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1 Ociober 1968

MEMORANDUM FOR: Direcctor of Security

FROM : Deputy Chief, Socurity Rescarch Staff
. SUBJECT : NOSINKO, Yuriy Ivanovich

1. In accordance with tlic request of the Deputy Tirector
of Central Intelligence, attachced is o summary with conclusions
concerning the bona {ides of Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO, Sube
conclusions aro coatalned in the summary conceraing several
majo¥ areas which were given primmary consideration in the matter
of the bona fides of NCSENKO, ’ :

2. Included in this sumraary are commments concerning
conclusions ia the previous surmasry and an annex containing re-
5 marks on three scparate subjecis related to the NOSLENKO caage,

3. In brief, the conclusion of this aummary is that NOSENKO
is the person he claims to be, thai he beld his claimed positions in
the KGB during 1953 ~ January 1944, that NOSENKO was not dis- .
patched by the KGB, and that his previcus lies and exaggerutions
are not actually of material sigaillcance at this time.

LY

Attactiment:
Summary
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Considered in Toto as Having Resulted in Material
‘Damage to the KGB and/or Has the Information
Furnished by NOSENKO Been of Significant Benefit
to Western Intelligence?

Is There Evidence of KGB Deception or '"Give-Away"

in Information Furnished by NOSENKQ Which Would
Warrant a Conclusion that NOSENKO was Dispatched

by the KGB?

gouilc

3



14-00000

G. Is There Evidence of a Poiitical or Any Other Type
"Objective Which Could Justify a Dispatch of NOSENKO
by the KGB With Permission to Speak Freely to CIA
Concerning His Knowiedge of the KGB and Without
NOSENKO Being Given a Specific Mission or Missions?

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

Iv. Comments Concerhing_Previoxis Conclusions in Regard to NOSENKO

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

Ry, B. NOSENKO Di_d Not Enter the KGB in the Manner or at the |
( : ‘Time He Claimed '

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

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

E. NOSENKO Was Neither Deputy Chiei of the American Embassy
Section nor a Senior Officer or Supervisor in the Section
During the Period 1961 - 1962 (sic)

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

G. NOSEZNKO Has no Valid Claim to Certainty That the KGB

Recruited No American Embassy Personnel Between
1953 and His Defection in 1964

{e010604
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Annex

Annex A - Statements of Soviet Officials About NOSENKO
Ammex B - Summaries of Cases .Not Examined:‘.in Text

Annex C - The Cherepanov Papers
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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~

z_afional, operationa}, pei:sonality and case type informati&n furnished
’ by Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO. To attempt to do so would be repetitioué
o and confusing. to the reader and would not be 6f material benefit in the
f'co.rmation of logica; conclusions concerning the rather limited areas of

: primary concern.
s R
o 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 whgther NOSENKO was or was not
dispatched by the KGB, whether his claimed KGB career is relatively
plausible and whether he has since late October 1967 been cooperative in
a reassessment of the entire case for or against NOSENKO. NOSENKO
has admitted certain lies and exaggerations in the past but claims that °

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

g SECRET - LUUL0G7
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. but not to mislead this Agency in any material matters of an operational
or ?;ncy nature.

In order to avoid any misunderstanding of the phrase 'bona.
fides'" as considered in this summary, NOSENKQ will be judged primarily .-
on whether he voluntarily defected to this Agency without KGB knowiedge,
 and whether his 1962 and early 1964 conta.cté with iepresentatives of this
':'AAgency were known tqithe KGB. | Motivation and certain othef peftinent'

_‘ aspects wili be cénsidered, but his admitted previous errors; lies and
. exaggerations will not per se warrant a conclusion that NOSENKO is not a
"bona fide'" defector. d

There is not an accurate standard or scale of measurement
i;gainst which information concerning NOSENKO can be balanced or-
correlated to deter;’nine if he is or is not a dispatched KGB officer. For
'4 ~ purposes of this analysis and summary, a.n-arbitra.ry list of areas
considered pertinent has been compiled. Readers may differ in regard to
Whether 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 thé Bona Fides of a KGB Defector, ' has been considered in

SECRET . 00010c8
2
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the preparation of this summary. It will be commented on in part
and this summary will include conclusions corvelated with the seven
primary conclusions eet fozth on page 358 of the above summary.

Remarks concerning cartain errors, {nconsistencies, omiasions and

i M-Pwrtoﬂ conclusions in the previous summal"y. in regazd to specific

cases or sub-areas will be included in this summary. However, this
summary will not include a point-by-poiat coinpuricon of all areas of .
agreemont oy disagreement vﬁth {nformation contained in the previous
summary.

A positive de_ciaion &n regard to NCSENKO bdased on all
available information should bo made in the immediate futars. Thsve
aré no known sources currently avauabl;a to provide new positive
{nformation concerning NOSENKO and his bona fides. It is recognized
that there ia alwgys 2 possibility in the future a new source oY sources
will be able to furnish additional iaformation in regard to NOSENKO.
However, this possibility {s eicsedingly tenuous and it is feit there
is sufficient information available on which to base a conclusion in

the NOSENXO matter.

3 Louilce



14-00000




14-00000

II. SUMMARY OF DEVEILOPMINTS 'IN NOSENKO CASE "

SINCE 30 OCTOBER 1967
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SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENTS IN NOSENKO CASE

SINCE 30 OCTOBER 1967

Since 30 October 1967, interviews with Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENké

" have been conducted by one individual not previously known personally to

NOSENKO but who hés ‘been awé.re qf the NOSENKO_case since .fune 1962.

Ir;terviews 'ha.ve been detailed and very extensive in scope, have |
been recorded and transcribed, and have covered the ;ntire life and caz;'eer
of NOSENKC; without regard to whetﬁer a particular aspect had been
coxnéered during prévious interview or interviews.

NOSENKO, although naturally apprehensive during the first few
inte_rviéws, has been cooperative, has developed a reiaxed attitude, and

thé interviewer has noted no significant reluctance tc discuss any aspect

-of his life, career, or activities. On occasion NOSENKOQ has indicated a
reluctance to make positive statements in certain area.s previously
considered at a minimum extremely controversial. This reluctance

was understandable and when it became apparent to NOSENKO that the

001041
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interviewer would not dispute or disparage his statements without adequate

reason, this reluctance on the part of NOSENKO,V in the opinion of the .
interviewer, totally disappeared.

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

- "NOSENKO materially assisted the interviewer by preparing approximately

si;cty memoranda on such diverse subjeéts as his life, motivation for de-'_ '
fection, individual cases, notes which he furnished to CIA in 1964, \‘I‘{G.Bé |
ofganization, and KGB officer a:nd agent personalities, As an .e,xa.mple

of the scope of this work by NOSENKO, four of the m?moranda included
remarks concerning approximately (875 KGB, officers, .100) KGB agents,

35 GRU officers, and_‘:400\) other Soviet nationals. These iists were a.lphé.-
betically arranged and the above indicated cooperation of NOSENKOQO 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 disseminated to the FBI and the CI Staff, Special
~. Agent Elbert Turner and Special Agent James Wooten of the Washington
© ' Field Office/FBI in particular have given great assistancé in research

and compilation of new or additional information and the FBI has inter-

viewed or reinterviewed a number of United States citizens concerning

whom NOSENKO has furnished 'pertinent information.

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

information with previous information. The latter is a tremendous

task because of the volume of material; the aumber of individual

cases inwoived; and the extensive information in regard to KGB

- perscoslities, procedures, oigani;atloml structurs and activities.

The 8B Division 2ls0 provided tha services of an sxpert -
translator to translaie the tapes of the 1965 intarrogation of NOSENKOD

by Petr DERYARBIN and one of the previously mentioned three pro-

" fessionale comploted a new translation of the 1962 interviews with

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

Approximately 7000 puges of transcripts and s-ehtéd material
have been compiled ard disseminated since late Octobar 1367. Com-
maents concerning the value of the information containad in the above
material are contained in another saction of this summary. As of the
pPresent itmas, & complete analysis is not possible since a considerable
portion of the mat;rial ha» ;aot besn fully processed. In the preparation
of this summary all areas of major aigxﬁﬁcanc§ have baen examined.
Because of the yclmninouu information, all analytical and collatlon work

1as not been compleiad; but it i3 not considersd that, based on ril

. 6001013
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available information, the remaining work will materially affect
the conciusions drawn in this summary, |

© The polygraph interviaw of NOSENKO was initiated on
2 !mgﬁnt and concluded on 6 August 1948, Lpprouimatoly pixty
guessions of a pertinent nature wera included in the polygraph tatér- _
view, HNo problems were enco.u.nund' during the polygraph interview :

and no additional testing of NOSENKO is anticipated. Attached {s &

~ copy of the self-explanatory report on the results of the polygraph

interview.
Intarviews with NOSENKO have continued since the polygraph

interview on a temporarily reduced scals in order to permit a revisw

of previous {aformation and preparation of this summary. Thereis

no doubt that future interviews with NOSENKO will raveal information
of intsiligencs value, but information developed thus far will permit

a decision in the case of Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO.

Attpchment:
12 Aug 63 Polygraph Rpt

0001014
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.0 . Chief, Security Research Steff 12 August 1968‘
FROM  : Interrogation Research Division ) ‘ _ i x
SUBJECT : Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO o IRD % 61&21 .

‘IDT"I"‘IFYI‘\IGDATA ' | . e

Subject is & 4O year old former KGB Staffer who defected to the ‘-ff a L
U.S. in 1964 in GCeneva.. - L

- BACKGROUND :

PR . Mr. Bruce L. Solie of the Security Research Staff has been de~ .
w3 1 briefing and interrogating Subject since October 1967 in order to :
-~ resolve the issue whether Subject was a dispatched agent of the KGB.
"He has conducted & vast amount of research and checking with sources
! in an effort to establish the verac;ty of SubJect's statements.'

ot oo i i e g e a2

PURPOSE ' . B
- (ﬂp " The primary. purpose of the polygraph test was to determine:
‘ 1. Vhether Subject was a dispatched Agent of the KGB; .

2. Whether Subject had intentionally given Mr. Solle S
eny false information. . o j

~ PROCEDURE ‘ i

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

" a safesite in the vicinity of Washington, D.C. The examination was

conducted in the English language. Subject's comprehension and the
ability to express himself in English was completely adequate for
purposes of polygraph testing. Subject was completely cooperative
in all respects. Subject displayed no evasiveness and appeared to-

.. be completely frank whenever he was questloned or gave information
2 " on & topic.
Y

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

/ Besides the Americans, did you tell anyone else about your
(®  inteation to defect? No.

L . . 3001015
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Page 2

Did you ever ‘bell anyone in the KGB about your contact with
American Intelligence? No.,

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

Were you told by the KGB to defect in order to carry out an
Inuelllgence mission? No.

The follow:.ng 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.

Were you acquainted with CHEREPANOV? Yes.

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

* Are you dellberately withholding from us any information about

the XKGB recruitment of Americans? No.

Does the KGB have METKA and NEPTUNE 80'2 Yes.

Were you the responsi'ble Case Officer for John Abidian in 1960-617

Tes.
Do you know the ti'ue neme of ANDREY or SASHA? No.

Did you ever nave tuberculosis? Yes. . l L

* The following relevant questions were asked on test threé:

~ Did you serve in Navy Intelligence from 1951 to 19537 Yes. | A

Was SHUBIN An the USSR during the period 1957 o 19597 Yes.. ~

’ . . ¥ : ’
To the best of your knowledge, were you Iin the Seventh
Department at this time? Yes.

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

. Do the best of your knowledge, was POPOV compromised because
.+ of the letter Mr. Winters mailed? Yes.

TR . G0u1016
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To the best of your knowledge, was PENKOVSKIY exposed to the .
KGB because of the mass surveillance on the British Embassy?
Yes. .

. Vas ’cheze any misleading information in the notes you«.'brought

~ out from the Soviet Union? No.

Did you intent:.onally exaggerate your personal association with .
GWOV? No. .

L Are you hiding oy adverse information aboub your background? No.

_Subject's polygraph test reflected no significant responses indicative i =
eception regarding the relevant questions asked. No further polygraph

were administered on this date because the examiner did not want to ' -
ne risk of fatigue sett:.ng Ain and thus possibly causing adrenalin '
stion. . S 4

] olygraph testing was resumed on 6 Avgust 1968 The following
nt questions werée asked on test four: -

.ou Join the KOB in March 19537 Yes. |
: re you & KGB officer :f’rom 1953 to 19647 Yes,. - -

‘1- e you only a Captain a.t this time? Yes.

13 to May 19552 Yes.- .

: 958 and 1959 were you the Deputy Chief of the American-
iah-Canadian Section in the Seventh Department? Yes., -

Ja.nua.ry 1960 to December 1961 were you the Deputy to ’ohe
; of ‘che Firs*b Section of the First Deparbmen‘b? Yes.

vﬁ January ’co July 1962 were you the Chief of the First Section .
le Seventh Departmen’c? Yes. :

you a Depu’cy Chief of the Seventh Depa.r'bment? Yes.' , N ; _ : ) }L‘

ke you an officer in the U. S. Bubessy Segtion from March B '.'-5' L ‘ :

«««««

e m

T T A

PN ‘f?f Rk

. : 3
e e o o A S A




The following relevant questions were asiked on test five: '
Since 1953 do you know of é.ny other KGB recruitments in the’ |
- American Embassy besides ANDREY and(HOWARD?) No.

. Did the KGB know sbout the notes you brought owt? No. . i

| Have you told us the complete truth about your KGB career?’ Yes.
77 Did you intentionally exaggerate your personal involvement in L
{ ' cases in 1962 and 1964k in order to mislead us? No. . A
o -Did you intentionally glve us any false operational i
o information? No. » _
S Did GRIBANOV offer you *the pos:.uon of Deputy Chief of tne TR &
First Department? Yes. : L S

,((Q ~+ VWas an order actuallj prépared promotlng you ‘o Depu’cy 7o) the j
RS _Cnlef of the First Department? Yes. , _ L
g . In early 1960 did GRIBANOV 'tell you that your primary responsibn.li'hy ST i
was to work against American Code Cxerks? Yes. . (.
SR
Other ‘chan you mentioned, are you hlding any other reasons for ' ‘ i

: .your defectlon? lo. : BN

Are you deliberately withholding any information on any foreigners v : _f, ’
recxruited by the KGB?T No. '

' The follbwing relevant questions were aSked on test six:

T Dld you enter the KGB through uhe imluence of Genere.l BOGDAN e

) KOBULOV? Yes. , _ _ S R

~ Did you succeed BAKHVALOV as Dgputy Ch:.ef of the First Section? :

Yeso ) . ) L
Did GRYAZNOV succeed Yyou as Depu’cy Ch:.ef of the First Section? IR ‘_ ; ‘

' Were ‘the CHEREPANOV papers passed to the Americans with KGB '
xmowledge? No. '

o R o 0001018
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To your knowledge was there any mlsleam.ng information in the
CIEREPANOV papers? No. : o v‘.~.j‘

Did you ever perso*xally meet GOLITSYN? No.

¢ . .
o . .

w.as there a cable sent to Geneva for you to assmst ART’JMEV R o , _:f
in the BELITSKIY case? Yes. R L
_ Did you personally make an approach to KEYSERS) ab the Moscow . . © ..° = oo

Airport? Yes. ‘ ‘ ' ,
- The‘following relevant questions were asked on test seven:

i pid you actually review the KGB file on OSWALD? Yes.

TR id LEE HARVEY OSWALD receive any KGB tralnlng or assignments? PRI E
b . oo .
: To : : : :
' Were there any microphones installed in the Noxrth Wing of 'bne

. U.S. Dmoassy in Moscow? No.‘ {

‘ © " Was the review of m:.crophone reports one of your duun.es in . :
C ' 1900 617 Yes. . . I o
. [

1

| Are you mthholding any information known to you conceming g T
~ KGB microphones or electronic activity aga.ins’c the U.S. o ST l ‘-
Embassy? No. ‘ , - - |

i

Before your official ura.nsfer to ‘che Sevenuh Depa.rtment did. o R _;f'
_you read the surveillance reporb on the visit of ABIDIAN - . B I

- ‘to PUSHKIN street? Yes. » R _ TR S
S Dld you personally conduct a certain 1nvest1ga.‘cion of SHAKQV
- in 1962 :Ln Geneval Yes. , . i
'WB.S the rank of L:Leutenant Colonel on your travel document L s

© to GORKIY only 8 nistake by KASH?PI’ROV? Yes. o ST L e P

L The followlng relevant questions vere asked on test eight: S
"While in the U.S. Embassy Section did you ob‘cain a typewri'ber . o -

for BORODIN foxr the preparation of a letter to Edward Ellis :
MIHH? Yes. :




. ‘ Ny LW RNV PR ‘ , :
.. . . ’ - . . »,4..‘ :‘ ; : . J';lh;
.%‘ .‘ ' ’;'-' .’ '
. A =
R Did you read the official repors of KOSOLAPOV on his aonbact T
; withm [(JENNER) on & train from Illelsinki to Moscow? Yes. ceoon ",*_.i;: . e

Are you intentionally withholding eny mi‘onnation conceming
- KGB knowledge of CIA personnel in Moscow? No.

.l i

«;.; . Is.there any possivility that-the KGB woulo. dispa. ch an offiéer
%o defect 10 the Americans? No. . R

ki Subject's polygraph test of 6 August likew:.se refleoted. no
‘-f'n.ndice.tions of deception.

b
‘-'_;"5,"_cowcmsxom o _— N ;:;,

s  Based solely on the overall onalysis of Sub,,ec =} polygraph
. .tests, it is “the opinion of the underc:.gned that the Subject has ._-.g e
i been substa.n‘cial]y truthful in answerz.hg the relevant questions. ' - %

o . . ) y —r e -'_'..l-_:,'._i_:-.. u»\.“
S e.sked. o Fom e e e o e - LT T
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ANALYTICAL COMMENTS CONCERNING THE BONA FIDES OF

YURIY IVANOVICH NOSENKO

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

whether NOSENKO voluntarlly defected to thls Agency w1thout KGB

knowledge, and whether hlS 1962 and early 1964 contacts with represent-. .
-  atives of this Agency were known to the KGB ' |
60 It was noted that motiva.tion and cer.tai‘n otherépertinent aspects
would aleo be considered but that his admi‘cted.previous lies and exag-
gerations would not per se warrant a conclnsion that D(IOSENKO isdnot a
""bona fide defector. "
T . The foilowing is a list of -the. areas considered nertinent and which
are being given speciﬁc consideration, Attached is a sepa.rate section
" containing remarks in regard to the designated areas of A - H.
A, Is N‘O.SENKO identical to the person whom he claims

to be?

B. Is the claimed KGB career of NOSENKO plausible?

(¢ o CODC |
i ' SF_C%‘:S: L GUUL022
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Has NOSENKO given an acceptable explanation of

his motivation in contacting CIA in 1962 and for his

' defection‘ in 1‘964 ?

Is the i-nformafion furnished bj NOSE'NK_O to CIA .

c'onéerhing KGB operations, personalities, and organi-
zation reasonably commensurate with his claimed KGB
career?

Can the information furnished by NOSENKO be con-

sidered in toto as havixig resulted in material damage

~ to the KGB and/or has the information furnished by

NOSENKO been of significant bénefit to Western Intelli-

gence?

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

Is thete evidence of a political or any other type objective

‘which could justify a dispatch of NOSENKO by the KGB

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

a specific mission or missions?

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

in 1962 or in 1964 with CIA were known to the KGB
prior to his defection or that NOSENK_O was 'eve: briefed
by the KGB relative to his behavior or KGB §bjecti\}e's

.duvring these contacts or after his defection?
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A. IS NOSENKO IDENTICAL TO THEZ PERSON

WHOM HE CLAIMS TO BE?
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N 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 activitieé as a youth; the schools he attended, assoc~
iates of his father and mo‘chef. and hi;s 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 confirm;d 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 NOSENKQO, 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
ALY ' :
CRET 6001026
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litfle or no value in assessing the bona fides or non-b_ona, fides of
NOSENKO. An expose of his youthful_indiscretions ,- of which he_ha.é
admitted a number, is of no impoi‘t in a discussion of whether NOSENKO
was or was not dispatched by the KGB. Obtaining aﬁy collateral .first-.

hand information in regard to NOSENKO before 1945 would be of

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

the claimed attendance by NOSENK_O at a military-naval preparatory

i

school in Leningrad,

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

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

attended the Institute since 1945, He has explained that he should have

graduated in 1949 since it was a four-year course, but failed the final

examination in Marxism and therefore was requiréd to attend the Institute
for a longer period of time and again take his final examinations.

Based on 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 of International Relations in
1950. The previous controversy in this matter was complicated by
NOSENKO who‘, in 1964 after his defection, stated in a biography that

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

$0U1027
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~ 1949. NOSENKO explained that this change in his date of graduation

| caused him to pre -date his actua.l ent_ry into Navy Intelligence to 1950

"
_'

SEC

m.—.
'nf‘

- by NOSENKO in 1964 resulted in conflicting information since NOSENKO

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

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

1949 because he did not wish to admit that he had failed to graduate in- R

| 1nstead of 1951 and his actual entry into the KGB from 1953 to 1952

The above action by NOSENKO is included in what NOSENKO has

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

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

- a certain per‘sona.lity trait of NOSENKO who has in the past by his own
admission tended to enhance his importance and astuteness by graphically

Pportraying his personal participation in KGB activities concerning which

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

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

SFCD--—« - 001028
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time are contained in a sepaz;a‘te section of this summary, but it is
considered that the recent interviews of NOSENKO satisfactorily sub-
stantiate his claimed service in Navy Inteilligence during March 1951
to eariy 1953, |

Attached is a typed copy of a ;}xandwritten memorandum completed
by NOSENKO on 31 October 1967. This 'is a biographical statement con-
cerning his life and KGB caréér. No effort.has been made to correct
grammatical errors or spelling since to do so would b-e-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 memor'andum. 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 Jung - July 1955 as indicated in the attached statement. NOSENKO

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

4 0001058
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B {(personnel evaluation) was prepared on NOSENKO in March - Apz"il.l-
1_955 rather than May - June 1955, Since the unsatisfactory personnel
report was dire;ctly related to his transfer to the Seventh Department,
neither of the above changes are considered to be of a significant nature.
An .effort has been made during current interviews to differentiate between

_errors due to faulty memory and discrepancies indicative of deception by

 NOSENKO. - - | ~ STl

Attachment:
31 Oct 67 Memo

5 o 4004030
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R N o . o o ' : Operational Memo #'N}-Z‘
. |\ SUBJECT: NOSENKO, Yuri Ivanovich , 5
B 3 ; v

- The following is a typed copy of a handwritten memorandum
:;':furmshed by Subject on 31 October 1967, followmg a request on
30 October 1967: . o | |

, .
;o

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

My famﬂy. the father - NOSENKO, -Ivan, b. 1902 was workmg et

|
|
r
;

" at the shlpbmldmg plant and studied at the sh1pbu11d1ng 1net1tute, whxch 5 o '
"he ﬁmshed in 1928 the mother - NOSENKO, Tamara (nee M.ARKOVSKI), ‘

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

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

Ghatr 1 i
Exchiled fran atomalic
Lot Tadny ang l
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IR 1938 I studied at the schools, which were close to my places of living. 3
- ' . ‘ . f .

)

e C \ ’ ' e
i i . I was continuing to study at the school 585 (St. B, Polianka). In 1941 ;
I finished 6th class and went with parents to rest to the aouth'_(Sochi) i

S but'sp_ori began the war and we returned in Moscow.

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

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

- .home.‘ :'vIn 1942 (summer) I went with the mother in city Go:.;ki ‘ar.xd in
.iuiy-Augﬁst wé returneq in Moscow, - |

In‘Augu;t I entered in the Moscowite military-navy specié.l
[ ;-8chool, which was evacuated in Kuibyshev, where 1 finished éth class

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

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

. did not want to go there, With the help of father I was accepted in the
Baku's military-navy preparatory school and in August went in Baku,
where I was studying at the second course (9th class). In this school |

I twice tried to be sent as a \)olunteer to the front but failed, Soon
2 | j - G0U1032
CIANCT

ST
Ut{..'\)ic';.i

In 1938 the father began to work in Moscow and soon I with the mother ':'--.' '
!; i !t went ;to live in Moscow in the end of this year, :_ o S -
’ 1

u

|  In Moscow we were living at the St. Serafimovich, 2, Here - o

In October 1941 I with my mother went in the evacuation in' . _—

P the front with my playfellow BUSKO, but we were caught and returned:
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"J o : L CoUses Loy ‘.
. ' . tor, ‘
:'. f:afteréftl}lat I runwith a friend (RADCHENKO) home in Moséow V(J‘ ax:mairy?f’- . o
, 5 _}1944):. In MAoscow I studied at £he courses (Russian word),’ ﬁnis-hed "
| Z‘)t:h class and was accépted again in the milita.ry-navy pz;eparator&' ' :;: S '
o school,. which was loc#fed in Leningrad., Ir; August of 1944 I'.went m S
- ' ' ' ' T
' .I'?..Lenir}grad. o ERE
i RS ‘~; 3 All c,a'd_.e'f:s' of this schc)ol',wqr;e. sent to for_est (a.bog.t.ZOO lan.
* i, ;t .frc;m{Lgpingrad) to prepére wood for winter, \;/he;e we have been two P g
| i’ ,; A%AmAc.mtl;s. : In Nbvemb;r'l wounded by chancé the left hand and waé éut ;
' ‘ ' ‘ in the navy hospifal. Whén 1 was in the hospital I decided n'ot.to :remrn;éri "‘ff‘f ‘
' '.in the school but to finish 10th class in Leningrad about whﬁ.t I have | 'J: «
| written a létter to my father asking his help anci agreement with such-'”;lllg '
e rhy decision. With the help of the father's friends I quited w1th the schpél ’ |
‘and entered in ffhe shipbﬁjlding college on the second course in ‘Jamia:’:fv'.;: f. ' !
: .1945 and studied there till'fhe end of May. The WWII ﬁnishéd ;.né I 3 &
~ decided to return to MOSC.O\'N. The director of the shipbuilding college
" had given me a document that I studied in this college at the second ; | 1

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

(St. Granovski, 3).

i
. N

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

!, documents and a uniform).

| i --'with' a girl ..'. shishkc{v\"‘&A;YIA, student of the medicine institute.. I

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

.. .acquai nted with Telegin AUGUSTINE and was going to marry her, re- .

' Ol Uili=i
KRR v
S »
: i In summer 1945 there was created the institute of the intex= ‘

"‘na.tioznal relations in Moscow and in July 1 entered in this institute.

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

EE
t
!

'A In 1945-1950 I studied at the institute.. In 1946 I acquaintedly |

e e

" 'was iln'clc'>sé_ relations with this girl, because of the pregnancy I married "

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

i.
f

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

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

her. The ma.rriagé was not successful. I foundout about her close -
- -relations with the brother, and the child-girl was born with pathologicalil "
" changes. Iwas not the father of this child, After that I broke with hez

‘ and we were living separately (end of 1948 -~ beginning 1949).

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

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

* 6001034
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X 'S_:a.nd’ soon'I was '_invited to visit personnel department of MGB (Mir‘u'.stryh

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

:hélp of the father I began to deal with the personnel department of the . ’

T A L.

‘:‘intclligence of the ministry of. military navy concerning-my future work,

Paasmg state exams I failed Marxzsm-Lemmsm and wzth a

érgup o_f_ fails I,w'a.s‘ pas’sing’ state exams once more. In October 1950 :
; Iﬁmshed the instituté and received a diplorxxa.

| g I was accepted in the navy mtelhgence in the 13 of March 1951 . .

iy ,‘éland in March 17 went by a train to Soviet Harbour (1nte111gence of 7th

'E N ~Fleet, as an interpreter of the information department). Before goingj;;:' :

A
e
1
A
Ri
B

L ’.7.‘1‘:0 the Far East I began my divorce with the former wife,
~ At the end of April 1952 I went on a leave in Moscow, Immediately'

i ~ after returning in Moscow I had a blood cough out. In the mxddle of May

' I went to a tuberculous sanatorium not far from Moscow. In J’uly I
' finished my treatment and refurned in Moscow. Because of the health
"I could not return back to the Far East and the permsonncll department of

L - the navy intelligence sent me to Baltic Sea (as a senior interpreter of

. the navy intelligence point of the intelligence of 4th Fleet - in Sovietsk,
Kaliningrad's district).

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

rank of junior lieutenant of administrative service after finishing the

QGRS
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secb;id 'course in 1947, In'1951 the ministry of navy had given»me also .
" the rank of junior lieutenant when I was accepted in the navy intelligence. R

'In September-October 1952 I'received_ a' rank of lieutenant, ,»

N ‘to do. Besigie's this the climate wa.s not good for my health and I d’ecide'd'
}f'"fo‘chénge the job. Wlth this purpose before new year at the end o£ 1952 ;
1 took a leave and went to Moscow. Ja.nuary 1 I was with my pa.renta

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

P Efwa‘s thinking about Change of the job. KOBULOV was speaking w1th me_
; * on this theme and propose we work and his help in MGB, but nothmg
more definite was said about my work., This month I reported to the R

.. ’head of the pérsdnnel department of the navy intelligence KALOSHIN e

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

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

-in the m1ddle of March I have received a telephone call from MVD to

ol ‘ STRVIITS |

ot
. i

E . In Sovietsk the work was not interested and for me it Was nothing ~ " ¢

_‘ d1d not know before, but I knew his son-in-law Vahrushev Vas111 ~-a A

former student a.nd. my friend. I told him about my job and t'ha.t now I -

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

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

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

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

6 0001036
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‘. i’ : :‘Jhbi’h-i b 2 "

faw K Lo v SR .
l :,‘ 1 -;come' td KOBULOYV. Ther,e.I have spent about two hours in the re- "~ - ‘
b 'ceptl.on room of KOBULOV, but he was too busy and his assistant .

