
(064) 

(088) 

(998) 

(195) 

FPSTRIN 
~fA- 

Pull 
IR 

April 
£978 

Highlights 
of 

on 
interview 

of 
Fpatein 

by 
Peter 

Dale 
Scote 

and 
tarry 

Lee 
(KSAN), 

taped 
4/5/78, 

broadcant 
A/16. 

Total 
tape 

fa 
about 

11/2 
hourca, 

ENeackated 
material 

fe 
paraphrase; 

commenta 
in 

double 
p
a
r
e
n
t
h
e
s
e
s
 

are 
by 

Mill. | 

RIE: 
[1 

was 
interented 

in 
how 

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
s
 

w
o
r
k
.
 | 

And 
when 

1 
wan 

anked 
to 

do 

n 
hook 

about 
Lee 

Worvey 
Onwald, 

and 
the 

- 
Reader's 

Dipent 
magazine 

came 
to 

me 
and 

nald 
they 

would 
finance 

n 
atudy 

without 
any 

atringa 
attached 

- 
and 

offered 
me 

undimited 
resources 

and 
aa 

much 
money 

an 
TE 

needed 
to 

find 
as 

many 
witnensen 

na 

L 
c
o
u
l
d
,
 

t 
of 

c
o
u
r
a
e
 

got 
tnto 

the 
tden 

that 
p
e
r
h
a
p
s
 

the 
W
a
r
r
e
n
 

C
o
m
m
i
n
a
t
o
n
 

tid 

minsed 
some 

very 
important 

witnenses 
who 

could 
comment 

on 
Onwald's 

tife. 
And 

an 

L 
b
e
g
a
n
 

the 
hook 

I 
b
e
g
a
n
 

to 
find 

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 

e
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
 

that 
the 

I
n
t
e
l
l
 
i
n
e
n
c
e
 

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 

of 
the 

t
n
i
t
e
d
 

S
t
a
t
e
n
,
 

and 
of 

R
u
s
s
i
a
,
 

and 
of 

C
u
b
a
 

all 
tind 

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

to 
hide 

- 
not 

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
i
l
y
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

the 
a
s
a
n
a
s
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 

of 
P
r
e
a
t
d
e
n
t
 

K
e
n
n
e
d
y
,
 

but 
about: 

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

that 
f 

didn't 
even 

know 
ahout, 

and 
that 

was 
an 

open 
enplonage 

cane 
that 

was 
g
o
n
g
 

ngainnt 
Oswald. 

At 
the 

time 
1 

wrote 
"Inquest," 

- 
the 

FRI, 
by 

transfering 
« 

number 

of 
agenta, 

by 
d
e
s
t
r
o
y
i
n
g
 

a 
number 

of 
files 

((1t)), 
had 

comptctety 
hid 

tts 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 

tn 
this 

e
n
p
l
o
n
a
g
e
 

cone; 
in 

fact, 
tt 

d
i
d
n
'
t
 

e
v
e
n
 

teft 
P
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
 

J
o
h
n
a
o
n
 

about 
tt, 

And 
ao 

T 
began 

to 
get 

more 
interested 

tn 
the 

eapfonane 
c
o
n
c
.
.
.
 

C
(
t
t
'
a
 

a
m
a
z
i
n
g
 

how 
BIE 

con 
use 

hts 
own 

i
g
n
o
r
a
n
c
e
 

of 
the 

W
a
r
r
e
n
 

R
e
p
o
r
t
 

to 

bolater 
his 

‘discovery’ 
of 

the 
FAL's 

interest 
in 

Oswold.)) 

Lit 
[it'a 

a 
brief 

book, 
tesa 

than 
300 

pp.; 
supported 

by 
full 

fontnoting; 
you 

remind 
me 

a 
Iittle 

of 
Izzy 

Stone...3 
you 

had 
go 

much 
money 

from 
RN, 

and 
a 

atafes) 

Did 
you 

ever 
worry 

that 
you 

were 
going 

to 
bécome 

the 
sort 

of 
organteattion 

that 

you 
had 

written 
[about] 

before...? 
LIF: 

W
e
l
l
,
 

C 
w
o
r
r
f
e
d
 

alt 
a
b
o
u
t
 

the 
time 

- 
all 

w
b
o
u
t
 

the 
R
e
n
d
e
r
'
a
 

D
i
g
e
s
t
 

p
a
t
t
i
n
g
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

in 
[the] 

r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
,
 

and 
fT 

kept 
them 

out 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
t
y
;
 

and, 
tn 

a 
s
e
n
s
e
 

they 

onJy 
entered 

ft 
in 

the 
public 

relations 
plinae, 

after 
the 

hook 
waa 

written; 
they 

told 
Time 

m
a
g
a
z
i
n
e
,
 

or 
n
o
m
e
h
o
w
 

they 
led 

T
i
m
e
 
m
a
g
a
r
i
n
e
 

to 
b
e
l
i
e
v
e
 

that 
tt 

wan 
aome 

sort 
of 

task 
force, 

but 
the 

Fact 
im 

that 
UT 

aimply 
uned-two 

previous 
researchera 

who 
had 

worked 
f
o
M
U
i
d
 

the 
brunt 

of 
the 

work, 
and 

then 
when 

To 
hiad 

apectal 
Joba, 

Like 
F
i
n
d
i
n
g
 

the 
M
a
r
i
n
e
s
 

that 
G
a
w
a
l
d
 

had 
a
e
r
v
e
d
 

w
i
t
h
,
 

or 
f
i
n
d
i
n
g
 

hin 
f
e
l
t
o
w
 

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
 

at 
J
a
g
g
a
r
-
C
h
i
l
e
s
-
S
t
o
v
a
l
l
,
 

and 
ft 

had 
a 

q
u
e
a
t
t
o
n
n
a
t
r
e
 

that 
c
o
u
l
d
 

he 

naked 
of 

these 
peopte, 

the 
Reader's 

Digoat 
very 

kindly 
lent 

me 
edttorn, 

who 
went 

a
r
o
u
n
d
 

the 
c
o
u
n
t
r
y
 

and 
f
i
l
l
e
d
 

out 
theae 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
n
a
l
t
r
e
s
.
 

((Cf. 
Legend, 

p. 
xvit 

Oursler 
(of 

the 
Digest) 

"han 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
e
d
 

to 
almoat 

every 

p
a
s
e
 

of 
the 

p
r
o
j
e
c
t
,
 

i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 

r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
,
 

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
i
n
g
,
 

and 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
 

of 
the 

book, 
By 

far, 
however, 

J 
am 

mont 
indebted 

to 
him 

for 
hia 

deepty 
p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
v
e
 

e
d
i
t
i
n
g
 

of 
the 

m
a
n
u
s
c
r
i
p
t
.
"
 

In 
thin 

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
,
 

BIE 
c
o
n
f
i
r
m
e
d
 

my 
h
u
n
c
h
 

that 
he 

had 

thought 
shout 

the 
c
o
m
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 

of 
hia 

b
y
p
o
t
h
e
a
f
a
 

more 
than 

the 
hook 

tndicaten} 

h
o
w
e
v
e
r
,
 

t
h
e
s
e
 

c
o
m
m
e
n
t
a
 

a
r
g
u
e
 

a
p
a
t
n
a
t
 

my 
s
u
g
g
e
a
t
i
o
n
 

that 
he 

han 
been 

trytnp, 
(
o
R
e
e
 

in 
the 

Paychology 
Today 

article) 
to 

mike 
fit 

obvionn 
that 

thtuga 
were 

teft 
out 

of 

the 
book, 

presumably 
at 

the 
Digest's 

sungention 
or 

instntence. 
-PIM)) 

FJE: 
This 

ts 
the 

hypothesis 
T 

worked 
ont 

Lf 
the 

CIA 
wan 

going 
to 

rend 
anyone 

to 

Russia 
no 

a 
fnine 

defector 
- 

which 
In 

a 
p
o
s
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

- 
ft 

wan 
a 

very 
delicate 

and 

s
e
n
a
i
t
i
v
e
 

m
i
s
a
t
o
n
,
 

and 
s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

that 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 

t
r
a
t
n
i
n
g
s
 

tt 
w
a
n
n
'
t
 

n
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

w
h
e
r
e
 

you 
could 

meet 
someone 

in 
a 

bar 
and 

any, 
'Now 

listen, 
you 

defect 
to 

Russia, 
and 

Just 
remember 

e
v
e
r
y
t
h
i
n
g
 

you 
nee.’ 

fle 
hnd 

to 
be 

tratned, 
This 

fa 
the 

- 
T 

might 

be 
w
r
o
n
g
,
 

but 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 

the 
h
y
p
o
t
h
e
a
t
s
 

T 
w
o
r
k
e
d
 

on, 
TF 

that 
wan 

the 
c
a
n
e
,
 

t
h
e
r
e
 

fad 

to 
be 

- 
1 

assumed 
at 

lenat 
six 

months 
detached 

from 
hia 

Marine 
career. 

1 
couldn't 

{tnd 
stx 

days 
detached 

from 
the 

career.... 
((Typical 

fpatein 
- 

atart 
with 

the 
ripht 

a
s
s
u
m
p
t
i
o
n
a
,
.
.
.
)
)
 

(25) 

(322) 

(358) 

(402) 

(423) 

(466) 

PPS: 
Mow 

far 
do 

you 
mee 

this 
KCK 

control 
of 

Oswald 
Ianting, 

over 
him? 

Dorn 
ft 

g
o
v
e
r
n
 

hie 
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
u
r
 

w
h
e
n
 

he 
c
o
m
e
s
 

h
a
c
k
 

to 
thin 

c
o
u
n
t
r
y
?
 

‘ 

EJE: 
Well, 

my 
view 

~ 
nenin, 

and 
thin 

fa 
very 

s
p
e
c
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 

~ 
ta 

that 
the 

Sovleta 

soon 
found 

they 
had 

no 
une 

for 
O
s
w
a
l
d
,
 

[and 
sent 

tim 
b
a
c
k
;
 

at 
w
o
r
n
t
,
 

h
e
'
l
l
 

be 

arrented, 
which 

wilt 
have 

propaganda 
values 

more 
Itkely, 

the 
ENP 

wilt 
purauc 

him, 

and 
t
h
e
y
'
1
L
 

be 
c
o
n
f
u
s
e
d
 

and 
c
o
n
f
o
u
n
d
e
d
 

for 
y
e
a
r
s
y
 

at 
b
e
n
t
,
 

h
e
'
l
l
 

he 
aome 

sort 
of 

\ 1 

s
l
e
e
p
e
r
 

n
p
e
n
t
.
]
 

(at6) 

F
P
S
T
H
I
N
 

-
1
5
-
 

4
/
1
8
/
7
8
 

PLU 

{LL: 
The 

FBI 
f
o
l
l
o
w
e
d
 

him 
i
n
e
p
t
l
y
,
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

e
m
b
a
r
r
a
s
e
d
 

H
o
o
v
e
r
.
 ] 

FIR: 
T
h
a
t
'
s
 

true, 
and 

t 
t
h
i
n
k
 

the 
FBI 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 

goes 
e
v
e
n
 

d
e
e
p
e
r
 

than 
- 

than 
we 

can 
ascertain 

at 
this 

pofnt 
...[whatever 

the 
KGB 

involvement 
was, 

it 

wan 
very 

low 
f
e
v
e
l
;
 

he 
wos 

just 
4 

p
l
e
c
e
 

of 
g
a
r
b
a
g
e
 

to 
t
h
e
m
.
 ] 

(PDS: 
W
h
a
t
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

M
a
r
i
n
a
?
 

