENKO, ·Ivan, b. 1902.~ was working· 

. i . 
at the shipbuilding plant and studied at the shipbuilding institute, which : 

he finished in 192.8; the mothel;" .. NOSENKO, Tamara (nee MARKOVSKI), . 

b. '1908, a housewife; the brother .. NOSENKO, Vladimir•· b. 1944, a 

-student. 

In September 1934 I began to study in the school {0 class) but 

studied a short period of time because in October with the mother went_ 

in Leningrad where the father was working at the shipbuilding plant, 

, "Sudamech 11 from swnmer 1934. In Nicolaev I was living at_ the Street 

Nicolski 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 
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·,. i. :· 
- . 

schools, which were close to my ~laces o£ Hying~ '_ 
;_. ·: ii 

:; ·. :[ 

1938 .I studied at the 
: i 

In 1938 the father beganto work in Moscow and soon I with the mother· 

'.' If Jt went._to live in Moscow in the end of this year. ';. 

' · ~ li. ·In Moscow we were living at the St, Serafimovich, Z, He;~ · . 
-~, ;._ • >" ~~ ~~ ' . : ,I.- :[ . - \ :, . 
·_1_ . ti: !! .:·, I was continuing to study at the school 585 (St. B~ Polianka). In 1941 .•:· -~ 

'·-f~) ti;' :I finished- 6th class ~nd went with par~nts t~ rest to the south(Sochi) ·.hid· · ... n :~ ·. . - . -... '·I ·--
: J: , :'rr but s~o.i began the war and we returned ;,n Moscow, . . . · ... ;·.,,. .. ' 

.. '!:{ .. 1::: :j ,'. In October 1941 I with my mother went in the evacuation in -·! 
j,. 

. _,. 
·: r 

::. 

.- .. · 
~: 

•. . .: .. ~ . 
. ..... .. 

:· ... 
; . 

, ,· 1:.· ,. ; :; ~-
i ·.\. 

' ' Cheliabinsk (Ural},_ where I finished 7th class in spring 194Z. In .; . 

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

', ,. th~ fro.nt with my playfellow BUSKO, but we were caught and returned.:: ' 
:I_ 
, i·: .· 

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

, I 
J 

July-August we returned in Moscow. 
'! .. 

. ... 
0. ~ In August I entered in the Moscowite military-navy special 

:,:;school, which was evacuated in Kuibyshev, where I finishe~ 8th class 
, ' 

· in summer 1943 and after that I arrived on a leave in Moscow. This 

I . echool must be evacuated frol'!l Kuibyshev in Achinsk (Siberia) and 1 

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

Baku's militaryMnavy preparatory school and in August went in Baku, 

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

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

, ' 
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... · 
:after t~at I run ·with a friend (RADCHENKO) ho:me in Moscow (Januar}/ . .'. , .; 

. :· 
1944). ·In Moscow I studied at the courses (Russian word), finished . 

.· -·~ 

. .. 
9th class andwas accepted again in the military-navy preparatory ... 

. '; ·, .. 
I~ ~i~ ! ;:: il.. school, which was located in L.eningrad. In August o£ 1944 I went in. : :· · .. : : .. 

.. 

n il . I':. · 

' 1<1, t : Lenifrad. ) · ' ' 
: ;; : i~ ' L, :: f '.,.• ., . " ' 'I 

; : .. ii! 
1! .• ' from! L~::::;:: :::·r::::~ ::r::::: ~:::::~::::e ::e:J;:~ : · ' : :J ' 

•O • ~ • ; :. ; L I • ' • ~ ~ < . I • 

l :· . :: I: ':months. In November I wounded by chance the left hand and was put . : .~. '·.· : 
·1·, · ; • I' · .. ~. i r , 

!.: . . . in the navy hospital. When I was in the hospital I decided not to return i; , : •.' i. 

. .;! ,i ~: > :'' 

i. 

:· 

in the school but to finish lOth class in Leningrad about what I have . · .~ ::: · ·: 
. ; 

·written a letter to :my father asking his help and agreement with such· ' : · ·'.;. 
- . I 

:my decision. With the help of the father's friends I quited with the schoo.l '· · . 1 , . . I 
and entered in the shipbuilding college on the second course in January .. ! 

1945 and studied there till the end of May. The WWII finished and I 

deci-ded to return to Moscow. .The director of the shipbuilding college·· : 
'; 

· · · :. had given me a document that I studied in this college at the second i. 

course and finished this course (though I was not passing exams). In· : 

Leningrad I was living in the hostel o£ this college {St. Tolmachev) •. 

In May 1945 I arrived i~ Moscow and was living with parents 

(St. Granovski, 3). 
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, ·I 
i :1 . : < •• 

\ ...... · 

. . 
: In summer 1945 there was created the institute of the inter .. 

. ~~ !· 

:1. ·, · natio.nal relations in Moscow and in July I entered in this institute. 
:;,' j[. . ! 
ii: .it··. ·In July my father went in Germany with the group of engin~~rs;:: 

.. . l' It: It (.and ~e took me (I received a temporary rank of a senior lieutenant, :,:·;: 

. . Iii: ~~ 1 ;_ documents and a uniform). 

j . 

'i . It' ,., . . . I 
L :: ~~: ~~ ~; ,; •· ·. • . 

•' •;.,· .. 
.:·' 

·"t . 

),i( :II f" · · . i . In 1945-~~~srudied at the institute. 

·· }( h :;: ~,_with ~girl: .. ~ov E\~_yiA, student of the medicine institutE['. I 

' ·~ .. -!) .. ,'i 
In 1946 I acquainted•1 ;. · ;; · ' 

'. ·!. 

. ; r (' .!:·:;. ~f p . 
:, · :. ~ j!•: wa~ ~n close relations with this girl, because of the pregnancy I married 

... ;_. 

i. 

i 
her <Uld she made ~n abort. My parents were against the m~rriage and . 

. we did not live together and we soon divorced. In th~ end of 1946 I was : 
. I 

t 

· acquainted with Telegin AUGUSTINE and was going to marry her, re ... 

!": 

. ceived a flat in 1947 {St. Mira .. former 1st Uecyehcka_d, 16Z/174) •. In 

November her father, General TELEGIN, was arrested, but I married · -<-

, ·; ; ';> her. The marriage was not successful. I foundout about her close 

. :, 

.. ··:··!'.:. 

I 
I t; . 
I:: 

; .::: _·relations with the brother, and the child-girl was born with pathological 
. . ; . 

. , . changes. I was not the father of this child. After that I broke with her . 

l i 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 dealing with future works of the students of 

my 5th course. I expressed a wish to work in any military organization 
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.·, . :-~ f .. ( ., .. ' . -,·· ., ' -. .. :- ;,:. ;_·_ '",' .•.. ------ . . .. 
•,•·. 

I 

/l~·t' :~ . !· · I 

·:: ___ : -_ ·. :1 ::·~and- so~n I was ·?nvited to .visit personnel department o£ MGB (Mixdstrr ,, .. -

, I .. 

i i 

! 
i. __ :j ' . ,, . ,. ,. 

:: lr i help .of.. the father I began to deal with the personnel department of the ._: 
.. ·~1· 1 ! 

1\\ -~ , .. -intelligence of the ministry of military navy concerning my future work. 

·of State Security). But MGB did not accept me. After that with the 
. .-~ 

··_ ... 
'! -:·. 

'!I' I ::.· . ·.· i . . I· ·.-. ·. :.i .. ',i;:' l 
I . ,I \ : '·, .. '. ) ·, '. . ·. 

:,_i.:_ .• ·. t·\; :>\. .·. ~ · Passing state exams I failed :Marxism-Leninism and with a ;!.j:·~ . .-.·.~,/.:,: .. I 
:f· ... q:r:: : .. -; . • -·::~:r'h:-: .. r•i"·.l·,l· 

.· /f::. \\I !; .:.' ':::::::::: ::::u::::::::e:~~:P~::~or e. In OctOber' 195 o;~ ·: \ :,:;;/F :: .1 

H- :' \.(l:'d '·· ' : T ' I was accepted in the navy intelligence in' the 13 of March 19S1(' .;. : . r ' 
·:I .. ·.: I. ' . :.,:, .. i __ .··; .! ·•.! 
·:r::.> ;·! and in March 17 went by a train to Soviet Harbour (int!~lligence o£ 7th 

1 
:. .. .. ·;· 

I. 

Fleet, as an interpreter of the information department). Before going ~ ·; · 

I \ 
·• to the Far East I began my divorce with the former wife. .. 

' i 
' I 

At the end of April 1952 I went on a leave in Moscow. Immediately· :_';. \ 
·_r. 

after returning in Moscow I had a blood cough out. In the middle ~f May 

' · · · I went to a. tuberculous sanatorium not far· from Moscow. In 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 

; : · the navy intelligence "sent me to Baltic Sea {as a senior interpreter of 

the navy intelligence point of the intelligence o£ 4th Fleet .. in Sovietsk, 

Kaliningrad 1s district). 

When I studied at the institute I as all the students received a. 

rank of junio~ lieutenant o£ administrative service after finishing the 
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second :course in 1947. In 1951 the ministry of navy had given me also .. ; I 

~ ; 
i. I 
[:. ! : the rank of junior lieutenant when I was accepted in the navy intelligence. . · .. : 

!': il' : ·:;·· 
lf !! ; In September-October··l952 I received a'. rank of lieutenant. 
!~' . I~ , , . l !~ ;' ·I· In Sovietsk the work was not interested and for me it was nothing 

~: t! to do.' Besides this the climate was not good for my health and I dOcided. · · ' ,. ., 
;.~: !' ' 

. ifjll!'} tO change the job. With this purpose befOre n~ year at the e~ of 195:~-· / ,··: 
. >Jl: -;~\: L. ·I took a leave and went to Moscow. January 1 I was wl.th my parents :" . . ;. ·' 

.. ·· .'"Fl l ::d::te:::::rr:, a~u7: :::::s0::~::::wM:::::: L:::i:h~: ~ :, .· :· .. •.····· 
' ; , .. 
t:· former student and my :friend.. I told him about my job and that now I 

..-; 
1 

• 
1 

,_._· • :·was thinking about change o:f the job. KOBULOV was speaking with me 
·:! :· 

·. on this theme and propose we work and his help in MGB, but nothing 

more definite was said about my work. This month I reported to the 
• I ; . . ~ . ; '·. 

. · .·; . . . 
. - -~ . 
· · ·: ·; ·.:head of the personnel department of the navy intelligence KALOSHIN 

about my decision and that I will be working in MGB. 

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

_ .... - .... 
where I was in.l952. In the days o£ funeral of STALIN I has come to 

· Moscow and visited the ministry where my father was working. There 

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

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

:~· in the middle of March I have received a telephone call from MVD to 

r .· 
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...... 

:~· 

t 

•. t . .' 

·'' t. 
t· 

.. ·' 'come. to KOBULOV. 

. I 

... ·~-

. .,..,. 

Ther.e I have spent about two hours in the. re.:. ' 

' . 

i. ':· 

I' I 

.· !,•,· l. :r 
ception room of KOBULOV, but he was too busy and his assistant 

' i 
:i ,· j; 'j. 

:
1 

I! SAVITSKI se~t me to the Deputy of the Chief of the Second Directory . 
!r. if .... 

~~ !;,: SHUBNIAKOV, who told me that there was signed an order and I was i,,· ~~ 
ii :\ . ''. . ' . ' ' . . . . . . t_,:_·., ;. 
r.~ . ! . . •••• 

I· i •. 

. ..t:' 

' ~ ·.· . .. ,.; 

.. , 

• j ; 

.. L ... ;~: ;; .. · accepted in th~ 1 department of Z chief directory as a case officer. . <. , • 

l;r;.:. -:· Iii 1 i~ . ~ . · 

.. I :of extraordin~rily affairs (investigation) ). SHUBNIAKOV. and . ' I; .:-r ·: .. <· ; .. i 

~: • ·! .: ' '• ,} ,I "' : 

.. ·. ··.·. 

. ~ ·, ;, • I 

·_._, 

' 
i '• i 

'. 
. ! ~ ... 

l t ~:·} I . 1 

·GORBATENKO said to me that I would.be working in the 1 section of . '· !: · ~~ ! 
: I -

· the department. Then I with GORBATENKO went to the 1 department, ) : ' I· . . .:;: . ! ; 
~- ~ . : ! i : 

was acquaint~d with the chief of section KOSLOV, Veniamin, KOSLOV:. ·:·I·, ·I 
told me that I will be ~or king against the American correspondents.··· · ·: · . : 

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

. working in this room: KUTIREV, RACOVSKI, GROMOV and TOR.I.\10SO.V. :i. 
: l : ' 

· The last officer must give files on the correspondents and agents. I 

was said to come neKt day and began to work. 

When l was resting in the tuberculous sana..torilim 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 

at St. Gorky, ,9, b'ut after marriage was living with the wife at 

7 
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. . . ~~, . I 

'.· .: 
•• :. ,·\··.·.·_ •. : •••.•• ;,... •• • t 

.~ .' I .. I . 

,, 

i . ;' •, : . -.:· .. 
' . i ~:- , I 

' :i. . . ·.; .. :I 
<i: ··· •t : ·St. Ser'afimovich, Z (the £1at _of her parents). In 1955 I received a flat.· ... t . ir il ~: at Sti,~arodnya, 13, where was living ~ith my family. ·. ;:, 

p · IP • . ! · · In 1954 I contracted a disease ;(gonorrhea) and oil the advi~e ~ , ( .. 

li.':• d . of thT friend IVANOV went to me~c point at St •. Negliunya, Doctors. ~,:,, . 

. · ;:,[;; . ~~ :~ !j ;: . asked to show a document,, I had with _me only MVD certifi.cate and an·:··:·:. . , 

tJ':: ~Jt:::'op~r~tive ,;..ssport and showed them ~e passport, Doctors had given ; <;:i'o 
.·.·:;:~,~-~,~- .. ll'>··me a; treatment, after that twice they made te.sts and asked t~ come once : ;c.,·~. 
<?h ·H 1:.: ·· i · . . .. . ~;~::.··. · .:.< ..... 

.. . , . ;-!:. · 1 ;·· . 'more;, but I did not come. They wanted to see once more and sent a.!,;!; t · .... .. · r: : · 1 · . . . . ~·. 

. . \i; · i '!:.>;:··letter. to the place of w~rk, which was written in the passport.· The ;: 
;:-!. . .. · : ! . ' ' 
L I · · 

...• . . . 
.( 

·• I· ~ 1 •• 

plant with MVD found out ab.out it •. The deputy of the chie:f, SHUBNlAKOV, i 
I. 

. . 
' i • was sp~aking· with rne. ·I had written my explanation, and punished by the . . ' 

• f· 
! .. 

_..\: . 
.. -. 

t._: l, •·· • 

··. 

. . 

',• chiei o£ the Z directory, FEDOTOV .. 15 days o£ arrest. The komsomol~s 
·; ·. 

\ ~ . ' .. , 

, . ··organization also punished me. I received ~ strict ·reprimand and was 
:·· 
.. , 
• ':·· freed o£ the head of komsomol's organization of the Z chief director. 

I was a member of komaomol1s orga:niizafiicn.from. October 1943 • 
n .. · 

', ; ~ ;,· In the end of 19S4 before leaving komsomol (because of age) the komsomol. · :r ... 
; · .. 

.. 
j' organization o£ KGB took off this strict reprimand • 

In 1955 on all officers of the Z chief directory were written 

characterizations (May-June). In my characterization was written that 

I did not appropria~e to the 1 department Z chief directory. In June­

July I was appointed to the 7 d~partment Z chief directory as a case · · 
. '. 

•oOOi038 
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. . 
t.:~· .. 