, Sl tf SAVITSKI aent me to the Deputy of the Ch1e£ of the Second Dlrectory o

{ Pl

5 R IR

ek “‘SHUB\II.AKOV, who told me tha.t there was s1gned an order a.nd I was ;}; ._

i W

accepted in the 1 department of 2 ch1e£ dn'ectory as a case 0f£1cer. - ‘ .

i SHUBN.[AKOV 1nv1ted the deputy of the chief of 1 depa.rtment GORBATENKO " B

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

e department KOSLOV. Ana.tol:., was appomted to the spec1al department

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

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

i‘
!
1.

B
i
H
e
1.

..;j
S

a0
[

N

4'1
[
I.

. , " the depa_rtment. Then I w1th GORBATENKO went to the 1 department,

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

' told me that I will be working against the American correspondents, j'i-;-'fi i

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

"+ working in this room; KUTIREV, RAGOVSKI, GROMOV and TORMOSOV..
#27+. .7 The last officer must give files on the correspondents and agents, I .~ - "

' l " was satd to come next day‘ and hegan to work,
When I was resting in the tuberculous sanatoriim I acquainted
- with KOJEVNIKOV, Ludmila, a student of the Moscowite University, -
and in'June 1953 we married: Before it tIwas living with my parents“ |
'--_ ' L oat St. Gorky, ‘9,‘ but after marriage was living with the wife. at 5

. 6001657
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A St. Sefafi.movich, 2 (the flat of her pai‘ents). In 1955 1 recewed a ﬂat
SR L [; o
R A at St. -Narodnya, 13 where was living with my fam11y. e
- i '. "
SR ' In 1954 I contracted a disease (gonorrhea) and on the a.dv:.ce :
S SRS
*:;: §E;.~f of the fnend IVANOV went to med1c pomt at St., Neghunya.. Doctore_, j :

':'A"aeked to show a document, I had with me only MVD certiﬁcate‘ and an.

. 7

peratzve paesport and showed them the passport.. Do‘ctors'had giiren i

;‘_me a treatment, after that tw1ce they made tests and asked to come once :
=E . !_ - . . ‘ l:,'i.! .
tmore,' but I did‘not come, They wanted to see once more and aént a ‘

,.‘f‘ l'etter to the place of work, which was wr1tten in the paesport The 3 a
& plant W1th MVD found out about it. The deputy of the chlef. SHUBNIAKOV

was speakl.ng w1th me. Ihad written my explanation, and punzshed by the '

ch1ef of the 2 dlrectory, rEDOTOYV - 15 days of arrest. 'I‘he komeomol!s | »_:.‘“,. :'| |

. . H ;- - !
) '-'A:"_orgamzatton alao pumshed me. I received a strict repru'nand andwas = . 7. ‘
' , - freed of the head of komsomol's organization of the 2 chief director. .. . .

Iwas a member'of komsomol's organizdtion from October 1943,

In the end of 1954 before leaving komsomol (because of age) the komsomol ER

~organization of KGB took off this strict reprimand,

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

.:uly I was appomted to the 7 department 2 chief dn‘ectory as a case L

'”.:.fff . ed | | S 8001038
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g ofﬁcer ‘of 2 section. This section was new created (the work against T
s . e : : ' . . o S "
" " touriets). 'The ehief of 7 department - PERFILIEV, the chief of the . ' )_;
"2 aeqt:on GUSKOV.
!_.--‘ : i ’ : -“
. i~ In 1956 Iwas accepted as a cand1date in the Commumst Party. G -
i e o

' soon recewed a rank of a senior heutena.nt a.nd got a promotzon ~a’

B e e a2

In 1957 I'was accepted in -the Party ae av ndember.
; In August 1956 my father died. | . |
, In 1957 or 1958 I was promoted a deputy chief of 2 section. I.n 5
| ~7th department: I was workmg till 1960 and in January 1960 was sent to : “j i
: : work as a deputy ch1e£ of the 1 sect:.on in the 1 department 2 ch1e£ ,'»': N
" directory (chief of the 1 department, KLIPIN, Viad,, chief of the } ”.;. |
: l,‘ 1 section - KOVSHUK). o | | |
L | My family was consist of the wife and two daughters: Oksana.,
born in 1954, and Tamafa, born in A1958.4 Oksana was ill (bronchial e
Ie.s‘thm_a) from 1957 and almost every year till 1963 2-3 months was in
hospital's.‘ In 1960 I'was thinking about change (temporary) piace of :

living and there was a possibility to go to work in 2 departments KGB

in Lvov and Odessa, 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 of .i

2 departxnept, "PIATROVSKI, proposed to me to go to work in Ethiopia

0061053
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(counter-intelligence work among Soviet specialists in Ethiopia), The == . = "

: r "chief of 2 chief directory agreed and the question was almost decided

i % : but in the last moment the personnel departrment of KGB did not agree. .

= The reasons were the case of 1954 (illness and use Qf th'e‘p.‘aaéport foz"ﬂ’v‘,_j i L

i Ycover) and a checking in the ?lace of my living (some of agents repor :

- that drink and on this base have quarrels with the wife).

I was Workiﬁg in the 1 department till 1962. 'Ip'Janﬁary 1962;

{ '’ I was appointed again ihithe 7 department as the chief of the 1 section;

(w'or.k against tourists from the USA and Canada).

. ‘ . - In December 1959 I got a rank of a captain, . s

 When I iaegan to work in the 7 department I knew that soon I . s

must be promoted a deputy chief of the department, when would free ! REEES

= . @ place - the deputy chief of department BALDIN was pré;ﬁaring to go .

....

to work in eastern Germany,
In July 1962 I was appointed the deputy chief of 7 department c
(the chief of the department was CHELNOKOYV) and here I was working' Cel

till January 18, 1964,

During my work in MVD-KGB I did not study in any school, : . ‘
only in 1953-_1954 was visiting courses of foreign languages of MVD= °

KGB at St, Kiselni.
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1 ' é ! Five times I was sent abroad: In 1957 I was in England with ‘a.'-:»‘ o
ST g

! sport delegatzon, in 1958 was a.gam in England with a sport delegatmn, FRE

! -
i." o R
i

; | in 1960 Iwas in Cuba with a delegatmn of specrahsts of nickel 1ndustry;,'.§ T
2 L
i

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

- 1953 w:.th the w1:£e I was restmg in the tuberculous sana.torrum. In 1954

BN f,_: : :
T 2 el
: :,,I was w:Lth the famz.ly at the cotta.ge. In 1955 I was restmg at the cottage. SR

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

, In 1957 I1was in Lemngra.d two weeks with the wrfe and then rested at

; ‘ L the cottage. In 1958 I was ,r.estmg at the'cottage, In 1959 I w:.th the w:.fe

' rested in Sochi, In Janua.ry-February 1960 I rested w1th the wife in

e eeemn s TR ST

- Kislovodsk, In 1961 - August - 1 rested with the wife and da.ughters in i
. Nicola.ev‘. In October 19621 rested with the wife in Sochl. In July ‘963

=L rested with the wife and daughters in Anapa, . . ’, L . T e

CoULC4L
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B. Is the claimed KGB career of NOSENKO plausible? In the _" E

past the theory has been advanced that NOSENKO was never an o-fﬁ_c.e_r -
in the KGB. Information of a detailed nature from NOSENKO concern=-

ing the KGB, particularly the Second Chief Directorate, has been 80

extensive as to invalidate an}'r contention that he was not a KGB ;)ffiéer.
It is considered that NOSENKO was a KGB officer in the claimed
% Departments during the claimed periods of ti‘me and se.rved in the claimed
positions in each Department, It is .interesting f:o note that NOSENKO h#s
' not materially varied in his statements in regard to the above since his
original contact in June 1962 (with the exception of his change to 1.952_. as
" date of his entry into the .KGB and then later reverting to the date given
in 1962). There have been some variations in dates of a minor nature,

as indicated elsewhere in this summary, but these are of month or day

of transfer from one Department to another and not considered critical
or evidence of deception, NOSENKO has admitted previously giving false

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

® SECRET 0001043
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his KGB career today is not significantly different from the fragmentary 4: :

version he gave in June 1962,
Baeically the following is now considered to have been the KGB
‘career of NOSENKO:

M1d-March 1953 - la.te May 1955 Fu‘st Sectmn,

S

F1rst Department SCD

Late Ma.y' 1955 - December 1959 (1958 December b ‘

1959 - Deputy Ch1ef of Sectmn) Seventh
- " | ‘ Department SCD o
| o January 1960 - December 1961 Deputy Chief of . | E
Section, ‘First Section, First Department,
scp
January 1962 - July 1962, Chief of First Section,
Seventh Depaitment, SCD
July 1962 - J’anua.ry. 1964, Depety Chief of Seventh’
Depa.rtment SCD |
(NOTE: The term Deputy Chief is bemg used throughout this
summary, but the better terminology probably is '"Deputy to Chief, "
The position of "Deputy Chief' in United States Government parlance,

including CIA, is not synonymous with the term "“Deputy Chief' as used

2 (001044
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in‘Soviet organizations and more specifically in the KGB. As an 'exa.mpl‘e,
a Chief of Department in the KGB or the Chief of a Residehtura. abroad
may have 2, 3 or even 4 deputies, one of whom is given the title of

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

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

B Deparuﬁent. s;ections. The exéeption to the 1;tter is when th.ve Chief_of..

' .~'bep‘artrnent refains direct s.upervision o‘x-rer'what‘he. may; cqﬁside;ithé 5
‘most important séctiﬁn’. "Ot‘he: deputies have sﬁpérﬁsory fu_.nctidﬁs 'only'  . ‘

. over designated sections or organizational components. )

D\iring current interviews and in prepared memoranda, NOSENKO

has furnished detailed information which it is considered substantiates

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

] - Cn
contained in separate sections of this summary.

It is realized that GOLITSYN, althoﬁgh confirming that NOSENKO

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

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

with the above indicated opinion that NOSENKO left the First Department

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

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

00U1045
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at this time. On the other hand, it is not reasonable that NOSENKO

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

vDepartment, 1f this were not true when he clearly knew of the visits of

GOLITSYN to the Fu-s‘. Sectmn in 1960 - 1961 and of hxs conferences

' wfch officers closely assoc1ated w1th NOSENKO at that time.

NOSENKO ha.s also mentloned a number of offxcers of the SCD

L or former off:.cers of the SCD who. transferred to the FCD with Whom

he was persona.lly acquamted and who, were also known to GOLITSYN.

A number of these officers were officers from whom GOLITSYN has

stated he obbta.in‘edk certein ir;fofma-tioe or thro_ugh whom he became aware
of certain act:ivities including Vla.dislav M. KOVSHUK, Gennadiy I.
GRYAZNOV, fVAla.d';mir Ivanovich PETROV,. Yur‘iy 1. GUK, Via&imir
A. CHURANOV, Yevgeniy GROMAKOVSKIY and Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV.
The statement of NOSENKO that although he had heard of
GOLITSYN he had never"persoﬁany met GOLITSYN, stands in conflict
with the stai;ements of .GOLITSYN that he, GOLITSYN, had met and
’talked with NOSENKO in the SCD in the late 1950's, The description
of GOLITSYN of this meeting is that of a casual encounter in the halls
rather than specific office visit. In light of this, the absence of any
reason why NOSENKO from his Ieoint of view should remember such

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

06001046
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iséue, it is eminently reasonable to conclude thaf the encoun't‘er i;;zok
piace but that .NQSENKO simply has no re;:ollection of it, The:‘r.e is,
no reason to attach significance to this lapse of memory,

The previous opinior; that NOSENKQ d1d Vn‘o,tA-hoJ_;dAthe cla_iirhe& L
vpc;si"ci_on of .Deput.y. Chief, First Section, First DepaLrtmeﬁt, 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

detaii m another section, but of note at this t.in.1e. is' the controversy -
over what dut';es the position of Deputy Chief of Sectionl in the SCD, KGB, |
entails or does not entail. It is a fruitless exercise to attempt 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 of the'f‘i‘rs?

Section was commensurate with the knowledge of a‘D_eputy 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 ofvwhat were the duties of a Deputy
Chief of Section in the SCD and in particular what were his duties in
the particular lass_ig‘nment. The organizational structure of the KGB
may or may not have somé similarities to thé organizational structure

of CIA, but any similarities are surely not such as to permit a judgment

(S,
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a;s to whether NOSENKO held a certain claimed position. 6n the B'a.s.is
ofa .comparison of his activities and re_sporisibilities with that'inherent ‘
in a someﬁhat similar position in CIA.

._ One of the most importa.nf diﬁereﬁdes be.twegri Umted Sté.t‘es:‘ o
A'ag-e.r_llcievs,. a_r o;'.éé.h_iz;ﬁo.ﬁ;, mclud1ng CIA, }"an'dnin:he bufgauéfatic fsf;ucturé '
.0£  :agenci’es or 'Voi"g:anié_"a.ﬁons"i; the USSR, 'in-gludingt:l—.xe KGB, ié the |

| éala.ry structure. Pay of a KGB officer is based on military rank and

on actual position held with an a.dditional pei'éentage increaae forl loAn‘gev.i.ty‘
and language qualificatién. Actual position held is important from a ..
mohetary viewpoint in addition fo the prestige. As an exa:;‘nple', the
diffe;ence in monthly salary between a c#pta_in and a major is 'twenty :
rubles and t}}e differencg ‘in salary »bet.ween a Senior Case Officer and
a'Deputy Chief of Section is als;a twenty rubles. An increase in military
‘ : rank alone has limited pay advanta.ges, as forl example a Liéuten_é.nt
Colonel who is only a Senior Case Officer receives less pay than a ﬁajor -
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 varioug

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

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

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

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

Admittedly this is not the most satisfactory way of resolving the

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

|
I
o

.....
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C. HAS NOSENKO GIVEN AN ACCEPTABLE EXPLANATION OF

HIS MOTIVATION IN - CONTACTING CIA IN.1962

AND FOR HIS DEFECTION IN 196472
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C‘. Has NOSENKO given an acceptable ‘éxpvlanatidn"of his

motivation in confacti_ng CIA in,1962 a.nd for his def,e.ctioxi in 19647 - of

the exght listed categones wh1ch are being gzven spec:.fxc consxderauon
IA in the matter of the bona ﬁdes of NOSENKO, thls ca.tegory is. proba‘bly "'

the most dlfflcult in whzch to present a logmal p081t10n w1th factual

support., There are too many mta‘ngl.ble aspects involved a;nd although
motivation is an i.x;uportant factor, fﬁll resolution of thé motivation
problem is not a paramount factor in deciding whether NCSENKO is or

@ . is not a dispatched agent. . NOSAENK.O‘ cbuid have contgéted this Agency in
o 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 -

A

which actually were important ingredients in his ult;imate decisibn.-
Defectors are humans and have at least the normal reluctance to admit
unfavorable information which théy consider of a personal nature. |

On 31 October 1967 NOSENKO, following a request, furnished a
handwritten memorandum on the t.opic of his motivation, a typed copy of
which is attached. The memorandum, | although not gramma.ticaily correct,
is quite underst:;mdable a;nd is worthy of review., The tenor of the memo-

randum is one of increasing disillusionment with the Soviet regime.

1: o
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NOSENKO and others of his generation have lived in a Soviet society
throughout their entire lives. The 'en"vironmeht is an impofta.nt factor

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

. o
. [N SR 4

. best usually a gradua.lvuprocess- in Whiqh mé.ny fadtors, someuzl:ecogniz-ed
and éome not reéognized" by-the indivi&ua.l, have played a role .ir_). véry_ing o
'degrees.

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

_4in August 1956, could be compared to the profligate son of wealthy

parents in the United States who f{inally graduates from college and obtains"

5
<1

i

g

ol
it

i

,

‘) . employment :perha.p's in the firm of his father without actually earning Aa.,r“;y of
the luxuries be has enjoyed. The father of NOSENKO was not only wealthy |
i by Soviet standards but also held a high government pbsition. The -
3 ) ,- influence of his father aﬁd fhe name of his father undoubtedly was an -
important if not the most important factor in NOSENKO even being

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

pariisc__\{larly reluctant to admit, perhaps even to himself, that this was
the primary reason.
The above should not be construed as any reflection oﬁ the
actual intelligence of NOSENKO, but ra.thef as an explanation of how

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

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

If a certa.m a.mount of specula.t:.on is perrmtted the -

' d‘isiilus‘ionment.of NOSENKO, who.lost many _persona.l. a.dva.ntages-'-__- -

fellewing the death of his fa.ther»ineluding a personal automobile, may

——

have actually started seon-after th.e deathiofi 'hisfa.-ther.- Tha.t NOSENKO

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

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

after h1s defection in 1964. NOSENKO was addicted toﬁwomen, liquor, and

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

influence,

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

no longer retreat.

6001053
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NOSENKO has stated that he gave éonsiderable thought to‘t}_xe
best way to contact the Americans so that he would be believed and not
rejected and came to the coxiclu'siori that h.e“would offer to sell some
: ,ih‘fprin-éi:ion._ NQSE_NK_O stated tl;iat iie-thotight;i_f‘he approa._éhed the
Americans stating he wis a "KGB 'cotinterintelligence officer WIi'o Qanted ’
'tg' give information, " he would not have be'e'ix believed and would lia've

been peremptorily re_]ected NOSENKO sta.ted he had d1ff1cu1ty deciding

how much money to ask for and how to make the approach, but finally
.'decided to do it through QDa.vid‘MAR.VKJ\whom the KGB considered was with |
' Axnérican Intelligence. | | |
’ | o The above statements by NOSENKO are not“in conflict with the
re'.c.ord. NC;SENKO did offer to sell "two pieces of information, " aimost
itfmiedia.tely gave more informatioxi, made no significant démands for |
mdney, and in fact his price for "i:wo Pieces of information;' was

ridiculously low by American standards. NOSENKO has during current

 -interviews stated, as he first stated in 1962, that he hé.d spent excessive

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

has durmg current interviews stated that he could have covered hlS

expenditures by other means without rece:wmg any money from the
O e Attty

Americans.

r—
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NCSENKO bas stated that the night before his departure from
Geneva to the USSR he gave serious thought to defection but was not
emotionally adapted to defect at that time. Following his rn@n to the
Soviet Uanion, NOSENK_O, during a perlod of tima.v made his final

decision to defect at the first opportunity, realizing that it meant

Aeaviag his wife, children, and other members of his family in the

US3R.

Scme MPOC“ of the motivation olNOSENKO are O}iqcu;c and
will probably so Temain. ni&oum be praferabls if an sxact detailed
chmology of all the factors involved could be jn@pared or i mn
certain obvious factors could be accurately delineatsd. Thess ave beth

impowsible at this time and probably at any time in the future. What

is Lmportant at this time is 8 decision as to whether the motivation of

NCSENKO was basad on personal ressons with no implications of KGB
dispatch. It is cqnaidorod that the axplanation of NéSENKO concerning
his motivation 13 acceptable and that his itzitement that no one except
the Americans was. aware of his contacts with the Americans in 1962
oz his intent to defect ln 1964 {s supported by other informatiea of a

collateral nature. (See Secton IIi, H.)

Attachment:
Typed ¢cpy Memo from NOSENXO
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Ll .furnished by Subject on'1 November 1967 followmg a requeat on
] '_‘31 October 1967: . -

; the d?ciaion to breake with the Soviet Rus sia.? The only definite is an: ©%.

undefstanding of the situation in the Soviet Russia, the knowledge of

and interior policies of the Soviet government and the faith in the righta' -

. ness of_Athe free world,

PO - i <. . 4 i - . .
; AR VAN
; P  Operational Memo # N-4 . @
 SUBJECT: NOSENKO, Yuri Ivanovxch ( S
: A B

S
I

" The following is a typed copy of a handwritten memorandum

. 1_4
0

What were the mot:.f and the reasons whmh ha.ve led me. to :

Ceems e - e

S

- the methods of the communist regime, the knowledge of the real foreign,

_‘; ""

PSRRI, SR

It was not a decision which was accepted or could be accepted

in a month or a year, This decision was slowly growing inme, I i N
think that the beginning was in the studentship. U - ;

" 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 periodics 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
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ey | S g';"When‘I worked 11 yéars in M.VD_-'-KGB I understood and fm'md\""i_: '
‘1 .3 2 out v%ry fnany :t}.xingls, details and the real deal of the existing regime;' 4
. | % ;b-oﬁt'?methods of the quk_. of’MGB -MVD -kGB and abou:_f; their .doin.g's,:?
i ‘f ‘ _aBQuti hﬁndreds of fhohﬁ_anda of the people of Russia who ‘were {and i
5: r' ) s(;1],1 are) c.onside_r‘_ed- ,.éolitically'r',f 'dépgéx,qﬁ_s 'ahd ?rouné wﬁom waé . :.. ;

(and at:.ll is) g’éiné a-;x ?;c;tive w&;;k of ;11 o»rg‘ans» KGB. | ‘

At the same time when I was several times abroad 1 have: 4

, --seen pers‘onally the so-called "decay" at the West, I _have se'en';i.n I |
. feality 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-- m& family. R
j 'In 1962 in Switzeﬂand I made the acquaintance with tl"xé‘. i i |
o Americans., From my part "the sell of the informétion" was a real
i show, I w;a.s thiﬁking thét they would not believe me‘;)therwis.e. .I.n
l s - that peripd of the time there was going a big struggle in me tq stay Cr

l P abroad .or to return home till the last days of living in Geneva and even -
Awhen Iwas returning home in Vienna, |
In"1962-1963 I decided definitely that I did not want and could
not live more in the Soviet Rus s_ia. In this period of time I have done.~"

L all my best to go as .soon as possible abroad,

I

6001057
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: P .+ ™It was not easy to make this decision, it was very difficult”’ !
N - very ditficult |
! i o . . .
f i | to leave the family for ever..
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.+ . And now in spite of everything I do not regret,
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T | SECRET

i p, IS THE INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO TO GIA |

CONGCERNING KGB OPERATIONS, PERSONALITIES,

2 | AND ORGANIZATION REASONABLY COMMENSURATE

WITH HIS CLAIMED KGB CAREER?

| B T S
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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 1}.1'1';}1:' the infor- |
mation furnished by NOSENKO cdnc':‘erning KGB operations, personalities,
- and or ga.niz‘a,tic')-n'.; is more than réaéonabiy commensurate with his claimed

career in the KGB from mid~March 1953 to lﬁ.s defection in early February -

1964, |  ' ‘ | o !
‘ In ';eachi..'ng the a\_;bove conclusion, cohéiaé;;éfién has been givén |
to his claimed departmental aésignments' and clé.i;xled pésitions in each
department, . Certain allc;wance has been made for fa.ult_y»memory with
considerati§n being given to whether thez;e 1s any indic;ation of deception
or.whether the failure to recall a particular item of interest éan logically
be attributed to the vagaries of the human mind. Therg is;, of course, .nu
- accurate standard of rriea.sure;nent 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,

$0U1L80
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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 begn noted. -NQSENKO, in fact, has a-'n unus_ua.liy gbod memdry_ L
.\‘as evidenc‘ed by the e-xt'ensi%re'infégpmatioﬁ £ur'nished by NOSENKO pur'e.ly
* " n the part of NOSENKO to discuss his entire life, KGB officers hehas -

.known, KGB organization and 'procedures; or other topics of interest. ’ | o

NOSENKO has furnished considerable detail concerning KGB
officers whom he has known at various periods in his:entire KGB career.

He has beer very consistent in information furnished and has frequehtly

" added certain details which he recalled at a later date.

Cer'clain remarks will be made in another section in 'regard. to
i:he volume and scoiae éf information furnished Sy NOSENKO. This in-.
formation is not selective, but is an excellent indicator that NOSENKO' ”
was és signed to the First Departmenf and Seventh Deﬁartmeﬁt, SCD,.. A
during the clain%ed périods of time and held the claimed positions, Con-
sidérétion has been given to.his vé,rious c}aimed KGB assignments in

evaluating the information furnished in an effort to assess whether his

indicated knowledge was commensurate with his claimed position during

)  §0UL061
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a particular period of time or suggested the possibility that he did.‘not

occupy the position which he claimed te have held,

It is considered that m:Eormatmn furmshed by NOSENKO supports

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

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

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

_ holchng a.ny of the pos1t10ns NOSENKO c1a1med to ha.ve held after 1958 It

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

junior case officer, case officer, and senior case o£f1cer dunng 1953 - 1957

As regards the duties and responsibilities' of a Deputy Chief of S_ection','_
Chief of Section, and Deput;r Chief of Department, and whether NosENKo
held,these \Vra'trioss‘ ciairhed ﬁositiens, .s.‘consid.efafble .a.mo‘unt ef ‘p.e_rsonal |
judgment has been necessary. This persoz_ial judgment has been made in .

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

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

NOSENKO has compiled detailed diagrams of the actual offices

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

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

T 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 d1a.grams

of the offices of the Chzef and Deputy Chiefs of the SCD durmg 1956 ~

‘ 1964 This material is internally consistent. Furthermore NOSENKO

.

could not poss:.bly have known that thw detaxled mforma.tmn could not

immediately be checked for accuracy, at least in part, with a source )

. o " or another officer who has defected since mid-1964. If these diagrams

_ é.nd ﬁxemorandé wei'e n‘ot rela.tively .éorrect, NOSENKO, who is quite

.'astute in matters of countermtelhgence, .w'ould ha.rdly have volunta.nly B
‘prepared ‘the matenal in such detail. This type of information is
| ;pecuharly ada.ptable for analysxs by a knowledgea.ble source or by another
| 'defector and _could, if not relatively i:_:orrect, permi;t a rather positive con-
j I clﬁsion ‘th;a.tv NOSENKO was lying or fgbricating information.
| | [ N'OSENKO has furnished quite specific 'ihformation' on KGB
opefations during the 1953 -,1955,4 19_55 - 1959, 1960 - 1961, and 1962 ~
' 1963 periods of time. As might be expected, his specifié knbwledge is
. .];9.9«8 for the"19.53 - 1955 peﬁod; but his own personal sitﬁation and attiéude _
: unt:.l 1955 - 1956, which are mentioned elsewhere, should be .given»
.c’onsiderati:bx_m; In é.ny 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.
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The knowledge of NOSENKO concerning cases, KGB operé;tions,
and other officers can consiéténtl} be related to his cia.imed deéa;hnent
and position'assignrﬁent during the 1953 to Jahuary 1964 period. | 'The
scope of his knowledge of his own depai‘tmer{_'t)vhén considered ir_x"cbto,

is broader _aftl:_er‘-1957.; than before,- which ié cor'npa.tibl.e_ with.hié ;:lai;n éf

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

further indication that NOSENKQ actually held the clai;néd positions

during this period of time.
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. ‘. .~BE. GAN THE INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO BE -

. CONSIDERED IN TOTO AS HAVING RESULTED

3 IN MATERIAL DAMAGE TO THE KGB AND/OR HAS

i o | T

THE INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENKO BEEN OF
SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT TO WESTERN INTELLIGENCE?
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Y We stern Intelligence ? 'I_‘he: conclusion in regard to both of t‘A':J.e'a.bove_.

E. Can the information i’urnished'by NOSENKO be considered ‘

in toto as having resx.l ed in material &amage to the KGB and/or has

- the information furnished by  NOSENKO been of significa'b._‘c beneﬁt to

-

. .questions is.affirmative, even though it is realized that ultimate loss =~

- to the KGB and ultimate benefit to Western Intelligence are both partly -+

' of an intangible nature and not susceptibie to accurate measurerment.

NCSENKO has, as previously indicated, furnished voluminous
information during current and previous interviews. An accurate ,tota.l

of specific cases is not possible at this time and womc‘. at best be only

an interesting figure, the actual irau.lcaﬁce of waich would bx. mar r“ina.l.
, g ’ 3 .

-

Pra.c..lcally every interview with NVS’*"\IKO, even at present, reveals

. information of counferintelligénce interest and it is expected toat this

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

Ew)

not be construed as an indication that I\ySn..N- Ois m»enu‘onally' w*th-
rolding 1morma’c10n, but rather that stimulation of his memory tarough
normal questions and discussions has been a.n:l can continue to be

productive,

gouileb
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NOSENKO has furnished iniorimation concerning perhaps\/z\, OOQ)

KGB oifiicers and\3QO\KGB agents or operative contacts (here the terms
agents or operative contacts are used :o refer to Soviet nationals),
mainly in the Second Chiei Directorate or internal KGB organizations.