A 
p
t
e
c
e
 

of 
g
a
r
b
n
g
e
,
 

or 
of 

m
o
r
e
 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 

to 
the 

K
C
B
?
)
 

{FJR: 
The 

M
i
n
k
e
n
b
a
u
m
 

case 
f
a
n
c
i
n
a
t
e
d
 

me; 
w
e
n
t
 

to 
U
S
S
R
 

at 
s
a
m
e
 

time 
as 

LHO; 

trained 
by 

high 
KGN 

people; 
his 

entire 
mission 

~ 
open 

antique 
store 

in 
D.C. 

and 

b
r
i
n
g
 

b
a
c
k
 

a 
S
o
v
i
e
t
 

w
i
f
e
,
 

to 
be 

a 
r
a
d
i
o
 

o
p
e
r
a
t
o
r
.
 

T
h
e
r
e
'
s
 

a 
CIA 

m
e
m
o
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
i
n
g
 

that 
they 

should 
be 

interented 
in 

LHO 
because 

of 
this 

pattern 
of 

the 
Russfans 

n
e
t
t
i
n
g
 

a 
a
p
o
u
s
e
 

in 
that 

w
a
y
.
J
 

And 
so 

L 
w
o
u
l
d
 

t
h
i
n
k
 

that 
M
a
r
i
n
a
,
 

b
e
f
o
r
e
 

she 
was 

a
t
l
o
v
e
d
 

to 
r
e
t
u
r
n
 

to 
the 

U
n
i
t
e
d
 

S
t
a
t
e
s
,
 

was 
told 

that 
some 

day 
s
o
m
e
o
n
e
 

m
i
g
h
t
 

a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
 

yous 
1f 

he 
d
o
e
s
,
 

you 
s
t
i
l
l
 

h
a
v
e
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

h
e
r
e
,
 

do 
w
h
a
t
 

he 
says. 

I 
m
e
a
n
,
 

t
h
a
t
'
s
 

all 

thnt 
had 

to 
be 

her 
mission, 

or 
even 

Oswald's 
minston. 

((t)) 
Y'know, 

I'm 
talking 

- 

junt 
to 

really 
get 

to 
the 

point 
that 

you 
were 

making 
before, 

it's 
i
n
c
o
n
c
e
i
v
a
b
l
e
 

to 
me 

that 
the 

S
o
v
i
e
t
s
 

had 
a
n
y
t
h
i
n
g
 

to 
do 

w
i
t
h
 

the 
a
s
s
a
s
s
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 

of 
K
e
n
n
e
d
y
,
 

or 
that 

Qawald 
wan 

under 
Soviet 

control 
at 

that 
point. 

S80 
whatever 

influence 
they 

exerted 

on 
him 

was 
very 

low 
l
e
v
e
l
,
 

and 
then 

he 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
d
 

from 
them, 

er 
- 

Pps: 
(Can 

you 
d
a
t
e
 

the 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n
?
 

The 
m
o
m
e
n
t
 

of 
his 

r
e
t
u
r
n
,
 

or 
w
h
e
n
 

he 
went 

to 
New 

O
r
l
e
a
n
s
?
 | 

EJF: 
Well, 

L 
would 

say 
that 

the 
pofnt 

- 
yes, 

I 
thihk 

we 
- 

I 
can't 

date 
when 

the 
S
o
v
i
e
t
s
 

- 
they 

m
i
p
h
t
 

n
e
v
e
r
 

h
a
v
e
 

a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
e
d
 

him 
a
f
t
e
r
 

he 
r
e
t
u
r
n
e
d
 

to 

A
m
e
r
t
o
a
,
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

m
i
p
h
t
 

h
a
v
e
 

a
d
d
e
d
 

to 
his 

f
r
u
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
 

and 
c
a
u
s
e
d
 

al! 
those 

l
e
t
t
e
r
s
 

that 

he 
wrote 

to 
the 

Soviet 
consulate, 

and 
other 

activities 
on 

hie 
part, 

but 
I 

would 

ray 
that 

the 
s
h
o
o
t
i
n
g
 

at 
W
a
l
k
e
r
 

fn 
A
p
r
i
l
 

of 
1963 

d
e
f
i
n
i
t
e
l
y
 

was 
a 

w
a
t
e
r
s
h
e
d
.
 

Not 

onfy 
the 

Soviets 
but 

I 
think 

# 
fot 

of 
other 

people 
started 

to 
shy 

away 
From 

Oswald 

at 
that 

p
o
i
n
t
,
 

w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 

he 
did 

the 
s
h
o
o
t
i
n
g
 

or 
not 

fs 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
.
 

T
S
:
 

[lp 
te 

then, 
fa 

it 
p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e
 

he 
wan 

u
n
d
e
r
 

s
o
m
e
o
n
e
'
s
 

c
o
n
t
r
o
l
?
)
 

FIFE: 
[Up 

to 
that 

point, 
he 

might 
have 

been 
listed 

as 
an 

asnet 
- 

a 
notational 

a
g
e
n
t
,
 

ns 
tn 

G
r
e
e
n
e
'
s
 

n
o
v
e
l
 

- 
f.e. 

a 
d
u
b
i
o
u
s
 

a
s
s
e
t
.
 

} 

BEIF: 
[On 

Marina: 
Lfed 

about 
her 

own 
name, 

e
t
c
.
 } 

Pps: 
W
h
i
c
h
 

made 
her 

very 
vulnerable 

for 
d
e
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n
;
 

there 
were 

suggestions 

ahe 
felt 

she 
was 

hetng 
pressured 

by 
her 

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
e
r
s
 

after 
the 

a
s
s
a
s
s
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
.
]
 

Does 

that 
seem 

credible 
to 

you? 
F
I
:
 

Yes, 
and 

I 
w
o
u
l
d
 

e
v
e
n
 

go 
f
u
r
t
h
e
r
 

and 
say 

that 
b
e
f
o
r
e
 

the 
a
s
s
a
s
s
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 

the 
d
e
g
r
e
e
 

of 
p
r
e
s
s
u
r
e
s
 

put 
on 

M
a
r
i
n
a
 

m
i
g
h
t
 

e
x
p
l
a
i
n
 

O
s
w
a
l
d
'
s
 

m
o
r
e
 

b
i
z
a
r
r
e
 

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.
 

I
:
 

[
M
a
r
t
n
d
'
t
a
 

a
t
o
r
y
 

to 
INS 

r
e
c
k
s
 

of 
b
e
i
n
g
 

an 
i
n
t
e
l
l
i
g
e
n
c
e
 

legend.]} 

Ble: 
Yea; 

I 
w
o
u
l
d
 

t
h
i
n
k
 

that 
c
o
n
c
e
i
v
a
b
l
y
 

the 
name 

P
r
u
s
a
k
o
v
a
 

was 
g
i
v
e
n
 

to 
her 

b
e
c
a
u
a
e
 

f
o
m
e
o
n
e
 

m
i
g
h
t
 

have 
seen 

her 
I
f
v
i
n
g
 

at 
the 

h
o
m
e
 

of 
C
o
l
o
n
e
l
 

P
r
u
s
a
k
o
v
a
 

[sic], 

and 
that 

that 
would 

expiain 
why 

she 
was 

there, 
or 

maybe 
even 

Oawald 
didn't 

know 

her 
true 

i
d
e
n
t
i
t
y
.
 

PDS: 
(
D
u
r
i
n
g
 

d
t
a
c
u
n
d
i
o
n
 

of 
V
o
l
o
s
h
i
n
 

in 
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
)
 

Was 
it 

the 
B
o
l
s
h
o
i
 

h
a
l
t
e
t
?
 

EIR: 
of 

think 
= 

the 
nome 

was 
not 

the 
Rolshof, 

but 
Lt 

was 
something 

like 
that. 

{Yoloshin 
was 

tn 
Santa 

Ana 
the 

day 
LHO 

applied 
for 

a 
passport; 

was 
in 

charge 
of 

I
n
d
o
n
e
r
t
a
n
 

a
f
f
a
i
r
n
 

for 
the 

KGB 
for 

a 
w
h
i
l
e
;
 

O
s
w
a
l
d
 

m
e
n
t
i
o
n
e
d
 

an 
I
n
d
o
n
e
s
i
a
 

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
 

he 
was 

in, 
i
n
a
 

letter 
to 

his 
brother; 

then 
it 

wasn't 
publicly 

k
n
o
w
n
.
 } 

Pps: 
[The 

KGB 
wos 

m
a
k
i
n
g
 

a 
big 

p
r
o
p
a
g
a
n
d
a
 

i
s
s
u
e
 

of 
it 

at 
the 

time; 
the 

CIA 

wan 
atitl 

d
e
n
y
i
n
g
 

i
n
v
a
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
;
 

L 
w
o
n
d
e
r
 

why 
the 

R
u
s
s
i
a
n
s
 

d
i
d
n
'
t
 

use 
LHO 

as 
part 

of 
the 

p
r
o
p
a
g
a
n
d
a
 

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
?
 } 

Ein: 
(
t
w
a
s
 

v
e
r
y
 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d
 

in 
that; 

I 
l
o
o
k
e
d
 

at 
the 

o
t
h
e
r
 

d
e
f
e
c
t
o
r
a
;
 

f
o
 

wan 
one 

of 
a 

n
e
r
i
e
s
 

of 
8 

or 
9; 

f
r
o
m
 

his 
l
e
t
t
e
r
s
 

to 
his 

b
r
o
t
h
e
r
,
 

it 
l
o
o
k
e
d
 

Like 
he 

wan 
g
o
i
n
g
 

to 
atart 

off 
as 

a 
p
r
o
p
a
g
a
n
d
a
 

a
n
s
e
t
,
 

he 
was 

n
e
v
e
r
 

so 
u
s
e
d
.
]
 

Pps: 
[Waa 

Webater 
so 

uned?] 
PIR: 

(Noy 
there's 

a 
aimilarity 

- 
1€ 

they 
intended 

to 
use 

someone 
for 

intell-2g 

Ipence,"the 
naaumption 

might 
be,” 

C(whore?)) 
they 

wouldn't 
use 

him 
for 

propaganda. 

1 
think 

Wehater 
offered 

info 
on 

plantica; 
I 

think 
both 

cases 
were 

considered 

I
n
t
e
l
 

Ui p
e
n
c
e
,
 

not 
p
r
o
p
a
g
a
n
d
a
.
 | 

EIE: 
(The 

day 
ENO 

p
a
s
s
e
d
 

t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 

A
m
a
t
e
r
d
a
m
,
 

V
o
l
o
s
h
i
n
 

was 
a 

c
o
n
s
u
l
 

t
h
e
r
e
,
 

a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
 

to 
CLA 

t
r
a
c
e
s
.
 

A
f
t
e
r
 

r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 

P
r
i
s
c
i
l
i
a
’
s
 

b
o
o
k
,
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

M
a
r
i
n
a
 
m
e
n
t
i
o
n
i
n
g



(070) 

(097) 

(166) 

(190) 
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H
 

a 
R
u
n
o
i
a
n
-
s
p
e
n
k
i
n
g
 

w
a
i
t
e
r
 

n
a
w
e
d
 

D
i
d
e
n
k
o
,
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

is 
her 

f
a
t
h
e
r
'
s
 

n
a
m
e
,
 

ond 
we 

couldn't 
Eind 

a 
record 

of 
hin,) 

I 
always 

wondered 
Lf 

there 
might 

not 
have 

been 

some 
Final 

briefing 
on 

the 
shtp. 