.. I . j 
\ ........ :. ·.. ' .. . 

~~~v· u ... ", 
« • 

' 
... ·: ~ f t{ :· . : . J. 

-~ I-
•· .. ll 1. , 

· . T; l .::. of'!icer ~of 2 section. 
\"'-.. 

, I ,,_,•:· .1 

This section was new crea~ed (the W<?rk against. · 
. · .. 

r. 

iiI . ; 

);·:! .; . tourists). The chief of 7 department .. PERFILIEV, the chie!'of the 

1~ 11, ' 2 aecpon- GUSKOV. ' 
, I . ·.' 
~, it . :· . i 

:tl:lh. i' 

. _.' 

. -~· .·· 

' . ' 

In 1956 ·I was accepted as a. candidate in the <;;ommunist Party,·.··. 
' 1:: ~~ !· i 

.:!.i·:L.".soon ~eceived a rank of a senior lieutenant and got a promoti~n ... a . I, ~~ j· ;. . • . , . 

·., · ... ,·, 
.;• '',, .;, I ;:,: ;, 

~· ·, . 
.'11 j~;;.;~:•. I f.' ' ' ·' ·. ;· ~-;.: -~· ·.i. ·j 

. r~:<aeni?~ case officer. • . . . . ' i,·rr i ,;(,,;+ ' 

;t __ .• _:·/_·!::_ .. :.~:,1 :/ ~·r ·. f :; : ::::t~:: :::p::t::: ::d~arty a. a member. • . .. . • . . . . ·.·. , :· .'l •.... ; ,.1_ r .
1 

. I 
. . f 

i. 

.•' 

... ;_,_ 

! .. 
' :' 
: 1' 

I 

t . ~ 

·;:. :._ 
;·· ~. 

.. . ,; :; . ':I 
. In 1957 or 1958 I was promoted a deputy chief o£ Z section. In ;; ·r•. ·;_. ·i 

(I. ·I I 
7th departmen·t I was working till 1960 and in Janu-ary 1960 was sent to 1 · · I 

I 
work as a deputy chief of the 1 section in the 1 department 2 chie.f 

.• ·, .t .... 

-1. · • . 
·' 

·· · ··directory (chief o£ the 1 department, KLIPIN, Vla.d. • chief of the ',.' ..... i . . : . . . 
. . ·;. 

· .. :; 

,. 
.•· 1 section ... KOVSHUK) • 

My :£a.mily was consist o£ the wife and two daughters: Okeana, 

.i .· ' "•! 

\ I. i 

··· . born in 1954, and Tamara, born in 1958. Oksa.na. was ill (bronchial I 
.I 

asthma) from 1957 and almost every year tilll963 Z-3 months was in 

l, :· · hospitals. In 1960 l"was thinking about change (temporary) place of 
., 
~ r 
:! 

living and there was a. possibility to go to work in Z departments KGB 

in Lvov and Odes ea. But there was another question if I go from Moscow· 

I would lose the flat in Moscow. At this time the chief of the section o£ 

2 department, ·PIATROVSKI, proposed to me to go to woi'k in Ethiopia. 

9 



' 'f 
. . ~ 

•. 

'· . 

"' . 

(counter-intelligence work among Soyiet specialists in Ethiopia). The.:: . 
. . 1': 

(work against tourists from the USA and Canada). 
. -~ 

In December 1959 I got a rank of a captain. 

! .; '; 
: ·:. 

:: :i! 

: '' . ~ . :·;;; 
·.: · .. ; ·.· 
'··. :! 

. . 
' 

When I began to work in the 7 department I knew that soon I 
.;' . ; ~ : ' . ; . . ~ . 

~ust be promote~ a deputy chief of the department, when would free · · 
; :· 
·:,: 

a place -the deputy chief of department BALDIN was preparing to go,.: 

to work in EaStern Germany. ' ' I ~ • 

. i 

In July l96Z I was appointed the deputy chief of 7 department 
I .·· 

(the chief o.£ the department was CHELNOKOV) and here I was working· : 

till January 18, 1964. 

During my work in MVD-KGB I did not study in any ~chool, : 

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

KGB at St, Kiaelni. 

10 
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• . ~. :.·· .. ··;; i.f· . . ' ' •: I ... "; ' :• '.•··'" . ' I . ·._. . . ~-. r . . ·:: •. ' ~ . . 

:: 1 

~ : l ': 

I 

l . 

.. 

. ···.· 

,· 
. ,:::· 

.. ' ;' .· ~~· l"ive thnes I was sent abioad: In 1957 I was in E~iand with 'a· ... :: .•. : 

i 1 ·. sport delegation; in 1958 was again in England with a aport delegation;, ., ; . ; ; 
I i I . '. • ~ .. 

ii: .J • in 1960 I was in Cuba with a delegation of specialists of nickel indust.i!1:i ... ." .. 

l(.j·. ·, in 1961 I was se;,.t in Bulgaria with the aim to help to 1 depar~entZ '~·::.i' . ) .•. 
i, 1.il :· dire~~ory MVD;.in 1962. I was in Switzerland- the conf~rence o£ dis- ;>··'\.· ·': 
l.i .,I; :, ; ,. . • . i . .. • . . ; . . ·. ' . ·.. : i;: :~ :, : : ; . ;; ; ·.: . 
kl.l:.> ,. ... ' . . ·; '.''.1::\ !~,~~h~ 
f. ·i~ 1:· armament. •· · . . .. · . ~~· .".'. ;1_,.::·<'. , .. 

. ,·,· :t !,· . ' :.- • Working in MVD -KGB every year !had leaves for rest, In . ·;; l.'-1· :; . [: 
r ! . . l'u 

+ l~ , ::· ~ :'. :. ., ' I I • :', i "'. 

; ~ ( · : 1953 ~ith the wife I was resting in the tu~erculous sanatorium. · In 1954 .l. ;:-__: I: · 

' : ~: · ' I waa .. with the family at the cottage. In 1955 I was resting ~t the co~tage. ·;·It :1 · , 
i' -

. . . . . . : :·· ·- · .. 
. . . . . .: . . .r·. .!:; ; . : 

· ·· In March 1956 I was resting with the wife in Karlovi Vary,· Czechoslovakia. ; . ! . 

. l· 

. 1'.,) .. ::'.{ 

In 1957 I was in· Leningrad two weeks with the wife and then rested. at ;_~ :j: ·: .·! ~: .. >•'. 
. . . . .· .. ·· ... 

~.: I ·._. : i .·; t 0 ~ • : '~ ' •' ' 

··the cottage. In 1958 I was resting at the cottage. In 1959 I with the wi£~: _; >: 1 

·-·I ... ··.·· 

rested in Sochi~ In .January-February 1960 I rested with the wife in l 
. ' . ~ . ·: . 

•..• ·.'! ;, 

=· : . . ~ : . . : . ·.: Kislovodsk • In 1961 - August - I rested with the wife and daughters in 

· Nicolae,~ In October 1962. ·I :rested with the wife in Sochi. In July 196~ ;·: 

·. I. rested with the wife and daughters in Anapa. 
! .. 

' . 
. ' 

.. 

11 
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· ·.·B. IS THE CLAIM:ED KGB CAREER OF NOSENKO PLAUSIBLE? 

J ··, 

\ ., 

I. 

.. . 
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B. Is the claimed KGB career of NOSENKO plausible? In the 

past the theory has been advanced that NOSENKO was never an of~icer 

in the KGB. Information of a detailed nature from NOSENKO concern .. : 

ing the KGB, particularly the Second Chief Directorate, has been so 

. I extensive as to invalidate any contention that he was not a KGB officer • 

It is considered that NOSENKO was a KGB officer in the claimed 
·.1 

Departments during the claimed periods of time 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 1952 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 0001043 
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his KGB career today is l)Ot significantly different from the fragmentary _· 

version he gave in June 1962. 

Basically the following is now considered to have been the KGB 

career· of NOSENKO: 

Mid-March 1953 ... late May 1955, First Section, 
.. !~ 
.... -· .. -_·.·-_ .. ...;..,,...;..... .. -
. '-i ...... ·...: .... -

· First Department, SCD 

Late May 1955 -December 1959 (1958 -December 

1959- Deputy Chief of Section) Seventh 

Departm.ent, SCD 

January 1960- December 1961, Deputy Chief of 
··- ··-·:·. 

Section, First Section, First Department, 

SCD 

January 1962. - July 1962., Chief of First Section, 

Seventh Department, SCD 

July 1962 - January 1964, Deputy Chief of Seventh 

Department, SCD 

{NOTE: The term Deputy Chief is being used throughout this 

summary, but the better terminology probably is "Deputy to Chief. 11 

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

including CIA, is not synonymous with the term "Deputy Chief" as used 
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in Soviet organizations and more specifically in the KGB. As an example, 

a Chief of Department in the KGB or the Chief of a Residentura abroad 

may have 2, 3 or even 4 deputies, one of whom is given the title of 

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

of Department and in general has supervisory functions over all the 

Department sections. The exception _to the latter is when the Chief of 

Department retains direct supervision over what he may consider the 

most important section. Other deputies have supervisory functions only 

over designated sections or organizational components.) 

During current interviews and in prepared memoranda, NOSENKQ 

has furnished detailed information which it is considered substantiates 

·his claimed positions in the KGB. Detailed remarks on these topics are 

contained in separate sections of this summary. 

It is realized that GOLITSYN, although confirming that NOSENKO 

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

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 Fir~t Department 

in late May 1955 and was Deputy Chief of the First Section, First Depart.:.·. 

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

0001C45 
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at this time. On the other hand, it is not reasonable. that NOSENKO 

would lay claim to the title of Deputy Chief of the First Section, First 

Deparb:nent, if this were not true when he clearly knew o£ the visits of 

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

·.with officers closely associated with ~OSENKO at that time. 

NOSENKO has also mentioned a number of officers of the SCD · 
. . 

or former officers of the SCD who.transferred to the FCD with whom 

he was personally acquainted and who. were also known to GOLITSYN. 

A number o£ these officers were officers from whom GOLITSYN has 
- ... 

stated he obtained certain information or through whom he became aware 
.'r 

\ 
of certain activities including Vladislav M. KOVSHUK, Gennadiy I. 

GRYAZNOV, ,Vladimir Ivanovich PE'rROV,. Yuriy I. GUK, Vladimir 

A. CHURANOV, Y evgeniy GROMAKOVSKIY and Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV. 

The statement of NOSENKO that although he had heard of 

GOLITSYN he had nevel" personally met GOLITSYN, stands in conflict 

with the statements of GOLITSYN that he, GOLITSYN, had met and 

talked with NOSENKO in the SCD in the late l950 1s, The description 

of GOLITSYN of this meeting is that of a casual encounter in the halls 

rather than a specific office visit. In light of this, the absence of any 

reason why NOSENKO from his point of view should remember such 

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

·.~ 
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issue, it is eminently reasonable to conclude that the encounter took 

place but that NOSENKO simply has no recollection o£ it. There is 

no reason to attach significance to this lapse of memory. 

"'· The previous opinion that NOSENKO did not hold the claimed 

position of Deputy Chief, First Section, Fi.:r;st Department, during 1960 -.. • .. 

1961 has had the most merit in the controversy over his statements 

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

detail in another section, but of note at this time is the controversy 

over what duties the position of Deputy Chief of Section in the SCD, KGB, 

entails or does not entail. It is a fruitless exercise to at1;empt to judge 

whether NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the First Section in 1960 - 1961 

on the basis of whether his knowledge of the total activities o£ the First 

Section was commensurate with the knowledge of a Deputy Branch Chief 

in CIA in regard to the activities of the entire Branch. 

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

KGB, must be judged on the basis of what were the duties of a Deputy 

Chief of Section in the SCD and in particular what were his duties in 

the particular assignment. The organizational structure of the KGB 

may or may not have some similarities to the organizational structure 

of CIA, but any similarities are surely not such as to permit a. judgment 
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as to whether NOSENKO held a certain Claimed position on the basis 

of a comparison of his activities and responsibilities with that inherent 

in a somewhat similar position in CIA. 

. One of the most important differences between United States 

agencies ~r or~anization~, including CIA, and the bureaucratic structure 
. . . . . . . 

·of agencies or organizations in the USSR, including the KGB, is the 

salary structure. Pay of a KGB officer is based on military rank and 

on actual position held with an additional percentage increase for longevity 

and language qualification. Actual position held is important from a 

monetary viewpoint in addition to the prestige. As an example, the 

difference iri monthly salary between a captain and a major is twenty . 

rubles and t~e difference in 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 Office:!:' receives less paythan a major 

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 various 

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

the various claixned positions, in view of the absence of any factual 
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-. 
supporting or refuting information, has necessarily been based t9 a 

considerable degree on the logic of the statements made by NOSENKO. 

Admittedly this is not the most satisfactory way of resolving the· 

questions, but it is the only method possible at this time. 

:·'...;, .. 

' ... 
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G. Has NOSENKO given an .acce;etable explanation-of his 

motivation in contacting CIA in_1962 and for his defection in 1964? , Of 

the eight listed categories which ar~ bei~g given specific consideration 

in the matter of the bona fides of NOSENKO, _ this category is probably 

the most difficult in which to present a log~cal position with factual 

support. There are too many intangible aspects involved and although 

motivation is an important factor,· full resolution of the rpotivation 

problem is not a paramount factor in deciding whether NOSENKO is or 

-~~ is 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 a personal nature-
.. , 

j. 

! which actually were important ingredients in his ultimate decision. 

Defectors are humans and have at least the normal reluctance to admit 

unfavorable information which they consider of a personal nature. 

On 31 October 1967 NOSENKO, following a request, furnished a 

handwritten memorandum on the topic of his motivation, a typed copy of 

which is attached. The memorandum, although not grammatically correct, 

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

randum is one of increasing disillusionment with the Soviet regime. 
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NOSENKO and others of his generation. have lived in a Soviet society 

throu,ghout their entire lives. The enVi.rqnment is an important factor 

of influence in the life of an individual and true disillusionment is at 

.·.best usually a gradual process in which many factors; some recognized 

and some not recognized· by the individual, have played a role in varying 

·degrees. 

NOSENKO, untill955 and possibly until the death of his father 
. . 

in August 1956, could be compa~ed to the profligate son of wealthy 

parents in the United States who finally graduates from college and obtains· 
.. ' 

' i' 
() . . employment perhaps in the firm of his father without actually earning any of 

the luxuries p.e has _enjoyed. The father of NOSENKO was not only wealthy 

by Soviet standards but also held a high government position. The 

iru'1uence of his father and 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 

pa~~larly reluctant to admit, perhaps even to himself, that this was 

the primary reason. 

The above should not be construed as any reflection on the 

actual intelligence of NOSENKO, but rather as an explanation of how 

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

)' 
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SECRET 
performance in both prior to 1956 by his own admission was such that 

he probably would have been summarily terminated if he had not been 

the son of the capable, respected Minister of Shipbuilding. 

If a certain amount of speculation is permitted, the 
....... ___ . -·-···- ------··-·--·-·-·· .. 

. . . . 

disillusionmentof NOSENKO, who lost ~any _per~onal advantages . · 

.following the death o.f his .father-including a·personal automobile, may 

have actually started soon after the death of·his· father. That NOSENKO 

is undisciplined is suppor.ted by his admissions relative to his rife in · 

the _USSR and his behavi~r b~th in 1962 in Gen:eva and for a period o£ time 

after his defection in 1964. NOSENKO was addicted to,. women, liquor, and 

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

influence. 

A question has been previously raised regarding his motivation 

. in contacting CIA in 1962, particularly his statement that he needed money. 

and would sell "two pieces of information. 11 NOSENKO has stated that he 

wanted to make a contact with the Americans, that he was not emotionally 

ready to defect, but that he subconsciously believed that if he made a 

contact he would be making an ultimate commitment from which he could 

no longer retreat. 

3 
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NOSENKO has stated that he gave considerable thought to the 

best way to contact the Americans so that he would be believed and not 

rejected and came to the conclusion that he would offer to sell some 

. information. NOSENKO stated that he thought if he approached the 

Americans stating he was a "KGB counterintelligence officer who wanted· 

to give information, 11 he would not have been believed and would have 

been peremptorily rejected. NOSENKO stated he had difficulty deciding 
.:..·. 

how much money to ask for and how to make the approach, but finally 

. '. -- -------~ 

decided to do it through lDavid MA~~whom the KGB considered was with 

American Intelligence. 

The above statements by NOSENKO are not in conflict with the 

record. NOSENKO did offer to sell "two pieces of information,'' almost 

immediately gave more information, made no significant demands for 

money, and in fact his price for "two pieces of information" was 

ridiculously low by American standards. NOSENKO has during current 

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

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

has during current interviews stated that he could have covered his 
--------~------·~·-~· ----

expenditures by other means without receiving any money from the 
~-- ~--·- -· ·-·--·---·--·~--

Americans. 
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emotlonally adapted to clofec:t at that ttm.. Followtna hla ret::vu'11 to the 

SO'riet Utdoa, NOSENKO, dulng a period of thne, made hie !mal 

4ecletma to defect at tlM flrat opport:wd.ty, realbiag tbat lt ~ 

1~ hb wUt~. · c::!d14HD, &12d otbel" m.embe:rs of his fautUy ia tliM!t · 

·ussa. 

Some upecu of tM motlvadcm o1 NOSENKO are obeeue and 

wU1 pi'Obably fK) remata. It would ba preferable U &B exact detailed 

~JY of a11·tJM f&cto1!'11 iDYOlwd could be pS"eparod or U eveA 

cenam obYloue facto11'1111 could be aecun.tely delineated~ Tbell!le aft both 

impoaslble at. tldl tUne aM pzoob&bly au r..Dy time ba the futa:tte. ':tlhat . 

is lmpolrtaftt at thia time lea deciaion ae to whetber the Inotivatioa of 

N()SENKO was band on personal H&illoas ·with no ~plleatlone of KCB 

dlspatcla. n ls conalden4 that tM explaB&tion of N08ENKO ccu.cendag 

Attachnutnt: 
T)7\\ld C:J';)f M.emo .from NOSEN.KO 
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\·:.,: :; ~~'::.SUBJECT:· NOSENKO. Yuri Ivanovich 
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I·~ ~ : . . I· 
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., . 
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.. ' 
' ... , 

~ · ' ' pi~ l~ r , I ' 

\···! · ··. [j': .\~ ; .''. ' · The following is a typed copy of a. handwritten memorandum. i::' __ ; .-':; ·i; ·· ... 
df· · · ti~i :~ t, .. furnished by Subject on l November '1967, following a request on· ~ · t.:·_:! :' '' '- .• 

·_:_~--~~;i1::i'_-:::·l1;\·:·fi ~~~~·::: ;:~·_:·, ___ -.·~1 ___ -_· o_ -.-~.t.ober 1967: , · -· ,._. ('·:·t·:~<· _.:: :· 
:-.~}~ . <·: .: 

_ ,_.•:::::X;r··::_:_\\U>.:'- · ' What were the motif and the reasons which have led me. to _. ~>-:·':. '·': .. .' 
·.}:~~:rr: . I. ,:.._: ' the decision t~ breake with the Soviet Russia? The only definite is an': ·. ·:. 

;:,. ... .· .. , . 1 1. · · · ·r:. 

- ··_::_,~' · i V ···. understanding of the situation in the Soviet Russia, t~e knowledge of 
). . . 

I.;· 

the methods of the communist regime; the knowledge of the real foreign_: . 
... 

. . 
\ . ;) ' .· 

·.· 
i - l ~ 

,. 
.. ·.- ·.' 

. ~ -

and interior.policies of the Soviet gove·rnment and the faith in the right• _\ 

ness o!.the free world. 
'. ·,. t -··' 

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

in a month or a year. This decision was slowly growing in me. I ' i 
·.! 

think that the beginning was in the studentship. j . " .. 
! 

Living with my parents and being in the circles of the parent's · 

and my acquaintances I knew more then there was written in newspapers 

and pe:riodics and that was propagandized by radio and TV. Working in 

the Far East and later being in trips in different regions and cities of . · 

Russia I found out much better the life and conditions of the life of the 

people of the. Soviet Russia. 
'. 

----



.. ~ 

-~ ,. 
I 

! : 
I 
I; 

I 

. ' ·, ~ ~ ,. ,:I'. 
I 

·-'I 

:When I worked 11 years in MVD-KGB I understood and found -· 
•.. . . '\ 

· !j out very many things, details and the real deal of the existing regime, 
!:'• ;-. .. j:.: .. :. ! ".· 'I . . . 

,J·, 

_jji: it · about' methods of the work.of MGB-MVD-KGB and about their doings,': 
ii: jl ; . . . . I ·' .' .~ 1 . 

n~ 1r J · ;I; ~: jf :: about, hundreds of thousands of the'people of Russia who were _(and . 

·:;; i:. ii,::' still are) considered. "politically" danger,ous and around whom was ._. ·. 
. i> ' !: fl. ~: ' . . . ' . . . ' . . . . ' . . . .. 

C.\:.I ' )I ~ ·. (aM 'till ~:)~::~~=:v:::: :~1:e:e::·t::· abroad I have 
,,·.:·::·'·J li[- ,; · •·', k )} f' : seen personally th~ so -called "decay" at the West. l have seen in 

reality how is living people. 

Several times when I was abroad I was thinking about staying· 

( . . at the.West and not returning in Russia, but only one thing was· keeping ,, 
. ' 
;·! . 

me ..... my family. 
. ,. ~ ' ·J. 
. ·" i. 

· In 1962 in Switzerland I made the acquaintance with the . 

. . 
:; 

· ·0: Americans. From my part "the sell of the information" was a. real 
. : 

show. I was thinking that they would not believe me otherwise. In 
,_.. 
•,' :' ·that period of the time there was going a big struggle in me to stay 

I, 
. I · abroad or to return home till the last days of living in Geneva' and even 

when I was returning home in Vienna. 

In'-1962-1963 I decided definitely that I did not want and could 

not live more in the Soviet Russia. In this period of time I have done · . 
all my best to go as soon as possible abJ;oad. 
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. l r·. It was ·not easy to make this decision, 
r 

it was verr difficult ... -~- .. 
,. 

., 

. '. -~ 

.; 

ever. 

And now in spite of everything I do not regret • 
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SECRET 

D. Is the information furnished by NOSENKO to CIA concerning 

KGB operations, personalities, and organization reasonably commen­

surate with his claimed KGB career? The conclusion is that the inf~r- ·. 

mation furnished by NOSENKO concerning KGB operations, personalities, 

and organization. is more than reasonably co:mm.ensurate with. his claimed 

careel," in the KGB from mid-March 1953 to his defection in early February . 

1964. 

In reaching the above conclusion, consideratibn has been given 

t·o his claimed departmental assignments and claimed positions in each 

department •. Certain allowance has been made for faulty memory with 

consideration being given to whether there is any indication of deception 

or whether the failure to recall a particular item of interest can 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 

as evidenced by the extensive information furnished by NOSENKO purely 
. . 

:. from recollection •. 1n addition,. there has been no material reluctance . 

on the part of NOSENKO to disc~ss his entire iife,· KGB officers he has 

. known, KGB organization and procedures, or other topics of interest. 

NOSENKO has furnished considerable detail concerning K<;XB 

officers whom he has known at various periods in his! entire KGB career. 

He has been very consistent in information furnished and has frequently 

added certain details which he recalled at a later date. 

Certain remarks will be made in another section in regard to 

the volume and scope of information furnished by NOSENKO. This in-

formation is not selective, but is an excellent indicator that NOSENKO 

was assigned to the First Department and Seventh Department, SCD, 

during the claimed periods of time and held the claimed positions. Con-

sideration has been given to his various claimed KGB assignments in 

evaluating the information furnished in an effort to assess whether his 

indicated knowledge was commensurate with his claimed position during 

2 0001061 

SECRET 

· .. ,:.·.· . 



.. ' .· .. · ~ 

.; .. 

'-

:·: - i 
.·· ..... :· .· 

(~ r~·::··~ •; ::·:T 
\_ ... _. __ ,·, .... ii~ ... L .... ~ 

a particular period of time or suggested the possibility that he did not 

occupy the position which he claimed to have held. 

It is considered that il)formation furnished by NOSENKO supports 

his claimed positions in the sen .. It has not.be.en possible to substantially . 

confirm through collateral sources that NOSENKO served in his claimed 

·. positions. Neither has it been possible to obtain from other sour-ces an 

cLppiicabie description of the duties or. responsibilities of an individ~al 

holding any of the positions NOSENKO claimed to have held after 1958. It 

is felt there can be no question that NOSENKO served in the capacities of 

junior case officer, case officer,. and senior case officer during 1953 - 19.!57. 

As regards the duties and responsibilities· of a DeputyCliief of Section, 

Chief of Section, and Deputy Chief of Department, and whether NOSENKO 

held these various claimed positions, a considerabl~ 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 pi'i-

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 personnel, as well as diagrams 

of the offices of the Chief and ?eputy Chiefs of the SCD during 1956 -

1964. This material is internally consistent. Furthermore NOSENKO 

could not possibly have known that this detailed information could not 
_____ .::::::::::=::---~' .· ' . --

immediately be checked for accuracy, at least in part, with a. sou;rce 

or another office~· who has defected sil'l.ce mid-1964. If these diagrams 

and memoranda were not rela.tiyely correct, NOSENKO, who is quite 

. astute in matters ~f ~~unte:rintellige:O:ce·~ would hardly have voluntarily · · 

prepared the material in such detail. This type of information ia ., 
. . 

.peculiarly adaptable for analysis by a knowledgeable source or by another 

defector and could, if. not relatively correct, permit a rather positive con-
'· 

elusion that NOSENKO was. lying or fabricating information. 

r NOSENKO has furnished quite specific information on KGB 

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

1963 periods of time. As might be expected, his specif.ic knowledge is 

~s for the 1953 - 1955 period; but his own personal situation and attitude 

··_untill955 - 1956, which are me~tioned elsewhere, should be given 

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

that his claimed assignment during 1953-- 1955 is considered sufficiently 

substantiated even though his actual job performance undoubtedly 

deserved a low rating. 

G001C'63 
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·~· . ,; , ... ,. 
.: .. ···. The knowledge of NOSENKO concerning cases, KGB operations, 

.... , and other officers can consistently be related to his claimed department 

and position assignment during the 1953 to January 1964 period. The 

scope of his knowledge. ofhis. own department whEm considered in·t~to_ 

is br.oader after 1957. than before, which is compatible with his claim of 

~ .: . . increased responsibilities. His knowl~dge ·of the wor~ of other departments 

. of the SCD ·from the late 1950 1s on is also more exten~ive, which is also a 

further indication that NOSENKO actually held the claimed positions 

during this period of time. 
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. CONSIDERED IN TOTO AS F.A VING RESULTED 

IN MATERIAL DAMAGE TO T;HE KGB AND/OR 1-L.<\S 

THE INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO BEEN OF 

SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT TO WESTERN INTELLIGENCE? 
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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 ~f significant beneiit t~.-· · ·' 

. ·Western Intellige~ce? The conciu~io~ iD. li~gard to'·both of the above:':; .. \' 

questions is .afii:rma.-:ive, e-ven ·though it is :realized that Ultimate loss _' 
. . . _·. .. ' . . . : 

·to the KGB and ultimate benefit to Western Intell~gence a:.'e botb. pa:rtly 

of an i..'"'l.ta.ngible natu:re and r ... ot susceptible to accurate. meas:u:rewent •. · 

.. -~~ 

NOSENKO has, as previously, indicated., :fu:rnishe4. volumir-..ous 

information during current and previous in~eorviews. An accurate total 

oi S?ecific cases is not possible at this time a-ud w01.::.lC. at best be only 

. ' . 
an interesting figure, the actual sig:..1.i:fica.nce of w'hich would be marginal. 

Practically every interview with NCSENKO, even at p:::esent, :reveals 
·-

iniormation of counterintelligence. interest and it is expected that this 

p:roch;;.ction can continue for a conside:::able period 'of time. This should 

not be construed as an indication t..'lat NCSEN"KO is intenti.onally wio.":' 

b.oldi:lg ir.io:rmation, but :rather t,.1;.at s~...rncla:ion of his memory tb.:::ougb. 

:1o:::mal questions a:-~d discussions has been a.-;::.:1 can continue to be 

p:::od~ctive. 



. ~. '~··· .~ .... 

~ ... ,_ .. 

1'\0SEN:;:<:o has furnished ir..io:;.·:;:r.ation concerning perhaps(4, OO~J 

KGB officers and \Yqo!KGB agents or o~..ierative contacts (here the terms 

agents or operative contacts are useci ;;o refer to Soviet nationals), 

mainly in tb.e Second Chief Directorate o1· internal KGB organizations. 

However, he has identified approxiniately(?~-O)former or current E'irst 

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 ab_road• with 

delegations, tourist groups, and as visitors to various major exhibitior..s 

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 so·metime in the 

future .• 

There has been very little attempted exploitation of information 

furnished'by NOSENKO concerning other KGB officers and, therefore, 

· the possible value of this informatio:u to United States Intelligence 

can.."lot be estimated nor ca:n the potential damage to the KGB be esti-

mated. 

Disclosure of information concerning certain KGB officers would 

be a necessary part of any dispatc}-. oi a KGB agent or office:..· to the 

West either for purposes oi contact with Vlestern Intelligence for a 

i 

\. 
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... 

( 
'. 

l~.r.nited perio(~ oi tin'le or fo1· the placing of the individual in a defector 

status. However, identifica.tion o:£ KGB officers or agents to Western 

Intelligence is necessarily a matter of concern to the KGB and t...'le ex-

. posure of the identities of approximately (i, ooo') KGE officers and(several). 

\,~~'1?-d:red) KGB agents could not be considered of negligible importa.I)..ce. 

Obtaining specific information in regard to KGB officers or 

KGB assets lS important to United States Intelligence and a co:ii!.sider-

able amount of manpower and money is spent on this activ.ity. Even 

acknowledging that it is much more difficult for CIA to obtai.."'l this type 

( ) of information about the KGB, which operates in a closed society, tha:1 

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-

cation ot,2, 000) CIA employees and~several hundred] agent assets to 

the KGB would be any less than a very serious compromise of valuable 

information. 

Prior to tile defection of NOSENKO, .little was k..."l.own of tl1.e 

organization of the SCD or other i~'lternal KGB organizations. The 

information provided by NOSENKO concer:;.'ling both 11as beer:. de'i:z..iled 

.· 
and extensive. That this inforn1ation is of value to the United St<1tcs 

LJ.-::elligence community is hardly subject -;:o dispute; althoug:CL a~'ialysts 

) 
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can differ as to the weight which should be given to the value of this 

type of information. 

NOSENKO has furnished information concerning:SCD, ·KGB, 

. recruitme~ts of United St~tes citizens and foreign nationals covering 
. . 

. . .· 

the period of 1953 through 1963. _This:shou~d not be interpreted as a 

· statement that NOSENKO has furnished in.{orznat~Qn in. r.egard to all·· 
: .·:. 

SCD recruitments,· eyen of Americans, during this period •. His ir.for-

.. ·.· - . . . . . . 
mation based on personal knowledge is in general limited to the First 

. . 
. DepartJ:nent and Seventh Department. He has furnished information 

. . 

concern1ng ·cases of seve:z,-al other departments in the SCD and some 

FCD cases, but this information was in general acquired indirectly 

from social or business conversations with other ·KGB· officers. 

NOSENKO has furnished information in regard to a number of 

cases which were previously known to United States Intelligence. While 
•· 

the value 'o£ such information cannot be considered high, the additional 

details which NOSENKO has provided in a number of cases cannot be 

dismissed as being of no value to. Western Intelligence,. even if t:-1e 

information cannot be regarded as damaging to the KGB. Furthermore, 

inasmuch as there is no reason to question his sourcing of inform.ation 

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

t· having provided such infor:m,ation. 
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NOSE:KKO has furnished information in regard to a nu..."'nber of 

recruitments. by the KGB of non-Bloc nationals who were known: by . j 

Western Intelligence to be pro-Communist or even con..J.ected with 

Communist organizations. The identification as a recruited KGB 

agent of an individual previously J.<.ilowp. to be pro":'Communist is of 

considerable va~':le_to Weste-rn Intelligence and may be considered to 

have resulted in some damage to the EGB. Admittedly, the potential 

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

that of a "politically clean" individual. However, "pr9-Communist 11 

. . 
or even "Communist" are not synonymous with "recruited KGB agent." 

r. \ NOSENKO has furnished-additional information on cases in 
' .. I 

which there w.a~ some previous but limited information. In a num.ber 

of these instances the additional information from NOSENKO has per-

mitted identification of the individuals of interest and the closing of an 

"Unknown Subject" case. In such instances the information from 

NOSENKO must be considered valuable to Western Intelligence since 

the incomplete information known previously would in many cases not 

have permitted ultimate identification o£ the individual of intere.st. 

This category of cases must be considered as having resulted in damage 

to the KGB and in benefit to vlfes·~ern .Io.telligence. . . 
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•• ; ~ • '.· >' NOSENKO has furnished information in regard to a nu.."'Uber of 

.. 

·."' 

.r 

.. .: 

: ··'· .. · . 
. .. ~·. 

ind:.viduo.ls, both American and non-:Bloc foreign, who were recruited 

by fr ... e KG::O and concerning whom Westernin.telligence had no significant 

information. It is recognized that certain of these cases mentioned by 

NOSENKO, particularly in the tourist category, would probably never -· 

&.:l.ve -.~U 1 materialized as _PI:"Oduc.tive :r;<q.B agents. -This could be 

,,.-:.-;·~·-.--,., .. ,_._ .. .,f~·r. ,various reas~ns {~ci~di~g lat~r ref~~Ji ~o ~~~pe_rate, · later g~_ri.f::_. .: 
.. 
. . .. :_· . • . . .. '.... . . : . . • . • ·' ·.' . . . .... ~>~ .• ·~·;,: .· .:. . . . 

·graphical inaccessibility to the KGB, or not being either c:t the time",-:·:_:·. 

of SCD recruitni.ent or later in a position to furnish. information o~ 

- ·:.: .· . . . . ,·· · .. 

interest to the KGB. LJ. this regard, NOSENKO has stat.ed that at least 

until 1962 there was a definite tendency in the Seventh Depa.rt.-nent to. 

though it was apparent the agent at the time had no potential and that-
.. -

it was highly unlikely ·ther~ would be a potential in the :future. 

NOsENKO has furnished information on or leads to a number of. 

cases, primarily third nationals but some American, 'in which he has __ · 

beer.. unable to furnish sufficient details to permit identification at this 

tL.-ne. LJ. certain instances it is believed that an identification will be 

possible after additional research and investigation.· Until an identi-

iication is made, the value of any particular lead to Wester:n Intelli-

gence cannot be estimated, but that the::e may be a pote:ntial value 

I 
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cannot be ignored. As an example of this category, NOSENKO h,.as 

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

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

the 11NATO Emergency Codes, II deliver the codes to the KGB for 

·photographing, and thEm successfully re:place the codes. Because the 

· .. ::;:~T.t'~;:.(:t'\~;~~*';.·ag~~~ is a.:s yet ~dentified, his .. current access to information affecting 
L·.,_.·:·· .. _.,. 

. ~ .. 

_ ... [ 

. ~· -

.· ... ·. 

the security of the United States cannot be. gauged • 

In all, the information from NOSEN:<.o in the category of cases 

where Western Intelligence did not previously have significant inior~ 

mation must be considered on balance as having resulted in mate:;:-ial· 

. - . . 

damage to the KGB and of significant benefit to Western Intelligence. :. 

Quantity alone of CI or FI information fr.om a KGB defector is 

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

the amount of his information is reasonably commensurate with his 

claimed positions in the KGB. This question as regards NOSENKO 
·,_ .· 

has been examined, with affirmative findings, in another section of 
' .. . , . 

.-:: 

this paper. 

A few examples from the above cited categories of information 

£urnished by NOSENKO are listed below. These cases are given as 

illustrations and are not necessarily listed in order o£ importa:::J.ce. 

.~: ... ' . 
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T:1e case o£ Robert Lee JOHNSON and the related case of 

Ja....--nes Allen MINTKENBAUGH have been covered in the previous· 

summary. It ca:.1. be considered that both were exposed as a result 

of a lead from NOSENKO which led to suspicio::.1s of JOHNSON. 

r ~·- . 

Another American case is that of~Her!Jert HOW ... l\....t:tD. a USIA; 

em!Jloyee who spent considerable t~e i.."l the USSR in 1962 - 1963. _ . 

NOSENKO identified~Herbert HOVTAR.I?Jas h.av...ng been recruited by .. 
. ·,· 

the First Section, First Departme::.1t, SCD, in 1962 and was ::?Ositive . . 
. that \HOW ARri) furnished valuable i..--lformation to the KGB. When 

interviewed in 1964, :.HOVTARD) did not aC.:::nit he had Seen rec:t~.:..ited, 

but suspicion o(~OW ARri:was great enough so that his cont::::act wittJ. 

r - . . 
l USIA[ was not renewed. 

Ii indeed\HOWARD)was recruited by the KGB, it is i.."Y .. possible 

to determine how much i."lformation would have been compromised by 

(HOWARD;\ while in the USSR, he did have certain access to the U:J.ited 
·"'. 

States Embassy. There is good :reason to believe that ii;,HOWAR~ was 

recruited, it was he who was responsible for the compromise of a. 

potentially valuable Soviet walk-in with whom CIA was atten"lptL"lg to 

establish contact using\ HOWARD) as inte:;:mediary. 

NOSENKO in 1964 furnished information in regard to a 11 ZHARI11 

(apparently a KGB code name, althoug:"l NOSENKO thoug!:-.t it was a bue 

8 C001C7.J 
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MINd Oft the origU:ml lead i.Dformatloa from NOSENKO that "ZHAlll" 

~eat by the Somu ln U... fall of 1967. 

NOSENKO. iu Jww 1962, f\an11111hed lnformat\on from whlcla 

WWb.m VASSALL could b~ quickly lc!entUled. GOLITSYN, 1a late 

tntlon of t:ha British Government on the baah1 o1Uwhl~!:r this British 
ililt J... \. I. .L~ 

9 

~rf''F 



.. ·..... . . ' 

'. 7" • 

·,. 

Semces 'bad compUed a U1111t of twenty suspects, i.Dclw:U.ng VASSALL • 

~d ultimately have rf!umulted in a detennbation that VASSAL:L wae 

I 

lnfo:.nnatlon from NOSENKO ln Juno 1962 resulted ln t1wt earlier terml· 

·~tloa by t!iBe Briti•h Serric:ee .of a sdll·valuable ·productive KGBi apllt. · · 

· AldAoaah not dM e&M of a KGB agent, .the r.natter of the mlc::ro•. 

phoDea Ia the Umted Statea Emba•ay a~ al•o be mentioned. 

GOLITSYN. foUQwins !WI defeclton lD December 1961. fummablci . 

. Embae11y (Chazscery). S1nce in fact ehe mlcrop'-oD4UI were comwctacl 

to ce~ cable•, loc:a.tloa of one microphone wonld ·logic&lly have lecl 
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was not until circa April 1964 that any effective action was taken· to 

'. . . 

. locate and remove the microphone systam to which GOLITSYN had 

given a lead in late December 1961_- early January 196?. 

. . : · A few ·.general co~ents in regard to the CI information fur-

·. nished by NOSENKO w aild be 'appropriate in this particular section.· 
. 'i,;::~:;~,.:( . . ': '· " _: :-.. : . ::;, . . -~ ~· ~ .. ' .. /. . •. . · .. • ' . . . ... 

. ,As regards leads furnished J:>y NOSENKO to .Anlerican cases, :i:nost 
. ' - . . .. . ·,.' . . .. : .. -~ .• 

. . 

of these leads have been mentioned in the previous summary. Current 

·. int'erviews with NOSENKO have resulted in approximately seve~teen 

new American leads which ate being e~amiD.ed by the FBI .. The inter;.. 
·~-- . 

views have also resulted in more specific information in regard to a. 

number of cases previously mentioned by NOSENK~~ t~~~ permitting 

additional :develo_E..ment of these cases by the. FBI. ·--- ·--~--·----·- .. ·-............ _, __ 

NOSENKO has provided leads to over 100 third-country KGB 

agents. Geographically the.se leads are wide in scope, including 

nationals 'of such cou:O.tries a~ Indonesia, Austria, Uruguay, the United 

Kingdom, France, West Germany, Belgium, Sweden, Australia, Japa:;1., 

Mexico1 Italy, and a number of other countries. 

L•cluded in the more important o£ these agent or other leads 

are leads to high levels of government and l:;J.telligence to code clerks. 

to access agents fo:r Amer5.;:c.:n ta:·gets, to actual or possible illagal 

ll 

~~~ c: ('"'8 ~- ...... __ _ 
. ' :·. . . 
'-•" ··- ,_ .... '~ ·- ... 
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support assets. Also included ard'"fo:::eign correspondents-,' :repre-

sentatives of foreign 'tourist firms, and foreign to'tlrists.· . 
•. :.:. 

A summary of the foreign leads arbitra,rily defi..'"led as _of major 

signiiicance shows nineteen 'ieads highly"'placed or former+y.highiy' 
. -· . ' . . . 

placed in their own government~ four c·ode. clerks;· eight cases involving:·: .. _:.: 
·.· . ~~-.. "'. .. /-~.:.· ~:.:··· .. 

definite American.interest, '~~d.:foilr. access agents to Americans~_--··_It ~l~o .· .,_<\-.:_ -·. ·.' _ ~-
, : . . . .· ··. . . ' . ... . . : .· . ._. :' :" . ·t;:_f:~~~:; t·" ·.. . . .. ' . . . :: . . .· ·. ·: ~-::··"_':.'-~'::(~-~-~~:~;;;f~::;;:~~(:·;;,~:-~:"i;'; 
shows nine instances of clandestm~: KGB activity against foreign missions··'":'·: -·_,_·i·,.;;·_ :c··,. · 

.. ·: .. . . . . . . ' " . . : . ·' : . : . .: . " . . . . . . . . . . . . ..:':: ;~. :: :.~ ::~~:::;~~if:::;~\:~.:~·;\-_::·;, 
·: in Moscow, including actual KGB clandestine access into certain .Western.,:_·,?:'_··>:·--

. . ' ' . .. ~ ·. . . 

Embassies (but not the British or Ameri~an Embassies). 

NOSENKO has also furnished leads to certain FCD _;oreign 

. national agents, his information-on several being derived. during his 

" three months in,Geneva in 1962. 

It is i.."'n.possible to give an exact evaluation of the significance 

... 

·--~ ' . : 

. : . ,:: ... ~--. . 