R

However, he has identified 'approxi:rnately@;SO] former or current Fixst:

Chief Directorate ofiicers and there is a considerable exchange of

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

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

number of KGB officers identified by NOSENKO who have been outside

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

future,

There has been very little attempted exploitation of information

-furnishedfby NOSENKO concerning other XGB officers and, therefore,

the possible value of this information to United States Intelligence

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

_ Disclosure of information concerning certain KGB ofiicers would
be a necessary pdrt of any dispatch of a KGB agent or officerluo. the
West either for purposes oi coptact with Western Intelligence for a

w | . - . - - &
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status. However, identification of KGB officers or agents to Western

Intelligence is necessarily a matter of concern to the KGB and the ex-

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

| {hundred) KGB agents could not be considered of negligible importance.

Ob_ta.i.ning specific information in regard to KGB officers or |
KGB assets is important to United States Intelligence and a conside‘r-
able amount of manpower and money is spent‘o;x' this activity. Zven
acknowledging that it is much more difficult for CIAI:to obtain this ‘type
of informa.téion about the KGB, which opelrate.s in.a closed society, than
'it is foAr ;he KGB to obiain the i_dentity_ Vof'CIA‘empléyees, it is believed
doubtful any reader of this summary would consider that the identifi-

cation ofi_Z; Q_OO) CIA employeés and "\sréveral hundred)agent assets to

serious compromise oi valuable

the KGB would be any less than a very

“information,

Prior to the defection of NOSENKO, little was known of the

.organization of the SCD or other internal XGB organizations. The

and extensive, That this information is of value to the United States

v .

intelligence community is hardly subject to

[}

ispute, although analysts

6001068
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can differ as to the weight which should be given to the value of this
type of information.

NOSENKO has furmshed mformatmn concermng SCD, x(GB

'recru).tmenl,s of United Sta.tes c;tlzens a.nd fore1gn na.t:.ona.ls covermg
the penod of 1953 throucrh 1903 This.shoiﬂd not be interpreted a.s' a
statement that NOSENKO ha.s furm.shed mformat:.on in, regard to all

- 'SCD recrmtmen’cs, even of A.mencans, durmg tlus penod His infor-

mation baséd on p'ersonal knowledgé is in general limited to the First

.Department and Seventh Department. He has furnished information

'

concerning ¢as es of several 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. Wkile -

the value e'of such information cannot be considered high, the additional
details which NOSENKO has providied in a npmber ‘of cases cannot be
dismissed as being of no value to Weétern Inteliligence,. even if the
information cannot be regarded as damaging to the KGB. Furthermore,

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

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

having provided such information,
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NOSENKO has furnished informa.tionl in reg;.rd .to a nu.mber:of
fecruitnﬁents.b& the KGB of non-Bloc nationals who were kn;wn ‘by C g
Wesf.:eni Intelligen¢¢ to be pro-Commuhist or even connected with

' Cb?nmﬁnist organizations. The idenf;iﬁca.tion as a rec;ruifled KGB
agent of an individual érevioﬁély known to be pro'-_-Cém.munist‘is of

A . considerable value to Western Intélligence and may be considered to

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

to the KGB of ah agent who is kﬁown as pro-Communisf is less ;éhan
_ that of a "'politically clean indi'vidﬁ'ai. Howervei‘, "prg-Cémmunist”

or even ”.Cormnuni_st” are not synonYmoﬁé with 'irec?uitéa KGB agent. .
N (7 - NOSEL\IKO has furnished additional infqrgnatibn on cases in

which there was some previous but limited information. In a number

’ -

of these iifxstances the additional information from NOSENKO has per- M
| .

mitted identification of the individuals of interest and the closing of an
- _\—_—/'—’f )
"Unknown Subject' case. In such instances the information from

1

NOSENKO must be considered valuable to Western Intelligence since
the incomplete information known previously would in many cases not

have permitted ultimate identification of the individual of interest.

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

-, L3

to the KGB and in benefit to Western Intelligence. R

»
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" NOSENKO has furnished information in r‘e."gard' to a:.numbefc.f
individﬁals, bot;kl A-rnerican'and‘ non-Bloc ioreigxa, Awho'we'r.e recfﬁifed
by the KGB and concerning whom Western I.ntelhgence nhad no blaaulcan+
information. It is recoamzed Lha‘. c~.r..a.1n o; these cases rﬁen;xoﬁed by

\JOSENKO partlcularly in the touu.st category, would proba.bly never

“kave ao‘-\-w-(l? mater1a117ed as producu.ve KGB aaents.A 'I‘hls coz.ld be
o grap}uca.l maccessxb:mhty to the KGB or ot be1ng e1ther at the tu'ne
‘of SCD recrurh'nent or later in a p031t1on to furnlsh mformatlon o:. g e
m»erest to the KGB In t‘us xegard NOSENKO has s‘.a..ed tnat at leas‘. "

until _1 962 there was a definite ,tendency_ in the Seventh De.part:nent tq _

‘make a "recruitment" as a statistic for the end-of-year report even ..

"‘though it was apparent the agent at the time had novpo'tentia.l and that. ’

it was highly unlikely there would be a potential in the future,
NOSENKO has furnished information on or leads to a number 'of.”

cases, primarily third nationals but some American, in which he has .

"beern unable to furnish sufficient details to permit identification at this -

time. In certain instances it is believed that an identification will be
possible aft.er add1t10na1 research and mvesucvatmn. - Until an identi-

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

gence cannot be estimated, but that there may be a po»ennlal value

g00iC71
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" cannot be ignored. As an example of this category, NOSENKO has
furnished a lead, still under investigation, to an unidentified agent,

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

' the "NATO Ernergency Codes, " deliver thé codes to the KGB for -

i - photographing, and"th{en: sugcessfully-:eplége the codes. Be;ﬁause the

agent is as yet unidentified, his current access to information affecting

. the s’fec':ﬁrity of the United States cannot b’e‘.gauge'd.

" Inall, the information from NOSENXO in the cétegory of cases

"f.“,:'where W,est_ez.'h Inlt.elligence did not 'p_reviqxisly ha._ve' significant infor- -
mation'.must be coﬁé_idérg;d' on balance as having resﬁlted.in material -
~'damagé to the KC;B é._nd of signi..ﬁcant‘benef{t 4to' West’erﬁ I‘ﬁtélligence.‘i{ _
Quantity'_alorie of CI or FI iﬁforrﬁation f‘r‘om a KGB defector is
“not a sﬁandard on wh_ich to judge bona fides. The question is wh_et_l_'xe; :
3 R the afnount of his information is reasonably commensurate with his E

.. claimed positions in the KGB. This question as regards NOSEZNKO

" has been examined, with affirmative findings, in another section of

this paper.
"~ A few examples from the above cited categories of information
‘furnished by NOSENKO are lisited below., These cases are given as

illustrations and are not necessarily listed in order oi importance.
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The case of Robert Lee JOHNSON é.nd the reia'ted case of
James Allen MINTXKENBAUGH have been covered in the previous
summary. It can be considered that both were exposed:.as a result
of a lead from NOSENXQO whj.ch led to .suspicions of JOHNSON.

Another American case is that of(Héf‘éert HOWARD, a.VUSVIA\;

. '-”':.;;“e;ri_l:)_lvéyee who spent considerable _ti.r;ze mtne USSR in 1962 - 1963.-.‘..__‘.,‘1 )
NOSEN-KO‘ i.de-ntiﬁediﬂerbert‘ HO\}"I ARD/‘ashavmg béeh ‘recrﬁi‘ced by
the First Section, First Departmeﬁt, SCD, in 1962 and was pcf'sitive

that (HOWARD) furnished valuable information to the XGB. When
interviewed in 1964, (HOWARD) did not admit he had Seen recn-.itég,
but suspicion of ‘iHOWARD?}was great enough so that his contract wi‘;;l_'z

.

[USIA)was not renewed. - e

I indeedi‘HOWARD\; was recruited by the KGB, it i.% L*r;p§ss:g.biel-:
to determme how much information woulc have been co*n;,romlsled By
‘ vI—IOWAR.D* w’ule in the USSR he d:.d have certain access to ‘che Uﬁiteci
 States Embassy, There is good reason to be.ueve m.at if’ :IOWAJ.\D) was.
recruited, it was he who was fespc;nsible for the compromise of a
potentially valuabie Soviet walk-in with whom CIA was attempting to
establish contact u HTT-IbWARD} . ntermediary.
NOSENKO in 1964 furnished information in reg;ard to'a "ZHARI"

(epparently a KGB code name, although NCSENKO thought it was a true

o
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-name). He identifled "ZHARI"'(phonetic) as an American cods clerk

who dciocﬁed to the USSR in 1961. An internal assumption was made
based on the original iead information from NOSENKO that "ZHARI"
was Victor Norris ﬁAMILTON. aka Fouzl Mitri HINDALY, a IOrmér
NSA amployoo who defectad to tho USSR !n 1962, and the information
iro'm NOSENKO was never disseminated or lnvcstigated

Pzior to the aurfaelng of Jobn Discoe SM!TH by the Soviets

ia ﬂn a1l o£ 1967, o inlormation conceraing KGB knowledge

e! Am.rican codo clorks was bahg Qmuugat«r and Joha Ducoe

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

identical to "ZHARI. " Investization disclosed that no definite informa-

tion could be established in ragﬁrd to the achgl'whéreabouto of SMI‘I'H'

after cirea mid-1960. | It cannot be pozitively siated that appropriate

{avestigation in 1964 of the "ZHARI" lsad would have led to the identi-

| fication of Jokn Discos SHITH as "ZHARIL " However, auch idendﬁ-

' cation would have been of considerable interest to the Department of

Siate ard ClA, and could very woll kave permitted cortain action which
would have at least lessened the propaganda effect of the suzprise
sanouscement by the Soviets in the fall of 1967.

NOSENKO, in June 1962, furnished information from whlch -
William VASSALL could bs quickly identifled. GOLITSYNM, in late
1560 - catlyui%l, had farnishsd information lconceming a Soviet pene-

tration of tha British Government on the basis o 1{?1 ¥ ths Bﬁtish
GUUTX R
9
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Sorvices had compliled a st of twenty suapects, including ;VASSALL.

Even though it may be presumed that lmrastigatton oi the twsnty euspectn

wonld uitimately have resulted ina detetmhution that VASSALL was
'. ’ the agent on whom GOLITSYN'had furniahed certain &nformaﬁon, tha.
| information from NOSENKO in J uno 1962 resulted in the carner termi-
retion by the British Services of a sall valuablo productiw KGB agcut. 3
| - Althongh not the case of avKGB agent, _th_e ,mattor of the micro-
] S pbones in the United Stata? Embauy; should aho be mationed
- GOLITSYN, iollowing his defection in December 1961, furnhhad '

certaia information in regm‘d to micrcphones tn the Unitad Sutes

. Embassy (Chaacary). Since 1n ia;t the micropb.onos were connscted

to central cablss, location of -oné microphone wounld -ioéic&lly have led |
- G to the opr.mo of the entire set of m{croﬂ:onea. Howevar, appro~
AR priate action was not taken on this information and the KGB would have
bm.awanf that no action was faken pﬂor to June 1952 when NO3SENKO
ﬁrai caahchad CIA. |

U NOSENKO s a dispatched KGB agent, it iz 2ot clear why the -

KGB would attract specific attsntion ta a gyatem of microphones which

must kava gtill bad some value as of June 1962. A presumption may

be made (hat if NOSENKO was a digpatehed agent, the KGB had, as of
1962, an advanced system of monitoring devices which rendersd the
above microphone systemn obsoleta. Howaver, no concrete evidance

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

a SR ] LUt
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was not until circa April 1964 that any effective action was taken'to
‘locate and remove the microphone system to which GOLITSYN had.

_given a lead in late December 1961 - - eazly Janvazy 1962.

.
b
I
f
;

i

4

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

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

As. rega.rds lea.ds £urmshed by NOSE\I&O to Amenca.n cases most |

of these leads have been mennoned in the prev1ous sumrary. Current

L infcérviex’avs with'NOSENKO have resulted in approximately séventeen =

T —— e

.~ new American leads which are béing examined by the FBL. The inter-

views have also resulted in more speciiic information in regard toa

number of cases previously mentioned by NOSENKO, thus permitting

additional Ydeveloﬁgxéntof these cases By t‘me BI

B—— e T T e e e

NOSENKO ha.s provided leads to over 100 third-country KC-B :
agents. Geocraphlcal y these leads are wide in scope, mcludmg

nationals of such cou"ntries as Indonesia{ Austria, Uruguay, the United

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

Mexico, Ité,ly, and .a. .nun‘m’per of oAthez.' countfies.

included in the ﬁmore important of these agent or other leads
are leads to High levels of governn'ient énd intelligence to code clerks,
to aéce;s agents for American targets, to actual or possible illegal

® . - GOULC7E
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supvor: assets, Also included are‘foreign correspondents,".repre---' e

u.atlves of foreign tourist fl,.ms and foreldn tounsts.

A su:nma.ry of the forelgn leads arb1..ra.nly defmed as of ma.Jor

eif;niiicance shows nineteen lea.ds highly"'-'p aced or. formerly' h:.ghly

in \/Ioscow, 1nc1ud1nc a.ctua.l KGB clandestme a.ccess 1nto certa.1n Western -

Embas sies (bu_t not the British or Amerig:a_n Emba.ssies). T '-".'j'
NOSENKO has also furnished lead's to certain ¥CD foreign
. national agents; his information-on several being derived during his

. : SN
three months in Geneva in 1962

tis i.mpos sible to give an exact eva.luation of the signiﬁca.nce

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

‘ficant value to Western Intelhgence and damaging to the KGB is ha.rdly
subject to dispute. ‘ "I;his. evaluafic;e 1;n'1'1‘st be given‘ even theegh there e
are nurﬁer.ous. fdreign lle'e.ds‘v&'/hic‘:h heve not '_beenvedequetely expleitefi Lt
at this i:i.rne. ’ o I S .b
; | As‘a final note, the implied cc;nclusitonbin .the prex}ioue su.rm'r.l’ary> ’
is ;cc eoted that the fai}ufe of NOSENK_O_’:O provide usabl.e positive -~ .

3
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intelligence information is not a significant factor in a determination
of Iis bona fides., The qualification should, however, be added that
{t {3 not felt that NOSENKO has, 8¢ of this time, been fully debriefed

, ; o in many areas of positive intelligence interest.

o B 6001C77
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'F. IS THERE EVIDENCE OF KGB DECEPTION OR "GIVE AWAY!

' IN INFORMATION FURNISHED BY NOSENXO WHICH -

WOULD WARRANT A CONCLUSION THAT NOSENKO

" WAS DISPATCHED BY THE KGB?
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L SECRET

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? "Thé conclusion in this

summary is that NOSENKO was not dispatched by the KGB. In
o -._.A’iz"eaching this conclusion, a full examination of the above question has ,

. been both a necessary and integral part, -

AT | » It is inherent that the volume of information furnished by

. NOSENKO is only one of the fa,ctofs which sﬂould be given consideration

in arii\}ing ata conclusion that NOSENKO {v_és or was not dispatéhed By

'4 _the KGB. If NOSENKO ﬁas dispatch.ed by the KGB, the 'KGB would have
surely-been willing to sacrifice certain ir}forma;tion of value to thé RGB
in order to support the bona fides of NOSENKO. However, if NOSENKO |
was dispatched, it must have been to accomplish or fu;‘tﬁer 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 wouid
have surely been under direct KGB control if there are any implications

ﬁ, of KGB dispatch in the NOSENKO case,.




14-00000

e mmeere

NOSENKO has stated that his original approach to '"'sell two -

_. pieces o£ information'! was his own idea 'as to]what was most likely to
‘be ’suecess{uln NOSE\TKO ha.s stated that he wanted to make a conta.ct
s w1th the Arnencans, was not psycholo'gxcally adapted to defect at the

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

1nte111gence oﬁmer who wanted to give 1nformat1on, ' he very poss1b1y

- would be reJected It should be note‘d that NOSE-NKO- even during his -

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

cdntaets, 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 of NOSENKO

~and may also have been evidence supporting the statement by NOSENKO

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

Geneva,

001080
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NOSENKXO, during his five contaéts'in Geheva, made many

statements which in retrospect were impossible, -an& the investigatioz;
of whi‘ch could only have raised geréain qﬁestions concerning NOSENKO.
The following is a list of the more obvioﬁs ‘aw‘:ela.s in which NOSENKO
made gross exaggerations or made incorrect or impossible statements.
(a) NOSENKO c]..aimedi he personally was with
Oleg M. GRIBANOV, Chief of the SCD, du;ing the
recruitment pitch to' James S.TORSBERC;;; (This was
a lie and an interview with{STORSBEB’.G}\)With display
of 'photo graph wouid have disélosed that NOSENKO
‘ did not participafe. )
\ - (b) NOSENKO was involved in the recruitment
\ ~approach to Russell LANGELLE. (This was a lie and '
; LANGELLE wé.s available for inj:ervief:v.) :
(c) NOSENKO said hé recr{med (LUNT (Horaég‘;

\ \LUNT) in Bulgaria. (Actually NOSENKO never met
; I
‘\ \LUNT;)

e o
W
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)
(d) NOSENKO claimed personal contact with Edmund )
'STEVENS) who, according to NOSENKO, had been recruited
by the KGB. (NOSENKO actually had never personally met
{ STEVEN@ and only had seen(STEVENS)once at a distance. )
(e) NOSENKO dated the recruitment of "ANDREY"
in Moscow as 1949-1950. At the sarhe time he.furn.i.shed

\

information that "ANDREY" (who is conside_r__ed identiéal to

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

Moscow 1952 -1954,

(f) NOSENKO said he, vGRIBANC.)V, ;.'nd another officer
‘met Edward Ellis SMITH. (NOSENKO has since stated he did
not meet SMI'I‘H» and tla;a.t his only role was obtaining a foreign
typewriterv and paper for a KGB agent involved in the SMITH
‘operaintion.v )

(g) NOSENKO in a number of instances spoke in the
J"first person, saying '"We did this, " or "We did that, " in

reference to a particular KGB activity in which he now admits

* o R UL R
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he was not involved but had some knowledge. (If

NOSENKO was under KGB control in 1962, both he

and the KGB should have known that these indicated

exaggerations would eventually lead t-:ov a question

concerning the bona fides of NOSENKO. )

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

quite striking and gave riseto certain suspicions of NOSENKO because

he provided information which the KGB would presumably have considered

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

of the simil#rities at the tj.me could only be explained in terms of
NOéENKO being a dispatched agent. The following are some examples of
the similarities noted.
(aL) Both furnished information in regard to »
{ Johan PRE;SEBEUNQ}
(b) Both furnished information in regard .to a
‘military code clerk case (James STORSBERG].
(c) Both furnished information in regard to a
trip of Vladislav KOVSHUK, under an assumed name,
to the United States. (GOLITSYN was sure it was
connected with a reactivation of an agent formerly in R
(GO

5
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Moscow, or 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 KCVSHUK used. ) N

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

(e) Both furnished inférmation in regard to
‘Rdmund STEVENS, and|Isaac Henry SHAPIRO)

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

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

greater detail by GOLITSYN cannot logically be construed as evidence

gooilesd
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- SECRED
thqt NOSENKO was dispatched by the KGB.. NOSENKO ﬁ#s during |
current interviev;rs satisfactorily séurced his iﬁformation in almost
every instance. In a few instaﬁces he has said he did not recall

" how he learned of a particular piece of:informa.tion but these

' a;pi)arent lé,pses of memory were not 1a:rge in number and are

| c:onsidere& to be in ﬁo way suspicious.

The general area in which there was a similarity between

ip.formation furnished by GOLITSYN in late 1961 -- »early.1962 a.n@
: in.formation furnishéd by NOSENKO in June 1962 and w];ich would have
‘ﬁ been the most significant .insof.'.:ir as the 'sebcurity of the United States |
‘ G.overnment was or is concerned related to dertain -a.ctivities' éentering

- 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 fact that GOLITSYN
furnished information concerning the same case or situation is not

unusual or necessarily suspicious. NOSENKO has stated that GOLITSYN

D . 6601085

2
i
O
=0
rl



14-00000

i

knew and was in contact with other officers of the First Section é.x;d

GOLITSYN has attributed his knowledge of certain cases or activities .

of the First Department, SCD, primarily tohié association with

certain officers in the First Department, SCD.

It is recognized that there are certain conflicts in information

furnished by GOLITSYN and NOSENKO and at this time it is not

possible to satisfactorily correlate certain information from GOLITSYN

' with information from NOSENKO. - Pages 162 - 163 of the previous

summary refer to information from GOLITSYN whlch is chara.cter‘ized
as 'Information about KXGB Operations AgainstvEmbassy“ Code Clerks in
1960 - 1961." The references are to informa.;.iori frox;n GOLITSYN bésé&
on remarks by Gennadiy Ivanov.ich GR.YAZNOV'.ax_zd Vadim Vikto'roi/ich‘
KOSOLAPOV of the First Section, | Tirst Department, SCD, and aﬁ
officer of the Second Section, Fir;t Department, SCD.

NOSENKO has stated that he was Deputy Chief of the First
Section, First Department, SCD, during 1960 - 1901, that his primary
responsibility was work against code clefks at the United States Embassy
in Moscow, and that both KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNOV were engaged in

the same work and under his supervision. The statement by GOLITSYN
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that NOSENKO was not Deputy Chief of the F_irst Section in 1960 has
been noted and commented on _'in another section of this summary.

‘GOLITSYN bas furnished certain information which he re-

ceivedlfrom officers of the First Section, First‘ Department, SCD. . 1

~ _ In each instance where this information, which was fragmentary, could

not be immediately correlated with information from NOSENKO, it was

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

of;NOSENKO. This position, however, failed to allow for the possibility'

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

instances, more apparent than real,

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

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

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

600108
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American female efnployee of the American Embassy

in Moscow through a male Soviet friend, but that the

attempt had failed. GOLITSYN also furnisized information
that the woman ﬁad 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 t}‘xe
secretary, but did recall that it was a{\lqng and "Germa.h.\]
'soundin g'f’? name.

NOSENKO has furnished information in regard to a

recruitment attempt agains,t{Co_llette SGHWAI;{Z»ENBACH\)
.who it is considered is identical to the "American seclretary"
referred to by GOLITSYN. _However., “:SCI—.IWARZENBACH‘)
{\was not a female secretary in the American Embassy, but)
E;h'a.d' been employed as a secretary to the wife of Ambassador)
_BOHLEN during 1955 ~ 1956 and from 1958 - 1959 was employéd}
as a correspondent by the United'Press in Moscow.) The
recruitment attempt against|SCHWARZENBACH, according to

NOSENKO, occurred in 1959 and was an operation of the First

Section, First Department, SCD.

§0ou1088
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(b) Page 163 of the previous summary contains infor -
mation that GOLITSYN also learned from GRYAZNOYV in
the spring of 1960 that GRYAZNOYV had developed an operation
a:gainst an American Embassy military code clerk in which the
KGB was '"99 per cent sure'' that the target would be recruited.
This is be_lieved to undoubfedly be a reference to the case of

i,’)’lames S’I‘ORSBERG)Who was actually the subject of a recruit-

‘ment approach in 1961, . §

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

preparing for his assignment to Heisinki, Finland, This

theory is supported by information on page 163 of the previous

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

that Johan PREISFREUND)had recently been used in the

- successful recruitment of an American employee of the

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

operation, according to NOSENKO, and NOSENKO was also

004089
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"aware that GOLITSYN had a conversation with KOVSHUK about
_PREISFREUND/ since GOLITSYN wanted to use \PREISFREUND
in Helsinki. NOSENKO has stated he was not present during .
the above conversation. It is very possible that KOVSHUK
exaggerated a little in his conversation with GOLITSYN in the
matter of why GOLITSYN could not use \’.\PREISFREUND\} as #n
-agent,
NOSENKO has furnished extensive information in regard
to the James STCRSBERG}‘ case and with due c{;onsideration to

the accuracy and recollection of GOLITSYN, there does not

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

NOéENKO on the basis of the differences between the report-

ingA by GOLITSYN of information he received from GRYAZNOV
concerning whét is considered t§ ha&e been the.fJamésf/} |
"TSTORSBERG?} case and detailed information furnished by
NOSENKO concerning the' James STORSBERG 'case. The

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

has not been positively established, but it is considered to

have occurred before early May 1961 and probably in the

March-April 1961 period. The statement byl James

GaO1090
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|STORSBERG; that it occurred in October 1961 is com-
pletely unacceptable and is even contradicted by other
statements by STORSBERG himself,

(c) Page 163 of the previous éurnm'ary contains
information from GOLITSYN which he had received from
GRYAZNOYV in April or May 1966 that an American
employee of the Embassy in Moscow was either recruited
or preparéd for recruitment on the basis of a homosexi;a.l

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 streséing
ideological rather than blackmail recruitments., SHELEPIN
did not exclude future use of the photographs which the KGB
would hold in reserve, |

NOSENKO has furnished information concerning the
homosexual compromise offRobert BARRETT), who was a
guide at the United States Exhibition in Moscow in 1959, and

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

9]
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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
Départrnent. | |
One of the above homosexual agents succeeded in
involving iBARRET’Ij in homosexual activities which were
photographed by the KGB but, according to NOSENKO,
although the phqtographs were of a good qualffy, the KGB
was unable to use the photographs in 1959 becaﬁse of a
general ban by the Central Committee on the reéruitment
of the United States Exhibition guides due to the planned
visit of President EISENHOWER to the Soviet Union.
NOSENKO a;lso stated that the compromising material
and information on{»BARRETT? was later givén to the First
Department and that{\BARRE'T'I‘\} was recruited by the Second
Section, First Department when hé returlned with another

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

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

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

be noted that Z‘Rob.ertrBARRETT\)could not actually be

characterized as an "American employee of the Embassy

- in Moscow, "’

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

: codg clerk who was scheduled to be transferred to Helsinki,
GRYAZNOYV indicated to GQLITSYN that the code clerk haci

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

( 5 600109!
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considered by the KGB to be a "real" agent and that if

the trans;.er of the code clerk ma.tenahzed GOLITSYN
‘ ‘m1ght have the code clerk as an a.gent in’ Helsmkl..
| L S |  NOSENKO has furnisl_;ed_ “no in.formation which can be
S L 'correlated in e.ny way with the 'a'.;t;»;ve in;‘.oi'matioﬁ from

GOLITSYN, but neither has the information from GOLITSYN

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

obtained ;1£ .a specific reinterview on theee m‘atters‘was possible,

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

November 1960 should be mentioned in any comparison of information

from NOSENKO with information from GOLITSYN. This conflict is

@ | . 16 OOOiP, ‘g
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also mentioned in another section pertaining to the 1960-1961 career
of NOSENKO. GOLITSYN stated that KOSOLAPOQOV came to Helsih.ki
to accompany an American Embaésy code cie:k on the train to
Moscow and that KOSOLAPOV pla._ﬁned to strike up an acquaintance
with the code clerk which could be continued in Moscow.

The American Embassy code clerk referred to above was
undoubtedly \John GARLAND} and the train manifest list,sffj' ohn GARLAND
and Viktor'KOL;OSOV (Vadim V. KOSOLAPOYV) als passengers on fhe
same train from Helsinki to Moscow. NOSENKO is avs;are of the
identity of lehn GARLAND but claims no knowledge of the above :trip
of KOSOLAPOYV to Helsinki, altl;ough being well aware of a previous trip.'

NOSENKO, as Deputy Chief of the First Section specifically
charged with work against code clerks, should bave been aw#re of the
November 1960 trip of KOSOLAPOV to and from Helsinki. His lack of
knowledge may or may not be explainable in terms of his other activities.
such as his trip ’s;o 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 |,
KOSOLAPOQOV to Helsinki in November v1960, as this was an event the

KGB knew GOLITSYN was aware of,

17
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A theory which has previously been given consideration é.r;d
warranted full consideration was that if NOSENKO was dispatched, |
his mission was .fo confuse_leadsA fﬁrnished to.American Int;elligénce
and/or to denigrate the value of inform'a.tion'fﬁrnished by GOLITS-Yl\f.-l ,
In connection with this theory,' 1t should be noted that NCSENKO during

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

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

not claim to have any detailed knbwledge'of the FFCD and ﬁequently,

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

his immediaﬁe reply has been to the effect that "I didn't work in the FCD,-"
or "You should ask GOLITSYN about that, "

‘In cc;nnection- with any consideration of whether the contact of o
NOSENKO with CIA in Geneva in June 1962 could have bAeen initiated by
the KGB as a result of the defection of GOLiTSYN, the timing of certain :
events should be néted. AGOLITSYN defected on 15 December 1961.
NOSENKO departed from Moscow in March 1962 for Geneva, Switzerland,
where he remained unti.1~15 June 1962, ;

It is felt that it would‘ha.ve been practically impossiblg' if not

impossible for KGB officials to complete an assessment of the actual or

potential damage which could result from the defection of GOLITSYN,

s 6001096
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select i\IOSENKO as the individual who would be dispatchéd to counter‘;- '
act thé possible damage., and apprlqpria.tely brief NOSENKO prior to
his dgparture for Genéira in_March 19_62. _Thé:g:efqre y if NOSENKO‘ :
was -dispatéﬁed by the KGB, it would appear that plans. for this would
have predated the defection of GbLIT:SYN ;'zynd tﬁat any GOLITSYN

aspect could only be a related aspect and not the basis for the original

, plaﬁ to dispatch NOSENKO. In addition; if NOSENKO was dispa.tched, .

o it would hax;dly. seem necessary for the KGB to send NOSENKO to

Geneva two and one-half months before his first conf;ct with CIA.