PhS: 
[Angleton 

was 
concerned 

about 
Voloshin, 

waan't 
he?) 

v 

EJE: 
Yes; 

Io 
m
e
a
n
,
 

he's 
a 

mon 
who 

goes 
by 

s
u
p
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
,
 

and 
he 

t
h
n
k
s
 

¢hat 

w
h
e
n
 

you 
find 

3 
or 

4 
lines 

i
n
t
e
r
e
c
c
t
i
n
g
,
 

UL! 
T
h
a
t
'
s
 

t
r
i
a
n
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
.
 

and 
- 

I 
don't 

know 
1€ 

he 
would 

aseume 
(7) 

this, 
but 

he 
would 

asaume 
that, 

y'know, 

here 
you 

have 
the 

probable 
recruiter, 

the 
man 

who 
handied 

him 
Ju 

Ruanta, 
and 

the 

p
e
r
s
o
n
 

who 
gave 

him 
hie 

b
r
i
e
f
i
n
g
.
 

(
(
W
o
u
l
d
 

a
s
s
u
m
e
,
 

or 
docs 

a
n
s
u
m
e
?
 

-
P
L
I
)
)
 

PDS: 
1 

was 
just 

w
o
n
d
e
r
i
n
g
 

whether 
he 

brought 
thie 

case 
to 

your 
attention, 

ot 
whether 

you 
brought 

{t 
to 

his 
attention? 

EJE: 
No; 

Nos 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 

F
r
e
e
d
o
m
 

of 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

- 
1 

b
r
o
u
g
h
t
 

ft 
to 

hin 
a
t
t
t
e
n
t
 

fon; 

I 
m
e
a
n
,
 

I 
m
e
n
t
i
o
n
e
d
 

it 
to 

him; 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 

... 
C
U
n
a
u
d
i
b
t
e
)
 

a 
good 

p
o
l
n
t
,
 

(
?
-
u
n
c
l
o
a
r
)
 

EJE: 
[JJA 

t
r
i
e
d
 

to 
f
e
r
r
e
t
 

out 
KGB 

p
e
n
c
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
a
,
 

and 
did 

much 
m
o
r
e
;
 

R
A
N
D
 

estimated 
that 

with 
the 

best 
quality 

control 
you 

would 
atill 

have 
1 

in 
10,000, 

but] 
A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
 

n
e
v
e
r
 

f
o
u
n
d
 

- 
he 

t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 

he 
f
o
u
n
d
 

one, 
two, 

or 
t
h
r
e
a
y
 

that 
wan 

part 

of 
the 

job 
~ 

his 
real 

job 
was 

to 
stop 

the 
KGB 

[which 
he 

naw 
as 

the 
only 

enemys 

he 
didn’t 

care 
about 

the 
minor 

countries 
- 

from 
m
a
n
i
p
u
l
a
t
i
n
g
 

the 
CIA 

via 
disinfor- 

m
a
t
i
o
n
.
.
.
 ] 

EJK: 
He 

studied 
- 

tried 
to 

creste 
a 

continuity 
of 

Aoviet 
f
a
t
e
l
l
i
g
e
n
c
a
 

goats 

[and 
m.o.'s, 

from 
the 

Trust 
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 

of 
the 

°20 
thru 

WWE 
and 

up 
to 

today. 
] 

RIE: 
((After 

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
 

how 
the 

term 
"mole" 

cama 
from 

Fiction, 
and 

war 
then 

accepted!)) 
And 

by 
the 

time 
L 

wrote 
my 

book 
in 

'76, 
they 

((na 
obvious 

a
n
t
e
c
e
d
e
n
t
)
 ) 

were 
talking 

about 
how 

Angleton 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
a
l
l
y
 

destroyed 
the 

CIA 
by 

poutting 
that 

two 

m
o
l
e
s
 

e
x
i
s
t
e
d
,
 

and 
then 

r
e
a
r
c
h
i
n
g
 

for 
them. 

PDS: 
[Mow 

did 
Angleton 

get 
fired?] 

£JE: 
(Let 

me 
tell 

you 
how 

the 
CIA 

o
p
e
r
a
t
é
s
;
 

r
e
a
t
l
y
 

a
l
m
e
d
 

a
g
a
i
n
s
t
 

the 
U
S
S
R
;
 

e
v
e
r
y
t
h
i
n
g
 

it 
docs 

e
l
s
e
w
h
e
r
e
 

fe 
l
o
o
k
e
d
 

at 
as 

p
e
r
{
p
h
e
r
a
l
s
 

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
i
a
n
s
 

use 
the 

CIA 

for 
m
a
n
y
 

t
h
i
n
g
s
,
 

like 
N
i
x
o
n
 

§n 
C
h
i
l
e
;
 

but 
in 

the 
CIA 

w
h
a
t
 

f
a
a
c
i
n
a
t
e
s
 

t
h
e
m
 

ta 
the 

c
h
e
s
s
 

game 
a
g
a
i
n
e
t
 

the 
U
S
S
R
;
 

the 
C
I
A
'
s
 

w
h
o
l
e
 

job 
fs 

to 
w
a
r
n
 

ua 
n
g
a
t
n
a
t
 

a 
S
o
v
i
e
t
 

a
d
v
a
n
c
e
 

in 
t
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
,
 

e
t
c
.
3
 

at 
the 

b
o
t
t
o
m
 

of 
thia 

w
h
o
l
e
 

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
 

tn 
1, 

2, 
or 

3 

agents 
In 

the 
USSR, 

all 
KGB 

people, 
you 

can't 
parachute 

Americans 
In 

and 
get 

acceas3 

A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
 

s
u
s
p
e
c
t
e
d
 

t
h
e
s
e
 

p
e
o
p
l
e
,
 

s
i
n
c
e
 

he 
k
n
e
w
 

the 
R
u
s
e
l
a
n
s
 

k
n
e
w
 

we 
w
e
r
e
 

d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 

on 
t
h
o
s
e
 

c
h
a
n
n
e
l
s
;
 

like 
a 

m
a
g
a
z
i
n
e
,
 

the 
CIA 

n
e
c
d
s
 

a
t
o
r
i
e
n
 

e
v
e
r
y
 

day, 
u
n
d
e
r
 

C
o
l
b
y
,
 

t
h
e
r
e
 

a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 

wan 
a 

d
a
i
l
y
 

(
i
n
s
i
d
e
)
 

p
a
p
e
r
;
 

so) 
t
h
e
r
e
 

wan 
an 

o
r
g
a
n
?
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

r
e
a
s
o
n
 

not 
to 

ttke 
A
n
g
t
e
t
o
n
 

t
h
r
o
u
p
h
o
u
t
 

the 
C
I
A
.
.
.
.
 

(
G
o
l
i
t
a
i
n
 

s
t
o
r
y
.
.
.
 

A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
'
a
 

s
e
a
r
c
h
 

for 
the 

m
o
l
e
n
 

was 
d
t
a
r
u
p
t
i
v
e
.
 | 

[Lt. 
brings 

up 
Colby, 

and 
Angleton'’s 

apparent 
euapicton 

of 
himy 

high-leve 
people 

naturally 
do 

meet 
each 

other.) 

(EJE 
agrees.) 

1 
don't 

suspect 
Colby 

for 
one 

reason 
- 

hin 
career 

wasn't 
based 

on 
a 

set 
of 

b
r
i
l
i
f
a
n
t
 

a
p
l
e
s
 

that 
he 

ran; 
if 

tt 
waa, 

then 
he 

c
o
u
l
d
 

he 
s
u
s
p
e
c
t
e
d
,
 

b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 

[you 
p
r
o
m
o
t
e
 

a 
m
o
l
e
 

by 
g
i
v
i
n
g
 

him 
good 

s
t
u
f
f
.
 

C
o
l
b
y
'
s
 

c
a
r
c
e
t
 

was] 
a 

sct 

of 
dismal 

failures 
in 

covert 
action 

[auch 
as 

Phoentx.} 

(UL: 
i'm 

not 
saying 

that 
Colby 

was 
a 

mole, 
just 

that 
JJA 

thought 
so 

- 
wrong?) 

EJE: 
Angleton’s 

staff 
auggented 

that 
he 

wan 
a 

sunpect, 
and 

at 
one 

potnt 

Angleton 
confronted 

Colby 
with 

questiona 
about 

these 
contacts, 

What 
Angleton 

believes, 
I 

have 
never 

been 
able 

to 
fathom, 

But, 
now 

~ 
y'know, 

ft 
fa 

a 
theary 

that 

goes 
around 

Washington, 
and 

at 
fa] 

very 
high 

level, 
berause 

of 
things 

Colby 
did 

Inter 
on, 

but 
I 

think, 
y'know, 

one 
- 

ft'a 
not 

Important 
at 

thie 
point 

to 
try 

and 

find 
the 

mote, 
becouse 

ft 
can't 

be 
of 

any 
help. 

[Tha 
fort 

that 
W
A
 

was 
c
o
n
f
r
o
n
t
i
n
g
 

people 
made 

him 
even 

more 
unpopular, 

When 
Colby 

got 
back 

from 
Vietnam 

and 
became 

e
x
e
c
u
t
i
v
e
 

d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
,
}
 

1t 
b
e
c
a
m
e
 

p
r
a
c
t
i
c
a
l
l
y
 

an 
o
h
s
c
a
n
i
o
n
 

w
i
t
h
 

him, 
and 

you 
can 

nea 

it 
from 

hie 
own 

book 
that 

he'a 
just 

written, 
to 

Fire 
Angleton, 

[Finally 
he 

called 

Hloreh 
in, 

pointed 
to 

the 
masl 

cover 
operation;] 

that 
led 

to 
no-called 

“fantly 

j
e
w
e
l
s
"
 

d
i
s
c
l
o
s
u
r
e
s
,
 

and 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
a
l
l
y
 

w
r
e
c
k
e
d
 

the 
CIA. 

fWhen 
LIA 

wan 
f
i
r
e
d
,
 

al! 

the 
top 

Cl 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 

l
e
f
t
s
}
 

then 
f
i
l
e
s
 

d
i
s
a
p
p
e
n
r
e
d
,
 

then 
f
i
n
a
l
l
y
 

[
a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
 

to 
S
e
n
a
t
a
 

I
n
t
e
l
l
i
g
e
n
c
e
 

Committee 
sources) 

the 
inatitutional 

memory 
of 

the 
C1A 

waa 
totally 

d
e
a
t
r
o
y
e
d
 

[
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

p
a
r
t
e
 

w
e
r
e
 

r
u
n
n
i
n
g
 

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 

w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 

k
n
o
w
i
n
g
 

how 
they 

Fit 
together; 

it 
wna 

Cl 
who 

kept 
the 

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
i
t
y
 

(e.g. 
when 

they 
recrutted 

r
o
m
e
o
n
e
,
 .. 

MW 
thinks 

that 

B
K
:
 

Thatta 
right; ») 

(248) 

(303) 

( (935) 

(358) 
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(LL 
agrees, 

EJE: 
Using 

the 
human 

anatogy, 
I 

think 
when 

you 
kill 

the 
memory, 

you 
kilt 

the 
I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 

or 
the 

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
}
;
 

that 
the 

CIA 
is 

d
e
a
d
 

w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 

a 

m
e
m
o
r
y
 

of 
the 

past. 

(Pps: 
Y
o
u
r
 

b
o
o
k
 

says 
the 

CIA 
is 

i
n
s
i
d
e
 

out; 
L
i
n
k
e
d
 

to 
the 

N
o
s
e
n
k
o
 

c
a
s
e
.
 