., ,· 

.. -. 
'· .. . ··.: .. of the foreign leads furnished by NOSENKO .. That they are of signi..:.:> · ".' .>-::: J /-' · - -

. ~.:-

· i'icant value to Western Intelligence and damaging to the KGB is hardly 
. . ~. 

,_· . 
. , ·'· .. 

su~ject to dispute. This evaluation must be given even though there 
. .· ' . . '• - . .. . . . ;' ·-- ·.:. : :· 

are numerous foreign leads which have not been adequately exploited · •· 

at t!'-.is time. · 

As a fir .. al note, the implied conclusion in the previous summary 
~ 

is acce;>t'ed that the failure of NOSENKO.to p:;:."ovide usable positive 
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. F. IS THERE EV"lDENCE OF-KGB DECEPTION OR 11GIVE AWAY'i 
i 

.I 

I 
.~l 

IN INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO WHICH 

. WOULP WARRANT A CONCLUSION THAT.NOSENKO 

, , , 

WAS DISPATCHED BY THE KGB?. 

I· 

I, 
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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 conclusion .in this 

. summary is that NOSENKO was not dispatched by the KGB. In 

,. reaching this conclusion, a full examination of the above question has . 

. been both a necessary and integral part. 

It is inherent that the volume of information furnished by 

NOSENKO is only one of the factors which should be given consideration 

in arriving at a conclusion that NOSENKO was or was· not dispatched by 

the KGB. If NOSENKO was dispatched by the KGB, the KGB would have 

surely been willing to sacrifice certain information of value to the KGB 

in order to support the bona fides of NOSENKO. However, if NOSENKO 

was dispatched, it must have been to accomplish or further 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 irnplications 

of KGB dispatch in the NOSENKO case. 

ooOi079 
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NOSENKO has stated that his original approach to "sell two 

·. pieces of information" was his own idea as to whatwas most likely to 
. . 

be successful. NOSENKO has stat~d that h~ wa_nted to mak~ a contact 

. · with the Americans, was not psycholagically adapted to defect at the 

.· time, and :felt that if he merely stated that he was a "KGB co~nter-

intelligence officer who wanted to give iiUormation, 11 he very possibly 

would be rejected. It .should be noted that NOSENKO even during his 

first contact did not limit his remarks to the "two pieces of information'' 

and began to_ talk quite freely on other matters. 

I£ NOSENKO was dispatched, it is felt that he, during his 1962 

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

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

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

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

indicate that his many errors, exaggerations, and actual lies were quite 

likely typical of a braggadocio element in the personality o£ 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. 

2 

0001080 

~r-cR. ET V&.. • t 



·. 

i 
I 
l 

~\ 
\ 
' \ 
t. r 

\ 

\ 
\ 
\ 
l 
! 

\ 
t 
\ \ 

' 

t 
\ 

NOSENKO, during his five contacts in Geneva., made many 

statements which in retrospect were impossible, and the investigation 

of which could only have raised certain questions concerning NOSENKO~ 

The following is a list of the more obvious areas in which NOSENKO 

• made gross exaggerations or made incorrect or impossible statements. 

(a.) NOSENKO claimed he personally was with 

Oleg M. GRIBANOV, Chief of the SCD, during the 

r- - - -- - --
recruitment pitch to.lames STORSBERG.o (This was 

a. lie and an interview withr,STORSBERd)with display 

of photograph would have disclosed that NOSENKO 

did not participate. ) 

(b) NOSENKO was involved in the recruitment 

approach to Russell LANGELLE. (This was a lie and 

LANGELLE was available for interview.) 

(c) NOSENKO said he recruited (LUNT (Horace'; 

~LUNT}) in Bulgaria. (Actually NOSENKO never met 
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(d) NOSENKO claimed personal contact with[~dmund'/ 

r , ' 
·_STEVENS) who, according to NOSENKO, had been recruited 

by the KGB. (NOSENKO actually had never personally met 

:STEVEN§) and only had seenlSTEVENS)once at a distance.) 
. 

(e) NOSENKO dated the recruitment of "ANDREY" 

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

information that "ANDREY" (who is considered identical to 

. Dayle Wallis SMITH) was in Moscow ~uring a part o£ the time 

that Roy RHODES, also a recruited agent, wa:s assigned to 

Moscow, 1951-1953. "ANDREYu(SMITH) was actually in 

Moscow 1952·1954. 

(£} NOSENKO said he,. GRIBANOV, and another officer 

met Edward Ellis SMITH. (NOSENKO has since st~ted he did 

not meet SMITH and that his only role was obtaining a foreign 

typewriter and paper for a KGB agent involved in the SMITH 

operation.} 

(g) NOSENKO in a number of instances spoke in the 

first person, saying 11We did this, 11 or 11 We did that, 11 in 

reference to a particular KGB activity in which he now admits 

4 _G001082 
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he was not involved but had some knowledge. (I£ 

NOSENKO was under KGB control in 1962, both he 

and the KGB should have known that these indicated 

exaggerations would eventually lead to 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 r.is.e to 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 similarities at the time could only be explained in terms of 

NOSENKO being a dispatched agent. The following are some examples of 

the similarities noted. 

(a) Both furnished information in regard to 

r ' 

I, Johan PREISE::l3-Et1_N_I?) 

(b) Both furnished information in regard to a 

-
:military code clerk.case (James STORSBERG)l 

(c) Both furnished information in :regard to a 

trip of Vladislav KOVSHUK, under an assumed name, 

("'l 
to the United States. (GOLITSYN was sure it was· 

connected with a :reactivation of an agent formerly in 

5 
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Moscow, o:r a :recruitment of an American formerly 

with the United States Embassy in Moscow; and NOSENKO 

:related it directly to the "ANDREY" case, giving the 

assumed name which KOVSHUK used. ) 

(d) Both .furnished information in regard to 

microphones in the United States Embassy in Moscow. 

(e) Both furnished information in :regard to 

,~E~Jn~dSTEVENS; and~Isaac Henry SHAPIRO~ 

The above list is not complete no:r does it indicate the actual 

differences in the amount of information furnished on any particular 

topic by GO~ITSYN and NOSENKO. To cite the above in detail in this 

summary is believed unnecessary 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 examined 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 
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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.l962 and 

information furnished by NOSENKO in June 1962 and which 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 conclusion of this summary that NOSENKO was an 

officer of the First Section, First Department, 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 ~act that GOLITSYN 

furnished information concerning the same case or situation is not 

unusual or necessarily suspicious. NOSENKO has stated that GOLITSYN 

7 
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knew and was in contact with other officers of the First s'ection and 

i. 
GOLITSYN' has attributed his knowledge of certain cases or activities 

of the First. Depa'rti:nent, SCD, primarily to-J::lis association with 
. . 

certain officers in the First Department, SCD. 

· · It is recognized that there are· certain -conflicts in information 

. .. 
furnished by GOL~TSYN and NOSENKO and· at this time it is not 

possible to satisfactorily. correlate ce:-tai.-.. in.fo:-mation from GOLITSYN 

with information from NOSENKO. ·Pages 162. - 163 oi the previous 

summary refe:&:" to information from GOLITSYN which is characterized 

as i•Information about KGB Operations Against Embassy Code Clerks in 
.. 

1960 - 1961. 11 The references are to information from GOLITSYN based 

on remarks by Gennadiy Ivanovich GRYAZNOV and Vadi...-n Viktorovich 

KOSOLAPOV oi the First Section, First Department, SCD, an.d an 

officer of the Second Section, First Department, SGD. 

_,.·-

NOSENKO has stated that he was Deputy Chief of the First 

Section, First Department, SCD, duri::1g 1960 - 1961, that his pri...-na:ry 

responsibility was wo:&:"k against code clerks at t:"le United S-;;ates Embassy 

in Moscow, and that both KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNOV were engaged in 

the same worl< and under his supervision. The statement by GOLITSYN 
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that NOSENKO was not Deputy Chief of the First 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. 

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

not be immediately correlated with fuiorm:ation from NOSENKO. it was 

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

o£
1 
NOSENKO. This position, however, failed to allow for the possibility 

that t;he discrepancies between the two sources werei at least in certain 

instances, more apparent than real. 

In certain instances it has now been possible to correlate !rag-

mentary information from GOLITSYN with information from NOSENKO, 

making it evident that in these instances the differences could not be 

construed as in any way reflecting against NOSENKO. The four examples 

cited below represent two probable correlations, (a) and (b); one possible 

correlation, (c); and one instance where no correlation is possible at this 

time, (d): 

(a) GOLITSYN furnished information which he 

received in April-May 1960 from Gennadiy GRYAZNOV 

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

9 
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American female employee of the American Embassy 

in Moscow through a male Soviet friend, but that the 

attempt had failed. GOLITSYN also furnished information 

that the woman had left Moscow by·the time he learned 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 the 

secretary, but did recall that it was a[long anc;l"German; 

:soun~ing''l name. 

NOSENKO has furnished information in regard to a 

recr~itment attempt againstfCollette SCHWARZENBACH~ 

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

referred to by GOLITSYN. However,(SCHWARZENBACH) 

!lwas not a female secretary in the American Embassy, but) 

,had been employed as a secretary to the wife o£ Ambassador) 

. ., 
\BOHLEN during 1955 - 1956 and from 1958 - 1959 was employed) 

:as a correspondent by the United Press in Moscow.) The 

recruitment attempt againsdSCHWARZENBACHj according to 

NOSENKO, occurred in 1959 and was an operation o£ the First 

Section, First Department, SCD. 

10 
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(b) Page 163 of the previous swnmary contains infor-

mation that GOLITSYN also learned from GRY AZNOV in 

the spring of 1960 that GR YAZNOV had developed an operation 

against an American Embassy military code clerk in which the 

KGB was 11 99 per 'cent sure" that the target would be recruited. 

This is believed to undoubtedly be a reference to the case of 

\James STORSBERG)who was actually the subject of a recruit-

ment approach in 1961. 

There is considered to be a good possibility that 

GOLITSYN actually learned of the above information from 

GRYAZNOV in early January 1?61 when he was again in Moscow 

rather than during the spring of 1960 when GOLITSYN was 

preparing for his assignment to Helsinki, Finland. This 

theory is supported by information on page 163 of the previous 

summary that GOLITSYN has stated he learned in January 

1961 from Vladislav M. KOVSHUK (Chief of the First Section) 

that'\Johan PREISFREUND)had recently been used in the 

successful recruitment of an American employee of the 

Embassy. (J~han PREISFREUNDJ was used in theiSTORSBERGJ 

operation, according to NOSENKO, and NOSENKO was also 

11 
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aware that GOLITSYN had a conversation with KOVSHUK about 

:~:P.RE.i:SFREUND) since GOLITSYN wanted to use IPREISFREUND' '------ -· ' ·~ ---- ~- __., 

in Helsinki. NOSENKO has stated he was not present during 

the above conversation. It is very possible that KOVSHUK 

exaggerated a little in his c~mversation with GOUTSYN in the 

matter of why GOLITSYN could not use i1PREISFREU:i.\DJ as an 

agent. 

. . 
NOSENKO has furnished extensive information in regard 

to the~James STORSBERG) case and with due ~onsideration to 

the accuracy and recollection of GOLITSYN, there does not 

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

NOSENKO on the basis of the differences between the report-

ing by GOLITSYN of information he received from GRYAZNOV 

concerning what is considered to have been the1 James) 

- ' 
!STORSBERG) case and detailed information furnished by 

' f \ • 

NOSENKO concerning theJ Jam_e:s STORSBERG 1case. The 

exact date of the recruitment attempt ag9-inst\STORSBERG.) 

has not been positively established, but it is considered to 

have occurred before early May 1961 and probably in the 

March-April 1961 period. The statement by! James,; 

12 
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I STORSBERG) that it occurred in October 1961 is com-

p1etely unacceptable and is even contradicted by other 

statements by:;>TORSBERdhimsel£. 

(c) Page 163 of the previous summary contains 

information from GOLITSYN which he had received from 

GRYAZNOV in April or May 1960 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 ofiRobert BARRETT), who was a 

guide at the United States Exhibition in Moscow in 1959, and 

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

0001C91 
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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 

Department. 

One of the above homosexual agents succeeded in 

involving)3ARRETTl in homosexual activities which were 

photographed by the KGB but, according to NOSENKO, 

'· 
although the photographs were of a good quallty, the KGB 

( was unable to use the photographs in 1959 because of a 

general ban by the Central Committee on the recruitment 

of the United States Exhibition guides due to the planned 

visit of President EISENHOWER to the Soviet Union. 

NOSENKO also stated that the compromising material 

and information onfBARRETT) was later given to the First 

' Department and that,BARRETT 1was recruited by the Second 
t 

Section, First Department when he returned with another 

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

the recruitment operation •. BARRETT 1 following his return 
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to the United States in January 1962. confessed to the 

FBI that he had been recruited in 1961 on 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 thelRobert BARRET'lj case., It should 

be n:oted that \Robert BARRETT.) could not actually be 

characterized as an "American employee of the Embassy 

in Moscow.'' 

{d) Page 162 of the previous summary contain.s infor-

mation from GOLITSYN that in the spring of 1960 when he 

visited the First Section, First Department, SCD, he learned 

from GR YAZNOV that GR YAZNOV had as an agent an Embassy 

code clerk who was scheduled to be transferred to Helsinki. 

GRYAZNOV indicated to GOLITSYN that the code clerk had 

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

15 
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considered by the KGB to be a "real" agent and that if 

the transfer of the code clerk materialized, GOLITSYN 

might have the code clerk as ~n agent in Helsinki •. 

NOSENKO has furnished no information which can be 

correlated in any way with the above information from 

GOLITSYN, but neither has the information from GOLITSYN 

resulted in an identification despite the considerable investigation 

which has been conducted in the matter.· Although this is . 
cc:msidered to be a valid lead, it need not necessarily refer 

to a code clerk who was in the United States Embassy in 

Moscow during 1960 - 1961. It is also possible that the previous 

remark by GOLITSYN concerning the above "code clerk" who 

might be transferred to Helsinki as well as his cited remarks 

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

obtained if a specific reinterview on these matters was possible. 

The trip of Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV to I,-,ielsinki, Finland in 

November 1960 should be mentioned in any comparison of information 

from NOSENKO with information from GOLITSYN. This conflict is 
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also mentioned in another section pertaining to the 1960-1961 career 

of NOSENKO. GOLITSYN stated that KOSOLAPOV came to Helsinki 

to accompany an American Embassy code clerk on the train to 

Moscow and that KOSOLAPOV planned 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 GARLANP; 

and Viktor KOLOSOV (Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV) as passengers on the 

same train from Helsinki to Moscow. NOSENKO is aware of the 

identity of \John GARLAND but claims no knowledge of the above trip ,___ "- . 

of KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki, although 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 aware of the 

November 1960 trip of KOSOLAPOV to and from Helsinki. His lack of 

knowle.dge may or may not be explainable in terms of his other activities 

such as his trip to Cuba in November-December 1960 but it_cannot be 

interpreted as evidence NOSENKO was dispatched by the KGB since, if 

he had been, the KGB should have briefed NOSENKO on the trip of 

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

KGB knew GOLITSYN was aware of. 
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A theory which has previously been given consideration and 

warranted full consideration was that if NOSENKO was dispatched, 

his mission was to confuse leads furnished to American Intelligence 

and/ or to denigrate the value of information furnished by GOLITSYN. 

In connection with this theory, it· shoUld be noted that NOSENKO during 

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

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

not claim to have any detailed knowledge of the FCD and frequently, 

when some topic peculiar to the FCD has been broach!6d with NOSENKO, 

his immediate reply has been to the effect that 111 didn't work in the FCD, 11 

or "You should ask GOLITSYN about that. u 

r 
In connection with any consideration of whether the contact .of 

NOSENKO with CIA in Geneva in June 1962 could have been initiated by 

the KGB as a result of the defection of GOLITSYN, the timing of certain 

events should be noted. GOLITSYN defected on: 15 December 1961. 

NOSENKO departed from Moscow in March 1962 for Geneva, Switzerland, 

where he remained untill5 June 1962. 

It is felt that it would have been practically impossible if not 

impossible for KGB officials to complete an assessment of the actual or 

potential damage which could result from the defection of GOLITSYN, 
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select NOSENKO as the individual who would be dispatched to counter-

act the possible damage, and appropriately brief NOSENKO prior to 

his departure for Geneva in March 1962. Therefore, if NOSENKO 

was -dispatched by the KGB, it would appear that plans. for this would 

have predated the defection of GOLITSYN and that any GOLITSYN 

aspect could only be a related aspect and not the basis for the original 

plan _to dispatch NOSENKO. In addition, if NOSENKO was dispatched, -

- it would hardly seem necessary for the KGB to send NOSENKO to 

' -~ 

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

The theory has also been considered that NOSENKO could have 

been dispatched to confuse and divert American Intelligence and thus 

to protect an important KGB p~netration or penetrations of the United 

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

and has been given. full consideration, but it i& 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 

19 
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of American counter-intelligence to determine the identity of and 

take appropriate action against KGB penetrations of the United 
• 

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

that there would be little consolation or assurance to American intelli-

gence even if every statement by NOSENKO was accepted at face value. . . .. . 

The only specific area in which NOSENKO could be even con-

sidered to claim full knowledge is the United States Embassy in Moscow. 

lp. this area his statements could be construed as assurance tlta.t there 

were no recruitments of American personnel in the, United States Embassy 

in Moscow from 1953-December 1963 with the exception of "ANDREY" 

(Dayle Wallis SMITH) and\Herbert HOWARD~ The basis for this 

expressed opinion of NOSENKO is considered elsewhere in this summary 

and analysts may differ as to whether a recruitment could have occurred 

of which NOSENKO did not have knowledge, assuming that his statements 

are made in good faith. It should be noted, howevrr, that at this time 

there is no specific information which is in direct conflict,with the 

expressed opinion of NOSENKO. 

NOSE'NKO, as previously mentioned, has never claime~ any 

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

to be aware of all recruitments 0f Am,.e!icans by the SCD. As a:p. 
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example, he has made it clear that his knowledge of SCD activities 

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 o:f the cases of which the Chief of the Seventh 

Departn:ient 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 Department 

and constitute the only knowledge NOSENKO had of these particular c;ases. 

21 
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G. IS THERE EVIDENCE OF A POLITICAL OR ANY 

. OTHER TYPE OBJECTIVE WHICH COULD JUSTIFY A DISPATCH. 

OF NOSENKO BY THE KGB WITH PERMISSION TO SPEAK 

::_ :.·r 

FREELY TO CIA CONCERNING HIS KNOWLEDGE OF THE KGB 
i 

AND WITHOUT NOSENKO BEING GIVEN A SPECIFIC 

.. ;_, MISSION OR W.J:SSIONS? 
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G. Is there evidence o: a political or any othe:r·type objective 

wb.ich could justify a dispatch o£ NOSENKO by the KGB wi:h permission 

to speak freely to CIA concerning his knowledge of t:'::le KGB and witho~t 

NOSENKO being given a specific .::::iss~on or missions? The above possi= 

bility has been given consideration even though the ultimate ramifications 

are p:ractically incalculable. The conclusion is that as :regards NOSENKO, 

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

political or other type objective which could be considered o:f suificiejJ,t 

impo:~;"tance by the KGB to warrant the dispatch oi a KGB officer with 

the knowledge of NOSENKO to speak freely with CIA withou.t his being 

given a :specific mission or missions by the KGB. 

It is accepted that the Soviet leadership would be entirely capable 

. of instructing the KGB to dispatch a staff officer for pe:rmanent defection 

to Unit'ed States authorities with no specific intelligence mission ar..d no 

limitations on the KGB intelligence iiuormation he mig'l:.t :.-e.vea.l p:rovidir ... g 

that such act would, in the estimate of the leadership, result in a net 

political gain :for the USSR. For such a possibility to be se:ciou.sly 

entertained by the Soviets, :C.oweve:r, it would nave to involve an issue of 

maJm.: importance to the Soviet lea.C::.ers~~ij? and pres·L-~'1-:.ably wot:.ld :t.ave to 

- ~- ,._ ....... ·---­
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be cons::.dered by them as the only or at least the best means oi 

achieving t::.e desired end and of having ;:;.. very high proba".:::lility 

o.f success. 

The only area touched upon hi any way by NOSENKO which 

migb.t meet the above requirements is t:b.e assassination o£ President 

Kennedy: the involvement o£ Lee Harvey Oswald in the assassination 

and his association with the Soviet Univn. · Give11: (a} speculation 

obtaining at the time that there was Soviet involvement in t:=..e 

assassination, {b) the premise that in fact the:::e was!no Soviet 

involvement, and (c) a hypothesis that the Soviet leadership was deeply 

concerned lest erroneous conclusions be drawn which could lead to 

ir:;:eversable actions, it is conceivable that the Soviet leade:;:sb.ip mig:ht 

- -

.: · ... ; have been prepared to take ext:reme steps to convince United States 

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

to the United States Government oi the allegedly complete Soviet co:1.su:;::.:: 

~·, OSWALD . .... 1£ • ... d ... ) Il ... e on was, 1n 1 ... se , an u;.J.preced.en ... e ac .. . 
----------------------_--------- -- - ------

The NOSENKO case warrants exan:1.ination i:..1. the above :;:ega:::C. 1:-~ 

2.igb.t o£ the fact that among the in:fo:-::mation NvSENKO provided was 

11inside 11 KGB information on OSW ... n~LD: infor;:nation w::;.icb. p-u.::.·:;?o::.;;:;c::.y 
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revealed the substance of the content of the KGB files on OSWALD . . · 

This information clearly indicated that there was no KGB relationship 

with OSWALD, that the KGB had no operational interest. in OSWALD, 

and that as a matter of fact OSWALD. had presented the KGB with a . . 

continuing series of problems. 

Upon exami.""lation, however, NOSENKO does not m:eet the 

requirements premised above for serious Soviet consideration of a free 

KGB defection. The following reasons render this unacceptable: 

a. The chronology, in itself, presents virtually impossible 

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

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

b. While the information from NOSENKO on OSWALD is 

interes.ting and pertinent, it is not, in nature, scope, and content, 

sufficient:ky convincing for United States authoritie.s to reasonably be 

expected to conclude that it rep:resen'!:ed unequivocal proof oi Soviet 

non-involvement. 

c. It is implausible not to assume that the Soviets would 

assume that United States authorities, in any exarnina.tion o£ the 

possibiJ..i·.::y o:f a Soviet (KGB) hand in tl1c ass;:~ssination, wvu:d presume 

3 
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extrernely narrow Soviet compaxtmentition.in such an operation -- a 

i 
compartmentation which would exclude knowledgeability by any KGB 

· o:fficex otb.er thim very senior persons z..nd an individual or group o:f 

action individuals specifically concerned with rnat-:ers of this nature. 

The KGB career o£ NOSENKO would not permit even serious 

consideration that NOSENKO coald have lcgic~lly been fitted into the 

above very limited category. 

It is accordingly concluded t:O.at the possibility o:f a politically 

h 

motivated free dispatch can in the case o:f NOSENKO be satisfactorily 

eliminated. 

The possibility has also been considered that the KGB might 

have theorized that by dispatching an agent, in this case an officer, 

with numerous leads to non-valuable or non-current KGB agents or 

cases, the facilides of the United States Intelligence comm·unity wo1;.ld 

be practically neutralized for an extended period of time. This could 
l. 

only be based on an assumption that the United States Intelligence 

community would involve a ;majo:r po:..·tion of its personnel a:::1d efforts 

in the investigation and resolution of -cases w~ich had little or no cu:r::ent 

0~ ... potent1':::l va-lu··"' to t"L.e KG"P.. "'' ""'' ·· ·- ., .. b v ~ _ ..... .w. ~ ....... 1c: .:..oove :)os s:..oll.:;.cy ca:.:1no" e 
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NOSENKO in the absence o.f any evidence that he had any KGB mission 

. o:c rr ... issions to fulfill comes within tl:a above category, particularly since an 

overall assessment o£ his infor:;.na.tion leads to the conclusion that :full 

exploitation of his ir..:fo:-mation would be quite damaging to the KGB. 

Conside::-cation of the above possibility must also include an 

evaluation of the deter:-ent effect on the prospects of future recruitments 

by the KGB caused by legal action taken agai..-..st individuals exposed by 

in:fo:-mation from the dispatched agent or officer. The deterrent effect 

on others o£ the conviction and senter-~cing of person&- who have com:mitted 

a crime or: crimes has long been a part o£ the legal theory of why pe:-sons 

who commit a crime should be i:-.--11prisoned or pu:p.ished. 

The deterrent effect on others of the trials and cor ... vic-cions oi 

William VASSALL, Robert Lee JOHNSON and James Allen Y.:..INTKEN-

BAUGH should not be u...-..derestima.ted. _The KGB also could not have 

known that information furnished by NOSENKO would not rest:lt in t:~e 

trial and conviction of other KGB agents or recruitments conce1·ning 

whom NOSENKO had so~e knowledge. 
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' H. IS THERE ANY EVIDENCE TH..~ T THE CONTACTS· OF . 
. ··: ' 

NOSENKO IN 1962 OR IN 1964 "'NITH CIA WERE KNOWN TO TB:E 

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? · . 

,.. . 

CP.2UP 1 
Excluded !rnm ~:;:JUJalit 

da11ngra~ln;; ~:itl 
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H. Is there any evidence that the contacts of NOSENKO in 1962 
I 

or in 1964 with_ CIA were known: to the KGB prior to his defection or 

I -. that NOSENKO was ever briefed by the KGB relative to his behavior 

I- or KGB objectives during these contacts or after his defectio;n? The 

conclusion 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 

defection and that NOSENKO was never b:defed in a11;y ma~ner by the KGB. 

The basis for the above conclusion is substantially contained in 

-' 
i 

previous sections. It is being treated here as a separate area of interest 

I 

. . ; . since it is a sufficiently important area as to warrant individual consideration • 

.. ··. ·, . ;l It is recognized that since positive factual confirmation such as 

' 

the KGB file on NOSENKO is not available, any conclusion concerning 

whether NOSENKO was or was not dispatched by the KGB can only be 

.-.· . based on the full review of available information from NOSENKO, 
. :-.--->:-1 

. ' . ; 

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 
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necessarily based in part on a judgment as to whether any of his 

activities or information logically warrant a substantial suspicion 

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

or control. One of.the particular areas considered was his apparent 

behavior during his contacts with CIA in june 1962 and the conclusion 

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

control at that time. 

Consideration has been given to the possibility that his 1962 

contacts with CIA were not known to the KGB, but became known to 

the KGB later and NOSENKO was doubled by the KGB. It was con-

eluded that there was no basis for or information which would warrant 

serious consideration of the above possibility aside from the separate 

conclusion that the I<G-B would be very unlikely to reward a traitor 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 
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U~1.i'ted States .Embassy ir._ ::V.::oscow cc::cerning his contact with c:::_.;. and 

that :C..e did not wisl1. -:;o be co~~tacted. z..r~d would not :recognize ar~y attempted 

contact withln the Soviet Union. NCSENI<O also :u:rnis:l::..cd inio::r1nation as 

to t:i:le :;:eason fox his conce:rn tl-.:.at no infoxmation xega:r<iing his contact 

I 
. ! with CI...i\. become known in t'b.e United States Embassy in :W1oscow and t!le 

dangers to NOSENKO in any contact o-: attempted contact wi'ili NOSENKO 

in the USSR. 

It is :;:,-ecognized that the above indicated concern o:f NOSEN:£:(0 

about his personal secu:rity is not substantial evidence that NOSENKO 

was not under KGB control; howeve:r. it is eviderice that NOSENK0 was 

' 
not in any way encouraging clandestine contact of NOSENKO within the· 

( -----------------
USSR, which very likely would have been an aim of t::.e KGB ii NOSENKO 

. -----------------·---- ~-- --------------------: ..... 

was u.J.der KGB control. 
----------:-------§- ---

The material which NOSENKO furnished to CIA in_l964 has bean 

ca:;:efully reviewed to determine if there is .any evidence "fuat the :-<.GB 

participated in any way in the assen"lbling of this rather u.J.ique collection 

oi n.J.atel·ial. None of the :rnaterial appea::.:s to have been of an accountable 

type and, on the contrary, it app.:::ars th.a~ NCSENKO could havz £u::nis:;.od 

ail o£ t:..e mate:rial to CIA and :re·::-..:rned to the Soviet Ur..ion withot:..t the KGB 

e\ra~ at a later date becomi:..:g awa:::e t2::at the n1a.terial \vas act\.:ally :-.~:ssir.~.g. 

the trip of NQSENKO to Go::ldy 11"'.. Dece~"Ylber 1963. 00011C9 
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The !::.:ip in December 1963, according to NOSENKO, was to 

p~rticipate in the search for Aleksa.n.dr CHEREPANOV. Acco1·ding to 

. I 
NOSENKO, tl:;.is particular document was not acco·untable in that it was .. 

only necessary to turn it in when requesting reimbursement £or travel 

. eA."}?enses. NOSENKO stated that :he had not clai..-ned the rather small 

amount of money to whlcb. he was entitled and has also admitted that he 
- · ... , 

. ·really brought the docu.."'nent along because it gave him the indicated rank 

of Lieutenant Colonel. 