."I‘I:.Le theory has also been considered that NOSENi(O could have
been dispatched to confuse and'.di;vert Americaﬁ Intelligence and tﬁus
to protect an impoz;tanﬁ KGB penetration or 'penétra.tions of the United

Sfates Government, particularly CIA. This is a theory which should

and has been given full consideration, but it is not possible to factually

substantiate or refute this theory in the absence of specific information
e e e A o e T o i s . .

s

‘that high-level KGB penetraﬁons 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
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of American counter-intelligeﬁce tS determine the identity of and

take appropriate action against KGB penetrations of t}1e United

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

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

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

I.,n> this area his statements could be construed as assurance that there

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

in Moscow from 1953-Decerﬁber 1963 with the except;on of( "ANDRI;Z)Y". _
( A (Dayle Wall'is SMITH) andiHerbert HjOWARD':L The basis for this |

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

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

NOSENKO, as previously mentioned, has never claimed any

.

particular knowledge of FCD activities, In addition, he does not claim
- ! ’ * . H . ’ -(‘
to be aware of all recruitments of Arhre_z'icans by the SCD.” As an

*
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exa_mple, hé has made it.clear that his knowledge of SCD aétivities

against members of delegations, foreign businessmen, foreign students,

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

" mainly of a collateral nature.

NOSENKO does not even claim any detailed knowledge of

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

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

Department was aware. The latter is specifically supported by certain
notes brought out by NOSENKO which are short references to a number
of Seventh Depa.rtment 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 cases.

21
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G. IS THERE EVIDENCE OF A POLITICAL OR ANY

' 'OTHER TYPE OBJECTIVE WHICH COULD JUSTIFY A DISPATCH'

OF NOS‘ENKO BY THE KCGB WITH PERMISSION TO SPEAK

'3

R - FREELY TO CIA CONCERNING HIS KNOWLEDGE OF THE KGB

~ AND WITHOUT NOSENKO BEING GIVEN A SPECIFIC

MISSION OR MISSIONS?
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G. Is there evidence of 2 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 witkou
P Y g : 35

NOSENKO being giver a specific mission or missions? The above possi-

e * bility has been given consideration even though the ultimate ramifications

- are prvactically incalculable. The coanclusion is that as regards NCSENKO,

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

of sufficient

o}

political or other type objective which could be considere

7 importance by the XGB to warrant the dispaick of a KGB ofiicer with

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

given a 'specific mission or missions by the KGB.

It is accepted that the Soviet leadership would be entirely capable
of instructing the KGB to dispatck a staif officer for permanent defection
T to United States authorities with no specific intelligence mission and no

limitations on the KGB intelligence information he might reveal providin

<‘

g
that such act would, in the estimate of the leadershi;'); result ini'a act
political gain for the USSR, For sucha possibility to be seriousliy
entertained by the Sovi.e‘cs, bowever, it wouid have to involve an issue of

major importance to the Soviet lealership and presumably would kave to

6001101

e e s veeerae T




14-00000

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

o

achieving lue desired end and of having & very high probability

The only area touched ugo“ in a.”ly way by NOSENXO which
mlga.t meet the above requ...remenz.s 1s the as sassination of President

Kennedy: the involvement of Lee Haxrvey Oswald in the assassination

and his association with the Soviet Union. ~Given (a) speculation

obtaining at the time that there was Soviet involvement in the
L assassination, (b) the premise that in fact there was’'no Soviet
involvement, and (c) a hypothesis that tke Soviet leadership was deeply

concerned lest erroneous conclusions be drawn which could lead to

irreversable actions, it is conceivable tkat the Soviet leadership migat

—

bave been prepared to take extreme steps to convince United States

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

[N

to the United States Government of the allegedly completie Soviet consuiar

file on OSWALD was, in itself, an uapre ced »ed a.c...)

The NOSENKO case warrants examination in the above resard i
light of the fact that among the information NCSENKO provided was

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

¢0011C%
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reveaied tﬁe subsf;ance of the c§11tent of tke KGB fiies on OSWALD';.
This information clearly- indicated.’r.hat there .wa.s no KGB relafioh_éhip
with OSWALD, that the KGB had no operational interest in OSWALD,
and f;hat as a matier of fact OSWALD; had presernted the KGB with a .
continuing series ovf problems‘.

Upon e';.;amination, hgwever, NOSENKO déeé riot meet the
requi'rem;ents premised above for. sericus quiet consideratipn of a free

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

’:

a. Tbe chronology, in itself, presents virtually impossible

problems fér 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 OSWA.LD is
interesting and pertinent, it is not, in nature, scope, and édntent,
sufficiently convincing for United Sta.tes'-a.ﬁtho;'ities to reasonably be
expected to conclude that it repre sented unequivocal ‘proof oz Séviet
noan-involvement.

c. Itis implausible not to assume that the Soviets would
assume that United States authorities, in any examination of the

-

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

W
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extreracly narrow Soviet compartmentation in such an operation -- a

comparimentation which would exclude knowledgeability by any KGB
oificer other tkan very seniox persons and an individual o group of

action individuals specifically \.0‘1ce*ned with mat ers of this nature.

The KGB career of NOSENKO would not permit even serious

consideration that \TOSE'\IKO could have logicglly been fit ed into the.

above very limited‘ category.

Q9

o It is accordingly concluded that the possibilily of a politically
motivated free dispatch can in the case of NOSENKO be satisfactoril

S eliminated.

: - . .

The possibility has also been considered that the KGB might

; . ’
’ -

have theorized that by dispatching an agent, in this case an o'ﬁce T,
with numerous leads to non~-valuable or non-current XGB agents or
S cases, the facilities of the Unl.,ea S‘ca. es Intelligence community would

be practically neutralized for an extended period of time. This could

only be based on an assumption that the United States Intelligence

community would involve a majox portion of its personnel and e fforts

in the investigation and resolution oi cases wiich had little or no current

P

or potential value to the KGB. The above possibility cannot be

s -—
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.—;.‘ou.rara..ny e*mmna. ed witoout fwil consiceration. It is not believed thatl
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A NOSENKO in the absence of any evidence that he had any KGB mission

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

overall assessment of kis information leads to the conclusion that full
‘ exploitation of his information would be quite damaging to the XGB.
Consideration of the above possibility must also include an

evaluation of the deterrent efiect on the prospects of future recruitments

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

information from the dispatched agent or officer. Tke deterrent cflect

on others of the conviction and sentencing of persons who kave committed
{ .

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

who commit a crime should be imnprisoned or punisked.

i

The detetrent effect on others of the trials and conviciions of

William VASSALL, Robert Lee JOHNSON and James Allen MINTKEN-

BATUGH should not be underestimated, The KGB also could not have

koown that information furnished by NCSENKO would not resuit in the

trial and conviction of other KGBE agents or recruitments coacerning

whom NOSENKO had some knowledge.
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H. IS THERE ANY EVIDENCE THAT THE CONTACTS OF

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

KGB PRIOR TO HIS DEFECTION CR THAT NOSENKO

. WAS EVER BRIEFED BY THE KGB RELATIVE TO HIS BEHAVIOR

OR KGB OBJECTIVES DURING THESE CONTAéTS OR

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

- orin 1964 with CIA were known to the KGB prior to his defection or

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

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

-conclusiqn is that there is no evidence that the contacts of NOSENKO

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

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

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

It is recognized tha.t since positive factué.l confirmation such as
| the KGB file on NOSENKO is not available, any conclusion conc_:ern'ingr

- whether NOSENKO was or was not dispatched by the KGB can only be

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

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

The conclusion that the contacts of NOSENKO with CIA in 1962

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

50{31‘3—67
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neceésarily based in part on a judgment as to whether ény of his
activit iAe-s or information logically warré,nt'a substantial susﬁicioﬁ

that they were or vcould be in ahy’pé.rt theA result of KGB direction’ |

or cor;ffél. One of the pa.rticul‘ar‘areas conside;ed Qaé 4his appa.rént

behavior during his contacts with CIA in June 1962 and the conclusion

‘was that it was incomprehensible that he could have been under KGB

cont‘rol at that time,

Considerafion has been given to the poss_ibility that fxis 1962
contacts with CIA were no_f k1'1own to. thé KGB,. buf .became »known-tol
the KGB later and NOSENKO wé.; doubled by the KGB. It was con-
cluded that there was no basis for or information which would warrant
serious co.rllsidera..tion -of the abo{ré possibﬂitfasidé from ﬁxe sepéfé;.té
conclusion that the KGB would be ver} ﬁ.nlikely tc; reward a tra'itor.‘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 (3303—1%8
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Uaited States Embassy in Moscow concerning his contact with CIA and

trat he did 10.. wish o be contacied and would not reco

.

contac* within the Soviet Union. \pS.m”’O also furnished u».o‘m tion as

to the Teason £o¢ his conceLn that no iniormation regaraing

Bl

is contact

t

w:.m C;A become knowa in the United States Embassy in Moscow and the

dangers to NOSENKO in any con.,act or at tempted conta.é-. with NCSENKO
in the USSR.

It is :fecoénlized that tbe above .iﬁdicated coacern 6; NOSENKO
about his personal security is not sﬁub‘stanﬁa,l‘evid'ence that NCSENXO

was not under KGB control; however, it is evidence that NOSENKS was

not in any way encouraging clandestine contact of NCSENKO Witnin- the -

T e

USSR, which very likely would have beeﬁ an aim of the KGB i XN Obi*_.N 0

was under KGB coatrol.

I

The material which NOSENKO furnished to CIA in 1964 has been

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

(4

A

participated in any way in the as sewoling of this rather unique collection
of material. None of the material appears to have been of an accouniable

—~ T
<

t appears that NCSENKO could have furaisacd

=N

type and, on the contrary,

ail of the matexrial to CIA and returned to the Soviet Uniocn Wﬁ..‘_u..t the XGB

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

2
(=]

-

The iatter statement even includes the travel auc ument which aultorized

L

the trip of NOSENKO to Gorkiy in December 1963, GGUiiC
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The txip in December 1963, according to NOSENKOC, was to

participate in the search for Aleksandr CHEREPANOV, According to
NOSZENKO, this particular document was not accountable in that it was .
only necessary to turn it in when requesting reimbursement foxr travel

- o -

_expenses. NOSENKO stated that he had not claimed the rather small

-amount of money to which he was entitled 2nd has also admitted that he
‘really brought the document along because it gave him the indicated rank

. of Lieutenant Colonel.

NOSENKO has completely retracted his claim to having had the

rank of Lieutenant Colonel, stating that ever as a Deputy Caief of Depaxrt=

ment he was only a Captain although he was entitled to and expected to-

'receiﬁe ‘-:llle. rani< of Major in 'early 1964. NOSENKO has stated that
giving him the rank of» Lieuten.ant Colonel in the above éocu?r:xeﬁi: _Qa.s

the error of KASHPERQYV, the ofﬁcef on duty in the SCD on Sundé.y, aad.
that practica].ly all Députy Chiefs of Depariment in the SCD had af leaéﬁ
thg :;'a.nk of Lieutenant Colonel.

The above expia.nation by NCSENKO may well be considere_d by-
readers with at least a degree of skepticism. However, if NOSE"NKO
was diépatched by the KGB, it would seem that he could have been pro--
vided with sorﬁething a little mozre substantial to document khis claim of

the rank of Lieutenant Colonel. iIn addition, it would seem that the XGB

6001110
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could have provided \Iu KO with some type of document W.uca.
would suppoxt at least one of hxs claimed pos1 ions in the SCD, XG3,.
ZEven the Cherepanov Papers 4o not in any way support the claim of

irst

: hj

»- Depar.ment SCD in 1960 - 1901 ‘nor do ..hey even sappo rt tn.\. clalm

: _,of \IGSEN,.{O A.ha.t there was sucn pos;.tlon in the Fizst Section in

1960 - 196,. or even in 1956 of 1959.

004411
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SECRET

IV. COMMENTS CONCERNING PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS .

IN REGARD TO NOSENKO

6001112
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SECURET

COMMEN’I‘S CONCERNIVG PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS

IN REGARD TO NOSENKO

Attached is a v'erba.ti.m cop_y of pa.ges 357 - 360 of the "Examina.;»
L k ’ tion of the Bona Fides of a KGB Defector" which contains seven (A - G)

' pnmary conclusions concerning the clalmed Na.va.l RU (Na.vy Intelhgence)

- and KGB career of NOSENKO, TheseAco'ncluésions or findings are
~ independently treated in separate attachments,

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

in direct‘conﬂict wx.th .the above conclusions and #:e basically that
NOSENKO served in the NaQal RU from Maxrch 1951 t0'e‘ar1y 1953; ‘wvavs' |
a KGB officer from Ma.rcix 1953 unﬁl hlS def_ection 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 ‘ :
o of the Bona Fides of a KGB Defector" 000113-*3

¥ ey -
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SEURET

PREVIOUS CONCLUSIONS RE NOSENKO

AS CONTAINED ON PAGES 357 - 360 OF

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

The following is a quote of the préviou-s conclusions in the case of Yuriy
Ivanovich NOSENKO. (The specific conclusions have been given the designation
of A - G for pufposes of easier correlation with othex sections of this summary.}

"SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

CONCERNING NOSENKO'S BONA FIDES!"

"NOSENKO claims that he served for a decade in the KGB in
successively senior positions of auhority from which he derived
eXtensn;.ve knowledge of the scope, character,- énd fesults of KGB
operations against Americans in the Soviet Union invthe period
1953-1963. To substantiate his claim, he provides an impressive
array of information about KGB personne_l, organization and opera-
tions which; to the extent that it has been confirmed, is presuméf\:ive
evidence of his bona fides. Vaérious Soviet officials, including
intelligehce ofiicers, have generally corroborated NOSENKOQO's '
claims. According to some of these sources, NOSENKO was a

senior KGB officer who occupied a series of sensiive positions, who
$004114

2 Sralra Yl usin
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enjoyed considerable authority and trust despite personal short-
comings, and whose défection, 'the greatest loss ever suffered

a
by Soviet Intelligence', paralyzed the work of ¥ KGB €

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

sinate him, "
"Thé examination has compared each elem‘ent of NOSENKO'é
biography relevant to his claimed KG'B service with known
facts and reasonable surmise. The exémination reflects the
test to which his accounts were put: whethe’r his accounts are
internally coherent and consistent with known fact, and whether
he actually gained the information he has from o;:cupying the
KGB positions he claims to have held. In short, is he wh.at he
says he is, according to his own accounts ?."
"This examination had led to the following vf-indiAngs, 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
manner or at the time he claimed.
C. NOSENKO did not serve in the American 0001115
Embassy Section throughout the 1953~1955 period as
he claimed.

AT AT
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D. During the period 1955~1960, he was neither

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

‘

: Depa.rtxhent_: Aniericén-_British Commonwea.lj:h Section.
E. NOSENKO was neither bDeIA)uty Chief of the |
American Embassy Section nor a. se;nior officer or
supervisor in the Section during the périod 1961-1962. . (sic)’
F. NOSENKO's claims, that in 1962 he was Chief
of the Arﬁerican-Briti.sh 'Commbnwee.z.lth Section and was |
thereaftér a Deputy Chief of the Seventh Department,. are
no.t credible. |
G. NOSENKO has no valid claim to certainty
. that the KGB recrgited no American Erhba.ssy personnel
between 1953 and his defection in 1964.
These findings differ somewhat with respect to degree of probability
or certitude, but they reflect the preponderance of availéble evidence

in each instance. "

""The above judgments, if correct, rebut presumptive evidence

of NOSENKO's 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

-, ~

{u

R
LR Y i atad

R
‘U..._\ ]‘. % !

[}
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cannét bé established with certainty, it is evident that truth and

fact ar>e not what NOSENKO relates, By almost any test, vj]rtﬁally
any of NOSENKO's above claims are impugned by fact or pr:obabilityr
or contradiéted or retracted in his own-statem.ents. NOSEN.KO is
not what he claims to be, and thus he is not a I_S_o_n_a. fide _defector.‘"

"Given the conclusion that NOSENKO is nbt a bona fide

defector, it is n'ecessa.ry to attempt to determine his true motives

for contacting American Intelligence and for providing the information °

he has given. Here, it must be recognized that the evidence, largely

consisting of NbSENKO's own a;ssertions, does not permit unequivocal
conclusions. Neverfeless, the question éannot be ignored., . The
characte_r of the information NOSENKO has conveyed, the fact that
some of his false ¢ lain'ms-have been corroborateci by Soﬁet officials,
and the necessity to make decisions about ‘NOSEN'KO's future all
require that at least a provisional judgment be made. "

""Of the reasonable explanations advanced for NOSENKO's
rﬁisrepresentations, the chief ones are that he is é. swindler posing
as a former KGB officer for reasons of personal advantage; that he
suffers irom a deranged pérsona.lity or unbalanced mind; that he has

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

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

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

. NOSENKO is not simply a swindler who falsely claims for personal .

advantage to have been a KGB officer is evident, we believe; from

the confirmed details of KGB organization, personnel and operations

which he has provided and which could only derive from within the

KGB itself. "
""Second, as noted in the text, extensive psychiatric and

psychological examination by qualified si)eci.a.lists rule out the’

possibility that NOSENKO's actions and testimony are the product

~of a deranged personality or unbalanced mind."

"It is somewhat more plausible that NOSENKO is a KGB

officer who served 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 intormation, and -
invented some matters outright, to achieve greater status with
American Inte:lligence. This explanation, however, fails to
accommodate the fact ;hat several KGB officers have asserted

that NOSENKO did in fact hold senior positions in the KGB. Also,
NOSENKOQ's assertions with respéct to his rank, GRIBANOV's_
patronage, the recall telegram, and the like, cannot be justa
product of his own invention, since these were the subject of e

comment by other sources. "

QTARTT
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"Because none of the above explanations is consistent with
the data deveioped in interrogations and investigations, we are
left with the hypothesis that NOSENKO was dispatched by thé
KGB. Whilé this explanation does nb_t recpncil_é all the anom#lies,
none of them renders it untenable. "

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

mation should be assessed accordingly. "

5001119
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SECRET

A, NOSENKO DID NOT SERVE IN THE NAVAL RU

IN ANY OF THE CAPACITIES OR AT THE PLACXZS AND .

TIMES HE CLAIMED

Ca6ve
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A, NOSENKO did not serve in the Naval RU in any of the capacities

or at the places and times he claimed. (Previous conclusion)

The above is conclusion "A'" in the previous summary in regard
to NOSENKO. The .current conclusion is that the claimed s.ervice.of
NOSENKO in Navy Intelligence (Naval RU) d\iring March 1951 to eariy
1953 in the Far East and the Baltj.c areas is adequately substantiated:
and should be accepted. .é

The interroga.tions of NOSENKO prior to 1967 were complicated
by NOSENKO changing the date of his graduation from the Institute of
interna.tionai Relations frorr} ‘“1950 to 1949 bépguse he did not.wish to
admit that he had failed to graduate in 1949 with the majority of his class.
However, previous efforts of NOSEN.KO'to revert to his original 1962
statement thaf he graduated in 1950 were not acceptéd and an unwarranted
significance was given to the 1949 - early 1953 period of time.

It is considered that NOSENKO has adequately explained his

"'stupid blunders'' as they relate to the above and to certain other personal

matters and that his claimed service in Navy Intelligence from March

SECRET  count?t

4
a_ 63007 1
Excluded from aulanaile

dowagrading and
dazlissifizatig
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1951 to early 1953 both in the Far East and the Baltic. area is fuliy
acceptable., It is not considered necessary to comment concerning all
of the remarks in the previous summary regarding tiie claimed Naval
RU service of NOSENKO as reflecteé on pages 49-59 and remarks will,
for purposes of brevity, be lhnitgd i.n.scop_e.

The statement is made in the previous smnmaz;y that "The sole
Headquarters RU officer NOSENKO identified was the Personnel Chief,
Colonel KALOSHIN, He identified no ranking officers in either‘'the Baltic
or Far East Intelligeﬁce Staffs. Some 30 GRU officers he did identify,
by his own admission, NOSENKO knew not from his ﬁaval RU servicé,
but through .social acquaintange, late.r, in Moscow, or through his visi‘cs
to Geneva, ' |

Attached is a copy of a handwritten memorandum voluntarily
prepared by NOSENKO in late 1967 containing the names of a number
of GRU personnel of whom he had some knowledge. The attached was
not prepared as the result of any inquiry concerning his clai.med Naval |
RU service, but was only a sma.lllpart of the material prepared by
NOSENKO at this time. The entire material included remarks by
NOSENKO regarding approxhatély@_'ﬁ) KGB ofﬁcers, (IOO] KGB agents,

35 GRU officers and 400, other Soviet nationals.

2 - 0001122
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It is interesting to note that the attached list contdins the names
of approximately 20 GRU officers whom NOSENKO relat.es to thé early
1950's period., In addiéion, NOSENKO has, during current interviews
and in other memoranda, fqrnished the names of additiéna.l Navy VInte_lli-'
gence personnel whom he knew in the 1951 - early 1953 period.

Page 52 of the above sun;lmar‘y a.nci other related pages question

whether NOSENKO ever served in the Baltic area with Naval Intelligence |

- and even question his geographical knowledge of the area., Attached is a

copy of a handwritten memora_nduiﬁ with certain diagrams prepared by

NOSENKO on 21 February 1968 concerning hi‘sbass'igi:in.lient with Navy '

. Intelligence in the Far East and the Baltic area. The memorandum was

completed by NOSENKO without any reﬁerence ma.terial and a review -of '
his diagrams indicates they are quite accurate.

NOSENKO had previousvly stated that his servicé in thé Baltic
area was at Sovetsk Primorskiy and during currenf interviews recalled
tﬁat the former name of the place, an almost deserted fishermen's
village, was Fishausen. The previous designation given by NOSENK O'
for this place as having the mail address of Sovetsk Primorskiy had
caused the conclusion that his-alleged place of assignment was f;on-
existent. A further check in the matter wouid have disclosed that the
place was not nonexistent, that it is currently knovgin #s Primorsk and
that the former German name of the fishing village was Fischhausen.
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The previous summary also stated that despite his claimed
active commissioned service in the Navy, NOSENKO knew nothing ‘of
Soviet Navy tradition, doctrines, or organization of procedures. It

should be noted that there is a considerable difference between being

a member of the Naval RU and being an actual member of the Soviet.

Navy. The situation could be coxhpared to a career civilian employee'
" of the Office of Naval Intelligence and a line officer in the United States

Navy.

Attachments: _
List of GRU Personnel as Prepared by NOSENKO
Diagrams and comments as Prepared by NOSENKOQO
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B '~ B. NOSENKO DID NOT ENTER THE KGB IN THE

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

claimed. (Previous conclusion)

The above is conclusion "B' in the previous summary in r_égard
' 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 w‘#s not only facilitated by but du{e to the influence of General

Bogdan Zakharovich 'KOBULC)'V.' ,
Previous statements by NOSENKO and changes reiative to d#fe of

entry into the KGB have been mentioned in anothe:'seqtion of the. summla.;';; J

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 Departmént, Second Chief Dir.ectorate, MVD, are con-
sidered adequately substantiated and shoﬁld be accepted. |
The conclusion of the previous summary (pages. 61-74) thét
NOSENKO did not enter the KGB in the manner or at the time cléimed
‘was primarily Ba.sed on conflicting Statementé by NOSENKO as to when
he entered the KGB (MVD). In 1962 NOSENKO said March 1953 and in

1965 NOSENKO again said March 1953, soon after the death of_STALIN.
"n[‘ r- .
SECRET 6001132
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In 1964, 'NOSEN.KO had given twov dates in 1952 as his time of entry into |
| | ‘the KGB in an-ef_fcrt' not to admit thet he had failed to graduate frdne the
Institute of Internationa.l Relations in 1949.
The prevmus summary gave considerable vcel.ght to the sfatements ‘
of NOSENKO 1nd1cat1ng that he did not enter the KGB (MVD) under what
- are conszdered normal KGB procedures. Proper allowances were not
. ' given for pos1t10n of the father of NOSENKO, the Mxmster of thpbu:.ldmg,
and the 1nﬂuence of Genera.l KOBULOV An analyst can either accept or

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

the influence of General VKOBULOV; but, if the sta.terrient is accepted, then
() the failure of NOSENKO to be required to follow normal KGB procedures
should also be e.ccepted. A Communist society or a Soviet Intelligence

organization is not and could not be immune to influence by a high official.

General KOBULOV as of mid-March 1953 was First Deputy to BERIYA,

the Minister of the then MVD.

. The previous summary raises several points concerning the

eligibility of NbSENKO for the KGB (MVD). It points out on page 67
that other than his undistinguished period of service with the Naval RU,
he was no more eligible for a KGB appointment in 1953 than he was at ,
the time of his previous rejection in 1950, This statement is not contro-

vertible and is fully accepted with the qualification that in 1950 NOSENKO

0001133
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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

T —TT .

substantiate; namely, that MQ&Q%Ppened. 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 sa.xfita.rii;m -~ rest

. place in Kubinka. It is also accepted that he was an officer in the KGB . -

after mid-March 1953. The influence of KOBULOV could undoubtedly

have permitted NOSENKO to enter the KGB even tilough he préviously

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

had ever had tub.erculosis is not and cannot be sufficiently subst'antiated.
The previous summary contained a number of additional remarks’

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

fherefbre could not have entered the KGB (MVD). Comments concerning

these will be brief since.there' is considefed to be no adequate basis at

his time on which to contend that NbSENKo did not enter the KéB

(MVD) as an officer in mid-March 1953, A comment was made that

s 6001134
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NOSENKO did not take a. physical examination in connection with his

processing for KGB entry, and that such a medical examination was

a routine and mandatory part of the processing of a KGB candidate,

This statement makes no allowance for the influence of General

' KOBULOV; but, in addition, does not consider the fact that the Naval

RU dossier on NOSENKO was available to the KGB (MVD).

The previdus summary also failed to note that the MVD would

have had independent iniormation 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 bn the father of NQSENKO since this was étill the STALIN

era. | | |
The summary also states that NOSYENKO did not complete thé.

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

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

e e e e,

m—
e L,

seem that the inﬂuencé of General KOBULOYV 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 statés that NOSENKO did not

know the designation of his own Directorate either at the time he allegedly

. L001135
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entered on duty oxr during his first year'of KGB service. While

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

tune he entered the KGB (MVD) in mld—March 1953 was the Second _

‘Chief Directorate and that it subsequently was redes1gna.ted the

- First Chief D1rectdra.te‘, DERYABIN has stated thm'reversal of

deszgnatmns occurred in Ma.rch 1953, .

STALIN died in early March 1953 and tha.t same 1;nonth the ‘.

R

MVD and the MGB were merged under the name MVD with BERIYA_
a.-s} Minigte_r. BERiYA heid th1s positidﬁ uﬁtii his a.rrést in eariy J';mev
1953, 'BER.I";’A‘was.'succeeded by KRUGLOV, who héld office fqr‘less
than a year. Yuriy RASTVOROV was recently qﬁeried concerning éhe-
date of the reversal of the designation of the FCD and SCD é,nd pla.ées"
it as the end of April or early May 1953. GOLITSYN has indicé.ﬁed'tha.t '
the change occurred ""soon after the advent of BERIYA as head of the
MVD in April 1953." In the light of our inahility to fix the effective date
of the reversal of the designations .of the SCD and thé FCD, it is
unreasonable to impugn NOSENKO on his statement as to the designé.tion
of his Directorate at the time of his entry into the KGB (MVD).

There is a disagreement between NCSENKO and others as to who

was responsible for the reversal of designations of the FCD and the SCD.

NOSENKO is of the opinion that it occurred under KRUGLOV. which is

5 - 01136
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in'conflic.t- with the statements of DERYABIN, RASTVOROV and X <
GOLITSYN;- all Qf whom maintain that BERIS(A was responsible fof |
- the changes., As for the issp.e .of who was rgsi:onsible for the rej(ersal
. of designations, it would aﬁpéa.r tl_ia.f. NOSENK(:)--is'»in.eriof.. Howeve}:’:;-,

the fact that he was a new junior officer and that this was a period of

upheaval in the KGB (MVD) effectively eliminates any significance in

-~

this issue.