You 
are 

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
n
g
,
 

m
o
r
e
 

or 
less, 

are 
you 

not, 
that) 

the 
good 

guys 
w
e
r
e
 

p
u
s
h
e
d
 

out 
ahd 

that 
the 

people 
who 

had 
something 

to 
hide 

are 
n
o
w
 

~ 
took 

over 
the 

agency 

at 
that 

p
o
i
n
t
?
 

FIR: 
That's 

right; 
the 

people 
who 

protected 
the 

secrets 
of 

the 
CIA 

and 
the 

FAL 
came 

to 
p
o
w
e
r
,
 

no 
m
a
t
t
e
r
 

how 
d
i
r
t
y
 

t
h
e
i
r
 

s
e
c
r
e
t
e
 

w
e
r
e
,
 

and 
no 

m
a
t
t
e
r
 

w
h
a
t
 

s
k
e
l
e
t
o
n
s
 

w
e
r
e
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
,
 

and 
the 

p
e
o
p
l
e
 

who 
had 

t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 

the 
w
o
r
s
t
 

p
o
s
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
,
 

that 
the 

CIA 
had 

b
e
e
n
 

p
e
n
e
t
r
a
t
e
d
 

... 
were 

p
u
s
h
e
d
 

out. 
Yes, 

I 
t
h
i
n
k
 

t
h
a
t
'
s
 

w
h
a
t
 

did 
happen. 
[PDS: 

That's 
more 

important 
than 

the 
background 

of 
O
s
w
a
l
d
.
.
.
.
}
 

[RJE: 
W
a
c
k
e
r
'
s
 

r
e
v
i
e
w
 

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
e
d
,
 

a
p
t
l
y
 

but 
c
r
i
t
i
c
a
l
l
y
,
 

that 
my 

b
o
o
k
 

is 
a 

Jlgeaw 
puzzle, 

with 
some 

pieces 
missing 

and 
some 

pieces 
from 

another 
puzzle 

mixed 

in. 
C
o
u
l
d
 

be; 
at 

c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 

p
o
i
n
t
s
 

in 
the 

b
o
o
k
 

I 
b
e
c
a
m
e
 

m
o
r
e
 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d
 

in 
the 

s
h
e
n
a
n
i
g
a
n
s
 

fn 
the 

i
n
t
e
l
l
i
g
e
n
c
e
 

game 
than 

in 
O
s
w
a
l
d
.
 

But 
it 

all 
c
r
i
s
s
-
c
r
o
s
s
e
s
 

an 
f
o
l
l
o
w
a
:
 

b
a
c
k
 

in 
1963, 

the 
FBI 

was 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d
 

o
m
n
f
a
c
t
e
n
t
,
.
.
.
]
 

{EJE: 
The 

FBI, 
and 

H
o
o
v
e
r
,
 

k
n
e
w
 

of 
O
s
w
a
l
d
'
s
 

n
o
t
e
,
 

s
a
y
i
n
g
 

he 
w
o
u
l
d
 

b
l
o
w
 

up 
the 

FRE 
buf 

i
d
i
n
g
 

in 
D
a
l
l
e
s
,
 

I 
c
a
n
'
t
 

b
e
l
i
e
v
e
,
 

nor 
can 

any 
o
t
h
e
r
 

s
e
r
i
o
u
s
 

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 

of 
the 

FRI, 
that 

that 
wae 

d
o
n
e
 

e
x
c
e
p
t
 

on 
H
o
o
v
e
r
'
s
 

o
r
d
e
r
s
.
 

If 
t
h
e
y
 

w
o
u
l
d
 

d
e
s
t
r
o
y
 

that, 
ft 

would 
seem 

that 
they 

would 
have 

destroyed] 
any 

other 
evidence, 

more 

important, 
Je.g., 

that 
they 

had 
tried 

to 
double 

Oewald, 
or 

blackmail 
him 

or 
Marina, 

ot! 
of 

w
h
i
c
h
 

fs 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
.
 

My 
t
h
e
s
i
s
 

is 
that 

he 
waa 

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
 

as 
b
e
i
n
g
 

a 
S
o
v
i
e
t
 

I
n
t
e
l
l
i
g
e
n
c
e
 

a
g
e
n
t
.
 

So, 
you 

try 
and 

p
r
o
v
o
k
e
 

him 
- 

e.g. 
by 

g
i
v
i
n
g
 

hin 

accenn 
to 

claseified 
t
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
.
 } 

{VDS: 
E.g., 

at 
J-C-S] 

[JE: 
Absolutely; 

also 
at 

Michael 
Paine's 

house. 
} 

It 
s
e
e
m
s
 

to 
me 

that 
w
h
a
t
 

was 
h
a
p
p
e
n
i
n
g
 

a
g
a
i
n
s
t
 

O
a
w
a
l
d
 

is 
that 

he 
was 

b
e
i
n
g
 

put 

in 
p
o
s
t
t
i
o
n
s
 

w
h
e
r
e
 

he 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 

have 
g
o
t
t
e
n
 

into 
c
o
n
t
a
c
t
 

w
i
t
h
 

- 
if 

he 
had 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
s
 

- 

w
i
t
h
 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
s
 

in 
o
t
h
e
r
 

i
n
t
e
l
l
i
g
e
n
c
e
 

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.
 

And 
that, 

w
h
a
t
e
v
e
r
 

the 
FBI 

did 
- 

and 
1 

think 
that 

at 
the 

end 
they 

tried 
to 

blackmail 
him 

- 
although 

I 
think 

his 

wife 
was 

then 
b
l
a
c
k
m
a
i
l
e
d
 

into 
not 

saying 
what 

happened 
- 

[I 
think 

they 
just 

t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
e
d
 

to 
d
e
p
o
r
t
 

M
a
r
i
n
a
,
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

got 
him 

v
e
r
y
 

a
n
g
r
y
;
 

they 
c
o
u
l
d
n
'
t
 

let 
that 

come 

out, 
80 

they 
e
r
a
s
e
d
 

part 
of 

the 
c
a
s
e
,
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

fa 
why 

my 
b
o
o
k
 

fs 
i
n
d
e
e
d
 

s
o
.
.
.
(
c
u
t
 

off)} 

[PDS: 
Can't 

you 
read 

LNO's 
note 

as 
part 

of 
a 

conspiracy, 
b
l
a
c
k
m
a
i
l
i
n
g
 

the 
FBI 

into 
responding, 

p
r
e
d
i
c
t
a
b
l
y
,
 

as 
{t 

did?) 

{EJK: 
That 

d
e
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
 

was 
of 

the 
single 

most 
fmportant 

piece 
of 

evidence. 
] 

What 
you 

suggest 
fe 

posaible. 
[1t 

might 
turn 

out 
the 

note 
waen't 

written 
by 

L
t
.
 

Just 
t
h
i
n
k
 

of 
the 

a
f
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
 

1£ 
the 

R
u
s
s
i
a
n
s
,
 

or 
e
v
e
n
 

the 
CIA, 

l
e
a
r
n
e
d
 

that 
O
s
w
a
l
d
 

wag 
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 

on 
s
h
o
o
t
i
n
g
 

JFK, 
and 

they 
d
e
c
i
d
e
d
 

they 
d
i
d
n
'
t
 

w
a
n
t
 

to 
be 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
,
 

ao 
they 

t
i
p
p
e
d
 

off 
the 

FBI, 
a
s
s
u
m
i
n
g
 

the 
FBI 

w
o
u
l
d
 

i
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e
l
y
 

a
r
r
e
s
t
 

s
o
m
e
o
n
e
,
 

as 

they 
w
o
u
l
d
 

fn 
R
u
s
a
t
a
,
 

who 
t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
e
d
 

to 
b
l
o
w
 

up 
t
h
e
i
r
 

h
e
a
d
q
u
a
r
t
e
r
s
.
)
 

That 
p
o
s
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

s
t
r
u
c
k
 

me, 
that 

{t 
w
a
a
n
'
t
 

O
s
w
a
l
d
 

who 
w
r
o
t
e
 

the 
n
o
t
e
,
 

but 
s
o
m
e
o
n
e
 

who 
had 

b
e
c
o
m
e
 

privy 
to 

the 
plan, 

and 
who 

wanted 
to 

destroy 
the 

p
l
a
n
.
.
.
[
I
t
 

could 
also 

have 
seid 

n
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
;
 

w
e
'
r
e
 

r
e
l
y
i
n
g
 

on 
s
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
i
e
s
’
 

m
e
m
o
r
i
e
s
;
 

it 
c
o
u
l
d
 

have 
b
e
e
n
 

a 

‘
i
i
v
e
r
s
i
o
n
,
 

a
n
y
i
n
g
,
 

I'm 
g
o
i
n
g
 

to 
F
l
o
r
i
d
a
 

to 
b
l
o
w
 

up 
an 

FAL 
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
,
 

etc. 
If 

they 

note 
was 

authentic, 
it 

argues 
against 

a 
high-level 

conspiracy, 
which 

wouldn't 
tip 

off 
the 

FT 
in 

advance. 
D
e
s
t
r
o
y
i
n
g
 

such 
evidence 

raises 
the 

p
o
s
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

that 
they 

w
o
u
l
d
 

d
e
s
t
r
o
y
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

e
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
,
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

is 
why 

L
e
g
e
n
d
 

can 
be 

d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
d
 

as 
a 

j
i
g
s
a
w
 

purrtlc 
with 

pleces 
misatng.] 

I've 
been 

critiazed 
for 

not 
drawing 

c
o
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n
s
,
 

but 

it's 
t
m
p
o
a
s
t
h
b
i
e
,
 

b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 

we 
d
o
n
'
t
 

h
a
v
e
 

some 
of 

the 
b
a
s
i
c
 

p
i
e
c
e
s
.
 

[PpS: 
Can 

we 
conclude 

that 
the 

FBI 
and 

CIA 
had 

a 
Jot 

to 
hide?] 

[BIE: 
CIA 

also 
hiding 

the 
‘mole’ 

case, 
which 

they 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d
 

more 
important.... 

Inconreitvable 
that 

they 
wouldn't 

be 
interested 

in 
d
e
b
r
i
e
f
i
n
g
 

him....] 

(rps: 
The 

WC 
didn't 

belfeve 
that 

the 
KGB 

didn't 
debrief 

h
i
m
.
 | 

BJE: 
When 

I 
m
e
n
t
i
o
n
e
d
 

to 
R
i
c
h
a
r
d
 

H
e
l
m
s
 

that 
the 

KGB 
h
a
d
n
'
t
 

d
e
b
r
i
e
f
e
d
 

O
s
w
a
l
d
,
 

h
e
c
a
u
n
e
 

they 
- 

b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 

N
o
s
e
n
k
o
 

said 
they 

w
e
r
e
 

s
h
o
r
t
 

of 
m
a
n
p
o
w
e
r
,
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

ia 
what 

he 

told 
me 

fq 
(the) 

interview, 
Helms 

laughed 
and 

safd, 
that's 

crazy, 
1€ 

that 
ever 

happened 
hare, 

we 
would 

of 
courac, 

y'know, 
always 

find 
the 

people, 
and 

then 
I 

s
a
i
d
,
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but, 
y'know, 

did 
you 

debrief 
him, 

and 
he 

aald, 
Oh 

my 
God, 

he 
started 

to 
think 

that 
of 

course 
they 

claimed 
they 

hadn't 
debriefed 

him. 
(Alea, 

Fox 
of 

DIA 
sald 

. 

every 
i
n
t
e
l
l
i
g
e
n
c
e
 

service 
in 

the 
world 

would 
want 

to 
debetef 

Oswald, 
PDS: 

Enchuding 

hie 
own? 