NOSENKO has completely retracted his clai.o.-:n to having had the 

rank of Lieutenant Colonel, . stating that even as a Deputy Chief of D3pa.rt ... 

ment he was only a Captain although he ~as entitled to and expected to 
. '. 

1. receive the rank of Major in early 1964. NOSENKO has stated that 

giving him the rank of Lieutenant Colonel h1. t:he above documer.t was 

the error of KASHPEROV, the officer on duty in the SCD. on Sunday, and. 

that practically all Deputy Chiefs of Department in the SCD had at least 

the rank of Lieutenant Colonel. 

The above explanation by NCSENKO may well be considered by 

rea~ers with at least a degree o£ skepticism. However, if NOSENKO 

was di§>patched by the KGB, it would seem tb.at he could have been pro-· 

vided w:th something a little mo:re substan·:::ial to docun1.ent b.is clai1n o£ 

the rank of Lie'I.A.tenant Colo:r ... .:::l. L1. acidi·~io:;:: .. , it would seer ... J. that t:l::e KGB 
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could have provided NOSENKO wit:.. ;;;o:.r .. e type o£ docume:.1.t w~icil 

wou!d·suppo:rt at least o:n.e of his cla:.med positions in the SCD~ KGB .. 

Even t:::.e Che:repanov Papers do 11.0t in any way support the claim of. 

NOS:SNKO that h.e was Deputy C:hie£ o:Z the Fi:::st Section, First 

Department. SCD, in 1960 - 1961~ ncr do they even support the claim 

of NOSENl<O that there was such a. position in the Fi:::st Section in 

1960 - 1961 or even in 1958 or 1959 • 
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IV. COMMENTS CONCERNING PREVIOUS CONCLUSiONS 
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COMMENTS CONCERNING PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS 

IN REGARD TO NOSENKO 

Attached is a verbatim copy of pages 357 - 360 of the 11Examina .. 

tion of the Bona Fides of a KGB Defector" which contains seven (A -G) 

primary conclusions concerning the claimed Naval RU (Navy Intelligence} 

and KGB career of NOSENKO. These_ conclusions or findings are 

independently treated in separate attachments. 

With the exception of "G, 11 the conclusions in this summary are 

in direct coru~ict with the above conclusions arid are basically that 

NOSENKO served in the Naval RU from March 1951 to early 1953, was 

a KGB officer fro.m March 1953 until his defection 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" ()001113 

S
c r\R,_ __ _ 

. ~ L. ~ I 
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PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS RE NOSENKO 

AS CONTAINED ON PAGES 357 - 360 OF 

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

The following is a quote of the preVious conclusions in the case of Yuriy 

Ivanovich NOSENKO. (The specific conclusions have been given the designation 

of A - G fo:r purposes of easier correlati~::m with othez: sections of this summary.} 

"SUMMAJ,tY OF CONCLUSIONS 

CONCERNING NOSENKO'S BONA FIDES" 

"NOSENKO claims that he served for a decade in the KGB in 

successively senior positions of aufhorio/ from which he derived 

extensive knowledge of the scope, character, and results of KGB 

operations against Americans in the Soviet Union in the period 

1953-1963. To substantiate his claim, he provides an impressive 

array of information about KGB personnel, organization and opera­

tions which, to the extent. that it has been confirmed, is presumptive 

evidence of his bona fides. Various Soviet officials, including 

intelligence officers, have generally corroborated NOSENKO's 

claims. According to some of these sources, NOSENKO was a 

senior KGB officer who occupied a series of sensffi.ve positions, who 

0001114 
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enjoyed considerable authority an.d trust despite personal short-· 

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

a 
by Soviet Intelligence 1 , paralyzed the work of 11llill KGB 

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

sinate him. 11 

"The examination has compared each element of NOSENKO's 

biography relevant to his claimed KGB service with known 
. . 

facts and reasonable surmise. The examination reflects the 

test to which his accounts were put: whether his accounts are 

internally coherent and consistent with known fact, and whether 

he actually gained the information he has from occupying the 

KGB positions he claims to have hetd. In short, is he what he 

says he is, according to his own accounts? 11 

''This examination had led to the :following findings, 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 in the 

map..ner or at the time he claimed. 

C. NOSENKO did not serve in the American 
0001115 

Embassy Section throughout the 195 3-1955 period as 

he claimed. 



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

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

. ·I 

Departnlent American-British Commonwealth Section.::: 

E. NOSENKO was neither Deputy Chief of the 

. American Embassy Section nor a senior .officer or 

supervisor in the Section during the period 1961-1962 •. (sic)· 
.. -.. ~~ ..... ·. i 

F. NOSENK0 1 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. 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 available evidence 
. :-:. 

in each instance. 11 

11 The above judgments, if correct, rebut preswnptive evidence 

of NOSENK0 1s bona fides. The contradictions in NOSENKO'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 

G00ii16 
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cannot be established with certainty, it is evident that truth and 

fact are not what NOSENKO relates. By almost any test, virtually 
'I 

any of NOSENK0 1s above claims are impugned by fact or probability,· 

or contradicted or retracted in his own statements. N05ENKO is 

not what he claims to be, and thus he is not a bona fide .defector." 

11 Given the conclusion that NOSENKO is not a bona fide 

defector, it is necessary to attempt to determine hi's 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 NOSENKO's own assertions, does not permit unequivocal 

conclusions. Nevel'fr:eless, the question cannot be ignored. , The 

character of the information NOSENKO has conveyed, the fact that 

some of his false claims have been corroborated by Soviet officials, 

and the necessity to make decisions about NOSENKO's future all 

require that at least a provisional judgment be made. 11 

"Of the reasonable explanations advanced for NOSENKO's 

misrepresentations, the chief ones are that he is a swindler posing 

as a former KGB officer for reasons of personal advantage; that he 

suffers from a deranged ?ersonality or unbalanced mi:rid; that he has 

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

simply personal reasons; or, finally, that he is a dispatched KGB G0Gii17 
agent. 11 
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"The first two possibilities are easily dismissed. That 

NOSENKO is not simply a swindler who falsely claims for personal 

~dvantage to have been a KGB officer is evident, we believe~ from 

the confirmed details of KGB organization, personnel and operations 

which he has provided and which could only derive from within the . -

KGB itself. 11 

11Second1 as noted in the text, extensive psychi~tric and 

psychological examination by qualified specialists rule out the· 

I possibility that NOSENKO's actions and testimony are the product 

.. 
. i 

j 

I 

! . ! 

of a deranged :personality or unbalanced mind.'' 

11 It is somewhat more plausible that NOSENKO is a KGB 

officer who sexved in at least some of the components for some 

or all of the time periods that he claims, but who greatly exag-

gerated his positions, rank and access to i:Q.torma1;ion, and -· 

invented some matters outright,· to achieve greater status with 

American Intelligence. This· explanation, however, fails to 

accommodate the fact that several KGB officers have asserted 

that NOSENKO did in fact hold senior positions in the KGB. Aiso, _ 

NOSENKO's assertions with respect to his rank, GRIBANOV's 

patronage, the recall telegram, and the like, cannot be just a 

product of his own invention, since these were the subject of 
GOO::t1t8 

comment by other sources. 11 

C:C0DCT 
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11 Because none of the above explanations is consistent with 

the data developed in interrogations and investigations, we a,re 

left with the hypothesis that NOSENKO was dispatched by the 

KGB. While this explanation does not reconcile all the anomalies, . . . 

none of them renders it untenable. 11 

"In the absence of further revelations by NOSENKO, or 

. 
other persuasive evidence to the contrary, CIA finds that the 

evidence establishes a presumption that NOSENKO was dispatched 

by the KGB, and believes that prudence requires that he be 

regarded as still responsive to KGB control, and that his infor-

mation should be assessed accordingly. 11 
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SECRET 

A. NOSENKO DID NOT SERVE IN THE NAVAL RU 

IN ANY OF THE CAPACITIES OR AT THE PL.A.CES AND 

TIMES HE CLAL.\t1ED 
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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 swnmary in regard 

to NOSENKO. The current conclusion is that the claimed s.ervice of 

NOSENKO in Navy Intelligence (Naval RU) during March 1951 to early 

1953 in the Far East and the Baltic areas is adequately substantiated 

and should be accepted. 

The interrogations of NOSENKO prior to 1967 were complicated 

by NOSENKO changing the date of his graduation from the Institute of 

International Relations from 1950 to 1949 because he did not wish to 

admit that he had failed to graduate in 1949 with the majority of his class. 

However, previous efforts of NOSENKO to revert to hls original 1962 

statement that he graduated in 1950 were not accepted and an unwa:r:ranted ---- ---- -- . .. -~--- ... 

significance was given to the 1949 - early 1953 period of time. 

It is considered that NOSENKO has adequately explained his 

"stupid blunders 11 as they relate to the above and to certain other personal 

matters and that his claimed service in Navy Intelligence from March 

G00i12i 
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1951 to early 1953 both in the Far East and the Baltic area is fully 

acceptable. It is not considered necessary to comment concerning all 

of the remarks in the previous summary regarding the claimed Naval 

RU service of NOSENKO as reflected on pages 49-59· and remarks will, 

for purposes of brevity, be limited in scope. 

The statement is made in the previous summary 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 Intelligence Staffs. Some 30 GRU officers he did identify, 

by his own admission, NOSENKO knew not from his Naval RU service, 

but through social acquaintance, later, in Moscow, or through his visits 

to Geneva. 11
: 

Attached is a copy of a handwritten memorandum voluntarily 

prepared by NOSENKO in late 1967 containirig the names of a number 

of GRU personnel of whom he had some knowledge. The attached was 

not prepared as the result of any inquiry concerning his claimed Naval 

RU service, but was only a small part of the material prepared by 

NOSENKO at this time. The entire material included remarks by 

NOSENKO regarding approximat~ly[875)KGB officers, lioo)KGB agents, 

35 GRU officers and ~400~ other Soviet nationals. 

2 
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It is interesting to note that the attached list contains the names 

of approximately 20 GRU officers whom NOSENKO relates to the early 

1950's period. In addition, NOSENKO has, during current interviews 

and in other memoranda, furnished the names of additional Navy Intelli-

gence personnel whom he knew in the 1951 - early 1953 period. 

Page 52 of the above summary and other related pag.es 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 memorandum with certain diagrams prepared by 

NOSENKO on 21 February 1968 concerning his assig~~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 diagra:m,s indicates they are quite accurate. 

NOSENKO had previously stated that his service in the Baltic 

area was at Sovetsk Primorskiy and du~ing current interviews recalled 

that the former name of the place, an almost deserted fishermen's 

village, was Fishausen. The previous designation given by NOSENKO 

for this place as having the mail address of Sovetsk Pri:morskiy had 

caused the conclusion that his alleged place of assignment was non-

existent. A further check in the matter would have disclosed that the 

place was not nonexistent, that it is currently known as Primorsk and 

that the former German name of the fishing village was Fischhausen. 

3 
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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 compared 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 

4 
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B. NOSENKO did not enter the KGB in the manner or at the time 

claimed. {Previous conclusion) 

I 
.. \ 

" l 

The above is conclusion "B 11 m the·previous surnm.ary in regard 

to NOSENKO. The conclusion in this summary is that NOSENKO entered 

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

entry was not only facilitated by but due to the influence of General 

Bogdan Zakharovich KOBULOV. 

Previous statements by NOSENKO and changes relative to date of 

entry into the KGB have been mentioned in another section of the summary 

and will not be repeated here. His statements during current interviews 

that he. entered on duty in mid-March 1953 as a case officer in the First 

Section, First Department, Second Chief Directorate, MVD, are con-

sidered adequately substantiated and should 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. 

SECRET (}001102 



In 1964, NOSENKO had given two dates in 1952 as his time of entry into 

the KGB in an ·effort not to admit that he had failed to graduate from the 

Institute of International Relations in 1949. 

The previous summary gave considerable weight. to the statements 

; :·I 
of NOSENKO indicating that he did not enter the .KGB (MVD) under what 

are considered normal KGB procedures. Proper allowances were not 
,• .I 

given for position of the father of NOSENKO, the Minister of Shipbuilding, 

and the influence of General KOBULOV. An analyst can either accept or 

reject the statement of NOSENKO that he entered the KGB (MVD) through 

the influence of General KOBULOV; but, if the statement is accepted, then 

the failure of NOSENKO to be required to follow normal KGB procedures 

should also be accepted. 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 NOSENKO 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 KGB appointment in 1953 than he was at 

the time of his previous rejection in 1950. This statement is not contra-

vertible and is fully accepted with the qualification that in 1950 NOSENKO 
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was not sponsored by any person of influence as was the case in 1953 

with General KOBULOV who in mid-March 1953 was the First Deputy 

to BERIYA. 
. . 

The previous summary also states that according 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 

substanti,ate; namely, that it never happened. Until 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 san:itarii.:un -- rest 

place in Kubinka. It is also accepted that he was an officer in the KGB 

after mid-1\1(arch 1953. The influence of KOBULOV could undoubtedly 

have permitted NOSENKO to enter the KGB even though he previously 

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

had ever had tuberculosis is not and cannot be sufficiently substantiated. 

The previous summary contained a number of additional remarks 

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

therefore could not have entered the KGB (MVD). Comments concerning 

thase will be brief since there is considered to be no adequate basis at 

this time on which to contend that NOSENKO did not enter the KGB 

(MVD) as an officer in mid-March 1953. A comment was made t..~at 
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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 iD.f!uence of General 

KOB ULOV; but, in addition, does not consider the fact that the Naval 

RU dossier on NOSENKO was available to the KGB (MVD}. 

The previous summary also failed to note that the MVD would 

have ha9 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 NOSENKO did not complete the 

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

seem that the influence 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 interviews stated that he com-

pleted the Anketa while. sitting at his desk after entry into the KGB (MVD). 

Page 70 of the previous summary states that NOSENKO did not 

know the designation of his own Directorate either at the time he allegedly 
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entered on duty or during his first year of KGB service. While 

NOSENKO has claimed that the designation of his Directorate at the 

time he entered the KGB (MVD} in mid-March 1953 was the Second 

Chief Directorate and that it subsequently was redesignated the 

First Chief Directorate, DER YABIN has stated this reversal of 

designations occurred in March 1953. 

STALIN died in early March 1953 and that same month the 
v 

MVD and the MGB were merged under the name MVD with BERIYA 

as Minister. BERIYA held this position until his arre.st in early June 

1953. BERIYA was succeeded by KRUGLOV, who held office for less 

than a year. Yuriy RASTVOROV was recently queried concerning thE;t 

date o£ the reversal of the designation of the FCD and SCD and places. 

it as the end of April or early May 1953. GOLITSYN has indicated that · 

the change occurred 11 soon after the advent of BERIYA as head of the 

MVD in April 1953. 11 In the light of our inability to fix the effective date 

of the reversal o£ the designations of the SCD and the FCD, it is 

unreasonable to impugn NOSENKO on his statement as to the designation 

of his Directorate at the time of his entry into the KGB (MVD). 

There is a disagreement between NOSENKO 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 
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in conflict with the statements of DERYABIN, RASTVOROV and 

GOLITSYN, all o.f whom maintain that BERIYA was responsible for 

the changes. As for the issue o:f who was responsible for the reversal 

. of designations, it would appear that NOSENKO is in error. However, 

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_~. 

NOSENKO is criticized in the previous summary for not knowing 

. - . . . 
the location of the Chief Directorate of the Militia or the history of the 

KI (Committee of Information). NOSENKO has stated that he had no 

contacts with either office during 1953 -1955 and there is no adequate reason 

to disbelieve this statement. He is not aware of when the KI ceased to 

.. 
exist (1951 given in the· summary, but other information indicates the KI 

continued 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 o£ Agency facilities at 

any given period of time or when Agency components ·or related organizations 

were organized or ceased to exist. 
' 
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The point has also been made that any career of NOSENKO 

in the KGB should have ended or he should have at least encountered 

difficulty when his benefactor General KOB ULOV, together with the . · 

brother of General KOBULOV, .was arrested with the BERIYA group in 

.. 
early June 1953. NOSENKO has during current interviews stated that he 

encountered no difficulties but is aware that the KOBULOY connection 

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

official of the First Department. · Under other circumstances NOSENKO 

would very possibly have encountered difficulty; but, .it should be noted 

. that the father of NOSENKO retained his position, that NOSENKO only 

.met Genera~ KOBULOV through his father, and that NOSENKO has stated 

that although his father knew General KOB ULOV, his father could in no 

way be considered a member of the BERIYA group. 

_.l.h..ii38 
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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 previous summary. The 

conclusion in this summary is that NOSENKO was an officer of the First 

Section (American Elnbassy 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 NOSENKO 

during current interviews. The conclusion is that NOSENKO was an 

officer in the First Section but was not a very eff~ctive officer and that -
both his work and behavior were decidedly influenced by the fact that he 

was the son of the Minister of Shipbuilding. NOSENKO is reluctant to 

admit that he was other than sl~ghtlr._.!c:L:~-~daisical in his work during 

this period of time, but is not hesitant to admit that his personal 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'' 

0001140 



,. 

.·. -·-: 

.. ·: 

. . 

to be prepared 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 apparent in the above since 

his father was advised of his difficulties in 1954 by an official of the 

KGB and his mother interceded on his behalf in 1955 with the Chief of 

SCD. The result in 1955 was that NOSENKO was transferred to the 

Seventh Departrn.ent and not fired from the KGB. 

The question 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. This 

is a valid question but a plausible explanation is a~ain the .f.a.ct that he was 

the son of the then Minister of Shipbuilding. 

NOSENKO bas stated during previous and current interviews that 

following his entry into the KGB and until circa mid-1954 he was respon-

sible for work against American correspondents in Moscow. 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 explainea that during this time he was a "new officer, •i 

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 
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information concerning his own agents is believed of sufficient we~ght 
.. 

- -· 
I to accept the statement of NOSENKO that work against American cor-

:::--, 

. i respondents was his assignment from mid-March 1953 to mid-1954 • 
I 

From circa mid-1954 until his transfer to the Seventh Depart-

ment in late May .1955, NOSENKO claims and has claimed he was an 
= • .: • 

· .. i officer of the First Section with the responsibility of work against the 
' 

·>_·:·:i 
Military Attaches (Army} at the United States Embassy in Moscow. It 

is considered, based on his knowledge of the various Military Attache 
.. ·_ .:~-

personnel and other collateral ~nformation furnished by NOSENKO, that 

NOSENKO was an officer of the First Se<;:tion during tlie mid-1954 - late 

May 1955 period of time, that his primary wor~ was against members 

of the Office of the Military Attache,. b~t,_th~~ _t}le quality of hi~ work 

undoubtedly left much to be desired. ------------··· 
In circa mid-1954, NOSENKO.was removed as Secretary of the 

Komsomol unit and by early 1955 his performance was such that at least · 

certain officials in the First Department desired his removal from the 

First Department, if not the KGB. Under these circumstances, 

NOSENKO could be criticized as having been a very poor if not 

undesirable KGB officer, but his knowledge o£ the First Section during 

this period of time and his knowledge of the members of the Office of 

3 
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the. Military Attache supports the claim of NOSENKO that he was an 

officer o£ the First Section with the indicated assignment as related 
~ . ' 

by him. 

NOSENKO has stated that the work against the Military 

Attaches was not primarily directed toward development o£ recruitment 

·, · possibilities, but was directed toward control of the Military Attaches 

J . on trips in order to prevent observation of sensitive areas, sensiti:ve 

sites or sensitive activities in the USSR. This attitude by the KGB 

would appear to be completely plausible and NOSENKO noted as 

exceptional in this regard the recruitment attempt against 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 submitted 

that this may be evidence of his failure to satisfactorily fulfill his 
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Nc.:::::.:~\:1.{0 l:..as r.r.-::v~ously ir.~.C.icated and .still indicates c:.. definite 

::..c..ck o:£ lmcwledge concerning his assig:::1ed targets during approxi..--nG...:...::ly 

March ~ Mc;.y 1955. This. according to }.\fQSENKO, WCi.S when an un-

sc.:dsfactory "characterization" was being prepared on NOSENKO, a 

dc:ci.:;ion was being made on his case, and a period of time ir, whicn he 

·-'·.; 
·;r;er.:~ on a "big dru:..k" which cuhninated in his spending about 40 days 

-:.:.:;.•de.::.~ :~ospi:a.l cara ·::Jecause of the possibility of recurrence c:-f hi.s ·c::evic,-:;.s 

·.:-..:..".oe::ct:.losis. 

:?G.ges 84 - 87 of the previous su.:mr.nary suggeat tha;. NOSE:-..;-;.:-(0 

c:..::;.: ... i:::.st the Military Attaches. It is con.sidered that SCSE~".:::::.c ....... 

. .:..:: -· . '· 
~- -~ec. ...... _...,l 
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The effectiveness or non-effectiveness of NOSENKO during his 

assignment to the First Section, First Department, from mid-March 

1953 to late May 1955 can have little pertinency in the question of the 

bona fides of NOSENKO if it is accepted that he actually was an officer 

in the First Section during this period of time. It is felt that information 

furnished by NOSENKO in current interviews and in previous interviews 

is of sufficient scope and detail that his clailned service as an officer 

in the First Section during this period of time is completely acceptable. 

6 
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D. DURING THE PERIOD 1955- 1960, HE WAS NEITHER A · . .:... 

.. :i· 

SENIOR CASE OFFICER IN, NOR DEPUTY CHIEF OF, 

THE SEVEl\JTH DEPARTMENT AMERICAN-BRITISH 

COMMONWEALTH SECTION 
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D. During the period of 1955 - 1960, NOSENKO wa.s neither a 

seniox: case officer in, nor Deputy Chief of, the Seventh Department, 

American-British Commonwealth Section.· {Pre~ious conclusion) 

The above is conclusion "D" in the previous ~;ummary. The 

current conclusion is that NOSENKO was an officer in the Seventh 

Department, SCD, from late May 1955 to December 1959 and was 

Deputy Chid of the American-British Commonwealth Section, Seventh 
( 

Department from 1958 to December 1959. 

During current interviews, NOSENKO has furnished extensive 

information concerning his own activities in the Seventh Department 

during the 1955-1959 period. Interviews of persons who were the subject 

of KGB interest collaterally confirm that NOSENKO was personally in-

volved in certain claimed activities during 1955 to December 1959. 

These activities include among others the recruitment of[RiC:!lard BURGI). 

in June 1956, contact with(SE·--Allen-LANEjand (.Arthur -BIRSE}in the 

summer of 1957, the recruitment o£\Gisella HARRISJin 1958, the re-

cruitment of'\George DREW) in the spring of 1959, the recruitment of 
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;William Stanley WILBY) in June 1959, the recruitment ol David TAYLOR 

in the summer of 1959, the recruitment of[Ge~ard M~RTENS]in July­

August 1959, and the recruitment o(.f..,rf)-ene FRIPPEL/in 1959. The 

foregoing is not a complete list of all cases in which NOSENKO claims 

personal involvement, but is represe_ntative of cases in which his alleged 

participation has been confirmed by interviews with the individual who . 

was the KGB target. 

\Sir Allen LANE, Arthur BIRSE, William Sta:ttiey WILBY~ and 
) 

(David TAYLORJwerelBritish:)citizens and the other above-named indi-

vidua1s were\ United States; citizens. This would seem to substantiate 

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 information about 

. 
an operation against\Martin MALIA.1 an American tourist who was in 

the Soviet Union from approximately September 1955 to December 1955. 

1 MALIAJhas not been interviewed and will not be interviewed, so at this 

time no particular 1955 case in which NOSENKO claims involvement 

or personal knowledge has been substantiated by interview of the 

ir ... dividual involved. 

GDUi149_ · 
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NOSENKO has furnished information on the travel of certain 

United States Government officials, including Congrefi!sional represent-

atives to the USSR in 1955 - 1956; and the trip o£ Supreme Court Justice 

William 0. DOUGLAS in 1955 which, when considered with the previously 

mentioned specifics, adequately substantiate his claimed service in the 

. . 
. Seventh Department and work against American-British Commonwealth 

tourists during the late May 1955 - December 1959 period • 

. • 
NOSENKO has stressed that when he transferred to the Seventh 

Department,· the Tour-ist Section had just been establi,shed and an agent 

network was not available for operations against American and British 

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

USSR was ju; t in,~a formative stage. 

NOSENKO has spoken in detail about an agent network he de-

veloped after 1955 which primarily consisted of Intourist personnel 

and two homosexual agents, "SHMELEV" and "GRIGORIY 11 (KG.B code 

names), whose extensive use in KGB operations has been confirmed by 
··~ · .. 

interviews with individuals who were the subject of homosexual com-

promise operations. 

The previous summary contained remarks on pages 101 - 150 

in regard to the claimed 1955 - 1959 Seventh Department service of 

. oOUi150 
NOSENKO. To comment on all the aspects mentioned in those fifty 
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·,.·. pages would be repetitious and in many instances superfluous. It is 

considered that even if the statements were accepted in toto, there 
. . 

would still not be an adequate basis for a conclusion that NOSENKO 

was not an officer in the claimed positions in the Seventh Department 

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

ceded that, if all the sub-conclusiOiis and the interpretations of various 

areas of information were accepted without qualification, there is any 
. 

evidence that NOSENKO was dispatched by the KGB. ·However, there 

are certain assumptions and interpretations which appeared in the 

previous summary which are particularly worthy of comment and which 

. r are considered erroneous or requir.e additional clarification. 

On page 1;45 it is stated that the evidence suggests that NOSENKO 

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

intelligence officer responsible for the ·identification of foreign agents 

among tourists or for the development, recruitment, . and exploitation . 

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 recrui~ents Cl;nd recruit-

ment attempts. This activity has not been limited to the Seventh Depart-

ment, SCD; and the innuendo that NOSENKO was "only an English-

speaking specialist in sexual entrapment" and not a KGB ~1_:tj_Wf_en 
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considered with the detailed information NOSENKO has provided on 

Seventh Department personnel, activities, procedure~, and topics of 

a similar nature is not considered to have any foundation in fact. 

Page 145 of the above summary lists eleven operations which 

were Seventh Department cases prio~ to 1960 and which were included 

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

were those against ~Bernard FECHTER, Patrick PRESSMAN, John RUFE,I 
' . ' 

~,Gerald SEVERN, Sofia SHATTAUER, (fnu) KARLOV} Norman FISK~; 

_.Ralph MATLAvi;, Marvin KANTOR, \Michael GINSBURG, and Willia~ 

\TARAS~. The criticism made in regard to the above eleven cases 

( was that NOSENKO could not describe the individual operations other 

than to say that h.e 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 I'l:~.t~ brought out by NOSENKO are considered in another -
section of this summary, but it should be noted here that a full review 

ot 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 interviews, NOSENKO furnished specific ' 

information on certain of the above eleven cases, including :William'] . --

\ TARASKA, Bernard PECHTER, Michael GINSBURG and Jqhn RUFE~ 

It should also be noted that certain of the cases such as Marvin KANTOR 

r ·-, 
andt_William TARASKA~were cases in which the tourist was visiting . . . 

relatives in the Soviet Union and that NOSENKO has given a satisfactory 

explanation of how he learned of the KANTOR case. NOSENKO has, in 

. . . 

discussing his duties as Deputy Chief of the American-British •common- · 

wealth Section, also explained that if a tourist indicated that he intended 

to visit relatives in the USSR, the case automatically was assigned to a 

t ( group of officers in the Section who reported directly to the Chief of 

Section 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 "SHlv1ELEV," 

two homosexual agents of NOSENKO previously mentioned. NOSENKO . 

has explained that "SHMELEV" and "GRIGORIY 11 had the assignment of 

~dentifying American 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 

e~;ction was taken by the Seventh Department. In some cases the individual 

6 
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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 . 
returned to the USSR. 

. 
NOSENKO has also explained how he learned of the(Patrick'r 

/PRESSMAN) and (qerald SEVERNi case.s; and, the listing of the(Soiia'.; 

· SHA TTAUE:~) case in connection with the 1955 - i 959 period is in com-

plete error since page 427 of the previous summary contains information 

. . 
from NOSENKO on her recruitment in 1962. During: current interviews 

the notes which NOSENKO brought out in 1964 have been discussed in 

detail with NOSENKO. He has given a detailed explanation o£ the material 

( which he brought out and his explanation of all aspec.ts is very convincing. 

The 'prev~ous summary (page 144) suggested that the involvement 

of NOSENKO in certa~n cases being handled by other Sections in the 

Seventh Department or by the KGB Directorate of Moscow was unusual. 

An examination of the cited cases does not indicate that his participation 

was unusual, but rather that his explanation of why he was involved is 

l,ogical 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 

. ' 
whether 1.Gisella HARRIS)was necessarily a Seventh Department case. 

{}001154 
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This question seems quite superfluous since[HARRislwas in the USSR 

on a tourist visa and 11 real 11 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 tourist visa, as a member of a delegation,; · 

as the invitee of an organization in the USSR, as ·a former diplomat 

stationed in Moscow, as a diplomat not previously stationed in lv.Loscow, 

. 
as a member of the Cultural Exchange program, as a student attending 

a university in the USSR, etc. There are also various other factors 

which affect the determination of which Department or organizational 

i' ( component of the SCD has the responsibility for a tourist case. These 

factors include wp.ether the individual is already suspected of foreign 

intelligence connections and whether the individual is a businessman. 