_ NOSENKC vi.s'.criti‘ci-.zec‘l -Ain fﬁe previoﬁs 'sur-r.xma.ry. for not »knvowi'ng -

the location of thé Chiéf Dife-ctbrate of the Militia._ or the hisfory of the
X1 (Committée c;f Inforrpation).. NOSENKO has stated “thaft hé ha.db'no

| contaéfs with either office durin_g 1953 -1955 and there is no adequate reason
to disbelieve .thivs staterﬁent. He is nc;t aware of whe,nA the KI ceased to
exist (1951 given m the summary, but bther'-i.nforrhation indicates the KI
cor;tinued‘to e_axist in a nominal capacity until the mid~1950's), but care
should be used in stating what NOSENKO should know if he held a certain

position. Readers of this summary may wish to reflect on their own

memory concerning the location and their knowledge of Agency facilities at
any given period of time or when Agency components or related organizations

were organized or ceased to exist,
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The point has also been made that any career of NOSENKO |

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

B d:.fflculty when his benefa.ctor Genera.l KOBULOV together with the -

brother of General KOBULOV .was arrested with the BERIYA group 1;
early J’upe 1953. NOSENKO has durmg current interviews stated that he |
encountered no difficulties but is aware that the KOBULOV‘ eonnection
was discussea by-an officer.from the Personnel-Directory. with an -
oﬁiciel of the First Depa.rtmeln't. -Under other circumstances NOS_ENKO :

would very possibly have encountered difficulty; but, it should be noted

that the father of NOSENKO retained his position, that NOSENKO only

.met General KOBULOYV through his father, and that NOSENKO has stated

that although his father knew General KOBULOYV, his father could in no )

" way be considered a member of the BERIYA group.
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~ SECRET

'C. NOSENKO DID NOT SERVE IN THE AMERICAN EMBASSY

. SECTION THROUG‘HOUT- THE 1953 -.1955 PERIOD

AS HE CLAIMED
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C. NOSENKO did not serve in the American Embassy Section

throﬁghcﬁt the 1953 - 1955 period as he claimed. (Previous cbnclusion)

The above is conclusion "C' in the 'previousb summary. The_
éonclusion m this sunimafy is .tha.t NOSENKO was an officer of .the Firsf
Secticu"z (Amer:ic'an Embassjr Section), First Depa_rtmenf., %rom mid-March
1953 to late May '1'.955 when he was transferred to the Seventh Department,
SCD. | ..

This period of time has been covered in detail with NOSENKO.
during curre'nt interviews. The conclusion is that NOSENKO was an
officer in the First Section but was not a vé_z:y\efigctive officezl- and thé.t
both his work and behavior were decidedly influenced by the fact that he
was the son of the Minister of Shipbuildihg. NOSENKO is reluctant to
admit that he was ﬁther than slightly lackadaisical in his work du?ing
this period of time, but is 1;ot hesitant to admit that hié persona.i beA-
havior was such as to cause him to be removed as Secretary to the
Komsomol unit in 1954 and to cause an unsatisfactory “characterization”

SECRET C 6001140
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) to be préparéd in early 1955 which necessitated a decision as to whether
be would be fired from the KGB or transferred to some other component.

The influence of his family is quite appérent in the above since

“‘his father was advised of hi.s ;lifficulties in 1954 by an official of the

: K_GB and his m'othe_r inﬁér'ceded on his behalf in 1955 wAith the Chief of

' SCD. The result in 1955 Qas tha.t.NOSi:'}NK(S was'transferfed to the
Séventh Department al_ﬂ not fired ﬁ:om the KGB.

The question has been raised as to how NOSENKO could remain

- in the‘KGB when after 1954 he was not a membér of the Komsomol and-
was not eligible to become a cahdida:te for the Commurliist Party. This
is a valid question but a élausible explanation is again thé fact that he' was
the éon of 'the..then Minister of Shipbuilding.

NOSENKO has stated during p;t'ev_ibus and current interviews that
folio_wing his ehtry into the KGB and until circa mid~1954 he was respon-
s;ible for work against American correspondents in Mc;scow. He has not
claimed that he bad any successes and has stated that the work with news- -

paper correspondents already recruaited was being handled by other officers.

NOSENKO has explained that during this time he was a ''new officer, "
indicating he could hardly have been expected to act as an ;experienced
officer. His knowledge of correspondents in Moscow during this period

of time, together with his knowledge of other KGB officers and his

, 6001141
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information concerning his own agents is believed of sufficient weight
to accept the statement of NOSENKO that work against American cor~
respondents was hie aesignmeatfrom nti&-Ma.rcIt 1953 to mid-1;)54.

g From circa mt.d-1954 until h1s.vtransfer to the Seventh Depa.rt-‘v
ment in late May 1955 NOSENKO claims and has clauned he was an ;

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

- Military Attaches (Army) at the Umted States Embassy in Moscow. It |

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

of the Office of the Military Attache, but that the quality of his work

undoubtedly left much to be desired.

In circa mid-l954, 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. Uader these circumstances,
NOSENKO could be criticized as havirig been a very poor if not
undesirable KGB officer, but his knowledge of the First Section during

this period of time and his knowledge of the members of the Office of

3 o 5{36114‘2
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the Military Attache supports the claim of NOSENKO that he was an

" officer of the First Section with the indicated assignment as related
* by him.

NOSENKO has stated that the work against the Military

Attaches was not primai'ily directed toward development of recruitment
possibilities, but was directed toward control of the Military Attaches

o . on trips in order to prevent observation of sensitive areas, sensitive

4sites or sensitive activities in the USSR. . 'i‘his attitude by the KGB

would appear to be completely plausible and NCSENKO noted as
exceptional in this re garci the recruitment atterﬁpt agaihst Captain Waltexr
3 , o MULE. NOSENKOQO explained this exception as retaliation for approaches
to Soviets in the United States in that period.

NOSENKO has been criticized because he did not know all the
details concerning the Military Attaches which it was considered he
should have known if he had the specific responsibility for work against
the Military Attaches during the indicated period of time. It is sﬁbmitted

that this may be evidence of his failure to satisfactorily fulfill his

2 | 3001143
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NCIZNKO Las previously indicated and still indicates a definite
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ack of kimowledge concerning his assigned ..a*‘geus during approximaizly
farch - May 1955. This, according to NOSENKO, was when an un-

sausfactory "characterization' was being prepared on NOSENKO, a
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ecision was being made on his case, and a perlod of time in wkich he

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

¢

wadex aospizal care because of the possibility of recurrence ¢f his crevious
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Pages 84 - 87 of the previous summary suggest thar NCSEXNKT
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The effectiveness or non-effectiveness of NOSENKO dur:'ui‘g his
assignment to the First Section, First Department, from mid-March
1953 to la,te-M'ay 1955 can have little pertinency in the question of the

bona fides of NOSENKOvif it is accepted that he actually was an officer |

in the First Section during this period of time. It is felt that information
 furnished by NOSENKO in current interviews and in previous interviews
is of sufficient écope and detail that his claimed service as_é.n officer

in the First Section during this period of time is comple'tely acceptable,

C00i145
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SENIOR CASE OFFICER IN, NOR DEPUTY CHIEF OF,

THE SEVENTH DEPARTMENT AMERICAN-BRITISH

COMMONWEALTH SECTION
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D. During the period of 1955 - 1960, NOSENKO was neither a

senior case officer in, nor Deputy Chief of, the Seventh Department,

American-British Commonwealth Section.’ (Previous conclusion)

The above is conclusion ""D" in the previous summary. The
' ]

current conglusion is that NOSENKO was an officer in the Seventh

DepartmeAnt, SCD, irom late May 1955 to Decemb_er' 1959 and was

. Deputy Chief of the American-British Commonwealth Section, Seventh

Department from 1958 to December 1959,

Dur:i.ng cu.rrent interviews, NOSENKO has furnished extensive
information concerning his own activities in the Seventh Department
during the 1955-1959 period. Interviews of person‘s who. were the subject.
of KGB interest collatérally confirm that NOSENKO was 'personally :in- :
volved in certain claim'ed‘ activities during 1955 to December 1959,

These activities include among others the recruitment of‘:lﬁc;'gafdrBﬁRG‘I}-.
in June 1956, contact with[gi? /Aaliérir'LANE} and {A’r’thur BIRSE} in the

summer of 1957, the recruitment of(\é}isella H.AR.RIS\)ln 1958, the re-~

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

Q\\,"‘fvmr‘]'
~ Il
A FER U S
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William Stanley WILBY)in June 1959, the recruitment of David 'TAYLO’R?.
in the summer of 1959, the recruitment of{Gefard M}EIRTENS] in Juily.-
August 195§, and the recruitment of{rA;zigfgne FRIPPEﬁ}in 1959. The

foregoing is not a complete list of all cases in which NOSESNKO claims
personal involvement, but is represe_nt.ative of cases in which his éllegéd

participation has been confirmed by interviews with the .individual who
was the KGB target.
Sir Allen LANE, Arthur BIRSE, William Stasley WILBY, and

[David TAYLOR, were|British) citizens and the other above-named indi-
viduals weré{United Stai:es\‘; citizens. This would seer;x to éubstantiate
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 iﬁformation about
an operation againstiMaftin MALIA; an American tourist who was in
the Soviet Union from approximately Septembez; 1955 to December 1955;
fMALIA}haS not been interviewed and will not be interviewed, so at this
time no éarticular 1955. case in which NOSENKO claims involvement
or persénél M§w1edge has been substantiated by interview of the

individual involved,
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NOSENKO has furnished information on the travel of certain
United States Go{rernment officials," including Congresgéional represent~
atives to the USSR in 1955 - 1956; and the trip of Supreme Court Justice

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

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

.Seventh Department and work againét American-British Commonwealth

tourists during the late May 1955 - December 1959 period.

NOSENKO has stressed that when he transferred to the Seventh
Department, the Tourist Section had just been e-stabli{shed and an agent
network was not available for operations against American and British

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

USSR was jw t ina formative stage.

NOSENKO has spoken in detail about an a;gent.nétwo.rk he de-
veloped after 1955 which primarily consisted of Intourist i:ersonnel
and two homoéexual agents, "SHMELEV" and ”GRiGORIY” (KGB code
names), whbse extensive use in KGB operations has been conﬁrmed by
interviews with individuals who weré the subject of homdsexual com-
promise operations,

| The previous summary contained remarks on pages 101 -~ 150
in regard to the claime@ 1955 - 1959 Seventh Department service of

304150
NOSENKO. To comment on all the aspects mentioned in those fifty

(‘l 3'-3"3 Ty T e
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pages would be ;‘epetitious and in many instances superfluous. Itis
considered that even if the statements v&ere acéeptAed 1n toto, there".
w.ould still not be an adequate basis for a 'conclusiori that NOSENKO .-
was .not an officer in the claimed positioﬁé in the Seventh D'epa..rt;'nent

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

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

areas of information were accepted without qualification, there is any .

evidencé that NOSENKO was dispa;cched by the KGB._:' However, there
are ceri;.a.in assumptions and iﬂterpretations which ap;;ea.reci in the
previous surhmary"which are Pa.rticularl'y wor'ghy of c;mmvent and which
are considexl-ed e'rrqneous or require additional clariﬁcatii'on'.

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

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

intelligence officer respénsible for the identification of foreign agents
among tourists or for the development, recruitment, ‘and exploifa.tion )
of agents for the 'KGB. The Second Chief Directorate, KGB, and the
MVD have used homosexual and heterosexual compromise in numerous
known (and presumably unknown) successful recruitments egnd. 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 @@@i{{@ﬁpn
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considered with the deta.iledt‘ information NOSENKO has providedh on
Seventh Department personnel, activities, procedures:l, and tolpics.of
a similaxf nature is not considered to have.any foundation in fact. |
Page 145 o'f the above summary lists eleven oper’éti;ms which
were Sev'enth Department cases prior to 1960 and which Qer‘e included
in the notes furnished to CIA in 1964 by NOSENKO. The named operations'.h__

N

were those against {Bernard PECHTER, Patrick PRESSMAN, John RUFEJ .

‘Gerald SEVERN, Sofia SHATTAUER, (fnu) KARLOV, Norman FISK,)

‘Ralph MATLAW, Marvin KANTOR, Michael GINSBURG, and William

\TARASKA,. The criticism made in regard to the above eleven cases

was that NOSENKO could not describe the individual operations ’6ther

- than to say that he had recorded the name of the target and such details

as he could acquire when he reviewed the activities of the Sevehth Depart-
ment in 1962 following his return from the First Department,

The notes brought out by NOSENKO are considered in another

section of this summary, but it should be noted here that a full review

of all of the notes of NOSENKOQ currently available indicates that his
statements as to how and why he obtained the information in the notes

are completely plausible, A detailed explanation of the notes furnished

. by NOSENKO would almost necessitate a separate listing of the approxi-

mately 150 cases or names mentioned in the notes,
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During current inter.views, NOSENKO furnished specific
information on certain of the above eleven cases, inc}ud.ing i{William.‘j
{TARASKA, .Berna'rd PECHTER, Michael GINSBURG and John RUFEJ
It should also be ﬁoted that certain ofithe cases such as Majrvin KANTOR
and(\William TARASK&,‘ were cases in which the tourist was visiting
relatives in the Soviet Union and that NOSENKO has given a satisfactory N a
explanation of how he learnea of the KANTOR case. NOSENKO has, in
discussing his duties as Deputy Chief of the Americai'z}-;British ‘Common-
wealth Section, also explained that if a tourist indicated that he intended
to visit relatives in the USSR, the case automaticallf was.assighed toa
' group of officers i;n the Section who reported diréctly 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 "SHM.ELEV, "
two homosexué.l agents of NOSENKO previously' mentioned. NOSENKO
has explained thé.t "SHMELEV" and "GRIGORIY" had the assignment of
identifying Americaﬁ travelers with homosexual tendencies, that they
had contact with numerous Americans, and that they had homosexual
activity with individuals on whom they reported but on whom no overt

action was taken by the Seventh Department, In some cases the individual

v A D
HGRES

()
I
(e
X
[y
wed



14-00000

9

il

T
Y

CR

[

was 'not considered a worthwhile target and in others the information -
was just maintained for possible use at a later date iL the individual
returnedA to .the USSR.

NOSENKO has also explained how he learned of thef’:Patriclz}
”PRESSMAN; and iGera.ld SEVERN cases; and, the listing of the {So.fia;\j |
'SHATTAUER case in connection with the 1955 - 1959 period is in com-’ ‘.

plete error since page 427 of the previous summary contains information
from NOSENKO on ixer recruitment in 1962. During:.current interviews
the notes which NOSENKO brought out in 1964 have bgen discussed in
détail with NOSENKO. He has given a detailed explanatioﬁ of the ma'-terial,
- which he brought out and his explanatiog of all aspects is very convincing;

The :previ,ous summary (page 144) suggested that the involvement

of NOSENKO in certain cases being handled by other Sections in the
Seventh Department or by the KGB Directofate of Moscow was unusual,
An examination of the cited cases does not indicate that his participation

~ was unusual, but rather that his explanatipn of why he was involved is
logical and normal. No consideration was previously given to the English
language capability of NOSENKO or the fact that his own homos exual agents
were used in two of the four cited cases. |

The summary also noted that there was a question concerning

‘f' whethe'r{Gis ella HARRIS\]was necessarily a Seventh Department case,

goULis4
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This question seems quite superfluous since{HARRiS}was in the USSR-

- on a tourist visa and ''real" tourists are the responsibility of the Seventh .

Department. Departmental responsibility within the SCD for an indi-

- vidual traveling in the USSR is decided on the basis of how the individual

is traveling; i. e., whether on a t{ouris{t visa, as a member Qf a delegba.‘t‘ion," '
as the invitee of an orga.nization in the USSR, as 'é. former diplomat
stationed in Moscow, as a diplomat not pvreviouslytstationed in Moscow,
as a rﬁember of the Cultural Exchange program, aé a student attending
a university in the USSR, etc. \_There are also various other factors .
which affect the determination of which Department o; o;:éanizational
co.rnponént of the SCD has the responsibility for a tourist case. These
factors include w'hethei the individual is already susvpected of foreign
intelligen-ce connections and whether the indix}idual is a bﬁsinessman;

In addition, certain actual tourists in the USSR may never become the

résponsibility of the SCD if the individual is of specific interest to the

"FCD.

On pages 148 - 149, NOSENKO is criticized for not knowing at
least some of the substance of the information furnished by George
BLAKE in regard to the CIA-MI-6 program of utilizing touriét agents
in the USSR. This criticism completely ignored the :éact that NOSENKO

made several references in 1962 to the KGB having such information
(O01155
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although he did then and still suspects that William VASSALL was the

source. The references by NOSENKO to the KGB hav‘ing. such infor-
mation were not developed in 1962 or'later interrogations, and it was

ﬁot until current interviews that it was established that NOSENKO had
e o s ,

et s s v b st ——— et

actually seen excerpts of information pa_.»sA'_s;gai_ by George BLAKE,

e e T A .

According to N‘OSENKC-), -the iﬁform'ation §vhich was ob\'riously only
partial was furnished to the FCD by the SCD and could only have come
from an #gent. - | T | .

'Z‘I'.“he previous summary (page 149) ‘;.l.so notes that in.1961 CIA--
acquired a lengthy po Secret study oﬁ t}}é« subject of'!‘the u.se éf tourists-
by American Intelligencg for esp_ionagé and operational -su'pport in fhe

Soviet Union (document 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-

intelligence identified as American agents and ﬂoted that NOSENKO
claimed he wa; Deputy Chief of the American-British Commonwealth
Section in this period of time and thé;t he claimed the KGB idehtifiéd ,
no American Intelligence agents during this period of time. What later
is described as a claim by NOSENKO is neither an accurate reflectioﬁ

of what NOSENKO said prior to 1967 or has said since 1967,

6001156
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NOSENKO has never claimed to know all activities agam;t '
American travelers in the Soviet Union during 1958 - 1959. ManyA

of these travelers would have been the responsibility of a section in

- the Seventh Department, other than the American-British Common-

wealth Secﬁo‘n, or another Depa,rtmént in,the SCD. NOSENKO was

quite aware that certain of the American tourists in 1958 - 1959 were

" 'acting suspiciously from a KGB point of view,

'NOSENKO has stated he w.a.s' é.wa.re th;t a docéum.ent .whi..ch thé'
Sevénth Dei:'artm’ent had prepared axid furnished to the FCD in an effort
to obtain fgrtﬁe¥ éssis’tax.xce‘frbm tixe FCD in the woz:lk against' t'burists _
had been c;mpromised by GOLITSYN. NO-S’.ENKO' sfated he was not in.
the Seventh Deparﬁnent when the documént was prepared and did nc;t
review the documeni: until after thé defection of GOLITSYN and follow~
ing advice from the F'CD to the Seventh Department, SCD, that .the
document had been compromised. The document furnished by GOLITSYN
has never been reviewéd with NOSENKO to determine if it contained
additional 'informatio,n not in the document which he was aware had
been prepared by tﬁe Seventh Department for the ¥CD,

NOSENKO has been impugned on his apparent unfamiliarity with

a number of cases cited as examples in the document furnished by

GOLITSYN. In current interviews, however, the descriptic@&@i\wﬁNKO
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". assurance that this anomaly will ever be explained. All that

justifiably can be said at the present iime is that, even if the story .

. of NCSENKO is inaccurate, there is no evideniial reason why such

' inaccuracy should be interpreted as indicative of deception or dispatch,

or ior that matter as indicétive'that he was not Deputy Chief cf the

Ameriéé.n-:B ritish Commonwealth:Section of the Sevent: Department
" in 1958 - 1959; neither would. such an inaccuracy reflect on his claimed 3

se'_z"x;ice‘iﬁ 1962' - 1963 in the SeventhDepartment.

(004159
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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)

GROUP 1

=x 'ude, s3m astomatic} .
CRET e
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E.. NOSENKO was ne i her Deputy Chief of the Amezicar

n.mbassy Section nor a senior officer or su’pervisor in the Section

during the period of 1901 - 1962 (smc) (Previous conclusion)

- It is the conclt.sl.o*x of this surnmary oat \“'OSLN‘{O held uhe

position of Deputy Chief, First Section (A.me:cican Embassy Section‘,-,

SCD, from January 1960 - December 1951,
The claim of NOSENKO that he held 'the'above position in 1940

- 1961 has been the most difficult clalmesd_p_os,.tlon of NOSHNL{O to
. r—‘_\————'—-’——_—_—-——‘—

satlsLactorlly resolve and accept. Acceptance or nonacceptance of

e e s e T

his claim to have held this particular position is a cr1t1Ca1 factox i

a decision as to whether the remainder of his claimed XGB career

is valid. It is believed reasonable to presume that if NOSENKO was
Deputy Cule; of the A*ner:.ca.u-Br..lsa uommo*xwea.l“’ Section, Sevenih
Departmen‘c, prior to December 1959 in the absence of any indication

that he was demoted, he should have been at least a Deputy Chiei oi

Section during 1960 - 1961.
Position in the SCD, KG3, and throughout the XGB is important

from a monetary point of view as well as a prestige point of view. if
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NOSE NKO was only in the I'irst

B

Section as a Senior Case Officer in
1960 - 1961, this would have been a dem tion in position with resul‘cant
ioss oi both money and prestige. Ior this reason alone, hlS faxlure to

have held the position of Depuly u:ne,. in 1950 - 1961 womq raise con-

siderable doubt as to Wheme,. he held his claimed poSlth prior to 1960, .

as well as whether he held ﬁis claimed positions in 1962 - 1963,

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

According to NOSENKO, in the early 1960's there were only
appro;;imately fifteen Deputy Chiefs of Section in the entire SCD and
in certain departments none of the seciions nad a Deputy Chief of Section,
in addition, transier of a Deputy Chiei of Section was not always followed
by a replacement in kind, accoxrding to NOSENKQO who stated that he was
not réplaced by aﬁotue; Deputy Chief when hie transferred to the First

Section, First Depar*‘*ﬂent.

GO0446%
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According to NOSENKO, taere was not a job description for 2

—

De uty Chief of Section and the duties of the varticular Deputy Chief
. ) .

were in actuality what the Chief of Department and Chief of Section

oec1ded would be his assigned duties.
The previous suﬁzmary drew attention to an apparent conilict
between early statements of NOSENKO that he replaced no one when he

entered on duty in the First Section, First D-e- artment, and his subsequ
Y

'y

‘clalm that he replaced Mikhail BAKI VALOV a.a Depu;.y CnleJ. in the First

Section. Along with this he had first c_redi:ed KOVSHUK and various
other officers in the Séctipn wifh pre‘vious' resgponsib;lity onr ceriain
maiters wh'ich were assigned to him upoz;i his arrival there, then later
stated that 'BAKHVALOV had been re-spo_ns:'..ble for theée maditers. The'
previous summary noted that interrogétipn had nevei' re;olved these

contradictions.

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

Deputy Chief of Sectlo"z, the statements of NOSENXO on BAKHVALOV

T

and on the issue of who he, NOSENKO, did or did not replace are not
contradictory. There is no reason to question that BAKHIVALOV, with
whom NOSENKO, incidentally, did not overlap, was a Deputy Chief of
Section in the First Section before NOSENKO, ané that he was resvon-

sible for certain areas which later fell to NCSENKQO. On the othe:

¢UL163
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hand, according to NCSENKUO, the principal reason for his being'assignead

to the First Section was to concentirate on a new area of emphasis (code

~ clerks). There could of course have been no specific predecessor for
a substantively new area. Therefore, in one sense BAKHVALOV was

the predecessor of NGSENKO and in another sénse he was noit. The

interpretation of the various statements of NOSENKO on this issue as

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

all concerned,

" According to NOSENKQO, at tlie time of his transfer to the First

Section, First Department, in early 1960, he had not been told and for
a short period thereafter was not told what his actual duties would be.
KOVSHUK, Chief of the First Section, wanted to assign NCSENKO to

supervise the work against Service Attaches at the United States Tmbassy.
I \ g y

NOSENKO f{felt that the propos ed'aséignment by XKOVSHUK was iateanded

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

After a short period of time, NOCSENKO was informed by
GRIBANGV that he, NCSENKO, had been transierred to supervise the
work againsu code clerwxs (also code machine mechan cs) at the United

States Emuassy. GRIBANOV defined this work as bein
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importance, and the recruitment_ of codé clerké as'é pfio‘rity a.irr:of
the KGB. KLYPIN, who was Chief o,~ the First Departme“t 1a..,er re-
neated the above and a groun consisting of NOSENKO, Genna.diy I
GRYAZNOV and Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV was ;ormed with NOD'“‘\IKO
responaxble for supe;v:.smn of the work GRYAZ.’\JOV and KODOLAPOV

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

although both as Senior Caae Officers were of lesser rank than NOSENKC.
NOSL\I&{O does not claun that he ha.d to train eather o“‘cer or to mmu.,ely

'scrutinize e{rery action or proposed action of GRYAZNOV and KOSOLAPOV.

NOSENKO does claim he was responsible for supervision over their

Accordiﬁg to NOSENKO, GRIBANOV emphasized that work
against code ciérks' was to be. his primary work in the First Section
and that it would take pr ecedence over any other activity. Other than
work against cocde clerks, NOSENKO has generally déﬁned his respon-'
sibilities as follo\;vs:

(a) Respc;nsibility for file of (work against) Joan

ABIDIAN, Security Officer at United States Embassy.

(b) Responsibility for preliminary review of re-

ports irom OTU (KGR techanical unit) oi "take" from

——

microphones in the United States Zmbassy,

g004469
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(c) Responsibility for maintenance of the p‘nysicé.l
securit'y file on the United States Embassy.

I(d) Acting in place of Vladislav KQVSHUK, Chief,
_First Sectioﬁ, when KOVSH'JK was absent.

As can be see‘n from the a.bov‘e,:, the re_éponsi‘bilities of NCSENXO;
by his déﬁnition, which are bo_rrAze‘ ou;: by épecﬁic information furnisixe_d
by NOSENKO, would z;ot‘ coincide witﬁ the noz-'mal reSpbgsibilities of 2
Deputy Chief of Branch or Section iﬁ CIA. Amn an’a’iyst ¢an either ac;ept )
or réject the fheory tha;t théfé is ﬁeces sarily ah equation.be-tweén the

responsibilities of a Deputy Chief in CIA and the KGB, but if the analyst

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

Pages 151 - 261 of the previous summary i;onta.ined comments
and conclusions and sub-conclusions in regard to the claimed ée’rvice ,
of NOSENKO as Deputy Chief of First Section, First Departm ent, 1960'-
1961, The previous primary conclusion was that he was neither Deputy
Chief of the First (Am'erican Embassy)} Section nor a supervisor in that
section. The conclusion of this summary is that he was Deputy Chief |
and had supervisory responsﬁsilities for work againét code élerks. The

matter of the responsibility of NOSENKO for work against code cl

[¢)
L2}
v,
3
w

will be considered later, Comments will first be made on the respon-

sibilities listed in {a) ~ {(d) above,

o~
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Pages 205 - 222 of the previous summary contain a det.:a.iil"ed.
basis 'fcl»r the previous conclusion that NOSENKO was not the XGB case
i " officer for John ABIDIAN. The current conclusion is that he wés the
responsible case officer for ABIDIAN., Wheit‘ner‘ or not his work against
ABIDIAN compa.réd favorably with &pat is considered to be the MO ofA
a re;ponsible CIA case officer is’irfxmateria.l; what is'materiai is
whether NosENKo reas_onably fulfilled the requirements of the KGB'

for work against the particular target, John ABIDIAN. It is felt that

._ the answer to this is that NOSENKO did.

Acqording to NOSENKO, the wéz';k against ABIDIAN was in the
direction of determining if ABIDIAN would lead the KGB to "another
. POPOV, " and no consideration was given to active égent work agaiﬁst
ABIDIAN for éossible recruitment. This explanati.on by NOSENKO
appears reasonable and logical and his knowledge of AEIDI.AN and his
description of his work against ABIDIAN should be coﬁsidered only
within that framework,

Admittedly NOSENKO was unawa.fe of a considefable amount
of details regarding f.he background of ABiDIAN, but on the other hand
ii the statements of NOSENKO are accepted that the only aim of the
XGB was to see if coverage of ABIDIAN would lead to "ancther POPOV,”“

( it {ollows that such personalia information on ABIDIAN would have had

GOU11E7
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little material value for the SCD. Tre FCD had advised the SCD prlor

‘to the arrival of ABIDIAN'in_the USSR that ABIDIAN was considered to

be ”Amer*ca.“ Intelligence, " and in addition ABIDIAN assumed the
Security Officer position formerly held by Russel 1A. LAI\C-E LE,
who was known by the KGB to be CIA. No investigation by the SCD

was necessary to determine if ABIDIAN was ""American Intelligence™

~‘or not,

The previous summary, pages 213 - 216, contains som e quite
specific statements relative to ABIDIAN and a Soviet maid, a KGB
0peratidna1 contact a.céording to NOSENKO, which azfe erroneous.
This inva.liéé.tes one of the bases for the previous conclusion that
NOSEN KO was not the responsible case officer for ABIDIAN,

NOSENKO had previously stated that in circa October 1960 he

prepared an operational plan on ABIDIAN which included coxntinuation

of the placing of Metka on the clothing and eifects of ABIDIAN by his

maid who is mentioned above, Tatyana. FEDOROVICH. The statement )
is made in f:he summary that this could not' be true because FEDOROVICH
did not work part time for ABIDIAN until at least July 1961. ABIDIAN
has recently been reinterviewed concerning the above and the results
invalidate the previous conclusion that FEDOROVICH could nct nave

ireated the clo hing and efiects oi ABIDIAN with Metka priox to July 196i.