EJE: 
Yea} 

let 
me 

give 
the 

r
e
a
s
o
n
s
:
 

at 
one 

p
o
l
n
t
 

O
a
w
a
l
d
 

c
t
a
d
m
e
d
 

to 
v
 

know 
the 

apartment 
Iayout 

of 
Kyril 

Hazarov 
(phonetic), 

who 
fa 

a 
ponuthle 

auccessor 

of 
Brezhnev. 

Also, 
the 

CTA 
was 

running 
« 

markinga 
program 

on 
Rovlot 

machine 
toota, 

trying 
to 

see 
when 

they 
changed 

- 
important 

re 
minaile 

technology. 
Atao, 

how 
the 

Russians 
handled 

defectors. 
Were 

they 
given 

druga, 
isointed, 

etc? 
In 

ense 
anyone 

wanted 
to 

send 
a 

fake 
defector. 

PDS: 
What 

about 
ONL? 

FRJE 
((neemtng 

a 
bit 

evinatve))! 

W
e
b
s
t
e
r
 

cnse 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d
.
 

CIA 
p
a
y
c
h
i
a
t
r
i
a
t
 

- 
code 

n
o
m
e
 

R
o
b
e
r
t
 

T
a
y
l
o
r
 

((net 
c
l
e
a
r
 

4€ 
this 

is 
Webster's 

or 
the 

s
h
r
i
n
k
'
s
)
)
.
.
.
 

So, 
maybe 

££ 
they 

thought 
LHO 

wan 
very 

h
o
s
t
t
l
e
,
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

fa 
the 

o
n
l
y
 

e
x
p
l
a
n
a
t
i
o
n
 

EJF 
c
o
u
l
d
 

get, 
they 

w
o
u
l
d
 

une 
an 

u
n
w
i
t
t
i
n
g
 

debriefing. 
PDS: 

Are 
you 

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
n
g
 

DeH? 
EIR: 

That's 
what 

he 
told 

me,) 
tn 

the 

Inet 
interview 

he 
hnd 

with 
me, 

[PNS: 
With 

a
n
y
b
o
d
y
.
 } 

((FAK 
sounda 

a 
bit 

sensitive 

here.)) 
[BJE: 

Me 
had 

worked 
for 

everyone. 
We 

admitted 
that 

the 
Rusaftaun 

had 

approached 
him, 

tle's 
charming, 

very 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
,
 

not 
a 

fool 
during 

tha 
interview. 

[PDS: 
Reporte 

that 
he 

wae 
not 

all 
anne?) 

[EJE: 
We 

Listened 
to 

my 
questions, 

ete. 
Finally 

admitted 
that 

Moore 
anked 

him 
to 

see 
O
s
w
a
l
d
.
 

DeM 
k
n
e
w
 

who 
FE 

was, 
may 

h
a
v
e
 

b
e
e
n
 

t
r
y
i
n
g
 

to 
c
o
n
f
u
s
e
 

me 
by 

blaming 
the 

CIA.] 
[LiL: 

Did 
he 

strike 
you 

ag 
on 

the 
brink 

of 
sutcide? 

u
n
c
o
m
f
o
r
t
a
b
l
e
 

area? 
tlave 

you 
ruled 

out 
mirder?] 

(BJE: 
fe 

wan 
a 

v
e
r
y
 

d
i
s
t
u
r
b
i
n
g
 

t
h
i
n
k
;
 

1£ 
you 

a
s
k
e
d
 

100 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

a 
a
u
t
c
i
d
e
'
s
 

behavior 
just 

before, 
they 

would 
say 

they 
saw 

nothing 
odd, 

becnune 
you 

don't 
want 

to 
admit 

you 
did; 

f 
eaw 

nothing 
odd,... 

Tt 
was 

suspicfour. 
PHSt 

When 
was 

the 

n
d
m
i
s
a
i
o
n
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

M
o
o
r
e
?
 

EUR: 
An 

h
o
u
r
 

or 
two 

b
e
f
o
r
e
;
 

just 
b
e
f
o
r
e
,
 

hea 
wan 

c
l
a
l
m
i
n
g
 

he 
was 

b
e
i
n
g
 

b
l
a
c
k
m
n
l
l
e
d
;
 

t
a
l
k
e
d
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

the 
i
n
s
c
r
i
b
e
d
 

p
h
o
t
o
,
 

FNS: 
l
d
 

you 
ase 

that 
photo? 

EJE: 
Yes. 

The 
picture 

seemed 
to 

implicate 
Net 

and 
Marina 

in 
prior 

knowledge 
of 

the 
Watker 

shooting; 
maybe 

somcone 
wan 

blackmal 
tfug 

him,...} 

[EJE: 
CIA 

was 
doing 

expedite 
chock. 

CIA 
told 

him 
that 

a 
accurity 

check 
on 

a 
U.S. 

citizen 
ts 

almost 
unheard 

of; 
done 

on 
an 

employes 
ar 

applicant, 
or 

4 
possible 

penetrator. 
CIA 

wouldn't 
teil 

him 
why 

ft 
was 

requested 
on 

DeH, 
When 

the 
Senate 

Committee 
(sic) 

gets 
the 

answer, 
we'll 

know 
if 

he's 
C
I
A
.
 

IPDS: 
Suppose 

the 
CIA 

did 
debrief 

Oswald; 
didn't 

Welma 
tle 

at 
fenst 

about 

the 
c
o
n
t
e
m
p
l
a
t
i
n
g
 

of 
that? 

Any 
reason 

to 
believe 

He 
inst] 

{EJE: 
The 

CIA 
officer 

said 
nothing 

wae 
ever 

dona; 
ft 

secma 
to 

he 
a 

tachni- 

cality 
whether 

it 
was 

c
o
n
t
e
m
p
l
a
t
e
d
 

or 
not,] 

Gut) 
the 

p
o
n
n
i
b
i
t
i
t
y
 

that 
the 

CIA 
Ited 

s
e
e
m
s
 

v
e
r
y
 

live 
to 

mes 
[1 

a
s
k
e
d
 

p
e
o
p
l
e
 

in 
o
t
h
e
r
 

i
n
t
o
t
l
i
g
e
n
c
e
 

a
g
e
n
c
t
e
n
 

tf 
t
h
e
y
 

t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 

that 
was 

p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e
,
 

and 
they 

s
a
i
d
,
)
 

yes, 
b
e
c
n
u
n
e
 

o
n
c
e
 

the 
CIA 

a
d
m
i
t
t
e
d
 

a 

contact 
with 

Oswald, 
{t 

could 
never 

prove 
that 

it 
broke 

the 
contact.... 

I'm 

convinced 
that 

they 
debriefed 

him, 
and 

that 
this 

paper 
he 

wrote, 
"The 

Collect 
tive" 

was 
written 

at 
the 

beheat 
of 

George 
DeM 

[which 
is 

why 
hin 

family 
ave 

the 
only 

people 
to 

have 
seen 

it. 
The 

queation 
ts 

whether 
they 

did 
a 

witting 
or 

unwitting 

Had 
you 

gotten 
Inte 

an 

d
e
b
r
i
e
f
i
n
g
.
 

tle 
has 

a
n
k
a
d
 

the 
CIA 

3
 

the 
1G 

c
h
e
c
k
e
d
 

the 
D
a
l
l
a
s
 

of 
f
i
c
e
.
)
 

(PDS: 
Did 

you 
ask 

Fox 
4f 

DIA 
debriafed 

Oswald?) 

[£JE: 
I'm 

not 
sure 

DIA 
existed 

then; 
Fox 

said 
he 

didn't 
know 

of 
any 

such 

d
e
b
r
i
c
f
i
n
g
,
 

but 
he 

w
o
u
l
d
 

a
s
a
u
m
e
 

that 
it 

was 
d
o
n
e
 

for 
t
h
e
m
 

by 
ONT, 

FAT, 
or 

CTA, 

and] 
that 

he 
assumed 

it 
had 

to 
te 

done 
at 

some 
level. 

{i'm 
talking 

about 
what 

he 
a
s
n
u
m
e
d
,
 

not 
w
h
a
t
 

he 
k
n
e
w
,
 

The 
m
o
r
e
 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
i
n
g
 

(
Q
w
h
o
 

s
a
y
a
?
7
)
)
 

t
h
i
n
g
 

ft 
d
l
a
c
u
a
n
e
d
 

with 
Fox 

was 
the 

damage 
assessment 

when 
he 

d
e
f
e
c
t
e
d
.
.
.
.
)
 

 ((RIF 
rounds 

evastve 
to 

me.)) 

(EJE 
commented 

a
k
e
p
t
i
c
a
t
l
y
 

on 
the 

alleged 
n
o
n
e
x
i
s
t
e
n
c
e
 

of 
ONT 

records.) 

{Pnd: 
What 

about 
Angleton's 

p
r
e
-
s
s
n
a
s
s
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 

i
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
 

of 
the 

letters; 

you 
aay 

A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
 

was 
a
w
a
r
e
 

of 
that 

c
o
r
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
c
e
,
 

r
i
g
h
t
?
]
 

EJE: 
Yea, 

and 
let 

me 
just 

m
e
n
t
i
o
n
 

one 
o
t
h
e
r
 

t
h
i
n
g
 

fn 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 

of 
w
h
a
t
 

y
o
u
'
r
e
 

s
a
y
i
n
g
.
 

[
N
o
s
e
n
k
o
 

gave 
CIA 

v
e
r
y
 

{
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

!n 
19642 

ra 
tha 

m
o
t
e
 

- 

defectors 
could 

confirm 
ff 

Nosenko 
was 

tn 
the 

tourlat 
department 

fw 
1959 

- 
a 

reason 

for 
the 

CLA 
to 

get 
info 

from 
Oswald. 

Thirdly, 
Oswald 

wns 
contact 

ing 
Koatikoy 

and 

C
e
r
a
s
i
m
o
v
.
.
.
]
 

(
(
D
e
f
i
n
i
t
e
l
y
 

s
o
u
n
d
a
 

Like 
E
p
s
t
e
i
n
 

e
v
a
d
e
d
 

this 
q
u
e
a
t
t
o
n
 

- 
or, 

at 
l
e
a
s
t
,
 

he 
didn't 

get 
the 

point.)> 
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(
E
E
:
 

K
o
a
t
i
k
o
v
 

was 
u
n
d
e
r
 

I
n
t
e
n
s
e
 

s
u
r
v
e
i
l
l
a
n
c
e
;
 

was 
a
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
d
 

w
i
t
h
 

off 

pipeline 
sabotage; 

CIA 
told 

FBI 
pre-11/22 

that 
Oswald 

had 
wet 

Kostikov.} 
The 

FBI 
p
r
o
b
a
b
l
y
 

k
n
e
w
 

a
n
y
h
o
w
;
 

they 
p
r
o
b
a
b
l
y
 

t
r
a
c
e
d
 

O
s
w
a
l
d
 

to 
some 

l
i
t
t
l
e
 

r
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t
 

Jn 
Mexteo 

City...J 
[PhS 

brings 
up 

Cubela, 
Cuba} 

(BJe: 
all 

t
h
e
s
e
 

t
h
i
n
g
s
 

w
o
u
l
d
 

have 
b
r
o
u
g
h
t
 

O
s
w
a
l
d
 

to 
the 

a
t
t
e
n
t
i
o
n
 

of 
- 

in 

fact, 
the 

CTA 
asked 

for 
a 

List 
of 

FFCC 
organizers. 