In addition, certain actual tourists in the USSR may never become the 

responsibility 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 utilhing tourist agents 

in the USSR. This criticism completely ignored the fact that NOSENKO 

made several references in 1962 to the KGB having such information 

G0Uii55. 
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although he did then and still suspects that William VASSALL was the 

·:·· 

source. The references by_NOSENKO to the KGB having such infor-
. . . 

mation were not developed in 1962 or later interrogations, and it was 

not until current interviews that it was established that NOSENKO had 

actually seen excerpts of informati<>.~_passed by George BLAKE. -------------- .... -.... ------- ........ ·-.. . .. . .... _ .. -............ ______________ ......::::..----
. . . . 

According to NOSENKO, the information which was obviously only 

partial was furnished to the FCD by the SCD and could only have come 

.. . 

from an agent • 
.. , 

The previous summary (page 149) also notes that in-1961 CIA 

acquired a lengthy Top Secret study on the subject of the use o£ tourists 

by American Intelligence for espionage and operational support in the 

Soviet Union (doc;ument was furnished 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-

intelligenc~ identified as American agents and noted that NOSENKO 

claimed he was Deputy Chief of the American-British Commonwealth· 

Section in this period of time and that he claimed the KGB identified . 

no American Intelligence agents during this period of time. What later 

is described as a claim by NOSENKO is neither an accurate reflection 

of what NOSENKO said prior to 1967 or has said since 1967. 

0001156 
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NOSENKO has never claimed to know all activities again~t 

American travelers in the Soviet Union during 1958 -. 1959. Many 

of these travelers would have been the responsibility of a section in 

the Seventh Department, other than the American-British Common-

wealth Section, or another Departm~nt in the SCD. NOSENKO was 

quite aware that certain of the American tourists l.n 1958 - 1959 were 

. acting suspiciously from a KGB point of view. . 
NOSENKO has stated he was aware that a docwnent which the 

Seventh Department had prepared and furnished to the FCD in an effort 

to obtain further assistance from the FCD in the work against tourists 

had been compromised by GOLITSYN. NOSENKO stated he was not in 

the Seventh Depa,rtment 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 information 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 

?- number of cases cited as examples in the document furnished by 

GOLITSYN. In current interviews, however, the desc:riptiq;(}:ij~NKO 
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the la.te l95G~s. sir..ce 

8.0V\:;::G..l C.Verr~E;5 v.-. ?VS s:..~u:y 

G0Dii58 
i~:!.ly i;;:Xp:.o:.:ed, th.e::e :.s :--_v 

ll 



•' 

assurance that this anomaly will ever be explained. All t:hat 

justifiably can be said at the prese.-... ·;; ~ime is that, even if the story 

·. oi NOSENKO is inaccurate, there, is r.o.o evidential reason why such . 

inaccuracy should be interpreted as ind.icative of deception or dispatch; 

··! .. or for tha~ matter as indicative that he was not Deputy Chief of the 

Ame:rican-:B:ritish Commonwealth:.Section of tb.e Sevent:l:::. Department 

in ·1958 - 1959; neither would such an i.."laccu:racy :reflect on his claimed . · 
. . . ; . . 

ser-rice in 1962 -1963 in the Seventh Department. 

G00i159 
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SECRET 

E •. NOSENKO WAS NEITHER DEPUTY CHIEF OF THE AMERICAN 

EMBASSY SECTION NOR A SENIOR OFFICER OR 

SUPERVISOR IN THE SECTION DURING THE 

PERIOD 1961 - 1962 (sic} 
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E.· N'OSEN:L<O was neither De:::Juty Chief of the Ar:::1.erica.n 

Embassy Section nor a senior officer or supervisor in the Section 

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

It is the conclusion oi this su...~a.ry that NOSENKO held th.e 

. . . 

position of Deputy Chief, ]first Section {American Embassy Section}. 

SCD, from January 1960 - December 1961. 

The claim of NOSENKO that he held the above,. position in 1960 

- 1961 has qeen the most diiiicult clai_:m..e.d....p.Qsition of NOSENKO to 

satisfactorily resolve and accept. Acceptance or nonacceptance of 
- ---------------~----~------------------ .. _______ ...... 

' his claim to have held this particular position is a critical factor in 

a decision as to whether the remainder of his claimed KGB career 

is valid. It is believed :reasonable to presume that if NOSENKO was 

Deputy Chief of the Ame;rican-British. Commonwealth Section, Seveni:h 

Department, prior to December 1959 ii-1. the absence of any indication 

that he was demoted, he should have been at least a Deputy Chief o£ 

Section during 1960 - 1961. 

Position in the SCD, KG3, and throughout the !:(GB is impo-rtant 

£rom a monetary point oi view as well as a u:::estirre uoirit of view. ii 
... 0 ... 

. "" ;~~ t: ;~; ·::~·-~ .. 
"-'-v. •:.-. 
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NOSENKO was only in the First Se..::tion c..s a Senior Case Officer, in 

1960- 196:1., this would have been a de:.:x:.otion in position with resultant 

loss o£ both money and prestige. For t:h.~s reason alone, his failure to 

have held the position of Depi.lty C:h.ief in 1960- 1961 would raise con-

sid~rable doubt as to whether he held his claimed position prior to 19o0, 

as well as whether he held his claimed positions in 1962 - 1963. 

It is apparent that the knowledge o£ NOSENKO concerr.o.ing all 

aspects of activity in 1;he First Section~ First Department, during 1960 

1961 is incomplete when judged by whc..t are considered the normal. 

' 
responsibilities of a Deputy Chief in CIA. Du:;:ing cu:;:rent interviews, 

an effort was made to determine what the responsibilities of NC:S.ENKO 

I 
actually were in 1960 - 1961 and whether his statements in t..."1.is area 

:.1 

. ·: .· .. ·~ 
were impossible or could be accepted as not negating his claim to have 

been Deputy Chief, First Section. 

According to NOSENKO, in the early 1960 1s there were only 

approximately fifteen Deputy Chiefs of Section in the entire SCD and 

in certain departments none of the sections nad a Deputy Chief of Section. 

In addition, transfer of a Deputy C} ... ~ef 0£ Section was not always followed 

by a replacement in kind, accordi::.1.g to :NOSENKO who stated that he was 

not replaced by another Deputy Chief wl:..e:..! 1-:..e transferred to the First 

Sectior1, First Depar't.u.1.\3U~. 

G00ii62 
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According to NOSENKO, tn..:::re was not a job description 'for a 

Deputy Chief of Section a:n.d t::e ciu:::::.es oi the pa:rticulal" Deputy Chiaf 
--------- ----

were i:n. actuality what the C~-Aie:f oi Department a:i."ld Ghie£ o:f Section 

decided would be his assigned duties. 

The previous summary drew atte:n.tion to an apparent cor..ilict 

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

entered on duty i.'"l. the First Section, Fi:rst Department,. and his subseqi;.ent 

claim that he replaced Mikhail BAK-IVALOV as Deputy Chief in tne First 

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

other officers in the Section with previot:..s respo:;::.sibility for ce:r~in 

matters which were assigned to hi:m upon his arrival there, the~ later 

stated that 'BAKHV ALOV had been responsible for these matters. The 

previous summary noted that interrogation had never resolved these 

contradictions. 

In the light o:f the present clear_.~.:~_J;>_i~~:".":....?~ . .!E'~-~ nature of a 

Deputy Chief of Section, the statements o:f NOSZN:?i:O on BAKHVALOV 
~---------~---··- ---···· 

and on the issue of who he, NOSENKO, did or did not replace are not 

contradictory. There is no reason to question that BAK..'-IVALOV, witn 

whom NOSENKO, incidentally, did not overlc..p, was a Deputy Chiei of 

S "'. . t' ...-.. t ~ ' . b " "TO~ .,.....,,~rO . - ..... ' ec~.1on 1n ne ..t' 1rs ::::.ec~1on e:;:ore .:. ... ::::...c...;.~l.\. , a~'lC:. ~;,-.at J:e was res?on-

siblc: for certain areas which late.:;:- iel:!. to KOSENKO. On the oth.::r 

.... -: ..... 

·.··, ... 
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hand, according to NOSENKO, the principal reason for his being 'assig:;:H~d 

to the First Section was to conce;~trate o:;. a new area of emphasis (code 

clerks). There could of coarse :1.ave been :::10 speci:Zic p::edecessor for 

a substantively new. area. Therefore, in one sense BA:KHVALOV was 

the predecessor of NOSENKO and in anothe:: sense he was not. The 

interpretation of the various statements of NOSENKO on this issue as 

being in conflict appears to be t."1.e result oi cor..:fusion on this point by 

all concerned. 

According to NOSENKO, at the time of his trc..nsier to the Fi::st 

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

a short period thereafter was not told what his actuc..l du.ties would be. 

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

supervise the work against Service Attaches at the United States Embassy. 

NOSENKO felt that the ·proposed assignm.ent by KOVSHUK was i:i.1tended 

to keep NOSENKO occupied with nonproductive work .si...J.ce KGB policy 

for work against the Service Attaches was primarily one of control o:n. 

trips and not active work towards possible recruitment. 

After a short period of time, NOSE:NKO was i:niormed by 

GRIBANOV that he, NOSENKO, had been tra:c.;:;ferred to supe.1·vise the 

work against code cle:r:\.s {also code ::r1achir~e mec:1anics) a~ t:1.::: Uni:eci 

States ·E:~.-nba.ssy. GR:B.ll.i\OV deiir...ed tl .... ;.is vJork as bei:::1g o£ t}.Le g~eatcst 

G0Uti64 
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importance, and the recrui'!:me::1t o£ code clerks as a priority aim of 

the KGB. KLYPIN, v/no was Chief of the First Department, later re-

peated the above and a group consisting of NOSENKO, Gennadiy I. 

GR YAZNOV and Vadim V •. KOSOLAPOV was formed witn NOSENKO 

responsible for supervision of the wo;rk. GRYAZNOV and KOSOLAPOV 

were not new KGB officers, but instead were experienced officers 

... -~~ although both .as Senior Case Officers wer_e of lesser rank than NOSENKO. 

NOSENKO does not claim.· that he had to train either officer or to minutely 

·scrutinize every action or pro-posed actio~ of GRYAZNOV and KOSOLA?OV. 
'· 

NOSENKO does claim he was responsible for supervision over t...'leir 

work. 

According to NOSENKO, GRIBANOV emphasized that work 

against code clerks was to be his primary work in the First Section 

and that it would take precedence over any other activity. Other than 

work against code clerks, NOSENKO has generally defined his respon-

sibilities as follows: 

(a) Responsibility for file of (work against) John 

ABIDIAN, Security Officer at U:;.-.ited States Embassy. 

(b) Responsibility for prelininary review of re-

ports :Z:rom OTU (:£:\.GB technical u..J.it} oi 11ta:-G:: 11 f:::-o:m 

microphones in the United States Embassy. 

G00ii65 

·- ..... ·-..... ~-.~~ 



·.: I 

., 
.. 

. --! 

(c) Responsibility for m.aint.ana.nc.a of the physical 

security file on the United States Embassy. 

(d) Acting in place of Vladislav KOVSHUK, Chief, 

First Section, when KOVSHUK was absent. 

As can be seen from the abov.a, ·.the :responsibilities of NOSENKO~ 

by his definition, which. a:re borne out by specific information furnished 

by NOSENKO, would not coincide with the normal :responsibilities of a 

Deputy Chief of Branch or Section in CIA •. An analyst can either accept 

or reject the theory that there is neces sa:rily an equation between the 

responsibilities of a Deputy Chief in CIA and the 1GB·, but ii the analyst 

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

FaKes 151 - 261 of the previous summary contained comments 

a·nd conclusions and sub-conclusions in :regard to the claimed service . 

of NOSENKO as Deputy Chief of First Section, First Department, 1960 

1961. The p-revious primary conclusion was that he was neither Deputy 

Chief of the First (Am~rican Embassy) Section nor a supervisor in that 

section. The conclusion of this su.."nma:ry is that he was Deputy Chief 

and had supervisory responsibilities for work against code clerks. The 

matter of the responsibility of i\OSZNKO for work against code clerks 

will be considered later. Comments will first be mace on the :respon-

sibilities listed in (a) - (d) above. 
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Pages 205 - 222 of the previous sum.."'D.ary contain a detailed 

basis for tne previous conclusion that NOSENKO was not the KGB ca.se 

officer for John ABIDIA:N. The current conclusion is that he was the 

responsible case officer :for ABIDIAN. Whether or not his work against 

ABIDIAN compared favorably with w~at i~ considered to be the MO of 

a responsible CIA case officer is immaterial; what is material is 

whether NOSENKO reasonably fulfilled the requirements of the KGB. 

for work against the particular target, John ABIDIAN. It is ielt that 

the answer to this is that NOSENKO did • 

. 
According to NOSENKO, the work against ABIDIAN was in the 

direction of determining if ABIDIAN would lead the KGB to 11a:-.. other 

POPOV, 11 and no consideration was given to active agent work against 

ABIDIAN for possible recruitment. This explanation by NOSENKO 

appears reasonable and logical and his knowledge of ABIDIAN and his 

description of his work against ABIDIAN should be considered only 

within that framework. 

Admittedly NOSENKO was unaware o£ a considerable amount 

of details regarding the background of ABIDIAN, but on the other hand 

i:f the statements of NOSENKO are accepted that the only aim of t"he 

KGB was to see if coverage of A3IDIA:\ wm:lC. lead to 11ancther POPOV, 11 

it follows that such personalia informa-::ion on ABIDIAN would have hz...cl 

7 
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little material value for tne SCD. Tile FCD had advised the SCD prior 

to the arrival o:f ABIDIAN in the USSR :::~at ABIDIAN was cor.siciered to 

be 11A..uericar .. Intelligence," and in .addition ABIDL<\.N assumed the 

Security Officer position formerly held by Russell A. LANGELLE, 

who was known by the KGB to be CIA. No i..""lvestigation by the SCD 

was necessary to determine if ABIDIAN was 11American Intelligence 11 

or not. 

The previous summary, pages 213 - 216, contains so:m e quite 

specific statements relative to ABIDIAN and a Soviet maid, a KGB 

operational contact according to NOSENKO, which are erroneous. 

This invalidates one of the bases for the previous conclusion ~:1.at 

NOSENKO was not the responsible case officer :for ABIDIAK. 

NOSENKO had previously stated that in circa October 1960 he 

prepared an operational plan on ABIDIAN which included continuation 

of the placing of Metka on the clothing and effects of ABIDIAX by his 

maid who is mentioned above, Tatyana FEDOROVICH. The statement 

is made in the summary that this could not be true because FEDOROVICH 

did not work part ti.ue for ABIDIAN until at least July 1961. ABIDIAN 

has recently been reinterviewed conce:r:::1ing t£-.e above and the res1..:.lts 

invalidate the previous conclusion '.:l1at FEDOROVICH could :::lc/.: !-.ave 

treated the clothing and effects o£ ABIDLu ... N witn Metl-ca p::io:: to July l96L 

cDCii68 
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ABIDIAN has now stated that he ar=ived in Moscow in M<ii"ch 

1960 with the intentio£L tha-:.: he would not employ a Soviet maid. Approxi-

mately three months later his close associatio:n began with Myra 

KEY.u."'\.1ER, a Department of State _employee; t.."'1.is association continued 

until she left Moscow in mid-1961. KEW~\.1.ER had Tatyana FEDOROVICH 

as a maid and through mutual agreement with KEM..\tfER, FEDOROVICH 

became the pa:rt-tiine maid for ABIDIAN beginning sometime in the fall 

of 1960. From that ti..""ne on FEDOROVICH, according to ABIDIAN. had 

uncontrolled access to his living quarters since she had a key to permit 

entry for cleaning purposes. 

ABIDIAN did not mail any operational letters within the Soviet 

Union until after Marc-h 1961 and t..."'1.erefo:re in view of the above, there 

l:ll(j---e... 
is no reason to contradict the statement o:£ NOSENKO that the t~ Ji~ (. 

operational letters intercepted by the KGB and mailed by ABIDLA..N all 
---------------------

showed evidence of Metka. It is interestir:.g to note that NOSENKO in 

J~"'le 1962 warned CIA about the KGB use of Metka for spotting internal 
----------------------------------------

letter mailings by United States Embassy personnel. 
------------------------· ---· ----

ABIDIAN, acc_ording to NOSENKO, was the subject of a 24-hour 

surveillance with the Seventh Directorate assigning a specific surveillance 

brigade to cover ABID:::AN. Tb.e actual surveillance of ABI:JIAN was tl1.e 

responsibility of th.=:: Seventh Directo:::-<:kte whicl1. sub:;:nitted repo1·ts to the 

uOOi169 
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First Section, First Department. NOSENKO, as the responsible case 

officer for ABIDIAN, was expected to :i.-eview these reports and give 

any appropriate guidance or direction to the Seventh Directorate, but 

under the KGB organization he would not participate in the s-.::.rveillance 

. . 

·activities of the Seventh Directorate.-. NOS.ENKO stated that had sur-

veillance or agent information disclosed any personal weaknesses of. 

ABIDIAN, the KGB would have attempted to exploit them. No personal 

weaknesses were disclosed, according to NOSENKO, and the pattern 

of coverage to see if ABIDIAN would lead the KGB to "another POPOV11 

'· 

remained unchanged. 

Pages 210 - 212 of the previous summary notes that NOSENKO 

was unaware of countries visited by ABIDLL\.N 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 tliat the FCD 11would not accept" such a request for 11 op.erational 

action against an American diplomat coming from Moscow. 11 The 

surveillance which would have been required on the part of the FCD 

to achieve any sort of :reasonable coverage of ABIDIAN abroad would 

certainly have placed a seve1·e burden on the FCD. Further, l\OSENKO 

conte:n.ds that the results which might reasonably be expected would be 

of li;:tle· or no practical value to t}J.e SCD. 
G00i170 
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Pages 216 - 221 oi the previous su.."'n1nary contain a summary 

on. fr..e matter of the Pushkin Street deaddrop site which John ABIDIAN 

visited on 30 December 1961. It should be noted that a current review 

of the 1964 -.1966 interr9gations of NOSENKO on this matter indicates 

they were '"""lable to clarify the matter and did much to confuse the issue. 

Current interviews, as indicated above, have not fully resolved 

the problems, but have assisted in at least .minimizi..."'1.g the areas of 

conflict or confusion. · It is apparent that NOSENKO was not in the First 

Section, First Department, for any ma-:erial period of time after 

30 December 1961. It is also clear that he eitner read the surveillance 

report on the visit of ABIDIAN to the Pushkin Street deaddrop site or 

was fully briefed on the details of the visit. NOSENKO insists that he 

read the surveillance report at the time or s!-10rtly after the event. 

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

- sin;;e his accurate knowledge of the route of ABIDIAN and his actions 

in connection with the visit support this clai..-n. However, his consistent 

inability on his own to approximate the date of the visit or relateit to 

his change of assignmer..ts raises a question regarding when he actually 

read the report. 

NOSENKO claims -::i.1.at t:he visit o£ ABIDL.<\N to the Pushk..n Street 

deacidrop area led to the KGB settir~g up a stationary surveillance po;:n; 

G00i17i 
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near the site which was mair .. ~i.""J.ed :fo:: 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 raisaa fur~her problem 

since, in addition to his .transfer from the Fi::st bepart:::nent to the 

Seventh Department as of early January 1962, NOSENKO went to 

. :;, 
. ; Geneva in mid-March 1962 •. 

. ·. . ~ : 

It is conceivable that, as he hb.nself now maintains, he was kept 

advised of developments or n:ondevelopments following the visit of 

ABIDlAN to the Pushkin Street building by Veniamin KOZLOV, a Chief 

of Department in the Seventh Directorate who had been known to 

NOSENKO since 1953, or Vladislav KOVSHUK or Gennadiy GRYAZNOV, · 

Chief and peputy Chief respectively of the FirstSection, First Depart-

ment. Even so, however, his :failure to call our attention to this matter 

in June 1962 would seem to require explanation, esp~cially in view o:f 

the fact that he did warn us about the danger of operational lettr;;;r mail-

ings by ABIDIAN -- a warning which would appear clearly to have been 

derived from KGB coverage of the activities of ABIDIAN in the sprh;.g-

summer of 1 961. 

It is to be noted that during the June 1962 rneeting.s NOSENKO 

was not speciiically aslced for any additional informatio:1 regardbg 

any known or suspected intelligence activities of ABID:...;.N. EeyolJ.d 
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this, NOSEi'\KO himself has stateG -:::'"lc..-~ it did not occur to hi...-n. to tell 

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

not}_'ling suspicious on the part of ABIDlAN or anyone else, and ther~fore 

he had regarded it as insignificant. 

This is not implausible. Axwther possible explanation,_ however. 

derived from the already noted inability of NOSENKO 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 shouid be 

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

case in the fall of 1962, the Pushkin St:;:eet deaddrop undoubtedly became 

the subject of widespread interest within the KGB. 

That NOSENKO is at a minimum still confused about the visit 

of ABIDIAN to the Pushkin Street deaddrop and its consequences is clear 

from the record. While it is entirely possible that NOSENKO has con-

sciously exaggerated his involvement with the v~sit and its aftermath, 

it is also possible that the evident distortions of his accou..""lts of the 

affair derive from honest confusion. 

Current interviews and a.· check of the tapes of previous inter-

views leave no doubt t~•a.t NOSENKO was aware of the visits of ABIDIAN' 

to the upper Gorkiy Street area circa March 1961. Tnese visits by 

ABIDIAN were for cover purposes and p:::-eceded his start of operatio~:al 

GU0ii73 
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letter mailing. NOSENKO consistently relates, and has furnished 

drawings which substantiate, that visits. of ABIDIAN to a corr...:::nissl.on 

shop, a next-door art sb.op 1 and a local post office in the area were 

known to. and considered. suspicious by the KGB. The entrar ... ce to .the 
. ··_; 

art shop, .according to NOSENKO, w~s so situated as to be an ideal 

place for picking up or placing a deaddrop, and a mobile surveillance 

was placed on the art. shop for a period of time followir.~.g the visit oi 

·. . 

ABIDIAN. ·Official records confirm the visits of ABIDIAN at the time 

·and to the buildings described. by NOSENKO. 

Pages 216 - 220 of the previous summary contain no reference 

to the specific statements of NOSENKO relative to KGB interest in the 

visits of ABIDIAN .to the upper Gorkiy Street area. It is also clear 

from a review of certain transcripts of previous interrogatio:.:ls that 

no. differentiation was made concerning his· statements relative to KGB 
) 

coverage of the activities of ABIDIAN in the upper Gorkiy Street area_ 

circa March 1961 and his statements concerning his lmow1edge of the 

Pushkin Street deaddrop site after the visit of ABIDI.A.N to that site 

(30 December 1961). 

It is impossible at this tin"le to state that a de-:.:ailed de 'briefing 

of NOSENKO concerning ABIDIA:N' prior to hostile interroga~icn would 

have perm.itted the clarification of all iss\.les including the above, but 
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there is no doubt that the hostile interrogation has co;:lil.,';,s ed matters to 

_the poi:lt where complete clarification appears impossible. In any event, 

one thing is clear since he may well have transferred out of the First 

Section, First Departmer&t, by 31 December 1961 ar..d r.o.ost ce.:tainly had 

transferred by. early January 1962, the fact that NOSENKO has supplied 

confuse-d information regarding the Pl::.shkin Street aiiair ca::n.r"'ot be used 

to im:E>ugn his claim to having been case office:- for ABIDIAN from early 

1960 until late 1961. Furthermore, the fact tb.at NOSENKO is not able to 

properly date the visit of ABIDIAN to PushkinStreet, is in no way indicative 

of KGB dispatch. I£ dispatched, NOSENKO presumably would have had the 

-date right. 

In regard to {b), the responsibility of NOSENKO for :rreliminary re-

view of reports from OTU (Technical Unit of KGB) of 11ta~e 11 from micro-

p'hones in the trriited States Embassy, the previous conclusion was that 1-J.s 

claim that he personally reviewed the KGB monitoring reports was not 

sustained. 

It is not felt that the previou.s conclusion made st<.:fficient a.I:ow-

ance for the explanation of NOSENKO of what t~"le responsibility actually 

entailed. Information from microphones in the United States Embassy, 

according to NOSENKO, was handled vo;:;ry specially. Telephone inter-

cepts were given to a de.signated officer ior distrib1;.tion to the appropriate 

case officer, but microphone repor~s, to prevent wiC.e dissem.i:;.J.ation eve:a 

0001175 
within t~J.e First Section, wc:re bro1;.ght daily to t:J.e Deputy Chief or i:.:;. l1.is 

a b.:; enc e to the Chief a:;:-.. d then were distributee. to the individual responzible 
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case officer. In this way, according to NOSENKO, no one below the 

xan!< of Depu'!;y Chief was aware of the total r: .. icrophone "take" from 

the United States Embassy as received by the section. 

As regards political type inio:::r::1atior.., and according to NOSENKO 

this was considered the most important by the KGB and OTU, NOSENKO 

had no responsibility for review or ultimate dissemination of the L"'lfor-

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

since this was the responsibility of a unit L"'l the office of the Chief, SCD. 

NOSENKO has also stated that the output from certain of the 

working :microphones was 11dying 11 and that OTU in addition to having 

reception difficulties was also having difficulty obtaining a suificient 

number of :qualified monitor-translators. As a result, according to 
---· ·---··-- -···-·--···-· ·-·--------

NOSENKO, OTU was not providL-,g complete verbatim transcripts fro:rn 

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 woti.ld have been 

of interest to responsible officers of the First Section, OTU, accordi~1.g 

to NOSENKO, did not provide full transcripts and when asked to provide 

more gave the routine answer of, "we could do so ii we had mo::.·e 

personnel. 11 
___ .:According to NOSENKO, tl-.e tapes were mai:u:tained c..t 

OTU and could not be furnished 1:0 the First Sectio:..1.. 

_, 
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First Section could listen ~o a pa.::..-tic-.::.la.:;..· tape but he had to go to· OTU 

to do so a::.::d as a result this was done very infrequently. 

It is believed that any presu~mption '!:hat the KGB recover-ed or · 

transcribed all conversations even in the thirteen areas listed by 

NOSENKO as having active microphones is not reasonable or even 

realistic. It is also unrealistic to presume that any conversation 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 presu...-.nption 
~ ··-- - -- ·-- ·-·----

that NOSENKO had to have been aware of this or this just because some-
---·-. 

one had a conversation in one of the rooms in which there was an active . -----·------------------ . ---- ............ 

microphone and NOSENKO has claimed he reviewed the "take 11 from 

microphones in the United States Embassy. 

It is apparent that there are a number of imponderable factors 

to be considered such as whether the conversation could be picked up 

by the microphone, whether the monitor could recover sufficient portions 

of the conversation to understand the gist of what was being said, and 

even if he did, whether he would consider it of sufficient L.-nporta:nce or 

in-.:erest -co include in his report in verbatim or in su:rr.~.ma:;:y :fo:;:m. 

T d.._ I ) .._, 1 • c "-"0_.,..,,~-o .- "-' "'!...' .;.n regar ~o \c , .. ne c ... aun or ~~ :::>...:...~,,..:\. l:ha~. .:-.. e was respo~-:Sl..;.i.C 

ior lilaintenance o:f the physical s ecu1·ity ii~e on the Uniteci States Embassy, 
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I it is not considered that there is c..:u. c..des_v..ate basis for questioning 

;· t:his claim. 

The previous S~.a".1.1.mary contained a conclusion tha;; the claim 

of NOSEi{KO that he was custodian o:f the Embassy security file was 

an invention. The basis -:for this conclusion was not then adequate and 

current interviews with NOSENKO have further indicated that his claim 

on this point should be accepted. 

In regard to (d). the claim of NOSENKO t:"lat he acted in place 

of KOVSHUK. the Chief of Fl.rst Section. when. .KOVSHUK was absent. 

it is considered that this claim is accep-cable providing it is not con-

verted into'a presumption that therefore NOSENKO k..."lew everything 

that KOVS:EiUK knew. 

NOSENKO claims that he was not responsible for the direct 
. . 

supervision of approximately two-thirds of the officers in the First 

Section. These officers normally reported directly to KOVSHUK and 

would only report to NOSENKO whe:n. :KOVSHUK was absent. As an 

example of this, NOSENKO has shown a lack of detc..iled k.."lowledge of 

the work against diplomatic perso:n.nel in the United States E:-.:r.~.bassy. 

He has stated he is s-c..re he would have :-c:-.ow:::-1 of anything 11 impo::..·"'~ant 11 

such as a recruitment or attempted rec::uitrr ... e:.."lt, but he does no·c clail~ 

to have reviewed all the re?orts of the vc..rious o::fice:::s of -~~l.e First 

18 G0Uii78 



.. , ... \ 

I 

0 A' ~-~ ... \ ·:-- :- ... --·· 

:·.; -~-~- :~-' .. ~ .. ;_:._ :~ 

Section. His :recogn:i:::ion o:f the r..c;.:c.;.-e.:. of individuals at the U:;::ri.ted 

States Embassy in 1960 - 1961 and even their assignments seems 

adequate. 