COL11Ed
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ABIDIAN has now stated that he arrived in Moscow a.n Mﬁ:rch“ .
1960 with the intention that he would no‘t émploy a Soviet ma‘id;“ ‘Aléplro;ci.-' |
mately three months later h‘is clqse association began with Myra -
KEMMER, a Deparitment of State_efnplpyee; this association Aéontinued : o
until she left Moscow in mid;1961.' ;gEMMER had Tatyana'rEbORoviCH_
as a maid and through mutuél agreement with KEI\/L;\/IER, FEDOROVICH

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

of 1960. From that time on,FEDOROVICH,' acg‘:ordin'gr to ABIDIAN, had

uncontrolled access to his living quarters since she had a key to permit

3

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

Union until after March 1961 and therefore in view of the above, there

ﬁw ‘o

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

e g _
——— e

-showed evidence of Metka, It is interestiny to note that NOSENKO in

June 1962 warned CIA about the KGB use of Metka for spoiting internal
I g

letter mailings by United States Embassy personnel,

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

responsibility of the Seventh Directorate which submitted repoxrts to the

goU1169
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Firsf Sectiop, First I?epartment. NOSENKO, as fhe responsibl%ca.s,e
ofﬁcei for ‘ABIDIAN,_ w?xs expected o review these reports and giv;e
any appropriate guidgnce or direcﬁon to the S.event’h D:irectorate, bﬁt
under the KGB orgnanization' he \x;oixld hot partici_ipate in the sur;reillance
.activitiés of the -Seventl;z Directorate. . NOSENKO stated that had vs'ux;—.
vei'l];ance,tl:r agent infof?nation discloéed axﬁy'pe-rsonAa_l wea.kn‘ess'e‘s bf.:
ABIDIAN, the KGB would have attempted to exploit _%.hem. No personal

weaknesses were disclosed, according to NOSENKO, and the pattern

of coverage to see if ABIDIAN would lead the KGB to "znother POPOVY

remained unc-ha,'nged.

Page.s 210 - 212 of the previous summary notes ;cha.t NOSIEN‘KO
was unaware of countries vi_si‘céd by ABIDIAN during trips outside the
USSR é.ndv that no effort was made by NOSENKO through the FCD to find
out such information., According to the prev;lous summary, NOSENKO
stated that the FCD "would not accept' such a reguest for "op'era.fional
action against an American diplomat coming from Moscow.' The
surveillancé which would have been required on the part of the ¥CD
to achieve any sort of reasonable coverage of ABIDIAN abroad would
certainly have placed a severe burden on the ¥CD. Further, NOSENKO
contends that the results which might reasonably bé expected would be

of little or no practical value to the SCD,

G000
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Pages. 216 ~ 221 of the previous summary contain a sumrha.ry -
on tae matier of the Pushikin Street dea&drop site which ;Tofrlmv ABIDIAN
visited on 30 December 1961. It should be notedAt.haf: a cﬁrrerﬁ: rev'ievs; ‘ |
of the 1964 - 1966 interrogations of NOéENKO on this me;t’c'er_ indicates
they were unable to clariiy 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 minimizing the areas of

~conilict or confusion, - It is apparent that NOSENKO was not in the First

Section, First Department, for anSr material period of timeA after

30 December 1961. It is also clear that he either r;ad the surveillance
report on the visit of ABI_DI.AN to the iPuvshkin Street deaddrop site or
was fully briefed on the details oif the visit. | NOSENKO insists. that ke

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

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

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

in connection with the visit support this claim. However, his consistent
inability on his own to approximate the date of the visit or reléi:eit to
his change of assignments raises a question regarding when he actually
read the report.

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

goo1i7l
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Geneva in mid-March 1962.

o Vi g A
Wed imam 2 e s e A

near the sife which was maintained for three months and that he was

mfor‘necx on a c.a,.ly basis of the results of this stake out (always

negativ e) To ta.ke this statement literally would raissa further problem

_since, in addition to his transfer from the First Department to the

Seventh Depaftment_aé of early January 1962, NOSENKO went to

It is conceivable that, as he himself now maintains, he.wa_s kept

‘advised of developments or nonaevelopmems following the visit of

ABIDIAN to the Pushkin Street bu;ldrw by Veniamin KOZLOV, a Chief
of Departmen‘c in the Seventh Directorate . who had _been rnown to
NOSENKO eince 1953, or Viadisiav KOVSHUXK or Gennadiy GRYAZNOV,
Chief and Deputy Chief respectively of tlhevf‘irst._Section, First Depart-
ment.  Even so, however, his failure to call our attention to this matter
in June 1962 would seem to require explanation, especially in view of
the fact that -he did warn us about the danger of obperational letter mail‘-‘
ings by ABIDIAN -~ a warning which would appear clearly to have been
derived from KGDB coverage of the activilies of ABIDIAN in the spring-
summer of 1961, |

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

any known or suspected intelligence activities of ABIDIAN.  Beyond

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

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

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

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

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

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

of the visit itself after his meet:".ngs with us in June 1962, It should be

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

3

case in the fall of 1962, the Pushkin Streect dea;ddroé ugdoubtedly béCame_ ‘
the subject of widesprea_d inte:;est within the KGB. |

vThat NOSENKO is .;.a.t a minimum still confused about ‘the visit
of ABIDIAN to the Pushkin Sf:;'eet deé.ddroé and its consequenées is clear
from thé record, While itv is entirely possible fhat NOSENKO has con}
sciously exaggefa‘ced hig involvement with the visit and its a.fterma’c’n,‘
it is also possible that the evident distortions of his accounts of the .
affair derive frorﬁ honest confusion.

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

ABIDIAN were for cover purposes and preceded his start of operational

Go01173d
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letter mailing, NOSENKO consistently relates, and has furnished

drawings which substantiate, that visits of ABIDIAN to a commission
shop, a next-door art shop, and a local post office in the area were
wnown to and considered suspicious by the KGB. The entrance to the

art shop, .according to NOSENKO,g_w_a}s s0 éituated as to be an ideal » :

place for picking up or placing a deaddfop; ‘and a mobile surv_éillance ‘.

was placed on the art shop for a period of time following the visit of

ABIDIAN. - Official records confirm the visits of ABIDIAN at the time

‘and to the buildings described by NOSENKO, - -

’

Pages 216 - 220 bf the ?revious éurmnary contain no refereinc‘ev
to the spec.ific s‘ca.t.em’ents of.NOSENKO relative to KGB iﬁtereét in tﬁe
visits of ABIDIAN to the:upper Gork_i_y St:;*eet area, It is also clear
from a review of certain transc;rip-ts‘ of ‘previbusv inteiro-gations that
no,differentiati?m was made concerning h.is"statements relative to XGB
coverage of the activ-ities' of ABIDIAN in the upper Gorkiy Street area.
circa March 1961 and his statements concerning his knowledze of the.
Pushkin Street deaddrop site after the visit of ABIDIAN to that site
(30 December 1961).

It is impossible at this time to state that a detailed cebriefing
oi NCSENKO concerning-ABIDI_AN prior to hostile interrogaticn would

have permitted the clarification of all issues including the above
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there is no doubt that the hostile m..e.uroora, tion has coafused matters to

e

‘ Jne po.L:c where co*np*ete clarification appears impossible. In any event,

-

one thing is clear -~ since he may well have transierred out of the First

_ Section, First Departmem, by 31 December 1961 and most cex tam;.y had

transferred by,early.b’anuary 1962, the fact that NOSENKO Las supplied

5confizs ed information regarding .’ch_e' Pushkin Street affair cannot be used

 to 1mpugn his clalm to having been case offlce.. for ABIDIAN irom earxly

1900 un..ll late .|.9ol Furtherniore, the fa.ct that NOSENKO is not able to

oroperly da...e the visit of ABIDIAN to Pus“.\ln Street, is in.no way indicative
- of KGB dispatch. I dispatched, NOSENXO presumably would have had the

-date right. E .

In re'gard to (b), the ;g'sponsibility of NOSEZNKO for preliminary re-

view of reports from OTU (""ecmncal Unit of XGB; of "fake' {rom micro-

. phones in the United States Embassy, the previous conclusion was that his

claim that he personally reviewed the KGB monitoring reports was not

sustained.

It is not felt that the previous conclusion made sufficient allow-

ance for the explanation of NOSENKO of what the responsibility actually

entailed. Information from microphones in the United States Embassy,

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

cepts were given to a designated oifficer for distribution to the appropriate

case officer, buu microphone reporis, {0 nrevent wide dissemination even
G(‘\ Biiﬁs

within the First Section, were brought daily to the Deputy Chief or iz his

absence to the Chiel and then were distributed to the individual responsible
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case oificer. In this way, according to NOSENKO, no one below the
rank of Deputy Chiei was aware oi the total microphone f'take" from

the United States Embassy as received by the section.

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

this was considered the most important by the XGB and OTU, NOSENKO

.

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

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

since this was the responsibility of a unit in t’qe office of the Chief, SCD.
NOSE\IKO has alSO stated that the output from certain of the
working microphones was ”dying” and that OTU in addition to having

reception difficulties was also havmd dnflcul ty obtaining a sufficient

number of qualified mo*’n..or-‘c;anslators. As a result, according to

A [

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

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

conversations in areas covered by active microphones would have been

o

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

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

TU and could not be furnished to the First Section. An officer of “ai

o
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on could listen to a paxiicular tape but he na.d to go to OTU
t0 Go so and as a result this was cone very inirequentiy.

t is believed that any presumptiion that the KGB recovered or
irans r:'.bed all conversations even in the thirteen areas listed by
NOSENKO as having active mic;ophones ;s not reasonable or even
realistic. It is al‘so unrealistic to presume that any conversafion'con-
ducted within reasonable distance of an active .microphone was not

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

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

1

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

one had a conversation in one of the rooms in which there was an active .

T

microphone and NOSENKO has claimed he reviewed the 'take" from
microphones in the United States Emﬁassy;

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

In regard to (c), the claim of NOSENKO that he was responsible

for maintenance oi the physical secuxrily {iie on the United States Embassy,
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it is not considered that mere is an adeguate basis for guestioning

this claim.

The prevmus Shmmqry contained a conclusion that the claim

of ’\IODE\IKO ’cha.t he was custodian oi tLe f_.maassy secur 1uy file was -

an invention. The basis for this conclusion was not then adeguate and

current interviews with I\OS"“N KO have furuher indicated that his claim

on this point should be accepted.

In regard to (d), the claim of NOSENKO that he acted in place

"of KOVSHUK, the Chief of Fi:st Section, when KOVSHUX was absent,

4

it is considéred that this claim is accepiaple p*ov iding it is not con-
verted into'a ;presumption that therefore NOSENKO knew everytaing
that KOVSI-}UK knew,

NOSENKO claims that he was not responsible for the direct
supervision of approximately two-thirds of the officers in the First
Section., These officefs normally reported directly to KOVSHUK al;xd

would only‘report to NOSENKO whea KOVSHUK was absent. As an

-example of this, NOSENZXO has shown a lack of detailed knowledge of

the work against diplomatic personnel in the United Staies Zmbassy.
He has stated he is sure he would have known of anythin

such as a recruitment or attempted recruitment, but he does not claim

to have reviewed all the reports of the various officers of the First

—
[7a]

\
[
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Section. His récognition of the names of individuals at the Unite:d
States Erhbassy in 1960‘— 1961 and even their assignments seems
adequate,.

The previous criticism that NOSENKO knew only the names
of most agents or operative donta.cts"\-gvho wére +;)a.r’c of the XGB network
among the indigenous employees of the American Embas sy, did not.

recognize their photographs, and did not give sufficient details con-

cefning their specific activiﬁes is consider_e;i_to be an unwarrénted

c~riticisrﬁ. ‘NOSENKO indicates that ;r ‘g'én‘eral t:’.aélha.:}dling. of agents

in the First Section was the re5ponsibi1i{y of individual case officers.

- - It is also apparent that the philosophy in the KGB was to maintain
a single handler-agent relationship as much as possible, and that respon-
sibility for an agent would not be_trénsferreé merély .beé#usé tl;xe agent
had access to a target who was the responsibility of a case officer other
than the handler of {he agent. This apparent philosophy is of particular
interest ?'.n connection with NQSENKO, who even ’cho;igh he was the case
officer responsible for ABIDIAN and together with KOSOLAPOV and -
GRYAZNOV worked actively against code clerks, did not have an agent
network which he specifically handled, Mere use of an agent for report-

ing on or a speciiic activity agaiast a particular target was normally

(004179
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not an adequaie reason to transier responsibility for the agent and it
appears the :{GB considers that the continuation of an established
handler-agent relationship has considerable merit, )

- NOSENKO, as previously indica &d , has stated that he had the
responsibility for work against ;ode ‘clerk's‘a.t the United States Embassy
during 1960 - 1961. Except for the ﬁ)eriod of time that he claims respon-
sibility for supervision of work ag.ainst‘t‘:.é Service Attaches in early
1960 he was, accordlno to LTOS“‘\KO responsible iof supervisi‘oni oi
the.work' of _Va.aixh _7A. TKOSO'LAPOV‘, Genn'adiy I. GRYAZNOV, Vladimir
DEMKIN and Yevgeniy GROMAKOVSKIY. -{4

GRYAZNOV and KOSOLAPOV worked only against code clerks
and thereiore were supervised soiely by NOSENKO, whereas DEMKIN
, )
and GROMAKOVSKIY, who handled indigenous agents in American
House, came under the supervi-sion‘ of NOSENKO only in those cases
where these agentis were directed against code clerks,
t is quite clear that the knowledge of \OS“"\'"O concexrning the

code clerks, code machine mechanics and pouch clerks who, accordiang

to NOSENKQO, were included in his tar

0

ets in 1960 - 1941, was much

greater than his knowledge of any other caitegory of American employees

[N

4

at toe United States Tmbassy during this period except for ABIDIAN



14-00000

The foliowing comments are concerned with several specific
cases in which, according to NOSENKQ, there was an approach by the
XG3, interesting information was developed, or in which at least a
considerabl_e amount oi speciﬁc work was carried out by NO_SENE{O,‘
KOSOLAPOV and GRYAZNOV. |

The first case, [James STORSBERG, is covered on pages 1566 -

177 of the previous summary. Little additionzal comment is considered

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

-reason to question the general story of NOSENXO ia regard to the KGB

effort against\STORSBERG.

t is recognized and mentioned elsewhere that N.OSENKO in 1962
exaggerated his personal involvement in the casé, .pa.rticularly Iin plgc-ng
himself as present with GRBANQV when the recruitment pitch was made
to{éToRsBéRd. NOSENKO has retracted this particular claim, but
there is no reason to doubt that he was engaged for approximately a year
in the planning ané activities which preceded tae unsuccessiul approach
to STORSBERGH

An issue was previously made over the timing of the approzach
to . STORSBERG! since STCXSBERG/dated this as October 1961, NCSENXO

- . 4 % - 3 / . . P r~ - - Y - -
has indicated about June 1901, and information from GOLITSYN, based

. - -, TT L 3 Vm AW A ey e ma e A oo L s Aed e s £
on'remarks by KOVSHUX to him, had been interpreted as indicating the
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NOSENKOQ, during current interviews, has given an acceptable

account of the(STORSBZRGjcase. IHe has stated that he cannot precisely

. - ' i ) . '
approach at the Moscow airport to James XEYSERS (June 16, 1961)

because otherwise no action would have been taken against KEYSERS,
’ - » ( . . N 3 . -
When recently reinterviewed, ! STORSBERG )continued to maintain

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

a

his description of collateral eventis makes it clear that the approach had-

’

to have taken place considerably earlier,

X

Vo \Joseph MORONE, another code clerk at the United States Embassy,

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

on the basis pf statements by(§TORSBERG> na... ORO’\’L}was present in
American House the nigh the approach. Analysis of the staterents
of ‘i,MORONE) clearly indicates that the events(STORSBERG ,“’d-escribes
coﬁld not ha#e taken place later than the period February to eaﬂy May
1961,

~ -

The best estimate possible at this time is that the approach to

;SLORSBER.G» occurred in March -~ April 1951, which is quite compatible
with the approximate dating oi the approach by NOSENXO. Ia the fzce

s PRI FP T -~ - oy Ty cas
of this aoproxunat*o“ of the date of the approach to|STORSBERG; it is

*0011@2
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GCOLITSYN in January 1961, as related vy GOLITSYN concerning

- 7 ews. T Ty X
ainst aymilitary code cler;;? in Moscow at th
end of 1960, referred to' STORSBZEIRG, and that KOVSHUK either was

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

~approach, or was prematurely claiming anticipated success.

Pages 178 - 181 of the previous summary contain information
in regard to the attempted defection operation against James XEVYSERS]

o

As of this time, it is considered that there are no discrepancies beiween

’

record information and information -f_rom NOSENKO whick in any way
reflect against NOSENKO. KEYSERS did not recognize a phétogré.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 theifKEYSERS‘}‘ caée as -
set forth in the previous summary waich require specifiic comment,

(2) The statement is made that no I{GB office;
directly connected with the case could regard{,KEYSERS}
as the replacement for CS;L"ORSBERG\} In facs, {KEYSVERS\_‘[

actually was being trained by'STORS2ZZRG/as a substitute
o : bngfondi = ?

not a replacement, even thouga kis

mary assignment

6001183
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was not that ol a code clerk. NCSENXKO has during

w

current interviews reiated how he received the impression’
from the OTU reports oi conversations picked up by the
microphone in the Military code room at the United States
Embassy that ,@{EYSERS\} either was not a code clerk or
had been away irom code work for a ;onsidera.ble period
of time. In any eveat, the impression of NOSENXO was
tha.t{S'I‘ORSBER(}:}’ was having 2 difficult time expiaining
the particular work to fKEYSERS\/ The observations of
NOSENKO are of interest since|{XZY ERS}act{;auy had
not ‘r:)een a code clerk but, as noted, wés being trained
by {S-TORSBERG] so that he could act as a substitute. Uader
the circumstances, it is considered:quite logical that the
KGB would assume at the time thathEYSERS) was to be the
eventual replacement of“;\STORSBE-RG/\.

(b} The pre-vious summary stated that, 'prior to his
departure irom Moscow, ’QKEYSER-S} acknowledged to his
supervisors (/;_Edlonel URBA@ his homosexual tendencies

and he adritted involvement in three homosexual incidents,

[

il at the American House' (page 179).

Gotile4d

N TR
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Contrary to:this assexrtion, a review oi the
official memorxandum, dated 16 Jane 1961, of[Cc}lonel}?
\.URB AN reflects ..hat[KEYSERS] was not informed by
\URBAN\/of the "alle'ga"cions of homose\ua“ty in order
not to aggravate the possibility of a _ragh act by him
While within the Soviet Uﬁion.‘"

(c) On page 230 of the previous summary, tae

statement is made that, "In the .single case in which 'he‘
/_R'OSENK(_)T/ asserted that he relied on information pro-

cured from microphones (KEYSERS] failure to report

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

While the official record shows that KEYSERS)

did incdeed report receipt of the defeciion letter to {Colonel
\URBAN;jin thé office of Colonel ﬁRBAN}, it should be noted
that this occurred less than one hour beforeZ R87 left
the Embassy for the airport. NOCSENKO has stated that in
the absencg of information to the contra::y_from microphone
and telephone taps, the KGB had concluded that' KEYSERS)
had not repbrted receipt of the de:’ecﬁtion letter and there-
fore had decided to approach) KE"S._.RS} at the airport., In

view of the short time bctwccnii{‘:“’ ERS] report of receipt
0 . 6001185
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nave been remarkaole if the XGE nad learaned thils in-

account of NOSENKXO in the|XK= YS. ZRS/ matter therefore
is considered completely credible.
Pages 181 - 184 of the previous summary contain information

in reéard tofMaé%ﬁhew,‘ZUJUS}, who succaaded "\James' STORSBERG}
.having arrived in Moscow in September 1961, GRYAZNOV was the
résponsible case oilicer I ,.or. UJ’US\ according to NOSENXO.

The previous sumrnary states {page 183) thath’JJ' US), during a
routine debriefing, confirmed an Embassy report that in the sumimer of
1962 he had been intimate with an Austirian woman, ”LILLI.AN, " wno.
visited _fhe American House With someone from the United Arab Republic. "
"LILLIAN" was interviewed by the American House manager and she
claimed to be from Vienna but traveling with her employer, a Czech.
Further inquiry revealed that no Austrian passport nad been issucd to
"LILLIAN, " and she was later asked fqr her passport. “LILLIAN"
replied that she had forgotten it, then left, and did not return.

The4previous summary stated that the above incident had been
described by NOSENXO but in connection with at‘:empﬁs to entrap Josepn

~N

MORONE|in 1

fa

960, not ZUJUS)in 1962.

(001186
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[‘~ N - . . . . . ' . . , .
MORONE; confn‘med that in early 16561 he had met a West German girl

Tt icea _”'

Papge 194 of the nrevious swumar elates information from
&

NOSEZNKO that GRYAZNOV went to Kast Berlin in early 1960 to obiain
t rman women who could be d against the residents of American
two Ge omen w g

House.’ Dpring current interviews, ‘this maiter has been again covered
with NO\SE‘NKO. Accordéing to NOSENKO{ GRYAZNOV arranged for.
these two women, agents of the Berlin KGB Residentura, to visit Moscow
under false documentation, one as a West German and th;—: other as an
Austrian, | NOSENKO further identified the "West German' ame*xt

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

N F AT AN T . - - . . '
“HAN\IA” ad met LMOROI\:E]at American House., In a recent interview,

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

-MORO\TE} therefore appear to substantiate the report of NOSENXO.

Concerning the agent documented as an Austrian, NOSENXQO re-
ported that she was queried about hexr passport at American House and
as a result the KGB returned her to East Germany without {further

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

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

-~ “

has never suggested any connection with! ZJ 7US), nor is there reason
to assume that he could be referring to the experience of{ZUJUS/since

this took place in the summer of 1962, aiter NOSENXO hnad leit the

American Embassy Section. _ Gaﬁiiﬁ?
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it was the conclusion of the previous summary that NOSENKO
dia not know enougzh about ZD" S\t ov uis background to have exercised
any supervision in the development oI ZLIJUSJ Granted that NCSENXO
did not know many details re d-.-«;,LZ U3TS, tae fact is that NOSENKO
leit the First Section, Fizst Departmen‘c, at the end of 1961 at waich
ime any supervisory functions of NOSENXO terminated. CZUJ'US} who
did not arrive in Moscow until September 1961, remained in Moscow
until January 1903, NOSEZNKOC could hardly be held responsible for |
knowing anything about! ZUJUS! af;cer 1 January 1962.

ages 185 ~ 189 of the previous summary contain a synopsis of

revious information from NOSA.\IKO in regard tol rliJ'ENNER:)

Basically, NOSENKO had reported that when the XGB learned that

‘:Paul JENNER;?, who was thought to be a coae clerk, was coming to
Mo scow through Helsinki, a plan was made to send Vadim V. KOSOLAPOV

to Helsinki to travel on the same train as JENNER) to Moscow. A iemale

v

agent of GRYAZNOV was to be placed on this train at Vyboxrg after the

train entered the USSR. The female agent was to became acquainted
: ’ bl ey - e . [ - N . : »
with{JENNER/as a part of a future operation against.JENNER)in Moscow,

and KXOSOLAPOV was also to become accuainted with( JTENNER).

NOSENKO has stated that the op ion was successful, that both
Be

cf

e acguaintance of (.: E\\TLR'

[}

KOSOLAPOV and ihe iemale agent mad

< S 28 - G001 188
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and that he, NOSENXKXO, read the report submitted by KOSOLAPOV on
the irip from hiclsinki to Moscow.

-

. Moscow, reporied that he was

e

/:TENNER/, after arriviag
approached on the train irom Helsinki by two young Russians, 'a boy
and a girl, probably university students, " who struck up a conversation.
According to JENNER; they both said that they might see{JENNER/in
Mosco§v. About three months later(jENNER) reported ‘;eing épproached
again by the séme girl, this time at t‘he Moscow airpor;‘: wherd he had
goné on courier business. There was 2 short conversation and she gave
fJ ENNER} a phone number, insisting that he call her .‘ The woman also
advisedi\JENNEi{‘{r not to.mention the 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 JENNER) at
the Moscow railroad station or airport when he went alone to meet
couriers,

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

university student,

o 6001189
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During current interviews, NOSZNKO has repeated the same

generzl story as regards Paul JENNER, He still insists that KOSCLAPOV

was on the same train with JENNER from Helsinki. Coilateral infor-
mation raises difficuities here, however: IFinnish {rain manifestis
indicate that\ JENNER was the only Moscow-bound passenger on the

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

KOLOSSOV (a name NOSENKO has idexntified 2

w

an alias used by
KOSOLAPOV) was on the 2 April 1960 train to Moscow. ‘
The above obvious discrepancy has not been and cannot be clari-

fied with available information. KOSOLAPOV (KOLOSSOV) was either

i . r P ' - . . . .
{ on the same train as . JENNER)or he was not.. Train manifests indicate

that KOSOLAPOYV was not., Nevertheliess, the 'boy and girl, probably
university students' who, according to('JE.\INER\; struck up a conver-
sation with him on the train would app'ea.r clearly to ’be part of the
operational effort described by NOSENKO, particularly in view of the
later approach of this same girl to {JENNER? at the airpoxrt. There is

no reason to question that this girl was the female agent of GRYAZNOV,
In viéw of the conflict between the train maniiest and statements by
NOSENKQO, however, it is not _clear'who the '"boy student' was: whether

this somehow was KOSOLAPOV, or whether it may have been some

other person entirely. v 00011(3
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It is not accepted that the train manifests are incontrovertible

evicence © KOSQOLARPQOV couid oot have peen on tae same train as

\a
r'f

{JENNER| Neither is it accepted that the train manifesis are in error. .

rere is just not a satisiactory answer for the indicated -"screpa*m}r

between the train maniiests and the statement of NOSENKO that

KOSOLAPOV and:! JL\\ER were on the same train., If indeed KOSOLAPOV

did not travel wita:JENNZIR, this does not establish anything more than

-

. . - . - - - o 1 4 L .
that NOSENKO is wrong; it is evidence that e cdoes not wnow something

=

he, as the supervisor of KOSOLAPOQV, should have’ xuown according to

his own statements.

{ Pages 190 - 192 contain a summary of previous irformation in

regard to theJohn GARLAND) case. GARLAND)was identified by

NOSENKO as a code clerk whom the KGB was studying, but on whom

no derogafory information was developed.. NOSENKO provided practically
no det.ails in regard'to(G‘kRLAN}j)dthe than to identify him as a code
cler’ft.

GOLITSYN nas reported on an iancident which it is considered
relates to the trip of(,GAR.LANDj?from Helsinki to Moscow on 16 November
1960. GOLITSYN reported that in November 1960 the Helsinki KGB
Residency received a cable from Moscow advising that an American

r

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

A | - pootist
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the responsible SCD case ofiicer, KOSCIAPOV, would be sent to Helsinki

under alias to strike up an acguaintance with the code clerk which the

SCD hoped to continue in Moscow. GOLITSYN talked to KOSCLAPOV

in Hélsj.nki at that time, and the Residency procured for KOSOLAPOV-

a place in the compartrﬁent of the Americap on the irain from Helsinki
to Méséow.

The previous'su‘;nma;y also stated ‘GO.L'ITSY-N nad advised ;cha.t
later in Helsinki he inguired of another SCD officer "from the Embés sy
Section' l(First Section, SCD) about the case on which he had zelped '
KOSOLAPOV. According to GOLITSYN, tae officer fzéfused to discuss
the case a.n_d ;he, GOLITSYN, concluded from this reaction thai it mu_st

have resulted in a successful recruitment.

It has been determined that GOLITSYN, in an interview with the

FBI on 20 March 1962, referred to the above "SCD officer from the

Embas sy Section;‘ as (fnu) ZENKIN of the American Department.
GOLITSYN also stated that the officer was in Helsinki under- the alias
of SERGEEV (SERGTEY EV), but was unable to furnish a {irst narie and
patronymic for SERGEYEV. GOLITSYN referred to (inu) ZENKIN as
Eeing from the American Départmenf, SCD.

It is copsidered tnat there is no doubt that the (inu) ZENXKIN
i

referred to by GOLITSY N is the individual of the same last name

32 ' go01192
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concerning wnom NCSENKO has furnished information. NOSENXO
o

has identiiied ZENXKIN (whose firsi name he does not recall but

ossibly is Yuriy) as an officer of the Second Section, First Devari-
y ? &

ment, SCD. According to NOSENKO, one gréup of the Second Section -
both before and after 1960 - 1961 was engaged in "operative games'
against American Intelligence and that ZENXIN was a member of this
group. NOSENXO has advised that Z_ENKiN traveled abroad in connection
with activities of the Second Section, but that he 'had no spec;_ific'knovs}ledge
regarding the activities of ZENKIN on these trips. NOSENXO has fur-

(]

nished some iragmentary information which he learned in regard to

ZENKIN and when the full name of SERGEYEV (ZEXNKIN) together wit

nis photograph is obtained, this fragmentary information irom NOSENKO
may prove quite useful.

As regérds the KOSOLAPOV-{C-ARLANDJmat@er and the opinion
expressed by GOLITSYN based on the refusal of ZENXKIN to discuss .the‘
case (GARLAND) that it must have resulted in a successiul recruitment,
there appears to be an inadequate basis for this presumption. According’
to NOSENKO, and there is no reason to disbelieve NOSENXKO on this
point, ZENKIN was in the Second Section, not the First Section, in

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

33 - 6001193
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Oificer. Since KOSOLAPOV was an officer of the First Section and
the work aga.-'ns‘.:féARLANb} was the responsibility of the First Section,
it does not appear that ZENKIN would necessarily have knownof any
developments in the KOSOLAPOV-“;GARI.AND\) matter.