I'm 
not 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
i
n
g
 

with 
your 

contention 
that 

the 
CIA 

and 
FBI 

had 
an 

interest 
in 

Oswald. 
} 

[PpS: 
You 

eafd 
the 

CIA 
i
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t
e
d
 

O
s
w
a
l
d
'
a
 

P
o
w
e
r
s
 

l
e
t
t
e
r
.
 

have 
made 

him 
tbigh-priority 

interest?) 

{EJE: 
Not 

c
o
n
c
e
f
v
a
b
l
e
 

to 
me 

that 
it's 

o
t
h
e
r
 

than 
as 

you 
say, 

but 
w
h
e
n
 

you 

talk 
to 

CIA 
p
e
o
p
l
e
,
 

they 
eay, 

we 
had. 

ao 
m
a
n
y
 

p
e
o
p
l
e
 

to 
d
e
b
r
i
e
f
.
.
.
 

P
o
w
e
r
s
 

was 
80 

c
o
n
v
i
n
c
e
d
 

that 
O
s
w
a
l
d
 

had 
g
i
v
e
n
 

the 
S
o
v
i
e
t
s
 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

and 
I 

c
o
u
l
d
n
'
t
 

see 
why 

he 
wan 

no 
eure, 

Just 
From 

d
e
d
u
c
t
i
v
e
 

e
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
;
 

I 
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 

he 
was 

a 
p
r
e
t
t
y
 

h
o
n
e
s
t
 

g
u
y
;
)
 

I 
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 

in 
the 

3 
or 

6 
m
o
n
t
h
e
 

that 
the 

CIA 
d
e
b
r
i
e
f
e
d
 

him, 
they 

a
s
k
e
d
 

him 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

nhout 
Oawatd 

that 
triggered 

hie 
mind, 

and 
{[1 

thought 
that}} 

he 
couldn't 

say 
that, 

b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 

he 
wan 

p
r
o
b
o
b
l
y
 

- 
he 

was 
s
t
i
l
l
 

g
e
t
t
i
n
g
 

paid 
by 

the 
CIA. 

[UL 
t
a
t
k
e
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

c
o
l
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

b
i
a
s
,
 

the 
R
e
a
d
e
r
'
s
 

D
i
g
e
s
t
 

c
o
n
n
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
,
 

e
t
c
.
}
 

a
u
p
p
o
s
e
d
 

§.10 
was 

an 
o
u
t
-
o
f
-
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
 

CIA 
a
g
e
n
t
;
 

was 
E
J
E
'
s
 

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
 

d
a
m
a
g
e
d
;
 

f
a
n
'
t
 

A
n
g
l
o
t
o
n
 

the 
p
e
r
f
e
c
t
 

p
e
r
s
o
n
 

to 
F
l
o
a
t
 

a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 

l
e
g
e
n
d
,
 

that 
the 

CIA 
was 

just 

i
n
e
p
t
?
 

H
a
y
b
e
 

the 
CIA 

wss 
p
r
e
p
a
r
i
n
g
 

to 
send 

him 
to 

M
e
x
i
c
o
,
 

for 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
?
)
 

[FJK: 
There 

are 
2 

parte 
to 

that. 
Firet, 

was 
he 

recruited 
by 

the 
CIA 

pre- 

tlefection?} 
1 

started 
with 

that 
hypothesis, 

[and 
found 

that 
he 

was 
an 

unlikely 

c
a
n
d
i
d
a
t
e
,
 

and 
t
h
e
r
e
 

waa 
no 

time, 
S
e
c
o
n
d
 

p
o
s
s
i
b
i
l
t
y
:
 

that 
he 

was 
r
e
c
u
i
t
e
d
 

u
p
o
n
 

hia 
return. 

That's 
much 

Likelier, 
because 

they 
would 

have 
had 

# 
reason. 

If 
you 

wont 
to 

go 
to 

the 
idea 

that 
he 

was 
an 

FBI 
or 

CIA 
a
g
e
n
t
,
 

you 
look 

t
h
e
r
e
,
 

not 
at 

the 
p
r
e
-
d
e
f
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

stage. 
About 

the 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
:
 

the 
stuff 

in 
the 

RD 
is 

not 
exactly 

pro-Fat,..]) 
{PnSt 

A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
 

and 
S
u
l
l
i
v
a
n
 

w
e
r
e
 

b
o
t
h
 

f
o
r
c
e
d
 

out; 
not 

just 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 

g
r
u
d
g
e
s
,
 

but 
very 

committed 
to 

greater 
v
i
g
i
l
a
n
c
e
.
 ] 

(KJf: 
T'tl 

get 
to 

that, 
but 

I 
don’t 

think 
that 

the 
RD 

link-] 
They 

really 

d
i
d
n
'
t
 

have 
a
n
y
t
h
i
n
g
 

to 
do 

w
i
t
h
 

the 
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
;
 

an 
o
u
t
l
i
n
e
 

wae 
n
e
v
e
r
 

s
u
b
m
i
t
t
e
d
 

to 
them; 

they 
didn't 

know 
what 

the 
book 

was 
about 

until 
they 

recetved 
it. 

And 
I'm 

sure 
that 

the 
W
a
n
t
i
n
g
t
o
n
 

office 
of 

the 
Reader's 

Digest 
- 

[
i
n
t
e
r
r
u
p
t
e
d
 

- 
LL 

suggested 
that 

they 
c
o
u
l
d
 

Just 
give 

A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
 

to 
E
p
s
t
e
i
n
 

late 
in 

the 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
,
 

and 
e
x
p
e
c
t
 

him 
to 

run 
with 

ft.) 
[EJE: 

The 
R
D
'
a
 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 

was 
that 

the 
b
o
o
k
 

on 
the 

KCB 
was) 

h
e
a
v
i
l
y
 

s
p
o
o
n
-
f
e
d
 

to 
them 

by 
Nosenko, 

and 
ft 

haa 
a 

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
l
y
 

different 
t
a
c
k
 

Pps: 
But 

l
e
t
'
s
 

face 
it, 

by 
the 

CIA? 
EJE: 

By 
the 

CIA, 
a
b
s
o
l
u
t
e
l
y
,
 

a
b
s
o
l
u
t
e
l
y
.
 

1 
shouldn't 

say 
absotutelyt 

(Al! 
laugh) 

C
e
r
t
a
i
n
l
y
 

the 
CIA 

gave 
them 

a 
lot 

of 

i
n
f
o
r
m
u
t
i
o
n
 

for 
the 

KGB 
book. 

PDS: 
W
o
u
l
d
 

that 
h
a
v
e
 

b
e
e
n
 

A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
 

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y
?
 

E4E: 
[No; 

A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
 

r
e
f
u
s
e
d
 

to 
s
p
e
a
k
 

to 
B
a
r
r
o
n
;
 

he 
was 

v
e
r
y
 

m
u
c
h
 

a
g
a
i
n
s
t
 

that 
b
o
o
k
,
 

becaune 
{t 

portrayed 
the 

KGB 
as 

a 
bunch 

of 
thugs; 

Angleton 
considered 

them 

s
u
p
h
i
n
t
i
c
a
t
e
d
 

and 
e
l
e
g
a
n
t
 

o
p
p
o
n
e
n
t
s
;
)
 

his 
v
i
e
w
 

was 
that 

that 
was 

all 
a 

d
i
s
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

operntion, 
from 

Nosenko 
to 

- 
so 

that 
we 

would 
lose 

- 
tf 

you 
read 

Colby's 
book, 

(he 

saya 
that 

Angleton 
spends 

too 
much 

time 
d
r
a
m
a
t
i
z
i
n
g
 

the 
capscity 

of 
the 

KGB, 
which 

fn 
just 

a 
b
u
n
c
h
 

of 
t
h
u
g
s
.
 

Yea, 
the 

b
o
o
k
 

c
o
m
e
s
 

in 
l
a
r
g
e
 

p
a
r
t
 

from 
A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
,
 

S
u
l
l
i
v
a
n
,
 

e
t
e
.
,
 

the 
m
a
i
n
 

part 
c
o
m
e
s
 

from 
the 

S
o
v
i
e
t
 

R
u
s
s
i
a
 

D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
,
 

who 
are 

also 
d
i
s
g
r
u
n
t
l
e
d
,
 

a
l
t
h
o
u
g
h
 

they 
and 

A
n
g
l
e
t
o
n
 

hate 
e
a
c
h
 

o
t
h
e
r
,
 

I 
s
p
o
k
e
 

to 
some 

c
u
r
r
e
n
t
 

CIA 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 

- 

Hotma, 
10 

Gordon 
Stewart, 

John 
Hart, 

who 
are 

part 
of 

the 
book. 

It's 
hard 

to 
be 

sure 

you're 
not 

being 
used. 

I 
spent 

6 
months 

going 
around 

to 
CI 

staff; 
when 

IT 
got 

to 

speak 
to 

the 
Soviet 

Russia 
people 

in 
Brussels, 

I 
was 

told 
that 

much 
had 

been 
left 

out 
- 

the 
'62 

Golitsin 
story, 

m
o
l
e
s
.
 ] 

[PDS: 
Weren't 

you 
surprised 

by 
JJA's 

pre-ass'n 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 

of 
Oswald; 

the 
Povers 

l
o
t
t
e
r
,
 

V
o
l
o
s
h
i
n
,
 

e
t
c
.
,
 

not 
g
i
v
e
n
 

to 
the 

WC?] 

[EJE: 
T'm 

not 
sure 

a
b
o
u
t
 

t
h
a
t
;
 

from 
the 

F
O
I
A
 

r
e
q
u
e
s
t
e
;
 

they 
got 

a 
good 

d
e
a
l
 

of 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
;
 

T 
t
h
i
n
k
 

the 
WC 

just 
d
i
d
n
'
t
 

w
a
n
t
 

to 
deal 

w
i
t
h
 

the 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 

of 
R
u
s
s
i
a
.
 

(
(
D
e
f
i
n
i
t
e
l
y
 

e
v
a
s
i
v
e
 

this 
t
i
m
e
.
)
)
 

CIA 
d
t
d
n
'
t
 

give 
me 

p
h
o
t
o
 

of 
V
o
l
o
s
h
i
n
,
 

but 
w
o
u
l
d
 

have 
given 

it 
to 

the 
WC. 

CIA 
and 

FRE 
were 

hoping 
things 

wouldn't 
come 

o
u
t
.
 } 

Wouldn't 
t
h
a
t
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(400) [PDS: But wouldn't Angleton have wanted more to come out?] 

[EJE: There are 2 Angleton's - in and out of power. Now he sees his only 
chance of getting the mole story out is to flush it out through the Senate Select 
Committee or a journalist; in 1963, he was practically running the CIA; he was 
the most powerful man there, didn't want even his name to come out. CIA had 
interests in the Cubela stuff not coming out. ] 

[Concluding discussion about whether the case can be solved, etc. EJE 
thinks that guns & bullets may be a blind alley; with one gunman, there could 
still be a conspiracy; the second alternative is looking at Oswald's connections. 
Epstein does think it is a live case. ] 

{End of highlights of interview of Epstein by Peter Dale Scott and Larry Lee of 
' KSAN, taped 4/5/78. If the earlier pages of this interview (which starts on page 

14) are missing from your copy, they can be obtained on request. ] 

Some general comments: Epstein has obviously thought about some of the 
evidence about Oswald and U.S. intelligence in a more subtle way than is reflected 
in the book. I don't think we have yet heard the full story of why the book is 
so asymmetric. It seems possible that editing was done to keep the book simple, 
and that Epstein actually believes it was done for stylistic reasons. I'm 
certainly not convinced that the book was not the result of an intelligence 
operation by the Angleton people, even if Epstein didn't know it. 