The previous criticis:;,n that NOSENKO knew only the names 

of most agents or operative contacts who were part of the KGB network 

among the indigenous employees of the American Embassy, did not 

recognize their photographs, and did not give suiiicier..t details con-

cerning their specific activities is considered to be an unwarranted 

.t. . NOS"'NKO .. d" .... t' . . 1 ... , , '1" f t crl 1c1sm. · · · .., ... 1n 1ca~.es na1: 114 genera ;,.~'le .nanco 1ng o agen s 

in the First Section was the responsibility of individual case officers. 

It is also apparent that t'he philosophy in the KGB was to maintain 

a single handler-agent relationship as much as possible, and that respon~ 

sibility for an agent would not be transferred merely because the agent 

had access to a target who was the responsibility of a case officer other 

than the handler oi the agent. This apparent philosophy is of particular 

interest in connection with NOSENI«), who even though he was the case 

o:fiicer responsible for ABIDIAN and together with KOSOLAPOV and 

GR YAZNOV worked actively against code clerks, did not have an agent 

network which :J.e specifically handled. Mere use of an agent fo.::: report-

b.g on or a specific activity agai·:-.s: ;;.. pa1·ticu.lar target was normally 

l9 ·oooit79 
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not an adequate :reason to transi'e:r responsibility for the agent and it 

C..?;>ear s the KGB considers that t~e continuation o:f an established 

1.. ., .... l t. ' . h 'd bl .. .... ano ... er-agen~. re ... a 1ons.n:tp A as cons1 era e :;:-nerlt. 

NOSENKO, as p:reviously inciica~ed, has stated tllat he : .. ad the 

responsibility for work against code .clerks at the United States Embassy 

during 1960 - 1961. Rxcept for the period of time that he claims respon-

sibility for supervision of work agai:::1st fr..e Service Attaches in early. 

1960, he ·was, according to NOSENKO, responsible for supervision of 

the.work of Vadini A. KOSOLAPOV. Gen...'"iadiy I. GRYAZNOV. Vladimir 

DEMKIN and Yevgeniy GROMAKOVSKIY. 

GRYAZNOV and KOSOLAPOV worked o:;:;..ly against code clerks 

and therefore were supervised solely by NOSENKO, whe:;:-eas DEMKIN 

and GROMAKOVSKIY, who handled indigenous agents in American 

House, carne under the supervision of NOS:ENKO only in those cases 

where these agents were directed agai:::1st code clerks. 

It is quite clear that the k...'1owledge of XOSEN:-<o concerning the 

code clerks, code machine mechanics and pouch clerks who, acco:rdi:n.g 

to NOSENKO, were included in his targets in 1960 - 1961, was n._·..:.ch 

greater than his knowledge of any other catezo:::y of Arr~erica~>. e::::::;:>loyees 

at -~:r.e United States Embassy during this :2e::.·::.od. except fo:: A.3ID:::.P..X. 
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The following comments a1·e concerned with several specific 

cases in whid1, acco:;:-dir..g ::o NOSENKO, there was a:;;;, app:::oach by the 

KGB, interestir..g bfo:;:-mation was developed, or in whic!1. at least a 

considerable amour..~ of specific work was ca::ried Ollt by NOSENKO, 

KOSOLA?OV and GRYAZNOV. 

The iirst case, !James STORSBERG) is covered on pages 166 -. . 

177 of the previous surn..."Uary. Little additional com.ment is considered 

necessary on this case since there does not ap:;;>ear to be ar.y adequate 

reason to question the general story of NOSE:\KO i:;.1. regard to the KGB 

eifo:rt against\STORSBERGj. 

( 
It is recognized and mentioned elsewhere that NOSENKO in 1962 

exaggerated his personal involvement in the case, particularly in placbg 

himself as present with GRIBANOV when the recruit."nent pitch was made 

toiSTORSBERG). NOSENKO has retracted tr,::s particular claim, but 

there is no :reason to dol4.bt that he was engaged for approximately a year 

in the planning and activities which preceded the unsuccessful approach 

to 1STORSBERG). 

An issue was previously made over the tirnh~g oi the app:coz.ch 

has indicated about Jur~e ! 961, ~nd information from GOl..I7SYN, based 

on ·remarl<.s by I<OVSI-:UK to hi1n., ·:~ud been i:n:cerp:4 .. eted as i~:Gicati:1g tl1e 
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app.A:oach occur red at the "end of 1960. 11 

NOSENKO, chu::ing cu:;.-rel:..t inte.A:views, has given an acceptable 

acco1,;.nt o:f the fSTO.a5BERGj case. He has stated tb.at he can..--... ot precisely 

date the approach to ,STORSBERG\ b1,;.t t:1.at it OCC'I,;..A:'.A:ed bciore the 

app.A:oach at the Moscow ai.A:port to!Ja.mes KEYSE~SJ(June 16, 1961) 

because otherwise no action would have been taken.againstLKEYSERSJ 

( - \ 

When recently ::.einterviewed, \ STORS:SER.G)cor4tin~:<.ed to maintain 

that the approach occ-;;.rred in October 1961, but the i:;::O:ernal e'iidence in 

his description of collateral events r ... "lakes it clear that the approach had · 

to have taken place considerably .earlier. 

\Jos~ph MORONEj another code clerk at tile United States Embassy, 

who will b~ the subject of further disc\A.ssion below, has been inte::.:viewed 

on the basis of statements by(STORSBERG) thatr,MORONEJwas p.A:esEmt in 

American House the night of the approach. Analysis o:f the state:ments 

o(iMORONE) clearly indicates that the events(STORSBER,.G :aesc.A:ibes 

could not have taken place later than the period Febr~:<.a.A:y to early May 

1961. 

The best estimate possible at this time is the:.:.: '~1:-... e approad1 to 

;STORSBERGi occurred i:::~. Marcb.- Avrill961, w!dch is cuite comuatible 
'·, ' J;. ... .... 

with the approximate da.ti:.1.g oi the approach by ::\OSENKO. L1. the £a..::::e 

• \,..- ~"":"'"!- r-o • ..,._.., ,....--\ of this approximation o£ the date o£ th..:i app:roa.c~l to S .l. vR,::,B..c..R.u; it is 
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be!ieved xea.sc.r:.able ~o assU...-ne -~11at ·.::.2 remarks of KOVSHUK to· 

refer:::ing to a compromise phase of the: o_?era.tion rather than the actual 

approach, or was prematurely claimi..-·1g anticipated S'1.4.ccess. 

P 178 181 ....... , .. ·.~... .. . .c ..&.. '" ages - oJ: ... ne prev1ous .s·..:...'T.r .. "'lary co:::1~a::.n l.n .... o:::ma ... ::.on 

· · d t . ., L-4 "" ., d ... ..... "'"''" · ..c..,.,.. TI"!'-\··v·s,...Rs'· :;.,n regar o tne a~.~empo..ea ereco.1on opera~lon aga::.nsa. ~ames u~ ... .J::. ... ~ 

As o:f this time, it is co:.1sidered that t~:ar e are no discrepancies between 

record information and i::Uor:::nation f:.:or ... "l NOSE:\KO which in any way 

reflect against NOSENKO. ·,KEYSER~ did not recognize a photogr~ph 

of NOSENKO as the Soviet who made a fast approach to 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 talk to \KEYSERs:~ 

There are certain statements relative to the(I<ZYSERS; case as 

set :£orth in the previous summary which require specific comment. 

(a.) The s~atement is made that no KGB oiiicer 

. \ 

directly connected with the case could regard 1,K.EYSERS! 

as the replaceme-;."l.t for ~STORSB:2.~dl In fact, 'KEYSERS, 

actually was bebg trained byi.ST0:3.S3E1~GJ as a substitute, 

not a replace~A.YJ.eLl~, even t:'loug:1. ::is pr~rr ... a.ry as sign.ment 

0001183 
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was not oi a code NOSENKO has dt:.rh:g 

current b1~erviews re:ated :::ow he :received the impressio:::1 · 

from the 07U reports oi conversations picked up by the 

• ' • '• "\. F • 1 • "- ..:! t .J.." U • t d s.._ .._ m:cropnone ~n ;;ne .o.v.1.l ... hary coue. roo:..n a .. .i:le n1 e .... a .. es 

Embassy that \I{EYSERS) either was not a code cle·rk or 

had been away from code work :for a co:::1siderable period 

of time. l:::1 a:::1y eve:::1t, t..."l.e imp:..·ession of NOSENKO was 

that:\STORSBERG)was having a difficl4::.i: time exp:air..i..J.g • 
_) 

the particular work to \KEYSERS\ J:':C.Le observations of. 

NOSENKO are of interest sLJ.ce \KEYSERS, actually had 

not been a code clerk but, as noted, was 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~KEYSERS)was to be the 

eventual replacement of~STORSBZRG;. 

{b) The previous su..-nmary stated that, 11p:rior to his 

depa:rture fro:o.n Moscow, ~.KEYSER~ acknowledged t::o his 

i ....-.. ;.;......:,. 

supervisors /Colonel URBAN/ his homosexual tendencies 

and he adr.c.Litted involvement h1. three homosexual incidents. 

all at the American House 11 (page 179). 

G0Ui184 
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Co:..trary to :this c..s s e:;.·'.::io:-1, a review oi the 

.(~· • 1 , ._ ... l 11 J· e 19'1 .c-(c--, ·el' o ... :rlc:.a ... j:r:.emoranc.\:.rn, c..::..._ec:. ... o u.n o , o ... ,_ o ... on ; 

'uR-oAN·--, .1:1 t .._. ""'K"'vS"".,-;c:_.' . • . ' L . .u_ J.lre ... ec s .. na .. ~ ....,. • .C..i:\.Qjwas not J.:n.:ormed. oy 

~URBAN/of the ''allegations of ho:nosexuality in order 

not to aggravate the possibility of a :rash act by him 

while within the Soviet Union. 11 

(c) On page 23o of the previous s"l:UT...ma::.-y. t:1.e 

statement is made that, 11ln the single case in w"b.ich he 
• 

/NOSENKO/ asserted tnat he relied on in£ormation pro-

cured from microphones (KEYSERSJ failure to ::.-eport 

receipt of the defection invitation} he was in error. 11 

While the official record shows thattKEYSERS) 

did indeed report receipt of the defection 1-:::tte:r to iCoionel) 

that this occu::.-red less than one hour before~KEYSERSJ left 

the Embassy for the airport. NOSENKO has stated that in 

the absence of information to the contrary from microphone 

and telephone taps, the KGB had concluded that~KEYSERS) 
- ' 

had not reported :receipt of the defection letter and t:1.e:re-

fore had decided to approach ;:KE"'.[SERSJ at the airpo::.-t. In 
~- .. 

view of ~l~e 

( 0001185 
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( 
of -.::ne let~er and 1-.is depa.r-::i.4rC I:.:-c.r.1. ::.V.:oscow, it would 

forr.nation in tin1.e to calj_ of£ ·~ne a.irpo:;:-t a?p:roac:O.. 7he 

. account of NOS.ENKO in t:1.e[K:!:YSER~ matter therefore 

is considered completely credible. 

Pages 181 - 184 of the previous sammary contain information 

in regard tolMatthew ZUJUS], who s-.;.ccceC:eO. \James STORSBERG) 
' - - J - ' 

}Aaving arrived in Moscow in September 1961. GRYAZNOV wa!i tr.e 

responsible case officer i'or\-ZUJUS\ c..ccording to NOSENKO. 

The previous surnr.nary states {page 183) thatf.ZUJUS}, during a 

routine debriefing, confirmed an Emba.ssy report that in the summer of 

1962 he had been intimate with an Austrian wo:::nan, 11 LILLIAN, 11 w:O.o 

visited the American House with someone from the United Arab Republic.·. 

"LILLIAN" was interviewed by the Arr ... erican House manager and she 

claimed to be from Vien.J.a but traveling with her employer, a Czec:h.. 

Further. inquiry revealed that no Austrian passport had been issued to 

11 LILLIAN, 11 and she was later asked for her passport. 11 LlLLI.Ai~" 

replied that she had forgotten it, then left, and did not return. 

The previous su...umary stated that the above incident had been · 

described by NOSENXO but i~1. connection with attempts to ent:;.~a:;> Joseph 

I - ,...... --.,"'I 0 , ·- I 0 . ~ z .... T - -c:: \ • , 9 I ") \.::.V.:ORvN.;:..:..n.~o.')o, not, uJu.._,J:;.n .... o .... . C,.J. u'i·1· icc ·.\ .. uO 
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Page 194 of ~b.e J?:::evio.:s su..."r.mary relates in:forma:::on from 

NOSE:.\XO ti1c.::.: GR YAZNOV we~1t to East Be:::~::::-,. in early 1960 to obtain 

two Germa:::-.. wo:;:ne:.:-. w1-.o coi.J.d be ;;:.sed aga~A.'lst t:•e resicients of A..."nerican 

House.· Duri:ng cu:::ren~ interviews, this mat;;er has been again covered 

with NOSENI-\.0. AccorcL.-..g to NOSE:r.;Ko, GRYAZNOV arranged for 
\ 

these two women, agents of the Berlin KGB Residentura, to visit Moscow 

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

Austrian. NOSENKO further identified the "West Gerrnan11 agent, 

11HANNA, 11 as having the cover of a jou:::nalist, and stated he believed 

"HANNA" had met~MORONE)at A..."'nerican House. In a recent interview, 

MORONEj confirmed fr .. at in early 1961 he had met a 'Nest German girl 

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

·MORON~ therefore appear to substantiate the report of NOSENKO. 

Concerning the agent documented as an Austria::.1, NOSENKO re-

ported that she was queried about her passport at American House and 

as a result the KGB returned her to East Germany wit.,.out further 

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

in the same ti.me period as the 1'HANNA 11 case; i.e., 1960- 1961. He 

has never suggested a:;:J.y connection withrZUJUS'!, no:- is there reason 

to assu..."ne that he could be re:ferring ~o t} ... e ex:?e:de:u.ce of(ZUJU~ since 

this took place in the sum...J.1.e:r of 1962, a:Eter :.\OSE::\"KO :1.ad left the 

American Embassy Section. Q00ii87 
27 
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It was the conclusion of t:-~e previous summary that NOSENKO 

die no~ k:.1.ow e:u.ou;;h abo;;.t 'ZuJUSi o:..· ~1:.s ba.ckg:round to have exercised 

any supervision i:r .. t'he developme;;1t of~;lUJUsJ. Granted that NOSENKO 

le:ft the First Section, First .Department, at the end oi 1961 at w:~.ich 

time any supervisory functions o£ NOSEN:<O terminated. lzUJUS1 who 

did not arrive in Moscow until Septem"!::>e::: 1961, remained ir.. ~oscow 

until January 1963. NOSENKO could :hardly be held responsible :for 

knowing anything about izuJUS) after l January 1962. 

Pages 185 - 189 of. t~1.e previous summary contain a synopsis of 

previous information from NOSENKO in regard to[Paul JENNER) 

Basically, NOSENKO had reported that when the KGB learned that 

\Paul JENNER;, who was thought to be a code cle4"k, was. coming to 

Moscow through Helsinki~ a plan was made to send Vadi:m V~ KOSOLAPOV 

to Helsinki to travel on the same train as(n::NNE~) to Moscow. A female 

agent of GRYAZNOV was to be placed on this train at Vyborg after the 

train entered the DSSR. The fem.ale agent was to bee ome acquainted 

with(JENNER) as a part of a future operation agains t[JENNER) in Moscow. 

and KOSOLAPOV was also to become acc"tA.ainted withlJENNER.l. .... ' - ~ 

;..JOSENKO has stated that the operation was successful, that both 

KOSOLAPOV and the iemale a~ent .mc..de the acouaintance ofL.:iENNER~ 
~ . ' 
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and tl1at he, NOSEN:KO, read the re:;>o::::-'!: subrr..itted by KOSOLAPOV on 

·~:1.e ·~rip il·om I-lclsin:d to Moscow. 

!JENNER). after a:rriving in Moscow, reported that he was 

approached on the train £;.·om :-Ielsinki by two you.."'lg Russians, 11a boy 

and a g:Lrl, probably "l:i.Divcrsity stud~nts. 11 who struck up a conversation. 

According to (JENNER'~ they both said tnat they might see(JEl\'"NER) in 

:.\1.oscow. About three mo:.."lths later1 JENN"ER) repo:rted being approached 

again by t...'1.e same girl, this time at the Moscow airport whe::::-<:! he had 

gone on courier busi:aes s. There was a. short cc:1ve:rsation ai.d she gave 

' \ 

JENNER: a phone n~-nber, insisting that_}J,e _cc;.l:.. :-.er. The wo:.:r..an also 

( advised :,JENNER not to. mention the conversation to anyone. NOSENKO 

has stated· that in an effort to follow up the initial train acquaintance, 

the KGB had arranged for the female agent to encounter (JE!\XE~ at 

tr~e Moscow railroad station or airport whe:::1. he went alone to meet 

couriers. 

Insofar as lS known, 1 JENNERlhas never been shown a photograph 

of ::L-<:OSOLA?OV. Although KOSOLAPOV was approxlinately 34 years of 

age in 1960, his photograph and remarks by NOSENKO indicate that in 

appearance he was much younger and that he could have passed as a 

u.."'liversity student. 
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During current interviews, NOSENKO :"as repez..ted the same 

r:ie s~ill i~.Lsists tl~at KOSOLAPOV 

mation raises difficulties here. however: Fi~nish train manifests 

i..""ldicate thatlJENNEBf was the o~ly Y:Loscow-bour..d passenger Ol'l the 

)l]March 1960 train from Finland to Moscow, and tnat one Viktor 

KOLOSSOV (a name NOSENKO has ider-4ti£ied as an alia.s used by 

KOSOLAPOV) was on the 2 Aprill960 train to Moscow. 

The above obvious discrepancy has not beer .. and cannot be clari-

fied with available information. KOSQLAPOV (KOLOSSOV) was ei::"J..e::.-

·- --- -" 
on the same train as ~JENNER! or he was not. Train ma:;."J..ifests indicate 

that KOSOLAPOV was not. Nevertheless, the ''boy and girl, probably 

university students" who, according to(JENKERi struck up a conver-

sation with him on the train would appear clearly to be part of the 

operational effort described by NOSENKO, particularly in view of the 

later approach of this same girl to !JENNE~ at the airport. There is 

no reason to question that tc.is girl was the female ager..t of GR YAZNOV. 

L""l view oi the conflict between the train manifest and s".:atements by 

NOSENKO, however, it is not clear who the "boy student" was: whet::.er 

this somehow was KOSOLAPOV, or whet:'ler it may have been so:-.::e 

other person entirely. G0011SO 
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It is not accepted ?hat the t:rain rnanii"ests are inco;;:~:trove::.tible 

eviC:ence '.;:1.at I<OSOLA?OV cou.:d ::.o-:: h.::.ve been on t:--H:: same t:.:-ain as 

.. - ' 
\JENNER~ Neit:he:;:- is it accepted tl1.at the t:.:-ai:l :::-.L ... ar ... iiests are in error. 

There is just not a satisfactory answer for the i:r ... dicated discrepancy 

between the train maniiests and the ~tate::nent of NOSENKO tl'lat 

KOSOLAPOV andiJEN:\ERiwere on the same train. If indeed KOSOLAPOV 

did not travel wit:'l\JE~:::\ER·, tl'lis does not estab:!.ish anythil1g mo:::e tnan 

• that NOSENKO iswrong; it is evidence that }.e C:oes not :-c-... ow som.ething 

he, as the superviso:r of KOSOLP ... POV. should nave k..··1.0wn accordi...""lg to 

his own statements. 

Pages 190 - 192 contain a surr...mary 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 derogatory information was developed. NOSENKO provided practically 

no details in regard to \G .. I\RLAND) othe:r t:'lan to identify him as a code 

clerk. 

GOLITSYN has reported on an incident which it is considered 

' ' 
relates to the trip oLGARLAND:irom Helsinki to Moscow on 16 November 

196 0. GOLITSYN reported that in Novem".:>er 1960 the Helsinki KGB 

Residency :received a cable from Moscow advisi:::-... g tl'lat an Ame:dcc:.;: ... 

code cler~.;: would be ar:riving in Helsi:::-... ki en :-.:-oute to :N:oscow and that 

0001191 
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the responsible SCD cc..se officer. KOSOLAPOV, would_be sent to Helsinki 

u~der alias to strike up an acquainta:;:-~ce with the code clerk which t}le 

SCD hoped to con;i..'"l"l:;.e in Moscow. GOLI'!SYN talked to KOSOI...APOV 

. in Helsinki at that ti.."ne, c..nd the Reside-ncy procured for KOSOLAPOV 

a plac:e in the compartment of the American on the train from Helsinki 

to Moscow. 

The previous slli--nmary also stated GOLITSYN had adv:l.sed that 

later in Helsinki he inquired of another SCD officer "from the Embassy 

Section" (First Section. SCD) about the case on which he };.ad :--:.elped 

KOSOLAPOV. According to GOLITSYN. the officer refused to discuss 

the case and he, GOLITSYN, cc:mcluded from this reaction that it must 

have resulted in a successful recruitment. 

It has beendetermined that GOLITSYN, in an interview wit:'1 the 

FBI on 20 March 1962, referred to the above "SCD oificer from. the 

En1bas sy Section" as {fnu) ZENKIN of the American Department. 

GOLITSYN also stated that t."le officer was in Helsinki under t:-:..e alias 

of SERGEEV (SERG~YEV), but was unable to furnish a first na;;.-:e and 

patronymic for SERGEYEV. GOLITSYN referred to {inu) ZENK:.i.."'\ as 

bei:ng from the American Department, SCD. 

It is considered that there is no doubt that the {inu} ZZ:\KIN 

1·eferred '.:o by GOLITSYi\l is the individual of the same last nc:.:.::..-:.e 
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concerning w}10m NOSENKO l:as furnished in£ormation. I\OSENKO 

has identified ZEN:i:GN {whose iirst na1ne he does not recall but 

possibly is Yuriy) as an of:fice:r oi t:1.e Second Section, First Depart-

ment, SCD. Acco;;:-di:ng to NOSENKO, one g:roup of the Second Section· 

both befo:re and after 1960 - 1961 was engaged in 11 ope:-ative games 11 

against American Intelligence and that ZENKIN was a member o£ this 

group. NOSENKO has advised that ZENKIN t;;:-aveled abroad i.-: conn.:::ction 

with activities of the Second Section, bu: that he had no specific ·~""low ledge 

. . 

regarding the activities o:f ZENKIN on t~1.ese t:-ips. · NOSENKO has iur-

nished some fragmentary information which he learned inrega:-d to· 

ZENKIN and when the full name of SERGEYEV (ZENKIN) together with 

nis photograph is obtained, this fragmentary information :from NOS ENKO 

may prove quite useful. 

As regards the KOSOLAPOV .fGARLAND1 matte:r and the opinion 

expressed by GOLITSYN based on the refusal of ZENKIN to discuss the 

case {GARLAND) that it must have resulted in a successful recruitment, 

there appears to be an inadequate basis for this presumption. According· 

to NOSENKO. and there is no reason to disbelieve NOSENKO on this 

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

1960- 1961. He was not Chief of the Section, but only a Senior Case 
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O.fiicer. Since KOSOLAPOV, was a~J. off~cer of the First Section and 

the wor~ against/GA:R.LAND/was the responsibility of t.1.e First Section, 

it does not appear that ZENKIN would :..1.ecessarily have knovnof any 

developments in the KOSOLAPOV~GARL.I\ND)matter. 

The Finnish train manifest of 16 November 1960 for the Helsinki 

to Moscow train lists~Jol4"l CARLAN~ and Viktor KOLOSSOV (alias of 

' - . 
KOSOLAPOV} as passengers. ~GARLANQ1 when interviewed in 1962 

following the lead from GOLITSYN, der...ied having met any Soviet with 

the physical description of KOSOLAPOV on the Helsinki-to-Moscow-

trip. and denied ever being approached by Soviet Intelligence. Later 

interviews by the FBI and a polygraph interview did not indicate that he 

had ever met KOSOLAPOV or that he had ever k.."'lowingly been contacted 

by. any foreign intelligence agent. 

It is accepted that KOSOLAPOV went from Moscow 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, accordi:..1.g to NOSENKO. It does not 

oOOi194 
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matter that the inciiviciual has previo-c;.sly t:;:-aveled on a similar mission, 

,_ . , • -· • • , , 1 1 eacu tr1p n1.ust nave s:;_:>eCl:i::i.C ll:A.fF:.-.;...::ve ... approva • The red tape which 

thus must inevitably :--.ave been involved. in preparation ior such a trip 

further supports the assumption t:-.at NOSENKO shoUld have known about 

the KOSOLAPOV ~GARLAND) trip. 

The position taken by NOSENKO on this point is that he accepts 

the statement by the i.."1.terviewer that KOSOLAPOV made s-.;..ch a trip, 

but he says that he, NOSENKO, simply does no~ know anything about 

it. He adds only that had anytl1.ing significant developed in the study 

of :oARLANI?,~ he .would have been aware of it. 

( NOSENKO, 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 to Cuba 

from 15 November 1960 to circa 17 December 1960. The possibility 

exists that this could have accounted for his lack of knowledge of the 

trip of KOSOLAPOV to Helsinki and return to Moscow on 16 November 

1960. However, NOSENKO has not attempted to use his Cuban tl"ip as 

a possible explanation for not knowing of the November KOSOLAPOV 

·trip. 

As with the(JENNER) .. KOSOLAPOV case, it is not possible at 

this time to resolve the discrepancies pertaining to therG..:\RLANDJ-

KOSOLAPOV trip. The fact that NOSENKO denies any knowl~qge0Prf G0UI1-J0 
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this operational activity of .KOSOLAPOV is another ap?arent instance·, 

as in the IJENNER>case, of his not· lc1.owing sometl?-ing he, by his own 

statements, should have ~-.own. 

Viewed in the context of the total knowledge of NOSENKO of 

operations against code clerks, however, nei~her the problems in tne 

1 JENNE~ case nor those in the[QARLAND/ case, .singly or combined, 

in any way represent conclusive eviC.ence t~t NOSENKO was not super-

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

operations described by NOSENKO. This statement, howeve:::-, was not 

substantiated in the previous summary. 

Pages 193 - 199 of the previous summary cor~tain an account of 

KGB activity against code clerk:Joseph MORONEjfrom various sources, 

including NOSENKO. NOSENKO first mentioned the case in 1962. 

According to NOSENKO, the responsible case officer for work 

againsti,MORONE;1was KOSOLAPOV. When it was learned that:MORONE) 

and an Embassy colleague, a Marine guard by the name ofiB~GGSj were 

plar~~ng a vacation trip to Warsaw, arxangements were made with the 

UB {the Polish Security Service) for a female Polish agent to come to 

Moscow and travel from there to Warsaw on tne same train as(MORO:N"E) 

and[.BEGGS: The intent was for the agent, either on the train or sub-

sequently in Warsaw, to meet and compromise (MORONE~ sexually. She 

( 
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successfully accorr.plished this, but due to certain problems in KGB-UB 

liaison relations, it was :u.ot po;:;sible :fo::.· the :KG:S to exploit this directly. 

The previous su...--n..uary stated that with respect to the ie.CJ.ale 

UB agent, there was persuasive evidence that neither NOSEI\KO nor 

KOSOLAPOV playeci the ro:~s in the[;MORONEl case described by 

NOSENKO. That summary cited the travel o:f NOSENKO to Cuba and 

of KOSOLAPOV to Finland at approximately tl-.. e sa::::r-... e tirr .. e as t: .. e\MORON:E:~ 

• trip to Warsaw as evidence of the impossibility of NOS:::::NKO and 

KOSOLAPOV being involved personally in this part o,i the(MORON:i: 

case. 

( NOSENKO has stated that KOSOLAPOV met the Polish female 

agent and made the arrangements to place :1.er on t!1.e train to Warsaw. 

IMORONE;and;BEGGS')denarted Moscow on 12 November 1960. It is not 
~ . ) ~ 

known when :-<:OSOLAPOV left Moscow for Helsinki. but he was on tne 

16 November 1960 train manifest as departi:r..g Helsinki :for :Nioscow. 

NOSENKO departed Moscow on 15 November 1960 for Cuba. Tne 

activities described by NOSENKO are therefore·possible witl-... i:Ll. the 

known time frame. 

It is clear that NOSENKO in 1962 exaggerated his personal role 

' 
in the~MORONEJ case, particularly when he stated that he, ?\OSE~KO, 

placed tl1e female agent on the train. NOSENKO now clearly states that 

( G001197 
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KOSOLAPOV was the only KGB officer in contact with the Polish agent. 

NOSENKO previously stated that a KGB tech:1ician 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 talking 

/' 

to the technician personally. he mayhave read the report of the tecl:lnician 

after he returned from Cuba. 