The Finnish train manifest of 16 November 1960 for the Helsinki
to Moscow train lists John GARLAND” and Viktor KOLCSSOV (alias of
KOSOLAPOV) as passengers. .GARLAND, when interviewed m 1962 .‘
iollowing the lead from éOLITSYN, deried having met any Soviet with
ihe physical description of KOSOLAPCOV on the Helsinki-to-Moscow -
trip, and denied ever being approached by Soviet In‘;::elligence. Later
interviews by the FBI and a polygraph interview did not indicate that he
had ever met KOSOLAPOYV or that he had ever knowingly been contactéd
by any foreign intelligence agent.

It is accepted that KOSOLAPOV' went from Mbscow to Helsinki
in November 1960, that he talked with GOLITSYN there, and that he
was on the same train as{GARLAND}from Helsinki to Moscow. If? 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 nigh-level approval, according to NOSENKXQO. It does not
. YA
g001134
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matier that the individual has previously traveied on a similar ri;lission,
eacl‘ trip must have speciiic nigh-level approval. The red tape which
taus must inevitably have been involved in prepar ration ior such a'ir 1p
further supports the assumpulo that NOSENXO should have known about
the KOSOLAPOV-{GARLANﬁ)tr-;;.
The position taken by NOSENKO on this point is that he accepté
the statement by the interviewer that XKOSOLAPOV made such a trip,
but he says that he, NOSENKO, simply does not know any’chi.ﬁg‘ apbout
it. He adds only that had anything significant developed in the study
of GARLAND, he would have been aware of it.

( - NOSENKO, as supervisor of the group working against coce

clerks, should have known of any trip of KOSOLAPOV to Finland in

1960 or 1961. NOSENKO himself. was out of Moscow on a trip %."o Cuba
from 15 November i966 to circa 17 December 1960. The possibilit
exists that this could have accounted for his lack of knowledge of the
trip of KOSOLAPOV to Helsikai and return to Moscow on 16 November
1960. Howéver, NCSENKO has not attempted to ﬁse his Cuban trip as
a possible explanation for not knowing of the November KOSOLA?OV
-trip.
As with the|JENNER) KOSOLAPOV case, it is not possible at

this time to resolve the discrepancies pertairing ;r.o theiGARLAND/‘T

(. KOSOLAPOV trip. The fact that NCSENKOQO cdenies any knowlei Foos

35
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this operational activity of KOSOLAPOV is another apparent instance,
as in the {JENNER\]case, of his not" knowing something he, by his own
statements, should have known.

Viewed in the contéxt of the total kﬁowledge of NOSENKO of
operations against code clerks, however, nei.ther the problems in the
[JENNER' case nor those in thefGARLAND} case, .singly or comBined,
in any way represent conclusive evidence that NOSENKO was not 'super-
visor of KOSOLAPOV or that he was not responsible for the code clerk
operations described by NOSENKO, This statement, however, was not
substantiateld in the previous summarzy. {‘

Pages 193 - 199 of the previous summary contain an account of
KGB activity against code clerk:Joseph MORONE from various sources,
including ‘NOSENKO. NOSENKO first mentioned the case in 1l962.

According to NOSENKO, the responéibie case officer for work
against MORONE was KOSOLAPOV. When it was learned that MORONE]
and an Embassy colleague, a Marine guard by the name ofiﬁBEﬂ‘GGSﬁl‘ were
planaing a vacation trip to Warsaw, arvangements were made with the

UB (the Polish Securiiy Service) for a female Polish agent to come to

- N . - . /- T
Moscow and travel irom there to Warsaw on the same train as MOXRONE]

and\BEGGS.: The intent was for the agent, either on the train or sub-

(o o N
seguentiy in Warsaw, to meet and compromise MORONE sexually. She

(001186
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successiully accompiished this, but due to certain orob‘ ems in :{\..B UB

liaison relations, it was not possible for the KGB to exploit this dix ectly.
- ,'.I"ne previous summary stated that with respect to the female
UB agent, there was persuasive evidence that neither NOSENKO nor
KOSOLAPOYV played the roles in LheiMuR.O\‘ Elcase described by
NOSENKO. That surmamary cited the travel of NOSENXO to Cuba and
of KOSOLAPOV to Finland at approxiznafely the same time as t‘me\MORONE‘ '
tr‘ip to Warsa;w as evidence oi the impossibility of NOSEZNKO and

KOSOLAPOYV being involved personally in this part of tne\MO’»O $o)

case,

NOSENKO has stated that KOSOLAPOV met the Dolish female
o agent and made the arrangements to place her on the train to Wafsaw.
MORONE, and {BEGGS‘}\departed Moscow on 12 November 1960. It is not
known when XOSOLAPOYV leit Moscow for Helsinki, but ne was on the
16 November 1960 train manifest Vas departing Helsinki for Moscow.
NOSENKO departed Moscow on 15 November 1960 foxr Cuba. The
activities described by NOSENKO are therefore possible within -;Jne
“known time frame.

It is clear that NOCSENKO in 1962 exaggerated
in the! \AORO\]E) case, particularly when he stated that he, NuSa;'x&O,

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

to the technician personally, he may have read the report of the tech;xicia.n
after hé returned from Cuba,

The activities described by NOSENKO with regard to this matter
are accordingly possible within the known time frame. It is n6t con-
sidered that the retractions NG ENKO has made from his original
statements on this operation are of sufficient signifiéapce to materially

{ A ‘discredit him.

o Page 198 of the pfevious summary contains the statement that

SRR
f’\/LORONE,: when interviewed, denied ha.vi_ﬁg been intimate with Svetlana
IVANOVA, a KGB agent erﬁployed at the American House, NOSENKO
had stated that IVANOVA was instructed to report everything she saw
or heard cﬁncerning{»MORON-E; (page 194). The summary, however,
cited a number of reports that[MORONE}had been intimate with IVANCVA ‘
and with Ella UMANETS, also a KGB agent employec at the. American

House, and commented that NOSENKO therefore was apparently unaware

of the sexual involvement ofiMORONED with "IVANOVA's friends."

001138
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NOSENKQ, during current interviews, has indicated awareness

ofat least some involvement of IVANOVA with MORONE. He has fur-

nished information on a developing operation against Marine guard

\GARCIA (Anthony A. GARCIA) based on the involvement of GARCIA)

with IVANOVA. He has also stated fuhat the possibility was considered

of using IVANOVA agains‘.{MQRbNEf\‘.to ob-ta.in compromising photogra.phs.

This plan was seriously affected when it was learned from t;n '

militiaman/KGB guard at the United States Embassy that IVANOVA,

her girl friend, 'MORONE)and a Marine guard, possibly GARCIA)} had

been "in the city, " then returné&'to.the "flat" of one of the Marines

where the :girls spent the night. This apparently placed the reliability

of IVANOV.A. in questién in the eyes of the.F.irst Section. |
‘According to the previous summary, NOSENKO stated that Pietro

CECCHI, Italian cook at the American Embassy and agent of KOSOLAPOV,

. reported on Americans at the Embassy, but NOSENKO recalled nothing .

specific that CECCHI had reported about{MbRONE\.i The summary also
states that;MORONE\)was said by other American Embassy employees
to be a close friend of CECCHI and that{MORONE had admitted black
market money exchanges‘with ‘CECCHI..

During current interx/;iews, NOSENKO has stated that CECCHI

furnished 'pieces' of information concerning! MORONE, but he, NOSENKO,
& o ’

0004189
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knew of no black market involvement of M.ORONE with CECCHL:

- o)

NOSENKO has also indicated that the XGB sometimes suspected,

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

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

was aware that CECCZI 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 ZWANG)case below.
The comment was made in the previous summary that NOSENXQO

was unaware that MORONE/met some Soviet f{emales in the sprin

.
T g o1

1961 at the apartment of Sarwat el SHAZLY, an Egyptian-national KGB

( agent of the Sixth Department who was also reporting on Americans,

and was intimate with one in this apartment.

A review of oificial records indicates that ‘:MORONE} did repor
having met some Soviet girls at the apartment of Sarwat', but there is
no indication that he admitted or that anyone else has repofted that he
was intimate with any of them. The conclusion of the previous summary
in this regard 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,

( s0 GOU1200
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A iew comments are afpropriate concerning remarks in the
previousi summary on pages 199 - 204, Comments were made there
concerningfive code clerks, Maurice ZWANG, John TAYLOR, Fragi}{)
\DAY, Robert‘DWELLY and Joseph GAFFEY, and although it is not
specifically stated, the suggestion is apparent that the reporting of -

NOSE_NKO on these cases was considered evidence that NOSENKO was

. not supervisor of all KGB operations against code clerks. The follow-
ing observations may assist in placing these cases in their preper

- perspective:

(a) (Maurice zwANG - zwANc;}was i_dexftiﬁed by
NOSENKO as a code clerk who was‘ac-:*_tively "worked on'"
during 1960 - 1961. The previous summary suggested
that the knowledge of NOSENKO regarding KGB activity
against(ZWANG\f was -inadequate. E‘irst, reporting of
NOSENKO on{ZWANG contained no reference to the
relationship ofl ZWANG/ with his maid, whom NOSENKO
in another case has identified as a2 KXGB agent. Althdugh T
‘ ZYVANG? denied sexual relations with his maid, he did

admit to some intimacies with her in her apartment.

During polygraph exa.minationliZWANQ\l reacted when he

41 o 6004204
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responded in the negative to a question regarding sexual.
relations with his maid., The failure of NOSENKO to re-
port on this relationship can be ascribed to ignorance,

but also can be piausibly explained by fauli:y memory on
his part or failure on the part of the maid to report details

.

-of this relationship to the KGB.
Second, NOSENKO had not reported that [ZWANG)
was involved in the currency operations of Pietro CEZCCHI.

(A fact that previous summary implied he should have

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

ever, it appears that the dealings of ZWANG/were not

directly with CECCHI, but rather through other Embassy

employees, making it plausible that CECCHI was éither
unaware of.t‘ge involvem ent of(ZWANG}?or, as NOSENKO
hims elf statea he suspected, CECCHI did not report al
details of his currency opefations_ to his KG3B ha.ndier.

(b) {John TAYLOR)- NOSENKO identified TAYLOR

as{a State Department code clerkjand target of KOSOLAPOV.

The KGB was aware of the involvement of \ TAY LOR|with

his Soviet maid, but no attempt was made to recruit('IA_Y,LQl@

before his departure in early 1961 since to do so0 might

¢ - (001202
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endanger the plans for a recruitment approach to James:
f"STORSBERG:; wno had been under development for almost 3
a year and was considered more valuable,
The implication of the previous summaxy that
the explanation given by NOSENK_O was subject to question
failed to take into account the fact that although' STORSBERG
was not approached until aifter fhe departure of{_TAYLO]\R:;
the operation againstiSVTQRSvB'ERG\;was underway before
'TAYLOR) became involved with his maid. Further, it is
apparent that the KGB did not abandon interest in TAYLOR)
( B since he was approached at a later date outside the USSR

on the basis of his previous affair with his maid in Moscow.

(¢) (Frank DAY, - NOSENKO identified/ Frank DAY as
‘a State Department code clerk:)who was the target of either
KOSOLAPOV or GRYAZNOV. According to NOSENKO,
nothing "interesting'' was learned about iﬁDAY/\ and no oper-
ational measures were taken against{:DAY_'}. ‘The previous
summary noted that in July 1961, {DA‘E) traveled to the
Caucasus with his friend and{former overt CIA employee,
{Agricultural Attache G. Stanley BROWN. It was also

stated that the two were uncer surveillance by five persons

( | . . 00042C3
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at all times on the a..b.ove trip, that they fou*;ad a "repairman"
in their hotel room wiaen taey unexpectiedly returned, and
that on another occasion an 'attractive and available Soviet
female' was believed to have beea planted in theizr train
compartment,

According to NOSENKO, surveillance and any other‘ _
local coverage of any empioyee at the United States Embassy
who travels in the USSR is the responsibility of the locil
KGB organization, not the SCD. It would appeér that the
local organization was {rying to do a thoroﬁgﬁ job on(bAY}

( - and (BROWN‘_; but if. ;pparently was nonproductive, It does

not'seem justifiable to expect that NOSENKO should have

recalled a trip which produced no results.

(@) [Robert DWELLY| - NOSENKO has related in con-

siderable detail the efforts of NOSENKO, GRYAZNOV and
:: KOSOLAPOV to involve Robert DWELLY, a code cler’xﬁc} in
| Moscow from April 1959 ~ July 1960, in a homosexual com-~
promise operation. According to NOSENXO, a homo;c—;xua.l
agent of GRYAZNOV was of the opinion(DWELLYj?was a

homosexual.

001204
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There is no reason to doubt the statement of
NOSENKO concerning XGD efiorts to determine When
and where{DWELLY} was going ''into _the city" (Moscow)
so that a homosexual compromise situation c:-ould be
arranged. There were no specific developments from
their efforts, according to NOSENKO.

LDWELLY/ has categorically éenied being a homo-
sexual; NOSENKO has not said he was, but only that the
homosexual agent of GRYAZNOV assessengWEL_I;Y] as.

a homosexual. There does not appeaxr to be ;.ny reason

to consider the statements of NOSENKO about! DWELLY,

as reflecting adversely on NOSENKO.

(e) "Joseph GAFFEY - NOSENKO has identified
'Joseph GAFFEY/\ as a{codéﬁd'le.ricg The previous summary

noted that NOSENKOQO had stated the KGB had tried to lure

"rC":AFFEY‘f) into downtown Moscow, using Svetlana IVANOVA,

an agent of DEMKIN in the American House.
By way of comment, the previous summary stated-
that GAFFEY arrived in Moscow in September 1961 and
; : . - NG
that' Fred KADERA had reported that/ GAFFEY) had told him

he had been intimate with a Russian girl at the Arn?f@q@fzcs
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House., It was fuxrther noted ‘cha;;'.‘f(jrA.FFEY;<> was recailed:
from Moscow in the summer of 1902 because of drunken~
ness and during interview had admitted being intimate
with IVANOVA at the American House and at her apart-
ment and that she had claimed pregnancy.

As to whether t;ne a.‘.:;ove informa.tion raises a;.
question concerning NOSENKO, the following factors
should be considered: .

(1) NOSENKO has stated that during the
latter part of December 1961 he was par;: time
in the First Department and part time in the
Seventh Department, and that he reported f{ull
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 his room on 27 December
1961 and was also intimate with her later on three
occasions at her apartment. According toiGAFFE}Y?

IVANOVA told him of her pregnancy about i May

45
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1962, which is gpproximé.tely four months after
NOSENXO has; stated he iransierred io the Seventh
Department,

The matter of f'eview by NOSENKO of OTU repo.rtél irom mic’ro—.
phone coverage on tae United St;.tes Embgssy'r has previously been -
mentioned in this summary. Pages 226 - 236 of the pfevious summary
Vcor‘xtained a detailed account 6f information fro‘mvNOSENKO on the mattér
of microphones, countermeas_ures téken 4by the Americans in léé«“:; and
damage estimates prepared by the Americans, The previdus conclusion

~ was tixat his mformation.did not sustain his claim toﬁhave been D-_:-:pﬁty
Chief, Firét Section, or 'his claim that he personally reviewed the XGB
microphone monitoring reports. Comments ha.vevbeen made in this

summary in regard to this previous conclusion.

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

’
*

of the microphone matter. In the material brought out by NOSENKO i
1964, there was a single sheet of paper coantaining on one side hand-
written notes ﬁvhich NOSENKO .identiﬁed as a list of the active micro-
phones (those which wére being monitored) in the United States Embassy.
This list is given on page 227 of the previous summary and need not be
repeatéd here. The acquisition of this list by NOSENKO was character-
ized in the previous summary as singular'and it was stated that NOSENXO

go01207
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has never plausibly explained the circumstances which prompted his
retention of the list until 1964, when ‘he‘produced it'forA CIA in Geneva.
During current interviews, the matter of the above list has belen
covered in considerably greater detail Wiﬁh NOSENKO than had been.
done béfére. His explanation, both gf the circumstances which led to

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

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

~ judgment of the previous summary.

NOSENKO has stated that in 1960 ~ 1961 Viadimir I. PETROV,
Chief of the Second Section, First Department; desi;e‘d some "points"
for use against targets of his section. NOSENXO uses4the term ''point"
not as meaning just a microphone, but asl referring to an OTU sub-uﬁt
which includeg microphones as well as the necessary monitors and
translators to cover the microphohe and translate the "take.v” The
targets of PETROV were primarily Americans and, tlierefore, there
was a transcription-translation problem.

According to NOSENKO, most of the available ""points' were
assigned to the First Section to cover microphones in the United Siates
Embassy. The Chief of the First Department, Viadimir A. XLYPIN,
held a meeting attended by KLYPIN, Chief of the First Section Viadislav

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

5001208
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was to discuss the possibility of tempora.;rily discontinuing cextain
Embassy ''poinis' controlied by the First Section, and permitting
PETROV to use these ''points' against ta.rcretb of his section.

According to NOSENKO, PETROV brougit to the meeting a list
of names of certain targets to which he wished to give technical cover-

age. During the meeting, KOVSHUK apparenatly took a piece of paper = -~

which PETROV had and wrote on it a list of active microphones in t}:e
United States Embassy and residences. | When the meeting énd‘ed,
NOSENKO had this }-)'-aper andl he took it back to his office.

Contained on the reverse side of the paper were the following
names in Russian: (LUBIN, SMITH, Will BURTIN, and Sipe BURTIN,
The name A A, MIr.{I-iAYLOV was hsted next to the name of(LUBIN\

and the name of Y E., CHERNETSEV was listed next to the name of

|SMITH, NOSENKO has expla.ined that LUBIN, SMITH, Will BURTIN,

and{(Sipe BURTE\i}were among the targets of PETROV; and MIKHAYLOV
and CHERNETSEYV were officers of the Second Section.,

NOSENKO stated he knew nothing more about the four non-Soviet
names except that they were targets of PETROV. NOSEZNKO stated thét
he could not be positive of the date of the- meeting other than that it
occurred while KLYPIN was Chief of the First Depariment., (According

to NCSENKO, KLYPIN was succeeded by Sergey M. FEDOSEYEV as

vy e, ————
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Chief of the First Department in circa mid-~1961.) Research in.regar_d
to the four non-Soviet names leaves no doubt that{LUBiN is George/
{LUBIN; and that Will BURTIN and Sipe BURTINJare correct names,
with_i;Sipe being the wife of Wiil BURTINJ All three are American
citizens who were in the USSR circa_June 1961, (SMITH; at this time,
has stj.li not been identified. - : | : -
In view of the above, it has been possible to deduce the date
of the meeting called by KLYPIN as cix;ca J'p.ne 1961, .
According to NOSENKO, the piece of papexr described above
was placed by NOSENKO with other notes he kept beéween the pages

( of a bound volume which NOSENKO calls a "working copy. " Thié,

according to NOSENKO, was an accountable, régistered notebook

issued to all officers in wimich théy were si:.pposed to write aill their
notes, destroying any other notes,

According to NOSENKO, he, like many qther officers;_ did not
completely follow regulations and the tendency was to frequently put
loose notes in the notebook so that the notebook often acted as a iile
rather than being used in the way required by regulai:ions. NOSENKO
has gtated that when he left the First Section he took various notes | ‘

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

concerning certain First Section activities for use in briefing FEDCSEYZV

G0U1210
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when FEDOSEY EV succeeded XLYPIN, and noies he had prepared for
b

lectures to the Seventh Directorate. According to NOSENKO, he did

not intentionally take the particular paper pertaining to microphones;
it was just in the grotp'o'z"z;otes ne to’qualc_mg when he Wéné to the Seventh
Department,

In consideratibﬁ of the aBove. explanation by -NOSENKO, it shoula
be noted that he also brought with him in 1964 kis notes for the briefing

of FEDOSEYEV and certain notes he obviously had also prepared while

'in the First Section; e. g., his notes for a lecture to the Seventh

Directorate in regaxd to a '""mass surveillance'' on tli;e American
Embassy. ;

By.including a s;ection {pages 236 -. 239) on the knowledge of
NIOSENKO of the KGB cryptologic attack on United States Embaséy
communications, the previous summary implies that there is some
reason to question his information én this subject.

NOSENKO has asserted that thé KGB had never succeeded in
reading enciphered coinmunica‘cions of the Service At’cachés; however,
he said that the Eighfh Directorate (the unit of_ the KGB responsible for
communications intercept gnd cryptologic analysis) was reading some
United States Embassy traffic. While it is open to question to what
extent knowledge of succeéses of the Eighth Directorate would be known

cou1241
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to anyone in the First Section oi the Iirst Department, within the

scope plausibly available to NOSENKXO in his claimed position, there

- is no reason to question his statement.

In‘the'previo'us summary (pages 240 - 248), the failures or

successes of NOSENKO in identifying CIA officers are noted. With

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

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

to his claim, NOSENKO should have been aware that William N. VLORELLV N

_ was. CIA, but he hasnever identified MORELL as CIA. Surely KOVSHUK | A

knew MORELL was CIA but why NCSENKO is not aw'arg MORELL wé;s
Cla ‘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 iew remarks
are appropriate.

(a) NOSENKO has never indicated any knowledge

Paul GARBLER was CIA, and yet GARBLER was surely

known to the FCD as a CIA employee before going to

Moscow, It is presumed that the FCD furnisheé the SCD

at least basic information that Paul GARBLER was -

"American Intelligence.' GARBLZER, however, did not

g00121<
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arrive in Moscow until Noveraber 1961, only a month

before NOSENKO ieft the First Section for the Seventh

(b) The previous summary stated that according

to NOSENKO the KGB did not suspect that!Eugene]

MAHONEY was a CIA officer, yet he was a CIA officer.

It was also stated that{MAHONE){} reporied the presence
of intensive KGB surveillance while in Moscow irom
October 1960 to September 1961. The "intensive KGB
surveillance' is based on statements of {NLAHONEY) and
may possibly be more a reflection of‘his persohal concern
over surveillance rather than what Qas actually ha;ppening.

{c) s teve WASHENKO 'was corre‘ctly identiiied by
NOSENKO as CIA. Williamm HORBALY was CIA and
identified by NOSENKO as suspected of being a CIA officer
or cooptee,

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

George Payne WINTERS, Jr., has stated that

KOVSHUK warned WINTERS that BOWDEN was the "F3I

oificer" in the Embassy. The Cherepanov Papers indicate

0001243
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that the KGB had rsasons to considsr the activities of

BOWDEN with suspicion.

1t 1a not balieved that the listed fallures of NOSENKQ to identify
CIA officeza are of parucnlu significance in establhhing that he was
oz was not Dcputy Chisf oi the First Section. There ars too many nn--
known factors which wuuld need to be considered. Despits ouz assump-
tions a8 to what the KGB knows, it {3 poasible that {a) the KGB did mot *
kaow of the CIA affuhﬁon of these people. (b) the lniormation known
to the KGB was not avaikbh at the Sirat Section, First Departmaent,
lsvel, or (¢) information available to the Chief of tho First Ssction or
to a specilic cass officer was of no official concern to NOSENKO and

was not made avuilablé to him. The last of these poszibilitias is

. auggesteﬁ in spite of claims by NOSZINXO that he had to have known

whataver was known in tha Section regarding CIA tdentifications; a
propensity on the pazf of NOSENKO to exeggerate the area of his own
knowlsdgeability has becn seen slsewhere in this case. )

Pages 252 - 258 of tha previous summary contaia 2 report of
the 1960 trip of NOSENKO to Cuba and his 1961 trip to Bulgaria. With
zagard to the Cuda trip, éhero s coliateral svidence of his travel a»
desctribed by NOSENKO, and thers i3 no substantive reason to doubt

his account of idas actividles on this trip. The staternant was made in
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the previous summary that the travel of NOSENKO to Cuba in 1960
damaged his claim that he was supervising operations again.st Embassy
code clerks at the time. To accept the validity of this judgment is to
say that no supervisor in the SCD would be permitted to make a trip
abroad unrelé.ted to his supervisozry function, a judgment for which
there is no supporting evidence.

As regards the trip of NOSEﬁKO to Bulgaria in 1961, for which
there is no coliateral information, the previous summary conaluded
that his account of the trip was untrue and é.rgued that such a trip to
Bulgaria, if it did take place, at a time v%rhen he clai;'ned the operation

( against{rSA';I‘ORS'BER@was reaching a climax a.nd his subordinates were

""apparently planning to exploit {KEYSERS '/ newly~discovered vulnerability, "

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

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

Since no serious question has ever been raised concerning 1‘31,11@1‘31.'?{%”1‘33
. - (‘jbj.iv .
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of NOSENKO in Moscow at the iime this pitch was made, it would appear

that NOCSENKO was comparétively iree to go to Bulgaria bec_ause this
phase of.the {STORSBERG} operation had beenAcompleted.

As to the \KE‘ngRST case, there is no apparent problem since
it is clear that the approach to LKEYSE_R@ took Plaée aiter NCSENKO

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

potentially vulnerable, until just before the pitch was made,

In short, there is no reason to believe that the accbunts by
NOSENKO of his trips to Cuba and to Bulgaria are not essentially true,
or that .if tl.mey are frue they hecessarily refleét on his claim to having

been supervisor of code clerk operations,.
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- SECRET

F., NOSENKO's CLAIMS, 'I"HAT IN 1962 HE WAS CHIEF

OF THE AMERICAN-BRITISH COMMONWEALTH SECTION AND

WAS THEREAFTER A DEPUTY CHIEF OF THE SEVENTH

DEPARTMENT, ARE NOT CREDIBLE
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SECRET

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

American-British Commonwealth Section and was thereafter a

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

conclusion)

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

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

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

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

Vlad1m1r Dm1tr1y'ev1ch CHELNOKOV had offered NOSENKO the

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

-reass:.gnment of BALDIN to Germany at wh1ch time NOSENKO would
become a Deputy Chief, Seventh Departrnent replacmg BALDIN. The
above explanation Qf NOSENKO seems plausible and cr'édible and indi-
cat‘es that GRIBANQOYV, the Chief of the SCD, for reasons -best known té“ e
GRIBANov; was assisting NOSENKO in his career in the KGB.
This section actually covers two periods in the claimed career

Tof NOS-ENKO; namely, January - July 1962 as Chigf of the First Section,
and July _1962 - January 1964 as a Deputy Chief of the Seventh Depart-
ment, Since NOSENKO was in Geneva, Switzerland, from Ma.r‘ch to
Jung: 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

$001219
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( are discussed in the previous summary: the cases of (Wallace Everett
L‘JOHNSON', ‘William Carroll ‘J‘,O.NE\S,A Natalie BIENSTOCK, and Hofét’j
iBRAUNSr; Apparent conflicts between information frofn NOSENKO énd
information derived from subsequent interviews with these individuals |
were cited as evidence impugning NOSENKO. It is not believed that the
previous comments concerning these cases constitute any substantial
evidence that NOSENKO did not hold the claimed position of. Chief of the
First Seétion, Seventh Department, during January - July 1962, That
there were KGB operations against,JOHNSON, .TVC')NES, BIENSTC;CK a.nd)
'i BRAUNS\} has been confirmed thfough interviews by the FBI of all fouf |
individuals. : |

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

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

_disc;:epancies between what NOSENKO has said and wﬁat each 'mdividua.l_
stated when interviewed, but becaus e'they me;.y provide additional cla.ri-.
ﬁcé.tion. .

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

- gested that the short lapse of time indicated that the homosexual teﬁd-

encies of {JOHNSO@\vere known to the KGB prior to his arrival, contrary

@
(

to the statements of NOSENKO, NOSENKO during curé\e}zgfz,},t-gﬂviews
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has stated that the KGB learned of the homosexual tendencies ofUOHNSON;‘ :
Yoy cha.nce“- soon after his arrival, "SHMELEV" and "GRIGORIY., " two
homosexual agents of NOSENKO, were at th‘e time operating out of a room
“at the Metropol Hotel where(J OHNSON stayed. They met‘/JOHNSOl\g: there
and reported his apparent homosexual tendencies,
~In regard to the William Carroll JONES:" case, NOSENKO during
current interviews has furnished additional information on the KGB operation
against{;]',dlj]jEzS?, including the woman Iudmila BUGAYEVA who was recruited

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

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

with his claim to having been Chief of the First Section, Seventh Depa.rtment..
In regard to the Natalie BIENSTOCK case, NOSENKO did not claim
“%&‘R““*?“ﬁ to have been the responsible case officer but was able to provide enough
specific information concerning the case to bring about a confession ‘when
she was interviewed by the FBI, That he did not know all the details con-~
cerning the BIENSTOCK case couldibe explai.ned by his claim to have beenA
Chief of Section and not the case officer directly involved with the case.
In regard to the{ﬁorst ERAUNS} case, in the previous summary
the criticism was levied that NOSENKO did not know why{BRAUNS‘:visited
the USSR and was not able to identify any Soviet c;itizens whom‘v_'jBRAUiNxS,\,’

met in the USSR. It was also stated that NOSENKO had explained that

{ - 4 L 00012231
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the Seventh Department was not concerned with foreigners visiting
relatives in the USSR nor with Soviet expatriates.,. NOSENKO, accoxrd~ -
ing to the previous summary, was aware that(BAR;AUNS} was a former
Soviet citizen and the swmmary .state.d that his plan to visit relatives
was information available to the KGB through his visa application.