After the taping, Epstein inscribed Peter's copy of Legend with favorable 
comments about Peter's work, and gave him a New York phone number. Epstein 
supposedly claimed familiarity with our book, and recalled my help with Inauest. 

kRaeRKK 

A few days ago, I was considering adding to these notes some speculation 
that the recent defection of Shevchenko at the U.N. wes somehow connected to 
Epstein's disclosures about Fedora. I decided that this would make me sound 
too much like Mae Brussell or J. Jesus Angleton. However, I am informed that 
today's NY Times (and Time) report that Shevchenko has offered to tell us something 
about Fedora, for the right amount of money. Very interesting. 

So, I will mention my suspicion thet there is more to the indictments of 
Gray, Felt, and Miller than meets the eye. I don't have any idea what it is; 
I'll just suggest thet it might be worth the effort to ask people connected with 
this cese if they can shed any light on the cases of Fedora, Nosenko, the mole 
in the FBI's NY office, or the Kennedy assassination. 

One thing that did catch my attention is that the NY FBI agent, LaPrade, 
specifically alleged that the Weathermen were tied to the PLO. It is now well 
known that Angleton doesn't care for the PLO at all, considering them a KGB front. 

It will be interesting to see if Angleton's Security and Intelligence Fund 
goes to bat for Gray et al., now that charges against Kearney have been dropped. 

More sources: 

(39) Hacker's review (NYRev, 4/V/78) is remarkably low key. In marked 
contrast to Hoch & Stetler, he finds the Oswald part more compelling than the mole 
part, and actually complains that Epstein “allows Angleton's recollections to 
wander far afield from Oswald." Some of Hacker's criticisms are well taken, but 
phrased most gently. Inquest is praised as the best single study of the assass- 
ination, with no indication that Hacker had anything to do with it. 

(40) Courtesy of Peter Scott: NYT, 3/10/76, p. 1 - a story by Crewdson 
about alleged penetration of the FBI. The source is a former intelligence official, 
presumably Angleton (or maybe Sullivan). Golitsin is named, and quite a bit of 
his story is told, including the claim that the FBI had been damaged worse than the 
CIA. The story of the stolen documents which were offered back to the FBI is 
mentioned. Very interesting; and another reason to wondering about the chronology - 
of Epstein's project. By 3/10/76 he was certainly well into it. In New York, 
(part I, p. 38), he said he didn't know of any previous mention of Stone's story. 
Hmm. Was this Crewdson story Angleton's first attempt, which didn't take, without 
the sex appeal of the Oswald angle? Hm.
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[Continuation of note on item (40), NYT 3/10/76:] Epstein did know of this 
article, since he referred to it (without a citation) in note 3 on p. 329. 
The note, unlike the article, avoids the question of penetration of the CIA, 
and does not mention Golitsin. Epstein £4£¢44%$% attributes the conclusion that 
the FBI had almost certainly been penetrated to "a former senior FBI official," 
while the article says that the source was simply "a former intelligence official," 
who could easily be CIA. (Actually, maybe Epstein's attribution is not false; 
he may have gotten more information about the identity of the source, e.g. Sullivan.) 

More on the mail interception: Lardner has now published part of the CIA's 
letter of August 10, 1976 to the Abzug Committee, in which Bush stated that the 
only correspondence to or from Oswald which was intercepted was a letter to him 
from his mother, dated 8 July 1961. (I have a copy of this letter, which I don't 
think has been published; it seems quite innocuous.) 

I recently came across a reference to the mail interception in the Schweiker 
Report which I had forgotten about. Page 59 notes that "one of the CIA mail 
surveillance operations did acquire at least some of Oswald's correspondence 
from the Soviet Union. Despite the fact that this operation was of the highest 
sensitivity at that time, the CIA did furnish the FBI with the information the 
Agency had acquired." The impression given is that more was intercepted than 
the one letter to Oswald, but that is uncertain. Also, it is unclear whether the 
information was given to the FBI before or after the assassination. (I don't 
think there is anything in the one letter to Oswald that would warrant the CIA 
risking exposure of their operation by passing it on to the FBI.) 

The Schweiker Report's cited source is a CIA letter of 5/7/75 to the Rocke- 
feller Commission, which is CIA Item #2???-1087. [That is, #1087 in the original 
numbering system.] A request by someone in Washington for this specific item 
might be worthwhile. 

On April 6, I wrote the CIA, renewing my request for all records relating to 
the Oswald mail interception. (The original request, which has been unproductive, 
was made on 8 June 1976; as noted above, that is early enough for it to have 
possibly influenced what Angleton told Epstein.) My letter cited the three mail 
interceptions described by Epstein, and pointed out the implications of the apparent 
suppression. The CIA chose to interpret my letter as a request for comment rather 
than a request for records, which it clearly was; so what I got was, in essence, 
a "no comment." I expect that if I pressed the CIA on this, they would urge me to 
wait for the forthcoming general release. They would not be able to put off a new 
request for (e.g.) item 1087 from someone else, especially a reporter, so easily. 

The CIA also told me thet the last general release is now expected in another 
6 to 8 weeks. (That's what they said on 14 February!) They said that they had 
“encountered delays in coordination and related processing." 

I understand that the CIA gave the Abzug Committee some additional interesting 
information. Oswald was put on the CIA's watchlist on 9 November 1959, which is 
not surprising. He was removed on 15 March 1960, reason unknown; put back on 
on 7 August 1961, and removed 28 May 1962. I am not aware of any explanation for 
this watchlist activity. Ideas are welcomed. 

More published sources: 

(41) Washington Monthly, April 1978, p. 65. A one-paragraph review. “Legend _ 
does not purport to shed any light on who killed JFK, which shows admirable restraint 
on Epstein's part." 

(42) Boston Globe, 16 April. Review by Priscilla McMillan. Quite critical, 
and rather reasonable. (There is no complaint about Epstein's description of her, 
which would be justified.) "The book's final casualty is context, the atmosphere 
in which LHO breathed and lived his life." (The first casualty was truth.) While 
McMillan's book underemphasizes Oswald's political and intelligence aspects, it is 
certainly true that Epstein leaves no room for non-sinister, non-political motives. 
For example, the simplest explanation for DeMohrenschildt's interest in Marina 
would be lust. There are some good criticisms on factual points in this review also. 



EPSTEIN . -22- 5/2/78 

(43) The Capital Times [Madison, Wisc.?], 17 April, p. 18; review by 
David Wrone. Calls Legend irresponsible and vicious; the focus is on errors of 
fact and omissions of evidence. 

(44) NYT, 18 April; story by Anthony Marro on the Shevchenko case. He has 
supposedly suggested that he can provide information about Fedora. 

(45) Washington Post, 16 April, p. Bl; long piece by Tad Szulc on Shevchenko. 
Suggests a possible link to the Fedora case; Epstein is mentioned. Probably 
contains less of substance that Szule has heard, I would guess. 

(46) Seven Days, 21 April, p. 32; review by Jeff Goldberg (AIB), "Orchids 
from Epstein." A good overview; critical of Epstein's errors about the shooting, 
including the affair of the oak tree. 

(47) Washington Post, 23 April, p. El. Long review by George Lardner, who 
hits Epstein hard both on the war of the moles, and the JFK shooting. The book is 
called "fascinating, important, and essentially dishonest... paranoid ... naive." 
Right on! Mentions the oak tree, Epstein's coyness about what he and Angleton 
believe (making the good point that Angleton's disclaimer is in an early chapter; 
it may not cover what he believes now), the mail interception matter, etc. 
Colby's anti-Angleton position is quoted (from his forthcoming book.) 

I wonder if Lane and/or Epstein will complain about Lardner being a tool of 
the CIA on this matter? 

(48) Washington Star, 23 April; review by Jacob Cohen. Critical of the absence 
of much new information, the bad footnotes, the misrepresentation of the diary, 
the incomplete presentation of the graphologist’s opinions about Oswald, the reliance 
on Angleton, and the general implausibility of Oswald's behavior if he was a KGB 
spy. As usual, Cohen is effective in criticizing people who have not thought 
through the implications and consequences of their claims; as usual, his arguments 
against a conspiratorial explanation of the shooting are not quite convincing, 
but deserve to be taken seriously. (Eis book, "Conspiracy Fever," is now promised 
for this fall.) 

(49) Washington Star, 23 April; another review, this one by David Wise. 
Good background on Angleton, and his "sinister" testimony to the Church Committee 
(to the effect that the CIA doesn't really have to obey a President's "overt orders"). 
Wise effectively raises the possibility that Nosenko was a plant with a true 
story. He complains about Epstein's failure to spell out his conclusions on 
DeMohrenschildt, but there is not much on the assassination part of the book; 
Wise calls it "well written, carefully researched, and ultimately very disappointing." 
He raises the possibility that Nosenko was a plant who was supposed to be found 
out, thus raising the false specter of a mole inside the CIA and sowing ‘confusion 
and suspicion.’ 

(50) Washington Post, 24 April, p. 1; a long story by Robert G. Kaiser, 
Stating that the Senate Intelligence Committee has begun an inquiry into the 
Nosenko case (which is summarized). The Post has talked to some of Epstein's sources. 
David Murphy and Tennent H. Bagley are named as top men in the Soviet Russia 
Division, who joined in Angleton's. challenge of Nosenko. The Post has confirmed 
that Igor Agu, the "press attaché" who told Epstein about Nosenko, was not a press 
attaché and may have been a KGB agent. Comments on Nosenko by Helms and Colby 
are included. 

(51) New York, 24 April, p. 9. Another "Intelligencer" item: “An End to 
the War of the Moles?" Suggests that Shevchenko may confirm the @ngletonian) 
suspicions about Fedora and another undercover agent inside the Russian mission, 

"Top Hat." (Where is New York getting all this stuff? Epstein?) 
(52) Time, 24 April, p. 37; the original report that Shevchenko has offered 

to talk about possible disinformation agents, for a price. 
(53) S.F. Examiner, 25 April, p. 29; Dan Schorr's syndicated colum. A 

summary of the Shevchenko-Fedora-Nosenko-Epstein situation. Colby is said to 
have been planning to fire Angleton because of the harm his obsession with counter- 
intelligence was doing. 

(54) Boston Phoenix, 25 April 78; review by Dave Williams (AIB). Properly
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critical, of course, e.g. on Epstein's handling of his sources. Includes some 
interesting quotes from Willie's interview of Epstein. 

(55) Nation, 29 April, p. 509; review by Aaron Latham. Critical of Epstein's 
style, and his reliance on Angleton. The focus is on Angleton, who saw spies 
around him "as Howard Hughes saw germs." Latham suggests that "Legend" may itself 
be the false biography. (By the way, can someone give me a citation for, or a copy 
of, Latham's interview of Angleton some time ago - in "New York?") 

(56) New Republic, 29 April, p. 35; review by Alice van Buren of "Legend" 
and "Marina and Lee." A somewhat imprecise but generally valid critique of 
Epstein. The comments on McMillan are positive, and fascinating; ask for a copy, 
if you are interested. Now we know why most assassination researchers are males. 

(57) AIB newsletter, April-May; review by Carl Oglesby. Properly critical; 
the focus is on Angleton. "The best guess [about the purpose of Legend] is that 
Oswald had been involved, from the CIA side, in a combined CIA-KGB operation of 
a most secret character, and that it was this operation which was placed in jeopardy 
when Oswald was made the patsy for the JFK hit." An interesting idea, new to me: 
any evidence? Any guess as to what that joing operation might have been? Any 
evidence of actual joint operations? 