The activities described by NOSENKO with regard to this matter 

are atcording~y possible within the known time frame. It is not con..:. 

sidered that the retraCtions NCB ENKO has made from his original 

statements on this operation are of sufficient significance to materially 

dis credit him. 

Page 198 of the previous summary contains the statement that 

fMORONE; when interviewed, denied having been intimate with Svetlana 

IVANOVA, a KGB agent employed at the American House. NOSENKO 

had stated that IVANOVA was instructed to report everything she saw 

or heard concerning\MORONE:, (page 194}. The summary, however. 

cited· a number o£ reports that:MORONE}had been intimate with IVANOV A 

and with Ella UMANETS, also a KGB agent employed at the America:;:1 

House, and comme:r ... ted that NOSENKO therefore was apparently unaware 

oi the sexual involvement o(,1i[ORONE) with ' 1IYANOVA's friends. 11 

0001198 
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NOSE:NKO, C.u:;;ing cu:;;rent i:::-r~erviews. has indicated awareness 

ofat least some involvement' o£ IVANOVA wit:'r .. ~.MORONE. He has :fur-

nis hed information on a developing operati01~ against Marine guard 

\GARCIA (Anthony A. GARCIA.) based on the involvement of:GARCIA) 

\ \ with IVANOV A. He. 1-...as also stated that the possibility was considered 

( 

\ of using IVANOVA again.st;,MORONE' .. to obtain comprorr ... isi.."1g photographs .. 

\ This plan was seriously affected when it was learned from the 

militiaman/KGB guard at the United States Embassy that IVANOVA. 

her girl friend, )v10RONE~!am;1 a Mari.."1e guard, possibly:GARCIA) had 

been 11in the city, u then returned to the 11ilat11 of one oi the Mari...J.es 

where the girls spent the night. This apparently placed the reliability 

of IVANOVA in question in the eyes of the Fi:;;st Section. 

According to the previous sun:unary, NOSENKO stated that Pietro 

CECCHI, Italian cook at the American Embassy and agent of KOSOLAPOV, 

reported on Americans at the Embassy, but NOSENKO recalled :..1.othing 

specific that CECCHI had reported about[MORONE: The su:mma:::y also 

' . states thatJyiORONE;was said by other American Embassy employees 

to be a close friend of CECCHI and that[MORONEJhad admitted black 

market :money exchanges with CECCHI. 

During current interviews, NOSENKO r.as stated that CECCHI 

furnished 11pieces 11 of information concerningiMORONE) but l1.e, NOSEKKO, 
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k..."'"lew of no black 1na:rket involvem.e:o:1t o:f!lv.7.0RONE-;witn CECCHI.· 

NOSENKO has also indicated that the KGB 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 reported to the KGB everything he did and with whom is 

open to question; viz. , the:_Maurice ZW ANG) case below. 

The comment was made in the previous su..vnmary that NOSENKO 

was U.."'1.aware that 1MORONE/met some Soviet females in tne spring o£ 

1961 at the apartment of ~a:rwat 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 official records indicates that :MORON E) did report 

having met some Soviet girls at the apartment of Sarwat, but there is 

no indication that he admitted or that anyone else has reported that he 

was intimate with any of them. The conclusion of the previous summary 

in this regard was based on a misinterpretation. Accordingly, since 

there is no reason to believe that any compromise incident took place 

in the Sarwat apartment, the story of NOSENKO on this matter is con-

sidered completely acceptable. 
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A iew commen~s are app:rop:::iate concerning 1·emarks in·the 

previous su:m.mary on pages 199 - 2 04. Comments were made there 

concerningliive code clerks,-Maurice .zWANG, John TAYLOR, Fran~) 

i.DA Y, Robert DWELL Y and Joseph GAFFEY:~ and although it is not 

specifically stated, the suggestion is apparent that the reporting o:f 

NOSENKO on these cases was considered evidence that NOSENKO was 

not supervisor of all KGB operations against code clerk·s. The follow-

ing observations may assist in placing these cases in their pr<&per 

perspective: 

(a) :Maurice ZWA-NG - ZWANG)was identified by 

( NOSENKO as a code clerk who was actively "worked on" 

during 1960 - 1961. The previous summary suggested 

that the knowledge of NOSENKO regarding KGB activity 

against r ZWANG was inadequate. First, reporting of 

NOSENKO on(ZWANQ contained no reference to the 

relationship of[ZWANG} with his maid, w1lom NOSENKO 

in another case has identified as a KGB agent. Alt1lough 
,.,... ...... _ 

~ Z WANG) denied sexual relations with his maid, he did 

admit to some intimacies with her in her apartment. 

During polygraph exambationf ZWANG/ reacted when he 
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_responded in the negative to a q1.4.estion regarding sext4.al. 

relations with his maid. The iail·..:.re of NOSENKO to re-

port on this relationship can be ascribed to ignorance, 

but also can be plausibly explained by faulty memory on 

his part ot failure on the part oi the maid to report details 
.- .. 

of this relationship to the KGB. 

( -. \ 
Second, NOSENKO had not reported that 1,,zw _4..J."'\!G; 

was involved in, the currency operations of Pietro CZC~HI. 

(A fact that previous St4.mmary L-nplied he should have 

known from L<GB agent CECCHI.) From the record, how-

. ( 
ever, it appears that the dealings o(ZWANG/were not 

dir~ctly with CECCHI, but rather through other Embassy 

employees. makL"'lg it plausible that CECCHI was eitner 

unaware of the involvement of\ZWANG~or, as NOSEXKO 

himself stated he suspected, CECCHI did not report all 

details of his currency operations to his KGB handler. 

(b) [John TAYLOR/- NOSENKO identiiied~TAYLO~-

r- - -
as l.a State Department code clerk) and target of KOSO.:::...APOV. 

The KGB was aware of the involve:rnent oi[TAX.LO~)with 

his Soviet maid, but no attempt was made to recruitlTAYLOR) 

before his departure in early 1961 sbce to do so mig:J.t 

( 
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endc..nger tne plans fo,r a recruitment approach to ~Jam_e_s '. 

:' STORSBERG~ who :had been under development :for almost· 

a year and was considered more valuable. 

The implication of the previous su.m...-na.ry that 

the explanation given by NOSENKO was subject to question 

failed to take into account the fact that although~STORSBERG) 

was not approached until after the departure of~TAYLoR:; 
r , 

the operation against\~TORSBERG';was underway before 

iT AYLOR: became invo.lved with his maid. T':"' ... • ...... 
~ urtner, 11. lS 

r ---"" 

apparent that the KGB did not abandon interest in 1:TAYLOR' 

since he was approached at a later date outside the USSR 

on the basis of his previous affair with his maid in Moscow. 

(c) [Frank DAY)- NOSENKO idEmtiiied 1Frank DAY~ as 
\ J ' ~- -

:_~ State Department code clerk)who was the target of either 

KOSOLAPOV or GRYAZNOV. According to NOSENKO,. 

nothing 1'interesting" was learned about\DAY/ and no oper-

' . 
ational measures were taken against (DA 'Z'• The previous 

summary noted that in July 1961 1 [DA'i) traveled to the 

Caucasus with his friend and \former overt CIA employee:~ 

1,Agricul~ural Attache G. Stanley BROWN.~ It was also 

stated that tne two were under surveillance by five perso:.1.s 
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at all times on the above -::rip, tha-:: they found a "repairman" 

in their hotel room w:1e;:1 ';.:-..e.y \.lnexpec-::eclly returned, and 

that on anothe:;: occasion an 11 a::::t:ractive and available Soviet 

female 11 was believed to have bee;;J. plan~ed 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 loca.l 

KGB organization, not the SCD. It would appear that the 

local organization was trying to do a t!'lorough job on[DAYJ 

and I BROWN~ but it apparently was nonproductive. It does 

not'seem justifiable to expect that NOSENKO should have 

recalled a trip which produced no results. 

(d) f Robert DWELL Y} - NOSENKO has related in con­

siderable detail the efforts of NOSENKO, GRYAZNOV and 

KOSOLAPOV to involve\Robert DWELLY. a code cler~) in 

Moscow from April 1959- July 1960, in a homosexual com-

promise operation. According to NOSENKO, a homosexual 

agent of GRYAZNOV was of the opinion\DWELLY/was a 

homosexual. 

G00i2C4 

::\ -...... _ ..... 
~-- .. 

...... : I .... .i 
·-~ ~ . ·-· 



( 

( 

.. ' 
·~~ c_ : _; ~ :. :_, ~ ' 

There is no :;..·eason to doubt the statement of 

NOSZNKO concerning :~GB efiorts to determine when 

and where: DWELL~: was going ''into the city" (Moscow) 

so that a homosexual compromise situation could be 

arranged. There were no specific developments from· 

their efforts, according to NOSENKO. 

r- -·, 

tDWELLYj has categorically denied being a homo-

sexual; NOSENKO has not said he was, but only that the 

homosexual agent o£ GRYAZNOV assessedfDWELLY/ as. 

a homosexual. There does not appear to ·ba any reason 

to cons~der the statements o£ NOSENKO about[DWELLY) 

as reflecting adversely on NOSENKO. 

(e) ~Joseph GAFFEY - NOSENKO has identified 

;Joseph GAFFEY1 as a[ code ~clerk~ The previous summary 

noted that NOSENKO had stated the KGB had tried to lure 

: GAFFEY.;into downtown Moscow, using Svetlana IVANOVA, 

an agent of DEMKIN in the American House. 

By way of comment, the previous summary stated· 

that:GAFFE~i arrived in Moscow in September 1961 and 

F • , r- J -----.. • 

that! Fred KADER .. ')~ had reported thati_ GAFF~XJ had told him 

he had been intimate with a Russian girl at the Am'Q)t1l:f2C 5. 
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House. It was :fu:;:~ner ~1oted tha-;;fGAFFEY) was recalled. 

from lVIoscow in the s~·•:uner oi 1962 because oi drunken-

ness and durir.g inte:::view haci ad..."nitted being intimate 

with IVANOVA at the American House and at her apart-

ment and that she had claimed pregnancy. 

As to whether the above information :raises a 

question concerning NOSENKO, the following :factors 

should be c ansidered: 

(1) NOSENKO has stated that during the 

'· 
latter part oi December 1961 he was part 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 furnished by[GAFFEY, during inter-

. . 
view, ~~GAFFEY) also stated that he was first 

intimate with IVANOVA in r.J.s room on 27 December 

1961 and was also intimate with her later on three 

occasions at her apartment. According toGAFFEYj 

IVANOVA told him of her pregnancy abou".: l May 
G001ZG6 

;.r:~~{c~r· 
: __ .._. 



1962, which is approximately four months after 

NOSENKO has stated he transferred to the Seventh 

Department. 

The matter of review by NOSENKO of OTU reports from micro-

phone coverage on the United States Embassy has previously been 

mentioned in this. summary. Pages 226 - 236 of the previous summary 

contained a detailed account of information from NOSENKO o:n. the matter 

of microphones, countermeasures taken by the Americans in 1964~ and 

damage estimates prepared by the Americans. The previou.; conclusion 

was that his informatio:n. did not sustain :his claim to have been Deputy 

Chief, First Sectio:n, or his claim that he personally reviewed the KGB 

microphone monitoring reports. Comments have been made i..J. this 

su.."n.mary in regard to this previous conclusion. 

A few remarks, it is believed, will assist in a fuller 'l:...J.derstandin·::r 

of the microphone matter. In the material brought out by NOSENKO L.;., 

1964, there was a single sheet of paper co:1taining on one side hand-

written notes which NOSENKO identified as a list of the active micro-

phones (those which were being monitored) in the United States Embassy. 

This list is given on page 227 of the previous summary and neeC. not be 

repeated here. The acquisition of this list by NOSENKO was cha::acter-

ized in the previous summary as singular and it was stated tl-~at: NOSENKO 
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has never plausibly explained the circumstances which prompted his 

r.etention o:f the list until 1964, when he ·produced it for CIA L"'l Geneva. 

During current interviews, the matter of the above list has been 

covered in considerably greater detail with NOSENKO than had been 

done before. His explanation, both of 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, ·1s considered plausible, co:1.trary to t..~e 
.. :·:· 

judgment of the previous summary. 

NOSENKO has stated that in 1960 - 1961 Vladimir I. PETROV, 

Chief of the Second Section·, First Department; desired some 11points 11 

for use against targets oi his section. NOSENKO uses the term 11point11 

not as meaning just a microphone, but as referring to an OTU sub-unit 

which includes microphones as well as the necessary monitors and 

translators to cover the microphone and translate the 11take. 11 The 

targets of PETROV were primarily Americans and, therefore, there 

was a transcription-translation problem. 

According to NOSENKO, most of the available 11points 11 were 

assigned to the First Section to cover microphones in the United States 

Embassy. The Chief of the First Depa:r-tment, Vladimir A. KLYPIN, 

held a meeting attended by KLYPIN, Chief of the First Sectio:;J. Vladislav 

KOVSHUK, Vladimir I. ?ETROV, and NOSEi\KO, the purpose of which 
0001208 
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was to discuss the possitility of temporarily discontinuing cer~in 

Embassy 11points 11 cont:rolled by the First ~ection, and permitting 

PETROV to use these "points" against targets of his section. 

According to :i.\l'OSENK01 PET.ROV brought to the meeting a list 

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

age. During the meeting, KOVSHUK apparently took a piece 6£ paper 
( 

which PETROV had and wrote on it a list of active microphones in the 

United States Embassy and residences. When the meeting ended, 
• 

NOSENKO had this paper 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 BURTU~~; :and Sipe BURTIN"k 

The name A. A. MIKHAYLOV was listed next to the name of(LUBIN~ 
• , ,_ J 

and the name of Y. Eo CHEB,NETSEV was listed next to the name of 

\SMITH~ 
. ' . ·, 

NOSENKO has explained that'. LUBIN, SMITH. Will BURTlL"\J',i 

and;Sipe BURTrNjwere among the targets of PE_TROV; and MIKHAYLOV 

and CHERNETSEV were officers of the Second Section. 

NOSENKO stated he knew nothing more about the four non-Soviet 

names except that they were targets o£ PETROV. NOSENKO stated that 

he could not be positive of the date of the meeting other than that it 

occurred while KLYPIN was Chief of the First Departme:;:~:::. (According 

to NOSENKO, KLYPIN was succeeded by Sergey M. FEDOSEYEV as 

Ov0i2C9 
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Chief of the First Departmcl1t ~n circa mici-1961.) Research in.regard 

to the fou:o.· non-Soviet names leaves no doubt thatLLUl3IN is George? 

iLUBlL~; and that Will BURTIN a:.."ld Sine BURTIN]are correct names, 
' ~ -

with(Sipe being the w~fe of Will B URTINJ All three are American 

citizens who were in the USSR circa June 1961. (SW.!lTH~ at this time. 

has still not been identified. ~-·"' 

In view of the above, it has been possible to deduce the date 

of the meeting called by KL YPIN as circa June 1961. 

According to NOSENKO, the piece of paper described above 

was placed by :NOSENKO with ot...1.er notes he kept between the pages 

of a bound volume which NOSENKO calls a "working copy. 11 This, 

accord~g to NOSENKO. was an accountable, registered notebook 

issued to all officers L.J. which they were supposed to write all their · 

notes, destroyin,g any other notes. 

According to NOSENKO, he, like many other 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 £ile 

rather than being used in the way required by regulations. NOSENKO 

has stated that when he left the First Section he took various notes 

with him to the Seventh Departn'lcnt; these included notes he had drafted 

concerning certain First Section activities :for use in briefing FEDOS.EYEV 
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when FEDOSEYEV succeeded KLYP:i:N, and notes he had prepared :for 

lectures to the Seventh Dixecto:rate. According to NOSENKO, he did 

not intentionally take tne particular paper pertaining to microphones; 

it was just in the gro1;.p oi notes he took along when he went to the Seventh 
" " 

Department. 

In consideration of the above explanation by NOSENKO. it should 

be noted that he also brought with him i.."l 1964 his notes for t:1.e briefing 

of FEDOSEYEV and certain notes he obviously had also prepared wl-l.ile 

in the First Section; e. g., his notes for a lecture to the Seventh 

-~-

Directorate in regard to a "mass surveillance 11 on the American 

Embassy. 

By:including a section {pages 236 - 239) on the knowledge of 

NOSENKO of the KGB cryptologic attack on United States Embassy 

communications, the previous summary implies that there is some 

reason to question his information on this subject. 

NOsENKO has asserted that the KGB had never succeeded in 

reading enciphered communications of the Service Attaches; however, 

he said that the Eighth Directorate (the unit oi the KGB responsible for 

communications intercept and cryptologic analysis) was reading some 

United States Embassy traffic. While it is open to question to what 

extent knowledge of successes of the Eighth Directorate would be k..J.own 
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to anyone in the First Sect~on o,£ the First Department, within the 

scope plausibly available to NOSENKO in his claimed position, there 

is no reason to question his statement. 

In the previous su..""nmary (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. MORELL 

was. CIA, but he has never identified MORELL as CIA. Surely KOVSHUK . 

knew MORELL was CIA but why NOSENKO is not aware MORELL was 

CIA 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 £ew remarks 

are appropriate. 

(a) NOSENKO has never indicated any knowledge 

Paul GARBLER was CIA, and yet GARBLER was surely 

known to the FCD as a CIA employee before going to 

Moscow. It is pTesumed that the FCD furnished the SCD 

at least basic iniormation that Paul GARBLER was 

"American Intelligence. 11 GARBLER, however, did not 
0001212 

52 

...... ·- -· -~·. -·-.... . ' ' 
·~ ... - .. 
. ~ : : 



arrive in Moscow l.4r:.til Nove:G1ber 1961, o:n1y a month 

before NOSENKO left the First Section for the Seventh 

Department. 

(b) The previous summary stated that according 

to NOSENKO the KGB did not suspect tha 
'-------' 

1...........------' 
was a CIA officer, yet he was a CIA officer. 

It was also stated tb.e presence 

of intensive KGB surveillance while in Moscow irom 

October 1960 to September 1961. The "intensive KGB 

surveillance" is based on statements o and 

may possibly be more a reflection of his personal concern 

over surveillance rather than what was actually happening. 

(cj lSteve W ASHENKO}was correctly identified by 

NOSENKO as CIA. William HORBALY was CIA and 

id enti£ied by NOSENKO as suspected of being a CIA officer 

or cooptee. 

(d) Lewis BOWDEN, who was not CIA, was, according 

to NOSENKO, suspected of being a CIA officer. 

George Payne WI.i\'TERS, Jr., has stated that 

KOVSHUK warned WINTERS that BOWDEN was the "FBI 

officer 11 in the Embassy. The Gherepanov Papers indica-.:e 
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BOWDEN with llllwapldon. 

Uora.e u to wtmat the KGB kaowa,. U ls poaaible that (a) the KGB dld 80t · 

bow of D. CIA affUI.a.tioll of theN people. (b) tM bfonnatloa bown 

level. or (c) Wonnation available to tH Chief of tM Firat &u:tioc or 
' 

the 1960 trlp of NOSENKO to Cuba and bb 1961 trip to B'Gilgarda. With 
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the previous surrunary that the travel of NOSENKO to Cuba in 1960 

damaged ;J.is claim that he was supervisirJ.g operations against Embassy 

code clerks at the ti..-ne. To accept the validity of this judgment is to 

say that no supervisor in the SCD would be permitted to make a trip 

abroad unrelated to his supervisory function, a judgment for which 

there is no supporti..."lg evidence. 

As regards the trip of NOSENKO to Bulgaria in 1961, for which 

there is no collateral information, the previous su:m..-nary conaluded 

that his account of the trip was untrue and argued that such a trip to 

Bulgaria, if it did take place, at a ti:me when he claimed the operation 

( against fS-TORSBERGlwas reaching a climax and his subordinates were 

•• "apparently planning to exploitiKEYSERS'} newly-discovered vulnerability, 11 

it would indicate that the presence of NOSENKO in Moscow was dis-

pens able. There was, however, no evidence that NOSENKO did not 

travel to Bulgaria and only highly speculative reasoning as to why his 

account of the purpose of the trip was untrue. 

As to the \STORSBERG) case, while it cannot at present be proved 

that the recruitment pitch took place before NOSENKO left for Bulgaria, 
... 

it can be stated, on the basis of reporting from~MORONE; that it had to 

D.ave taken place before the time NOSENKO returned from Bulgaria. 

Since no seriou.:; <;_ues~io~1. has eve:r been raised concerning t 
c 
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of NOSENKO in Moscow at the time -;;his pitch was rr,~.ade, it would appear 

that NOSENKO was com?arative::.y iree to go to Bulgada because this 

phase of the [$TORSBERG} ope:ratio:1 had been completed. 

As to the~KEiSERS/ case, there is no apparent p:robler.o. since 

it is clear that the appToach to [J'\:EYSERS) took place aiter NOSENKO 

:returned from Bulgaria~ and furthermore that the KGB probably did 

not become aware that Cf<.4:Y~:ERS) was a homosexual, and therefore 

potentially vulnerable, until just before the pitch was made. 

In short, there is no Teason to believe that the accour..ts by 

NOSENKO of his trips to Cuba and to Bulgaria are not es ser~tially true, 

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

been supervisor of code clerk operations. 
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F. NOSENKO's CLAL.'\1S, THAT IN 1962 HE WAS CHIEF 
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OF THE AMERICAN -BRITISH C01\I'L.\10NVlEALTH SECTION AND 

WAS THEREAFTER A DEPUTY CHIEF OF THE SEVENTH 

DEPARTMENT; ARE NOT CREDIBLE 
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SECRET 

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

American-British Commonwealth Section and was thereafter a 

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

conclusion) 

The conclusion of this summary is that NOSENKO was Chief 

of the American-British Commonwealth Section (First Section) from 

January 1962 to July 1962 and that he was a Deputy Chief of the Seventh· 

Departm~nt 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 ln the 

Personnel Directorate, he declined the prof£e.red 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 Vladislav KOVSHUK, 

then Chief of the First Section, to the position. FEDOSEYEV was 

SECRET 



willing to promote NOSENKO to the position of Chief, First Section. 

However, GRIBANOV did not wish to promote KOVSHUK and NOSENKO 

considered that under the circumstances it would be better for him to 

return to the Seventh Department rather than to become a Deputy to 

FEDOSEYEV who wanted KOVSHUKas a Deputy. 

Vladimir Dmitriyevich CHELNOKOV had offered NOSENKO the 

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

reassignment of BALDIN to Germany at which time NOSENKO would 

become a Deputy Chief, Seventh Department, replacing BALDIN. The 

above explanation of NOSENKO seems plausible and credible and indi-

cates that GRIBANOV, the Chief of the SCD, for reasons best known to-

GRIBANOV, was assisting NOSENKO in his career in the KGB. 

This section actually covers two periods in the claimed career 

of NOSENKO; namely, January - July 1962 as Chief of the First Section, 

an~ July 1962 - January 1964 as a Deputy Chief of the Seventh Depart-

ment. Since NOSENKO was in Geneva, Switzerland, from March 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 [Wailace Everett 

( 

. -· 

~JOHNSON, William Carroll JONES, Natalie BIENSTOCK, and Horst 

;~BRAUNS~ Apparent conflicts between information from NOSENKO and 

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 Section, Seventh Department, during January - July 1962. That 

there were KGB operations against1)0HNSON: iONES, BIENSTOCK and) 

i,BRAUNSI has been confirmed through interviews by the FBI of all four 
J • - • /· 

individuals. 

A few additional remarks in regard to the above four cases are 

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

discrepancies between what NOSENKO has said and what each individual 

statedwhen interviewed, but because they may provide additional clari-

fication. 

In the [Wallace- Everett JOHNSON) case, it was previously noted 

that iJOHNSONJ arrived in Moscow on 31 December 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 cur,J;"ent.Jr$-arwiews 
u0UJ...._.i:u 
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( 
has stated that the KGB learned of the homosexual tendencies oflJOHNSo:N; 

"by chance" soon after his arrival. "SHMELEV" and "GRIGORIY, 11 two 

homosexual agents of NOSENKO, were at the time operating out of a room 

at the Metropol Hotel where!JOHNSONJ stayed. 
I . 

They met JOHNSO~ there 

and reported his apparent homosexual tendencies. 

''In regard to the:Willia~ Carroll JONES! case, NOSENKO during 

current interviews has furnished additional information on the KGB operation 

against(JON~\ including the woman ludmila BUGAYEVA who was recruited 

as an agent to work against.JONES~and was .used in another case. The other 

details furnished by NOSENKO concerning thefJONESj case are cor:rtpatible 

with his claim to having been Chief of the First Section, Seventh Department. 

. \ 

In regard to the ~,Natalie BIENSTOCK' case, NOSENKO did not claim 

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 1;;BIENSTOC:£\l case could be explained by his claim to have been 

Chief of Section and not the case officer directly involved with the c.ase. 

In regard to the~Horst BRAUNS)case, in the previous summary 

the criticism was levied that NOSENKO did not know why:BRAPNS~visited 

the USSR and was not able to identify any Soviet citizens whom1BR.8. QNS~ 

met in the USSR. It was also stated that NOSENKO had explained that 

4 
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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)3-RAUNS]was a former 

Soviet citizen and the summary .stated that his plan to visit relatives 

was information available to the KGB through his visa application. 

I 

In regard to the statement that the Seventh Department was not 

concerned with foreigners visiting :relatives in the USSR nor with Soviet 

expatriates, this is not in agreement with current information from 

· NOSENKO. )l: Cases of "true" tourists, which were normally the respon-
• 

sibility of the Seventh Department, could become the responsibility of 

another department or KGB component where Soviet relatives were 

involved.· However, if the case was not taken over or assigned by higher 

authority, to another department or· component, it was and remaine¢1. the. 

responsibility of the Seventh Department. The fact that(B-RAUNSlwas a 
- -· ·''..! 

former Soviet citizen could very well have made ~:BRAUN~) of interest 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 thaeBAAUNS:listed on his visa appli-

cation that he planned to visit relatives in Leningrad. (:aRAtiNS,l had a 

~:c By 1962 there had been a large reorganization in the SCD and in the 

Seventh Department. The situation was not the same QQ~~~~ 



( relative or relatives in Leningrad. Although~~RAUNSI, when interviewed by 

the FBI, mentioned a number' of items of which the KGB was aware concern-

ing his background and occupation from his visa application, there is no 

specific reference in these interviews indicating his statement of purpose 

in visiting the USSR. 

Pages 282 - 286 of the previous summary reviews remarks by 

NOSENKO on the Boris BELITSKIY case and states that his claimed ::role 

in the case was not plausible. There are several specific points made in 

the summary which imply that NOSENKO was lying about his knowledge of 

· the case. There is adequate ::reason to believe that NOSENKO exaggerated 

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

to Vladimi;r Lvovich ARTEMOV in the handling of BELITSKIY in Geneva 

in 1962 and not to supervise ARTEMOV. 

The more important aspect and the primary one is the difference in 

what NOSENKO specifically ::reported about the BELITSKIY case and infor-

mation from the actual CIA ::record of the case. There are major differ..: 

ences and without going into all the details of the case which is very involved, 

an effort has been made toward determining whether these apparent differ-

ences neces sa::rily indicate that NOSENKO was o::r is lying or whether there 

is a possibility he is relating the actual KGB version of the case. 

NOSENKO has stated that BELITSKIY was a KGB agent whom 

American Intelligence recruited in London in 1960 o::r 1961 and that the 

6 
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KGB purpose in running the operation 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 British 

involvement, did not know the operational details and contact arrange-

menta BELITSKIY had with CIA., and did not know BELITSKIY1s pattern 

of activity in Moscow or Geneva. 

NOSENKO during current interviews has indicated an awareness 

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

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

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

primary purpose of the KGB was to involve American Intelligence in 

contacts with BELITSKIY within the USSR. The latter was considered 

completely inconsistent with the fact that BELITSKIY was recruited in 

Brussels, Belgium, in 1958; that three letters had been mailed to 

BELITSKIY in the USSR in 1959 and early 1960; and that BELITSKIY 

had an accommodation address for contact outside the USSR. 

There are at this time sufficient unresolved questions in the 

BELITSKIY case to preclude any conclusion that the apparent dis-

crepancies between the statements by NOSENKO on the BELITSKIY 

case and the actual record are a reflection against NOSENKO(JO<(flz
24 

7 

S [ c ;,"") I -:-1 
i i>( 
._ J \ a 



.•. 

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, did not know the true story of the relation-

f:lhip of BELITSKIY with CIA. There is a distinct possibility the 

KGB believed the BELITSKIY recruitment occurred in 1961 :l.n London 

and BELITSKIY did not then nor ha:s he ·since admitted to the KGB 

· .. ·. his association with CIA actually started in 1958 in Brussels, Belgium. 
:·_.·-::.· 

As a possible reason why BELITSKIY would have told the KGB in 

1961 a partial story of his contact with American Intelligence, some 

: at present unknown event may have occurred in 1961 which caused 

BELITSKIY to believe his security was endangered and as a result 

he told the KGB .of certain events in London in 1961, relating these 

events as being the original approach to BELITSKIY by CIA. 