In regard to the state:ment that the Seventh Department was not
concerned with fo?eigners visitj.ng ;relatives in the USSR nox wifh Soviet

expatriates, this is not in agreement with current information from

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

sibility of the Seventh Department, could become the responsibility of

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

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

responsibility of the Seventh Department. The fact that(B/RA_UN@ was a
former Soviet citizen could very well have made fBRAUNS? of interlest to

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

the SCD, However, in the absence of an actual reassignment by higher
authority, the case would remain the responsibility of the Seventh Depart= |
ment since BRAUNS)was visiting the Soviet Union on a tourist visa.. The

previous summary also indicated that BRAUNS listed on his visa appli-

cation that he planned to visit relatives in Leningrad. ‘BRAUNS had a
* By 1962 there had been a large reorganization in the SCD and in the
. ' 3D
Seventh Depariment., The situation was not the same Qgglwséz

5
QLD

-t

i



14-00000

.
@ s tmg s 4 W

( relative or relatives in Leningrad. AlthoughQBRAUNS//, when interviewed by
the FBI, mentioned a number of items of which the KGB was aware éoncern..
ing his background and occupation irom his visa application, thére is no )
specific reference in ‘;hese interviews indicating his statement of purpose
in visiting the USSR.

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

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

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

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

in 1962 and not to supervise ARTEMOV,

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

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

@ American Intelligence recruited in London in 1960 or 1961 and that the
6001223
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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 knov? when the BELITSKIY operation started
(Brussels, Belgium, 195‘8), did not know_the nature of the Bzfitish |
involvement, did not kﬁow the 'opera.tion.a'.lldeta.ils and conﬁa.ct arrange=-
ments BELITSKIY had with CIA, aﬁq did not know BELITSKIY's patten;
of activity in Moscow or Geneva. “
NOSENKO auring current inferviews has indica.tea 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 Intelli.gen.ce in
contacts with BELITSKIY within the USSR. The latter was considereé
completely inconsistent wifh the fact that BELITSKIY \%ras 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 foxr conta.ct. outside the USSR.

There are at this time sufficient unresoived iquestions 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, ,.On .
B0U1224
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the other hand, there is some reason to believe NOSENKO has
furnished the actual KGB version of the BELITSKIY case and that the
.KGB, at least as of 1962, di& not know the true story of the relation-
ship of BELITSKIY with CIA, There is a distinct possibility the
KGB' believed the BELITSKIY reéruitment occurred in 1961 in London
and BELITSKIY did not then nor has he since admitted to the KGB

- his association with CIA actually started in 1958 in Brussels, Belgium.

‘Asa i)ossible reason why BELITSKIY would have told the KGB in
1961 a partial story of hié contact with American Intelligence, some
at present unknov&n event m'a.y hé.ve occurred in 1961 which ca.ﬁsed .

BELITSKIY to believe his security was endangered and as a result
he told the KGB .of certain events in Liondon in 1961, relating these.
events a; being the original approach to BELITSKIY by CIA.
| The following.are certain of the ppints which suggest the KGB
actually considered that BELITSKIY was recruited by CIA i‘n London
in 1961 and that BELITSKIY may have never told the KGB of the
developments in his case prior to 1961:
K (a) BELITSKIY was in London in April 1960 at which
‘time he was in conta.c;t 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
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George BLAK.E. | (It seems highly mlikely the KGB would -
eve1: have directed BELITSKIY to furnish information which
may have been a lead to George BLAKE, or at leés.t could
have caused the employees of the unit in which BLAKE was ‘
employe.ci from June 1959 to 'Au'gust 1.966 to come under
sﬁspicion as having passed infoi'matioxi- to Sbvietlﬁtelligence.)
(b) NOSENKO has stated that BELITSKIY, after he went
to Geneva in 1962, managed to reinitiate ‘conta.ct with CIA
rather quickly because he met a girl he had pr évioqslf known
whom he was sure was an Axnericar.x Intell.igencﬁe agent and
that she must have reported his presence in Geneva to American
Irﬁelligence. (If the BEL;ITSKIY cé.sg had been controlled by the
KGB from its inception in 1958, the KGB would have knowh of
the internal mailings to BELITSKIY and the fact that BELITSK];Y
had a cover address outside the Soviet Union through which to
initiate contact., However, if BELITSKIY did not tell the KGB
anythiné about his contacts with CIA prior to 1961 and then
gave only a ‘partial. story of what happened in Liondon in 1961,
BELITSKIY would not have told the KGB of the internal mail-
ings to BELITSKIY in the USSR or the fact that he long had

a cover address outside the USSR. BELITSKIY therefore
{OU1226
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TELU P
would not have told the KXG3 how he actuzally mzde contact
C : Y < }

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

for American Intelligence and it was through this woman -

-

~ American Intelligence became aware BELITSXIY was in -

© Geneva.)

+ {c) BELITSKIY in 1962 ian Geneva agreed to meat
within the USSR an individual representing CIA, However,

his agreement was only under certain stipulated coaditions,

the most interesting of whick was that the individual must

.be unwitting of the true nature of the relationship of

BELITSKIY with CIA. In addition, any'messa.'ge to
BELITSKIY or an&r individual who mef BELITSKIY fnuét
make no reference to any previous meeting of BELITSKIY
with .CI.A.

The ébove conditions are quite explé.inable if
BDELITSXIY had not been uader XG3 control between 1958
and 1961 and in '1961 gave the XGB only a partial story of

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

BELITSKIY case cannot at present be considered as a reflection against

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

know the true facts of the BELITSKIY case.

The previous sAumr.nary noted on page ];06 that Na.ta.liyé SHULGINA
was an Intourist interpreter recruited by NOSENKO in 1955, It also |
noted that NOSENKd had stated Boris BELITSKIY "reported to the KGB |
that CIA had warned BELITSKIY against SHULGINA. " fTh.e»previou.s_
summary stated BELITSKIY report;ad to CIA that SHULGiNA was é. KGB
agent and ""CIA did not warn BELITSKIY, " | |

There appears to be no doubt at this time that the statement: by
NOSENKO that BELITSKIY reported the '""CIA had warned BELITSKIY
against SHULGINA, " is a reasonably accurate description of what actualy
happened in May 1962 duriz;xg Agency contacts with BELITSKIY in Geneva.
The record reflects thé.t BELITSKIY stated SHULGINA had confidentia.ll&
told hi.m of her status as a KGB agent, stating sh¢ had been doubled by
the KGB after having been forcibly recruited by American Intelligence

while previously in Paris, France.

(301228
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It was determined there was no collateral information which
'would indicate tilat the statementiby SHULGINA had any factual basis
and BELITSK[Y was warﬁed SHULGINA may have been acting on behalf
of the KGB in stating to BELITSKIY she had been "forcibl&r recruited by
American Inteiligence" at a previoué date. It was also suggested to
BELITSKIY that he should go to the KGiB as a loya.i Soviet citizen and
report the apparent indiscretiop of SHULGINA.,

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

the BELITSKIY case, made reference to Vladimir Lvovich ARTEMOV.

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

" was actually in thevSeventh Department in 1958 - 1959 and that NOSENKO
was not even aware ARTEMOV was in the Seventh Department. .NOSENKO |
has consistently stated that ARTEMOV was assigned to the First Section,.
First Depar’crﬁent, from the time he entered into the KGB in approxi-
mately 1957,

12 | 6001229
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A closer examination of the cases described in the previous
summary as '""CIA American fourist agents, ' reveals there is no con-
flict in the involvement of ARTEMOYV in these ca-seé and the statement
by NOSENKO that ARTEMOV was with the First Section, First Depart- |
ment., As an example, one of the cases is the case ofrEdwarndGOWA_l}}/.
'NO._SENKO has furnished information concerning this case, stating it was
originally a Seventh Department case and that after the mailing of a letter
by fhe individual in Minsk, ;che case was immediately taken over by the
First Depaz;trnent. There is adequate reason to believe ARTEMOYV only
became involved after the case was transferred to the First Department.

Anothe;- of the cases involved the contact of AﬁT_EMov with(a CIA

(,:officer th was under Diepartment of State cover in'Helsinki, Firila.hd;

and visited the USSR on a tourist visa. Such an individual would under
no circumstances be considered a true tourist or the responsibility of
fhe Seventh Department, particularly since apparentlf the individual was
even tfaveling 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-
Allikely that the FCD would request the Seventh Department for as sisténc'e

in a case involving an American diplomat,

004230
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Pages 332 - 333 of the previous summary contain the basis

for the previous conclusion that the claim of NOSENKO that he was a \/

Deputy Chief of the Seventa Department from J’uiy 1962 to ';]'anuary
1963 was not credible, It is' considered that a.A detailed rebuttal is
not necessary since this conclusion was apparently based on inadequate
information. .Dt_n:i‘.ng current interw‘/iéws., NOSENKO has fﬁrnished

details concerning his duties and other aspects of his claimed position

which substantiate his claim to having been a Deputy Chief of the
Seventh Departr;zent from July 1962 to January 1964.

An example in support of the statement that the previous conclu~
sion was based on inadequate information is the matter of the written
notes which NOSENKO brought out and furnished to CIA in early 1964,
The description of these notes on page 319 §f the lprevious summary is
inadequate, inaccurate, and misleading. -Prior to current interviews,
an cifort had not been made to obtain from NOSENKQO a detailed explan=~
ation of his notes or of how he obtained the information in the no‘ceé.

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

First Department, in 1960 - 1961, 001231
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Primarily the notes of NOSENKO can be cateéorized as
. follows: |
(2)- Short case summaries by the Chiefs of the

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

NOSENKO, the order from BOBKOV was to only retain the

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

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

Many of the above cases had previously beeﬁ trans-

N

ferred to the FCD, but the remarks of NOSENKO about themoiggz
15
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inclusion support his statement fhat he had expanded
the original requesf. from BOBKOV so that he would have
some ''pieces of information to give CIA."

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

Department, to which NOSENKO had access on at least two

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

sufficient to refresh the memory of NOSENKO at a later

date and yet were somewhat innocuous to maintain before

~ his defection,

(c) Notes for lectures to officers of the Seventh Directorate
prepared while with the First Dei:artinent, 1960 - 1961, and
the Seventh Department, 1962 - 1963,

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

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

of the KGB which was reviewing the activities of the Seventh

0004233
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Department. According to NOSENKO, the prepared

réport was never typed as a formal doqurﬂent. -

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 i:his material suggests that NOSENKO was using e#treme cé.fe in
collecting materia} and was npt atfemp-ting 1';0 obtain documents, -tllze
possession of which might' be incriminating or which if he had brought |
out would have been immediately missed. Instead, he collected a con-

siderable amount of valuable information which he could bring out with

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

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

The previous summary stated that NOSENKO brought three KGB
documents to Geneva, These were typed papers but noﬁe'was registered
or actually a.ccounta.ble.‘ The reference to three documents was to:

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

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

submitting in handwriting as the others did.

001234
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(c) A second copy of a summary on a KGB agent,

NOSENKO stated that there were two copies in the file

kept by the Chief which he reviewed and that he kept one,

Of interest is the fact that the copy was not a registered

document and did not contain the usual information as to

v

- jmx‘nber of copies typed.

18
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G. NOSENKO HAS NO VALID CLAIM TO CERTAINTY THAT

THE KGB RECRUITED NO AMERICAN EMBASSY

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

recruited no American Embassy personnel betWeen 1953 and his

-

defectioh in 1964. (Previous conclusion)

The conclusion in this summary is that NOSENKO is of the
opinion that there were no KGB ‘zecruitments of United Sté.tes Emba.s‘sy'
personnel in Moscow between 1953 and December 1963 with the éxception |
of ';ANDREY" (Dayle Wallis SMITH) and Herbert' HOWARD), who actually
w#s a USIA) emﬁloyee but did work part of the timé in the Embas 8Y. |

The question here is whether or not the e{xpresAsed opinion of
NOSENKO is sufficiently based on actual knowledge so that this opinion"
can be a.ccept‘:ed as absolute evidence that there were no other KGB |
fécruitments of Embassy personnel during this period of time. The
only logical conclusion is that the opinion of NOSENKO cannot be
accepted as absolute fact and, j:herefdre, there is a possibility that
a recruitment could have occurred an;i NOSENKO not be aware in a.nf '
way of the recruitment. AThis should in no way be interpx;eted as a
suggestion that NOSENKO could be lying, but rather that an unbiased
observer withoﬁt personal knowledge couid and should be hesitant to
accept the expressed opinioﬁ of NOSENKO in this particular area.

The actual basis for the stated opinion o£ NOSEI\{I:)I%}%?‘?W be

examined and can be cited as follows.

GRUG? 1
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(2) During March 1953 ~late May 1955 NOSENKO

- was a case officer in the First Section, First Department,

SCD. NOSENKO does not claim that he would have known

the details concerning any recruitments (othex than

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

* he would have heard '*'som'ethin'g. "

(b) ” During late May 1955 to December 1959 NOSENKO :
was in thé Seventh Depar~tment, not the First Department, |
but con‘cinﬁed 't;) hé.ye contact with certain officers in the
11.7;1'.rs1: Section, First Depa.ftmgnt_. NOSENKO is of the
opinion that if there had been a reqruitment in the United -
States Embassy during this period he would have heard
"sométhing"‘ even though he would probably have learned
few.deta.ils.

(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 ié sure he would, during
1960-1961, have heard or learned some details of thy 34238

case or cases, There is merit to this contention by

2
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NOSENKO since the Chief of Section was Vladislav
KOVSHUK who had been an officer of the First Depart~
ment since 1953, actually working in the First Section
except for the periods of ti.me. that he was in the' United
Sta.tes. to reactivate "TANDREY" in 1957-1958 and a
period of time that he was Deputy Chief of the First
Depé.rtrnent.. ’ |

(d) During 1962-1963 NOSENKO was again in the
Seventh Depart;ment. .Howevér, he contin:ued to ma;'.htain
contact with certain officers of the First $ectioz';, First , |
Department: in éarticular, Gennadi.y I. GRYAZNOV,
who succeeded NOSENKO as Deputy Chief of the First.
éectio'n, then became Chief of Section, and in the latter
part of 1963 became a Deputy Chie.f of the First Department. |

Accordiné to NOSENKO his relationship with

GRYAZNOV was sufficiently close during 1962 -1963 that |
he is sure GRYAZNOV would have furnished NOSENKO
some information in regard to any successful recruitments
of United States Embassy personnel. NOSENKO pointed
out that he learned of the existence of the: I;Ierbe‘:ét' HOWARQ}
case from GRYAZNOYV in 1962, although it was not until

1963 that NOSENKO heard the name. NOSENKO actually

6001239
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o learned of the name when the Fh'st Secﬁon. Firat '
A Depa.rtment, needed the services of t!:e Seventh '
Department (Thxrd Section) in obtaining a room in a |

certain hotel for the Soviet girl friend of HOWARD,

: NOSENKO. However, h view Of ﬂw dtad acmal basia for tha oprin(on R

: of NOSENKO, accephnca of tha cpinion oi NOSENKO as being an }
honaat opinion ahonld not ba converted into a statament tha: it is '
absolute proof tba.t aaother recrnitmea: conld not hava occurrad.

. NOSENKO may be compleﬁaly co':rect in his opinion. _but sinca .-_

' NOSENKO was only in the Fixst Dapartment 1953 1955 a.nd 1960 b 1961
his opuxion that he would have heard “something” abont a. recruitxnant

{ tal9ss- 1959 or 1962 - 1963 cannot he accepted as mfa!lible. o

6001240
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ANNEX

The previous suxhrhary contained an Annex "A" and an Aiméx' :

E "B' covering 4pages 316 - 435. Limited comments concderning Annex

"A, M Statements of Soviet Officials About NOSENKQ, and Annex "B, !

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

*

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

Cherepanov Papers, "

Attachments:
Annex A
Annex B
Annex C

o 6001242




14-00000




14-00000

|- .
B SECRET
ANNEX B - SUM&LAR:;:ES OF CA.SES. NOT
.EXAMINED IN TEXT
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ANNEX B

SUMMARIES OF CASES NOT EXAMINED IN TEXT

Pages 399 - 435 of the previous summary contain summaries

on the cases of 49/ Americans who, according to information from .

NOSENKO, were of XGB interest, were approached by the KGB, or

were actually recruited by the KGB, It was stated that these cases

did not clearly relate to the specific KXGB positions held at particular
times by NOSENKO and thus could not be usefully employed in examining
his claimed KGB service. Tke sourcing of these cases has been explored

in detail during the current interviews witah NOSENKQ, and it is now

 possible to establish a certain relationship between these cases and

certain claimed positions of NOSENKO in the XG3,
It is the conclusion of this summaxry that any group of 49 cases,
as well as all other cases concerning which NCSENKO kas furnished

j- .
information, must be fully considered, not necessarily for the importance

or .unimportance of the information, but to determine how NOSENXC
claimed to have learned of the case and whether his statemenis con-
c‘erninvg each identified caSe are supported by collateral informa‘cic;n.
These factors are important in assessing the overall validity of infor-
mation from NOSENKO as well as being supporting evizd8dalstdis

claimed positions in the KGB.
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To comment speci_ﬁéally on each of the 49| cases would require ‘
a very lengthy paper. Current interviews have developed pertinent
additional information from NOSENKO in approximately '40)0f the 49
cases, Of even more significance is the fact that NOSENXO has
logically sourced his information in all except perhapsifour cases.
The indicated inability of NOSENKO to‘.completely source a11[49§ of

the cases is not considered significant, particularly since kis having

knowledge of all the cases is quite compatible with his claif'nad positioas

in the KGB. In addition, criticism of NOSENKO ior not being able to
source all of his info'rm‘a.tion would be unreasonable sihce it ma.kés
no allowance for nqrmal lapses of memory or failure to Arecall some-
thing which was insignificant at the time it occurred.

Without citing in detail any of the49)cases, the ways in '.Which
NOSENKO learned of a number of the cases are conéidered impoxrtant
s;'.nce' there ié a direct relationship to his claimed positions in the KGB
during 1960 - January 1.964, specifically the position of Deputy Cﬁiéf, ) 1 -
First Section, First Department, 1960 - 1941; Chief, First Section,
Seventh Department, January - July 1962; and as Deputy Chief, Seventh
Départment, July 1962 - January 1964, Cexrtain examples of the above

are as follows:

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

oxrt to BOBKOV eliminating those which were not applicable
o I

. to the request,

(b) NOSENKO learned of several 1902 - 1963 cases of

the First Section, First Department, irom Genradiy I,

GRYAZNOV who succeeded NOSENKO as Denuty Chief,
puty

2
o

6001248




14-00000

\.,.—Jo'.\L-‘

First Section, First Department. This information was
furnished to NOSENKO primarily because of his {riendskip
wii}h GRYAZNOV and not as the result of mutual operations.
However, NOSENKO learned of cer‘.;ain oi the cases or

was furnished additional details as a result of a reguest
from the Seventh Depé.r!zn;ent td thg First Section,. First -

Department, for assistance or vice versa.

Certain of the 49 cases listed were cases of fﬁe Seventh Depa;rt-
ment p_rior to 1960 or in 1962 -~ 1963 when NOSENI?O wa;s in the Seventh
Depai‘tment. Certain bi the cases were cais“e“s in which fhe First Section,
f‘ir_st Department, was involved prior to 1960.01' 1960 - 196i. The

knowledge of NOSENKO concerning these two groups of cases does not

materially support his claimed positions in the First Department and

S‘evénth Departme‘n‘c, ‘bu't does support his claimed assignment to the
Sevenih Department prior £o'1960 and in 1962 - 1963, and his claimed
a.ssi.gnx;nent to the First Departmént in 1%0 - 1961.

It is difficult to specifically comment concerning these 49/ cases
since they do not fall into one ox two specific categories. Instead, they
constitute a rather motley group of cases remaining after completi»on of
the detailed sections of the previoﬁs summary. Included are Fixrst
Departmént and Seventh Department cases covering a period of approxi=~

mately five and one-~half years. It should be noted, hoggi'}sfg Li;:{h/at the

4
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( explanation of NGSENKO concerning kis knowledge of ael49cases
is both plausible and compatible with his claimed positions in the

First Department and Seventh Department during 1960 - Januaxy 15464,

( | o 6001248
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i . ~ ANNEX C

THE CHEREPANOV PAPERS

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

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

November 1963, The conclusion, however, was that!' the assertions of

NOSENKO with respect to the CHEREPANOV case were;' not materia; to
the claim of NOSENKO that he.was Deputy Chief, Seventh Départment; o
in late 1963,

The definite relétionship of the Cherepano-\.r' Papers to ﬁe béna.
fides of NOSENKO cannot be ignored and must be given specific consid'a‘ :
eration. Ii CHEREPANOV was under KGB control when he passed the
papers to the Arﬁerican tourist, or 1£ the papers contain ''deception
information, " the bona fides of NOSENKO are subject to very serious
question.

NOSENKO had personal knowledge of CHEREPANOV who was,

according to NOSENKO, an officer in the First Section, First Department,

6301250
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during 1960 - fnid-l961 when he was forced ints rv_etirement from the
' KGB, During the_aibove per‘iod of time, NCSENKO claims to have
. been Deputy Chief,- First Section, although be does not claim to kave
had a direct supkerwlsory responsibility ovez; CHEREPANCV éxsent
‘in the absence of the Chlef of Section, Vladislav KOVSHUK. NOSuhKO
F V"»-‘._also cla.r'ns to ha.ve pa.rtxc:.pa.ued in the hunt for CI—IER....PA\’.r oV m |
F . December 1963 | o |

Conmderat:.on has prev:.ously bee*x dlven to the theory that the L

Cherepanov Pa.pers were passed to Amer:.ca*xs by the KGB through -

CHEREPANOV to support the bona fides of \IOSH\TL{O This ..h'.ory

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

Statements by NCSENKO are emphatic that CHEREPANOV was

not u;nder KGB con..rol that he passed the papers which it later deve-opea
he had taken from the First Section prior to his retirement becs.usé he

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

CHEREPANQY caused consternation in the KGB.

There is no collateral evidence which contradicts any oi

the statements by NCSENKO about CHEREPANQOV. FIurther, there is

GoU1R5L
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nothing in either the form or substance of the papers which provides
-a basis for susplclon as to a.helr auth enhca.ty. In addition, the form

a*xd substance of the papexrs ave in keepmg with the description by

=N(')SENKO of the day-to-day operation of the First Section, First

-Department. L o . . -

During current interviews, the CHEREPANOV case has been"

-

covered in deta.:.l w:u.h NOSENKO The Cherepa.nov Pa.pe*s, wmch
: ‘were orwmally shown to NOS”‘\IKO in 1964 after his defecu.on, ha.ve
also been covered in detail on a separate item-by-item basis. A.lthough -

- NOSENKO does not claim to have specifically seen any pa.rﬁcula.r item

prior to 1964, his statements in regérd to the various handwi'it_ings, '
types of notes, and draft memoraﬁda leave no doubt that NOSENKO
was very familiar with personnel in the First Section, Fir st Deoa.rt-
ment, and with First Department procedures.

| Certain additional research has 'bleen conducted in regerd to tﬁe
papers and a detailed"analysis will be prepafed at a later date, It

should be noted that a considerable amount of personal judzment Zas

‘been necessary in making an assessment of the Cherepanov Papers

since there are no exemplars with waich to compaxe any of the material.
However, based on information developed thus faxr, and there is no
reason to believe additional work will alter the coanclusion, thexre is

not an adequate basis for an opinion that CHEREPANOV was under KG3

control, that the Cherepanov Papers contain "deceptive 1m€,.}w>1a12>
WA
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or that the papers were other than the collection of material by a
disgruntled employee which he very carefully selected or accumulated,
the removal of which would only have constituted a minimal xisk to
CHEREPANOQYV.
The entire Cherepanov Papers have be’eﬁ reviewed to determine
:Lf there is any information wkich could be considered ''deceptive inior-

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

P

have been noted and given full considerati

o0

(2) There is no specific ini

o< S

were any recruitments by the KG

sonnel in the United States Embas

S SN——

nor is there any information sugge -~
|

"American source oxr American age

| o

. . |
during that period of time. :

(b) Petr S. POPOV, a GRU

an extremely valuable CIA source from 1953 on, was,
acébrding to the papers, exposed to the KGB in Jé.nuary
] ' 1959 as a result of a letier mailing by Geoxrge Payne
WINTERS, Jr. WINTERS was a CIA employee under

{bepa;rtment of State coverijassigned to the Embassy in

Moscow. The lettexr, wkich was to POPQOV, was obtained

by the KGB after mailing by WINTERS and was a direct

result of KGB surveillance of WINTERS.
i 601255
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In regard to (a), the papers are only a rather minite part of

‘the total papers prepared in the First Section during 1958 - 1960.

The lack of any information in these papers which directly or indirecily
indicates that the XG3B made a recruitment of an American in the

Embassy or hkad 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 -

'did not exist. The papers do not contain a positive statement on

either mattexr. .

In regard to.(b), the quite specifiic information in the papers

- that Petr 5. POPOV was uncovered by the XGB as a resuit of KGB

surveilié.nce on Ge_orge Pa.yﬁe WINTERS, Jr., who mailed a letter to
POPOV in January 1959, this inférmat_iori should be considered as
possibly information of a deceptiire nature unless an adequate ex;dlanatidn
can be made for its preseﬁce in the p#p’ers. POPOVlwa-.s recalled .to
Moscow from East Germany in November 1958 ostensibly for; TDY.. |

The circumstances under which he was recalled and collateral inf§r-
mation have given adequate gfo-unds for a beliei that by November

1958 ?OPOV was suspected by the KGB of cooperating with Western
Intelligence or that the KGB may even have been sure ?OPOV had

2 2.

been cooperating with United States Intelligence.
-

It may be presumed that any lead to the KGB in regard to

POPOV or the fact that United States Intelligence, more specifi

G054
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CIlA, hé.d a sourcé in the GRU would ha_ve come from an agent or
'source of the FCD, KGB, not the SCD, It can also be presumed that
a souxrce or agent of the FCD in a position to fﬁrﬁish a leaa t<')..‘2\.
peneti‘ation of the GRU by Western Intelligencé would bbe‘ c#refully‘
~ protected even wiﬁbin‘the KGB. The .p.ossivbili_ty oi course exists tha’t
a lead frdx;x George B”L-AKE., an FCD agent, resulted in the exposure
of POPOV to the KGB, but it is not established that it did nor {s there
a.ny reason t§ believe: the FCD could not or did not have another agent
 or a.‘gc'ants who furnished information to the XGB pertinex;t td'develop- S
ment of the caée é.gainsf.POPOV. :
| '4The"primary'Aques‘tion,>ihowéver,' as ‘r’egarfd's the Cherepanov
Pa.pe.rs 'is whether, even if iﬁ is presumed the XG3B obtained information
irom an FCD source or agent {vhich led to suspiéion of PORPCOV or
identification éf POPOV, this would- be incompatible with infoi'méti_on
iﬁ the papers and could c-mIY lead to the conclusioﬁ that thé papefs conta.inr
"deceptive inforination;"' |

The conclusion in regard to the above is that the fact the papers

attribute the exposure of PO?OV to the KGB to surveillance on WINTERS

when he mailed the letter to POPOV in J anuary 1959 is not incompatible

with the distinct possibility that the XGB had previously obtained infor-

mation firom an FCD agent or agents which actualiy led to suspicion in
@ regard to POPOV or actﬁal identification of PCROV.

U045
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I ini'oi'ma.tion §va.s received from an important FCD :a.géﬁt :
such as George'BLAKE or throﬁah another valﬁa’blé CD a.dent wh:.ch
led to :{GB susplcl.on of POPOV pum to hJ.s rem;'n to Moscow in
_November 1958, 11: is _h;ghly unluce-ly sucn 1mormat1.o_1; would‘i'ecewe .
Wlde distz;ibutiéh wzthm the KGB, either m the.‘FCD' .oz; the SCD : It .
is a.lso poss;.ble the u.r'u.ted oroup w1th1n the KGB who. would be awa.reﬁ::: :-’fj‘ E
that the KGB had recelved information leachnd to sus;ncxof. of PO':’OV
X :' frdm a valua.ble a.geﬁt Would be very intex ested in 4ttr;bﬁthnc the
.' ex;&?osure of PODOV to the fortu:.tous mazlmor of the letter to POPOV
i b y W;LNTERS. The possxb:.hty should be cons:tde;ed that pr‘.or to the
| retneval by the T<(.'§B of the letter to POPOV ¢ »aeré.wa.s only a d’e.en
- suspmlon of POPOV but that the let‘cer co*npleuely- sol:.duled the case
aga....nst POPOV. -
, Con51deratmn ha.s been given to the possmlllty C *EREPA\OV
‘was under KGB control when he passed the papews to the Ame‘rican
3 tourist a#;ci that it was done by‘the KGB with fhe ‘Aope of invélvﬁ.:;xg C'LA .
ina KGB-cohtroiled operation within the USSR. In that event, the
papers pa.ssed by CHEREPA\OV would most 11kely be genuine snce.

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

a successful operation..

The above theory has been rejected since there are a number

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

%42; . - S (01256
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Cpiwf e -

ine latest indormation in the papers was at least three years old,
. -

wiich would indicate CHEREZPANOV aad no current access and there

" was no indication CEEREZZPANCV was interested in a future contac:k.

NI e i ey
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