The following are certain o£ the points which suggest the KGB 

actually considered that BELITSKIY was recruited by CIA in London. 

in 1961 and that BELITSKIY may have never told the KGB of the 

developments in his case prior to 1961: 

(a) BELITSKIY was in London in Aprill960 at which 

time he was in contact with a British citizen who was also - _ ... -

reporting to MI-5. This individual reported information 

received from BELITSKIY which may have been a lead to 

G001225 
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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 least 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 information to Soviet Intelligence.) 

(b) NOSENKO has stated that BELITSKIY,. after he went 

to Geneva in 1962, :managed to reinitiate contact with CIA 

rather quickly because he met a girl he had previously known 

whom he was sure was an A.tnerican Intelligence agent and 

that she must have reported his pre'sence in Geneva to American 

Intelligence. (If the BELITSKIY case had been controlled by the 

KGB from its inception in 1958, the KGB would have khown of 

the internal mailings to BELITSKIY and the fact that BELITSKIY 

had a cover address outside the Soviet Union through which to 

initiate contact. However, if BELITSKIY did not tell the KGB 

anything about his contacts with CIA prior to 1961 and then 

gave only a partia~ story of what happened in London in 1961, 

/ 

B ELITSKIY would' not have told the KGB of the internal 1nail-

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

a cover address outside the USSR. BELITSKIY therefore 

G00i226 
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w9uld _not have told the KG3 how he actually made contact 

with American L"ltellige:1ce in Geneva :L-.. 1962, but very well 

could have told the KGB l:e had seen a particular woman 

whom he had previously ki.'lown. he was sure s:'le worked 

for American Intelligence and it was through this woman · 

Am~rican Intelligence became aware BELITSKIY was in 

. Geneva.) 

(c) BELITSKIY in 1962 in Geneva agreed to meet 

wit:b.in the USSR an individual representing CIA.· However, 

his agreement "Yas only under certain stipUlated co~A.ditions .. 

the most interesting o£ which was that the individual inust 

b.~ unwitting of the true natu:::e of the relatio:::tshlp of 

BELITSKIY with CIA. L""l addition, any message to 

BELITSKIY .or any individual who met BELITSKIY must 

make no reference to any previous meeting o£ BELITSKIY 

with CIA. 

The above conditio:ts are quite explainable if 

BELITSJ.-<IY had not been under KG3 control betwe~:a. 1958 

and 196i and in 1961 gave the KGB o:n.l y a pa::::tial story of 

the 1961 events in Lor.G.on. 



As previously indicated, the conclusion is there are a sufficient 

number of unresolved questions in the BELITSKIY case so that discrep-

andes 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 possibility the KGB actually did, not 

know the true facts of the BELITSKIY case. 

.... · The previous summary noted on page 106 that Nataliya SHULGINA 

was an Intourist interpreter recruited by NOSENKO in 1955. It also 

noted that NOSENKO had stated Boris BELITSKIY "reported to the KGB 

that CIA had warned BELITSKIY against SHULGINA. u. The previous 

summary stated BELITSKIY reported to CIA that SHULGINA was a KGB 

agent and 11 CIA did not warn BELITSKIY. 11 

There appears to be no doubt at this tl.me that the statement: by 

NOSENKO that BELITSKIY reported the "CIA had warned BELITSKIY 

against SHULGINA, 11 is a reasonably accurate description of what actuan.y 

happened in May 1962 during Agency contacts with BELITSKIY in Geneva. 

The record reflects that BELITSKIY stated SHULGINA had confidentially 

told him of her status as a KGB agent, stating she had been doubled by 

the KGB after having been forcibly recruited by American Intelligence 

while previously in Paris, France. 

G001228 
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It was determined there was no collateral information which 

would indicate that the statement by SHULGINA had any factual basis 

and BELITSKIY was warned SHULGINA may have been acting on behalf 

of the KGB in stating to BELITSKIY she had been "forcibly recruited by 

American Intelligence" at a previous date. It was also suggested to 

BELITSKIY that he should go to the KGB as ~ loyal Soviet citizen and 

·J 

report the apparent indiscretion of SHULGINA. 
' 

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

the BELITSKIY case, made reference to Vladimir Lvovich ARTEMOV. 

It was stated that AR TEMOV had been involved with a series of American 

to\lrist agents in the Soviet Union and although NOSENKO was allegedly . 

familiar with ARTEMOV, he was unaware of the involvement of ARTEMOV 

with American tourist agents in 1958 - 1959. The summary noted this 

was during a period when NOSENKO claimed to have 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 the Seventh 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 Department, from the time he entered into the KGB in approxi-

mately 1957. 
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( A closer examination of the cases described in the previous 

summary as "CIA American tourist agents, 11 reveals there is no con-

flict in the involvement of AR TEMOV in these cases 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(:g:dward McGOWA~1. 

NOSENKO has furnished information c_oncerning this case, stating it was 

originally a Seventh Department case and that after the mailing of a letter 

by the individual in Minsk, the case was i:m:mediately taken over by the 

First Departxnent. There is adequate reason to believe ARTEmOVonly · 

became involved after the case was transferred to the First Department. 

Another of the cases involved the contact of ARTEMOV with[a ciA: 
. - . _) 

( 

oofficer'-----------------------------.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 

the Seventh Department, particularly since apparently the individual was 

even traveling 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-

likely that the FCD would request the Seventh Department for assistance 

in a case involving an American diplomat. 

C0012JO 
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Pages 332 - 333 o£ the previous swnmary contain the basis 

for the previous conclusion that the claim o£ NOSENKO that he was a ....__...... 

Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department from July 1962 to January 

1963 was not credible. It is considered that a detailed rebuttal is 

not necessary since this conclusion was apparently based on inadequate 

-. ~ < •. 
information. During current interviews, NOSENKO has furnished 

details concerning his duties and other aspects o£ his claimed position 

which substantiate his claim to having been a Deputy Chief of the 

Seventh Department from July 1962 to January 1964. 

An example 1n support o£ the statement that the previous conclu-

sion was based on inadequate information is the matter o£ the. written 

notes whi~h NOSENKO brought out and furnished to CIA in early 1964. 

The description o£ these notes on page 319 o£ the previous summary is 

inadequate, inaccurate, and misleading. Prior to current interviews, 

an o.££ort had not been made to obtain from NOSENKO a detailed explan-

ation o£ his notes or of how he obtained the information in the notes. 

'· 
During current interviews, NOSENKO has given detailed in£orma-

tion concerning all aspects of his notes. This iruormation 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 Section, 

First Department, in 1960 - 1961. C0012J:i 
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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, Seventh 

Department. NOSENKO has stated that he was in 1962 -

1963 responsible for supervision over these Sections and 

that Filip Denisovich BOBKOV, Deputy Chief, SCD, who 

supervised the Seventh Department, requested a list of all 

recruited agents of the Seventh Department. According to 

NOSENKO, the order ~rom B OBKOV 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 al"ready been 

given to the FCD. 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, 

Nlany of the above cases had previously been trans-

£erred to the FCD, but the remarks of NOSENKO about theffiJ01232 
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inclusion support his statement that he had expanded 

the original request 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 period. Certain of the notes were 

made from a review of a notebook kept by the Chief, Seventh 

Department, to which NOSENKO had access on at least two 

occasions. Most of his no~es 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 Directorate 

prepared while with the First Department, 1960 - 1961, and 

the Seventh Department, 1962 - 1963. 

(d} Draft report for the briefing of the new Chief, First 

Department, in the latter part of 1961. 

(e) One of three 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 
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D.epartment.. According to NOSENKO, the prepared 

report was never typed as a formal document. 

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 this material suggests that NOSENKO was using extreme care in 

collecting material and was not attempting to obtain documents, the 

possession of which might be incriminating or which if he had brought 
., ., 

' .. ": ~ 
out would have been immediately missed. Instead, he collected a con-

siderable amount of valuable information which he could bring out with 

little or no fear that a search of h1s effects in the KGB after his depart-

ure for Geneva would disclose that certain material was missing. None 

of the mater:i,al 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 none was. registered 

or actually accountable. 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 cases. Actually 

a Chief of Section had typed his notes on cases instead o£ 

submitting in handwriting as the others did. 

17 0001234 



~ .. 
'-'-'··-.o.J 

(c) A second copy of a summary on a KGB agent. 

NOSENKO stated that there were two _copies in the file 

kept by the Chid 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 

nutnber of copies typed. 

-. 
; 
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;.: .. 

G00i235 

18 

sr:cR~r .._ iliL-ll( 





SECRET 

i' 
' 

G. NOSENKO HAS NO VALID CLAIM TO CERT.A.INTY THAT 

THE KGB RECRUITED NO A..\1ERICAN EMBASSY 

PERSONNEL BETWEEN 1953 AND HIS DEFECTIO).J IN 1964 · 

-~. 
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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. (Previous conclusion) 

The conclusion in this summary is that NOSENKO is o£ the 

opinion that there were no KGB ·:t:ecruitments o£ United States Embassy 

personnel in Moscow between 1953 and December 1963 with the ~xception 

of 11ANDREY" {Dayle Wallis SMITH) andCHerbert.'HOWAW'~ who actually 

was a(USIA)employee but did work part of the time in the Embassy. 

The question here is whether or not the expressed opinion of 
.I· 

NOSENKO is sufficiently based on actual knowledge so that this opinion· 

can be accepted as absolute evidence that there were no other KGB 
' 

recruitments 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, therefore, there is a possibility that 

a recruitment could have occurred and NOSENKO not be aware in any 

way of the recruitment. This should in no way be interpreted as a 

suggestion that NOSENKO could be lying, but rather that an unbiased 

observer without personal knowledge could and should be hesitant to 

accept the expressed opinion of NOSENKO in this particular area. 

The actual basis for the stated opinion of NOSENKO~ s~o~ be 
G0Ui~SI 

examined and can be cited as follows. 



... 
.. 

,.,-··.-. 

: . . · .• :t '-Q .. •.· 
.. '• (a} During March 1953 -late May 1955 NOSENKO 

was a case officer in the First Section, First Department, 

SCD. NOSENKO does not claim that he w.;uld have known 

the details concerning any recruitments (other than 

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

he would have heard 11 something. 11 

(b) During late May 1955 to December 1959 NOSENKO 

was in the Seventh Department, not the F~rst Department, 

but continued to have contact with certain officers in the 

First Section, First Department. NOSENKO is of the 

opinion that if there had been a recruitment in the United 

States Embassy during this period he would have heard 

' 11 something" even though he would probably have learned 

few details. 

(c) 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 has 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 t6~}01238 

case or cases. There is merit to this contention by 

2 



( NOSENKO since the Chief of Section was Vladislav 

KOVSHUK who had been an officer of the First Depart-

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 

Department. 

(d) During 1962-1963 NOSENKO was' again in the .. 
Seventh Department. However, he continued to maintain 

contact with certain officers of the First $ection, First 

pepartment: in particular, Gennadiy I. GRYAZNOV, 

( who succeed-ed NOSENKO as Deputy Chief o£ the First 

Section, then became Chief of Section, and in the latter 

part of 1963 became a Deputy Chief of the First Department. 

According to NOSENKO his relationship with 

GR YAZNOV was sufficiently close during 1962 .. 1963 that 

he is sure GRYAZNOV would have furnished NOSENKO 

some information in regard to any successful recruitments 

of United States Embassy personnel. NOSENKO pointed 

. r - • . J 

out that he learned of the existence of the' Herbert HOWARD; .. 

case from GR YAZNOV in 1962, although it was not until 

1963 that NOSENKO heard the name. NOSENKO actually 

( 
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. learned of the name when the Firat Section, · First 

',"•', 

Department (Third Seetion) in obtaining a room in a 
. '-· ·. 

ee1"taiD botell.or the SoYlet girl frlend ol~HOW ARD.~ · ... , 
.. ' 

·-. 

. . ~ ... 

In gemetnl the abO.G ~owstitutea .the· baaia for the stated ~pw.,O ' . 
> • ' :- < ;.; : . . . ' ' .. ~ ::.· .. ' . '· " . . \. ' . . . . . ~ /~ ·: . . . 

. ~t ~~0 ~~=~~;.~~~-~~~~~were ~:~~~:~~~;)it:~_:t·. 
· aucce~~tefal K~:_reenl~--~}9~~ -~~~ 1963." .··ll. •hemet"' .· .•.•. ;;

1 
be noted tbat ~JN_~-~ .. -~tbSr.ldu.tlfted KGB reeruttmenu ~. •... -''' 

. __ .. ,,' -~ . ... 
· this period_ of time Wbldl' 'Would apeCIAc:ally relute ~ oplnioa_of, -., :""~ · .. 

honut opiDion ilhOwc:l ~t be c~nveried intO a statement that it is 
. -~ ' .. . 

absolUte proof that ~ther :reendtm.ent c~ ~o·t have oe~Cd~. . . . - . 

NOSENKO may be eompletelyco"reetia l:da ophdon, but 5lnce_ .•. · .. 
', ' . ,I • ' . . . . . .' . 

. ; - -_.,· ... .._,:_ 

. NOSENKO was only in the J"irat De~ 1,51· - 1955 and 1960; -,1961 · . 
. 1 --· •.• ,•" • • . .. : . -~-:.,": . 

hia opinion that he ~d have ~ar• ~sometlWlg" ~t ~ rec:rUib.nent .:. < :,. · . 
. . . . . ' . ~- . 

. ,.;':..:<,;._ .··' 
·_, .. •. ·-·:·-_-., ; ·.· · .. -; . 

in 1955 ... 1959 or 196Z ... 1963 cannot be. accepted as infallible .. · •. ;_ .--· . 

. · .. 
' . 

. • . ·,: ....... .r_, ·. 
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.ANNEX 

The previous summary contained an Annex 11A 11 and an Annex 

11B" covering pages 316 - 435. Limited comments concerning Annex 

11A, II Statements of Soviet Officials About NOSENKO. and Ar..nex "B. II 

Summaries of Cases Not Exa:mL'led in Text, are attached. In addi'i:i:oh, 

there is an Annex 11C" to this summary which is entitled, 11The 

Cherepanov Papers. 11 

Attachments: 
Annex A 
Annex B 
Annex C 
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ANNEX B 

SUMW...ARIES OF CASES NOT EX...<\W...L.\l"ED IN TEXT 

Pages 399 - 435 o£ the p:;.-evious summary contain su..-nmaries 

on the cases o£(49/Americans who, according to information :from 

. NOSENKO, were of KGB interest, were approached by the KGB, or 

were actually recruited by the KGBo It was stated that the.se cases 

did not clearly relate to the specific KGB positions ~ald at pa:;.-ticular 

times by NOSENKO and thus could not be 'G.sefully employed in examining 

his claimed KGB service. The sou::::cing of these cases has been explored 

in detail during the current interviews wi~ NOSENKO, and it is now 

possible to establish a certain relationship between these cases and 

certain claimed positions of NOSENKO in the KGBo 

It is the conclusion of this summary that any group o(4:9)cases, 

as well as all other cases concerning which NCSENKO has :furnished 
A' 

information, must be fully considered, not necessarily fox t'he importance 

or .u..."limpo:rtance of the in:fo:;:mation, but to determine how NOSENKO 

claimed to have learned of the case and whether his statements con-

ce:rning each identified case are supported by collateral information. 

These factors are important b assessing the overall validity of info:::-

nn !1-4 ') ,.1, -i 
mation from NOSENKO as well as being supporting evL...~~""!l.is 

claimed positions in the KGB. 
~--.~;--___,..;.~ 
· Viol.! ... 1 If 

·!; ;: .... , .• .~."\..: 1( ..... 1 .... • .. -J.·.:,. 4 
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! ~-;·,;.~~-:-.: :;::-: :.:~ ~ 



( 
To comment specifi~aJ.ly on each of the 49] cases would require 

a ve-ry le4lgthy pape-r. Current i4lterviews have developed perti4lent 

additional information from NOSENKO in approximately14o)of the:49) 

cases. Of even more significance is the fact that NOSENKO has 

logically sourced his ir....formation in all except perhaps[fo\::.r_ cases • 
. 

The indicated inability of NOSENKO to completely source a11;49; of 

the cases is not considered signi£ican:, pa::ticularly since his having 

knowledge of all the cases is quite compatible with his clail:ned positions 
• 

in the KGB. In addition, c-riticism of NOSENKO ior not beL.J.g able to 

source all of his information would be unreasonable since it makes 

( 
no allowance for normal lapses of memory or failure to recall some-

thing which was insignificant at the time it occurred. 
' 

Without citing in detail any of the C4q) cases~ the ways in which 

NOSENKO learned o.f a number of the cases are considered important 

since there is a direct relationship to his claimed positions in the KGB 

during 1960 - January 1964, specifically the position of Deputy Chief, 

First Section, First Department, 1960 - 1961; Chief, First Section, 

Seventh Department, January - July 1962; and as Deputy Chief, Seventh 

Depa-rtment, July 1962 -January 1964. Cel"tain examples of the above 

are as follows: 

2 
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{a) NOSENKO lea:rned of a numbe:r of the Seventh 

Department cases which had occu:r:red in 1960 - 1961, as 

well as several 1958 - 1959 cases from notes prepared by 

the Chief or Acting Chief of the First Sectio:::1, Seco:::.d 

Section and Sixth Section in 1963. These notes were pre-

pared at the request of NOSENKO who as a Deputy Chief, 

Seventh Department, was responsible for supervision of 

these three sectio:::1s; and the request was actually an ex-

pansion of the original request from BOBKOV, Deputy Chief 

of the SCD, for information on recruitments of the Seventh 

Department. NOSENKO brought with him in 1964 the notes 

prepared by the Chief or Acting C:"1ie:f of t:1.e First Section, 

Second Section and Sixth Section and his k.."lowledge of many 

o£ 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 o£ several 1962 - 1963 cases of 

the First Section, First Department, £ror:::1 Ger.u."l.adiy I. 

GRYAZNOV who succeeded KOSENKO as Deputy Chief, 

3 
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( 
First Section, Fi.rst Department. This information was 

furnished to NOSENKO primarily because of his friendship 

with GR YAZNOV and not as the result of mutual operations. 

However, NOSENKO learned of certain o.i the cases or 

was furnished additional details as a result of a request 

from the Seventh Department to the First Section, First 

Department, for assistance or vice versa. 

Certain o£ the~4c£ cases listed were cases of the Sev~nth Depart-

ment prior to 1960 or in 1962 - 1963 when NOSENKO was in the Seventh 
. . 

Department. Certain o£ the cases were cas~s in which the First Section, 

( First Department, was involved prior to 1960 or 1960 - 1961. The 

knowledge of NOSENKO concerning these two groups of cases does not 

materially support his claimed positions in the First Department a1'ld 

Seventh Department, but does support his claimed assignment to the 

Seventh Department prior to 1960 and in 1962 - 1963, and his ~laimed 

assignment to the First Department in 1960 - 1961. 

It is difficult to specifically comment conce::ning tb.esei_491 cases 

since they do not fall into one or two specific categories. Instead, they 

constitute a rather motley group of cases remaining after completion of 

the detailed sections of the previous sum::na:;.·y. Included are Fi:;:st 

Department and Seventh Department cases covering a pe::iod o£ apj?:roxi-

(_ mately five and one-hal£ years. It should be noted, hou~rtJ:f24~t the 

4 
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' .. 
. . . 

( explana~ion oi NOSENKO concerning :his knowledge oi -:::..e[:4~)cases 

is both plausible and compatible with his claimed positions in ~he 

First Department and Seventh Department during 1960 - Janua.:.:y 1964. 

( 

( 
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ANNEX C 

THE CHEREPANOV PAPERS 

.: .. ·' 

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

of the Che:repanov Papers, and how Aleksand:r Nikolayevich CHER.EPANOV 

passed a package of documents to an American tourist in Moscow iz:. early 

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

NOSENKO with :respect to the CHEREPANOV co..se were not material to 

the claim of NOSENKO that he was Deputy Chief, Seventh Department, 

in late 1963. 

The definite relationship of the Cherepanov Papers to the bona 

fides of NOSENKO cannot be ignored and must be given specific consici-

eration. If CHEREPANOV was under KGB control when he passed the 

papers to the American tourist, or if the papers contain 11deception 

information, 11 t:h.e bona fides of NOSENKO ar.e subject to very serious 

question. 

NOSENKO had personal knowledge of CHEREPANOV who was, 

according to NOSENKO, an officer in the First Section, First Depa:;.·t...-:nent, 

•.·• J .. 
u .... ~· • 

C;;.:l:.i~:~~ ::~:--: :·_;~.~;::4~;c 
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during 1960 - mid-1961 when he was forced into retirement fl"om the 

KGB. During the above period of time, NOSENKO claims to ·have 

been Deputy Chief, First Section, although he does not clai."'n. to have 

had a direct supervisory responsibility over CHEREPA:::\OV except 

in the absence of the Chief o£ Section, Vladislav KOVSHUK. NOSENKO 

also claims to have particip~ted ~n the. hunt for CHEREPANOV in 
. ~ ·: 

. ':December 1963. 
> , . 

Consideration has previously been given to the theory that the 

Cherepanov Papers were passed to Americans by the KGB through· 

CHEREPANOV to support the bona fides of NOSENKO. This theol"y 
A 

., 

seems ~0 have lit"'"W.e cr'edibility since the papers contain r;.o in:fol"ma.tion 

which wovld even support the claim of NOSENKO that he was in the 

First s'ection, First Depa:o:tment, 1960 - 1961. The papers also contain 

no information which would indicate there was even a Deputy Chief o.f 

the First Section during 1958 - 1960. 

Statements by NOSEN".t<O are emphatic that CHEREPANOV was , 

not under KGB control, that he passed the papers which it later developed 

he had taken from the First Section prior to his retirement because he 

was disgruntled with his treatment by the KGB, and that the actio:l. by 

CHEREPANOV caused consternation in the KGB. 

There is no collateral evidence which cont:radicts any o£ 

the statements by NOSENKO about CHEREPANOV. Further, t::.ere is 

C00125L 
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nothlng in either the form or substance of the papers which provides 

·. a basis for suspicion as to their authenticity. In addition~ the form 

and substance of the pape:rs a.:.:e in keeping with the description by 

NOSENKO of the day-to-day operation of the First Section, First 

. Department. 

During cu:r:rent interyiew~, the CHEREPANOV case has been 

_covered in detail with NOSENKO •. The Cherepanov Pape:rs, which 

_were originally shown to NOSENKO in 1964 after his defection~· have 

also been covered in detail on a separate item-by-item basis. Although-

NOSENKO does not claim ·to have specifically seen any particular item 
,{-

-- -

prior to 1964, his statements in rega:rd to the va:i-ious handwritings, 

types of notes, and draft memoranda leave no doubt that NOSENKO 

was vei:y familiar with personnel in the First Section, Fi:rst Depart-

ment, ar~d with First Department procedures. 

Certain additional research has been conducted in rega:rd to the 

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

should be noted that a considerable amount of personal judg1nent l:..as 

been necessary in making an assessment of the Cherepa.nov Papers 

since there are no exemplars with which to compare any o£ the material. 

Howeve:r, based on information developed thus fa:-.:, and t:here is no 

reason to believe additional wor:l.-c will a.lte:-.: the co~-:.clusio:.1, the:;:e is 

not an adequate basis for an opinion that CHEREPANOV was U;:"Lde:r KGB 

control, that the Cherepanov Pape:i:s contain 11deceptive iniYlf'l~"t.-w,ert1 ' 
UUVJ..,..C,J,c'-
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or that the papers were other than the collection of material by a 

disgru...J.tled employee which he very carefully selected or accumulated, 

t:b.e removal oi which would only have constitu.ted a minimal :;:isk to 

CHEREPANOV. 

The entire Cherepanov Papers have been reviewed to determL.1.e 

i£ there is any iniormation which; coulc;l be considered 11deceptive i.:lior-

mation11 either by direct statement or implication. Two possible areas 
r---------~ 

have been noted and given full considerad 
I 

(a} There is no specific i::r..:fq 
I 

I 

were any recruitments by the KGB 
I 

. sonnel in the United States Embas~ 

I 

I 

nor is there any information sugge 
• I 

I 

· American source or American age: 

during that period of time. 

(b) Petr S. POPOV, a Gi:tU 

an extremely valuable CIA source £rom 1953 on, was, 

according to the papers, exposed to the KGB in January 

1959 as a resuJ,t of a letter mailing by Geo::.-ge Payne 

Wil~TERS, Jr. WINTERS was a CIA employee under 

'----------------~"assigned to the Embassy in 

Moscow. The letter, which was to POPOV, was obi:a.ined · 

by the KGB after mailing by WI.NTZRS s.nd was a direct 

result of KGB surveillau.ce of WINTERS. 

000125.3 
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. ·, In regard to (a), the papers are only a rather mi.J.tite part of 

the total papers prepared in the First Section during 1958 - 1960. 

The lack of any information in these papers which directly or indirectly 

indicates that the KGB made a recruitment of an American in the 

Embassy or had an American source in the Embassy during the 1958 -

_·1960 period is only a. matter for consideration. It is not conclusive 

· .. proof that a recruitment was not made or that an American source 
,. ' 

clid not exist. The papers do not contain a positive statement ori 

. ··. ·. either matter • 

In regard to,{b), the quite specific i.-llorma.tion in the papers 

thatPetr S. POPOV was uncovered by the KGB as a result of KGB 

surveillance on George Payne WINTERS, Jr., who mailed a letter to· 

POPOV in January 1959, this information should be considered as 

possibly information of a deceptive nature unless an adequate explanation 

can be made for its presence in the papers. POPOV was recalled to 

Moscow from East Germany in November 1958 ostensibly :for TDY. 

The circumstances under which he was recalled and collateral infor-

mation have given adequate grounds for a belief that by ?\ovember 

1958 POPOV was suspected by the KGB of cooperating with Western 

Intelligence or that the KGB may even have been sure POPOV had 

been cooperating with United S'cates Intelligence. 

It may be presumed that any lead to the KGB in regard to 

POPOV or the £act that United S~o..tes Intelligence, more spe 

~. ~ .-.. -·. ·- ...... -'· .. . . 



CIA, had a source in the GRU would have come from an agent or 

source of the FCD, KGB, not the SCD.. It can also be presumed that 

a sou:&:ce or agent of the FCD in a position to £u1·nish a lead to a 

penetration o£ the GRU by Western Intelligence would be ca:~:efully 

protected even within the IS'.GB. The possibility of course exists that 

a lead from George BLAKE, anFGD agent, resulted in the exposure 

~£POPOV to the KGB, but it is not established that it did nor is there 

< any reason to believe the FCD coulcl not or did not have another agent 

. .. 

or agents who furnished information to the KGB pertinent to develop-

ment o£ the case agains.t POPOV. 

Thep:dma:i:'yquestion, however, as regard's the Cherepanov 

Papers is whether,. even if it is presumed the KGB obtained information 

irom an FCD sonrce or agent which led to suspicion of POPOV or 

identification of POPOV, this would be incompatible with information 

..... ; .• 

in the papers and could only lead to the conclusion that the papers contain 

"deceptive information~ 11 

The conclusion in regard to the above is that th.e fact the papers 

attribute the exposure o£ POPOV to the KGB to surveillance on WL."\iTERS 

when he mailed the letter to POPOV in Januaryl959 is not incompatible 

with the distinct possibility that the KGB had previously obtained info:::-

mation from an FCD agent o:;,· agen:s \vhich. actually led to suspicion i:a 

regard to POPOV or actual identification o£ PC?OV. 
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If information was received £rom an important FCD agent 
.. 

such as George BLAKE or through another valuable FCD agent which 

. . 

led to KGB suspicion of POPOV prior to his return to Moscow in 

. November 1958, it is highly unlikely such in:formati.oil. would. receive 

· ... wide c:Ustribution witb..in the KGB, either in the FCD or the SCD. It 
. . ·~ .. 

;,, is also possible the limited group wit.hin the KGB who would be aware 
, ·:: ' ... · 

.· .that the KGB had received in£o:rmation leading to suspicion oi POPOV 
... _· ... :. .···.·.· 

from a valuable agent would be very inte:-ested in a.ttributi.."lg the 

·.·· · exposure o£ POPOV to the fortuitous mailing of the lett~r to POPOV·· · .. 

by WL.~TERS •. The possibility should be consider!.ed that prior to the · 

ret:riev~l by the KGB of the letter to POPOV there was only a deep 

suspicion of POPOV but that the letter completely solidified the case 

against POPOV • 

. ·; .·;... 

Consideration has been given to the possibility that CHEREPA~OV 

was 'U.I:)der KGB control when he passed the pape:rs to t'he Ame'rican 

tourist and that it was done by the KGB with the hope of involr ..... ""lg CI.A.. 

in a KGB -controlled operation within the USSR. In that event, the 

papers passed by CHEREP.P...NOV would most likely be genuine since· 

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

a successful operation .. 

The above theory has been rejected since there are a rn.::::nber 

of factors which militate against it. These factors include the fact that 
.• ~. j 
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-:ne latest i:r...fo:.-ma-::ion in the pape=s was at least three years old; 

wl1.ich wo-;;C.C: iudica.-:;e · C:-iE:i:tE?AXOV :1.ad no curJ:ent access and there 

was no b.dica;ior .. CHER.E?ANCV was i:-:..terested in a future contact. 

8 
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