(58) Newsweek, 1 May, p. 9; a letter from Eli Karson (Somers, Conn.), who 
claims to have been a USAF U-2 intelligence officer and unit historian. He finds 
Epstein's claim that the information known to Oswald (rate of ascent and cruising 
altitude) could have helped shoot down Powers to be "absurd." 

As noted above, Epstein's claim did sound implausible to me; on the other 
hand, I recall from Powers' book that he did his best not to let the Russians know 
his height when he was shot down. (Incidentally, the McMillan review, #42, states 
without attribution that the Russians knew the cruising altitude and (at the time 
of the defection) lacked only missile capacity to shoot the U-2 down.) 

(59) Esquire, 9 May, p. 59; excerpts from Colby's book. Nothing on Epstein- 
Angletor-Nosenko here, but it's generally interesting. The Rockefeller Commission 
is covered, along with the first surfacing of the reports of foreign assassinations. 

Of most interest to me is the statement that the 1973 "family jewels" report 
included, "in a separate and even more secret annex," a summary by the Inspector 
General of the 1967 I.G. report, said to be about "the CIA's involvement in 
assessinetion attempts or plans against Castro, Lurumba, and Trujillo." My first 
question, of course, is what (if anything) this 1973 report said about the JFK 
assassination's possible connection to the plots against Castro. 

FILLER: 

(S.F. Chronicle, 

19 Jan 78, p. 14) 

“Angie" is presumably 
J. Jesus Angleton. 

| Can Angie, the new Sweathog, help Epstein out wién he handing’ = 
“hot term paper? Gabriel Kaplan sae en @ hands ma “ 

WELCOME BACK.KOTTER 
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CIA documents relating to other defectors: At Harold Weisberg's suggestion, 
I dug up some of the documents released by the CIA in 1976 which refer to 
comments by defectors other than Nosenko on the Kennedy assassination. 

If you're in a paranoid frame of mind, the most interesting is a CIA memo [# ??-193] 
of 16 Jan 1964, reporting on a meeting between CIA and Warren Commission people 
on 14 January. The meeting seems to have dealt with various Soviet matters, 
such as how to go about asking the Russians for more information. There are 
quite a few deletions, including the sentences surrounding the statement that 
“CIA has not systematically collected nor compiled information on Soviet defector 
handling" [i.e., their handling of American defectors]; this is surprising, in 
light of Epstein's statement to the effect that lots of countries' intelligence 
agencies would be particularly interested in this matter. 

Page 3 deals with questions asked by the CIA to the Commission, "pertaining 
to our use of defectors in analyzing the Oswald papers." This discussion was 
apparently precipitated by "[defector source's] initial analysis of Marina Oswald's 
documents," [This could be a reference to CIA Item #76, discussed below, or 
to another analysis which I vaguely recall but can't locate offhand.] Two of 
the four questions seem reasonable enough: was the WC formally asking the CIA 
to have defectors analyze "the material," and would the WC honor the CIA's 
classification of its correspondence. The two remaining questions seem a little 
peculiar in the alleged context; however, they make more sense if we assume that 
the CIA was laying the groundwork for an analysis by defectors which was not 
strictly restricted to the Oswald papers. (In fact, an unrestricted CIA analysis 
of Oswald's Russian stay would seem at least as appropriate as a study of "the 
Oswald papers.") These two questions were: "Would the Commission be prepared to 
assume the burden of responsibility if such a defector should disagree with 
the Commission's opinions or come up with a radically different hypothesis or 
interpretation?" (to which the answer was, essentially, yes), and "If a defector 
who had contributed to the analysis of the documents shovld be unwilling to appear 
personally and formally before the Commission, would the Commission exercise its 
subpoena powers against him?" (to which the answer was, probably not, if there 
was 2 risk to the defector). 

Isn't the latter question, in particular, a bit odd? In retrospect, it is 
clear that the Commission wasn't about to demand detailed documentation for a lot 
of the CIA's comments, much less subpoena reluctant witnesses. I don't know what 
reason the CIA might have had to worry, on January 14, that a defector who had 
analyzed the Oswald pepers would be forced to testify. 

What I find provocative is that this meeting ocurred just six days before 
Nosenko (according to Epstein) contacted the CIA and set in motion his own defection - 
allegedly his first contact with the CIA in 19 months, and allegedly at his own 
initiative. Epstein told Dave Williams that “he felt it likely that the CIA had 
asked, or at least encouraged, the Russians to send over a defector who could state 
that Oswald was not KGB." (This is Willie's language; not Epstein's; this is 
from the part of their interview that Willie could not tape. See p. 6 of his notes.) 
Maybe Epstein is just reading this CIA memo the same way I am; maybe he has other 
sources. This might be worth pursuing. 

Judging from the CIA and WC memos on their meeting of 12 March 1964, I would 
not be at all surprised if the CIA's memo distorted the thrust of their discussion. 
There is a relevant WC memo, which is apparently still withheld. [Willens to Rankin, 
15 Jan 64; item #2 on the Archives' list #1.] Someone in Washington ought to ask 
the Archives to review this memo. 

Someone could also ask Angleton if he ever suspected that the CIA had asked 
Nosenko to defect. Wouldn't that confuse things! 

The other particularly interesting CIA memo is #??2?-76 [the first part is 
illegible], an 8-page memo of 27 November 1963 entitled "[Soviet Defector] Comments 
on President Kennedy's Assassination." Very interesting, and difficult to summarize. 
The author is not convinced that the KGB ordered Oswald to kill JFK; it is possible 
that he came on another KGB "mission" and shot JFK on his own initiative, but that 
leaves the KGB culpable anyhow. There are lots of questions for Marina, who has to 
be at least a low-level KGB informant. (If you want a copy of this memo, ask.) 
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In digging up the above material, I also came across CD 49, pp. 41-42, 
which reports information given to the FBI by Peter Derjabin, another defector. 
CIA items #465 through 467 deal with information attributed to Andrew Zaryk, 
said to be a former Soviet Army lieutenant, but not known to the CIA, 

1976 dissemination of Angleton's view of Nosenko: Jacob Cohen's review 
(#48, supra) notes that Wangleton had been leaking his suspicions to journalists 
and congressional committees long before he met Epstein; conspiracists have been 
talking about him and his views on Nosenko for years." (Not to me they haven't!) 
The Fensterwald-Ewing book (which contains several interesting references to 
Angleton and Nosenko) reports, without citation, that Angleton "is reliably 
reported to view the whole [Nosenko] episode as ‘a definite set-up'." (P. 224) 
I have already noted (pp. 20-21) an apparently relevant 1976 NYT story. One 
thing I am interested in, of course, is the chronology of Epstein's contacts with 
Angleton and Nosenko in 1975-6. 

Starting with the citations in the Fensterwald book, I have located several 
stories which appeared in March 1976, on the occasion of the first release of 
CIA documents. [For what it's worth, this was while the Schweiker Committee was 
finishing its report, which has only a passing reference to Nosenko (p. 59).] 
Those articles are: 

(60) L.A. Times, 23 March 1976, p. 1; story by Jack Nelson, about CIA #497 - 
"CIA Discredits Defector's Statements About Oswald." Nelson notes that Nosenko 
"still is regarded as suspect by some U.S. intelligence sources." 

(61) AP (in S.F. Chronicle, 25 March 1976, p. 6): "KGB Defector's 3-Year 
Grilling." Information from informed sources about the conditions of Nosenko's 
confinement. The story points out that Angleton signed a memo to the WC stating 
“that the CIA had no information that would either prove or disprove Nosenko's 
story." Offhand, this looks like reaction from the anti-Angletonites. 

(62) L.A. Times, 28 March 1976, p. 1; story by Jack Nelson: "Defected Russ 
Agent Still a Mystery Man." Covers the Sam Jaffe connection, the CIA documents 
on Nosenko, etc. Nelson was told that "some U.S. intelligence officials still 
express doubts" about Nosenko. A former CIA official said that Nosenko's confine- 
ment did not begin until four or five months after the defection. Barron described 
how he got to talk to Nosenko. 

More sources: 

(63) Letter of 25 April 1978 from the Security & Intelligence Fumd to its 
supporters. Angleton, as chairman, is one of the three co-signers. This is 
less strident, and therefore less interesting, than the earlier letters (which 

were quoted in part in the Hoch-Stetler review). Nothing of direct relevance. 
The toning down may be because the group is trying to get Congress to improve 
the proposed guidelines for the intelligence agencies, and it wouldn't do to 
refer (as they did earlier) to the “sabotage efforts of the Church-Mondale 
committee." In this letter, the "anti-intelligence wreckers" remain unnamed. 

If I were in Washington, I would drop in on these people (Suite 1000, 1101 
17th St NW, DC 20036) and see if anyone wants to talk about what they really think 
is going on now. 

(64) 2 May 1978, column by Daniel Schorr (S.F. Examiner, p. 31). Concerns 
the deletion, from the Nixon memoirs, of a couple of sentences about the report 
received - from Fedora, it now appears - that the Soviet Embassy got a set of 
the Pentagon Papers early. Schorr reports that someone had delivered a set of 
the papers to the Embassy, and that Ambassador Dobrynin, “scenting a provocation, 
quickly brought them to the State Department." Schorr quotes Kissinger as saying 
that it doesn't make much sense for a Soviet double agent to provide false infor- 
mation about the Soviet Embassy; Schorr suggests that Fedora was truthfully 
reporting "what he had heard - that the Embassy received a copy of the Pentagon 
Papers." I lean to the hypothesis that the CIA or the FBI would have had an interest 
in putting this story into Fedora's mouth. 

(65) New York, 8 May 1978, p. 42; Tad Szulc on the Shadrin Affair - "A Double 
Agent Double-Crossed." Includes a box on a possible connection to the Nosenko case, 
which I find quite obscure. (Notes in passing that in late 1958 ONI was very eager 
to get information about the Soviet Navy.) 
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More clippings relating to Epstein and Angleton, interpreted broadly: 

(66) London Sunday Times, 19 Mar 78. Courtesy of Harold Weisberg, the 
entire Epstein interview (6 pp.), of which item (5) supra is one page. Much 
overlap with the New York interviews 

(67) Yipster Times, April-May 1978; "Epstein: Assassin or Super-Jinx?," 
by David Miller. ("None of the above" doesn't seem to be an allowed choice.) 
Pretty much what one would expect. "There are Shakespearean gaps in the life of 
Edward Jay Epstein." Sure! (Provided by Ted Rubinstein.) 

(68) N.O. Times-Picayune, 13 April 1978; by David Jackson, Chicago Sun-Times. 
Based on an interview; considerable quotation. Epstein says he knew Oswald-type 

- student leaders in the late '60's - intelligent, articulate, etc. [From MA via HW] 
(69) Book of the Month Club News, May 1978. Three pages on the book, by 

Wilfrid Sheed; one page on Epstein by Jack Newcombe. Gushy, as expected. [From TR] 

(70) Commentary, May 1978, p. 30. "Hiss, Oswald, the KGB, and Us," by 
Michael Ledeen (author of the WSJ review, #34 supra). The book is "brilliant." 
Complains of US intelligence being unwilling to accept evidence of Soviet espionage 

in these cases. Very interesting review, especially in light of ongoing developments. 

(71) Daily Cal (Berkeley), 5 May 1978 [date uncertain]. Overly positive 
review by William Bates, who also thinks of Oswald as a proto-new leftist. 

(72) The Tribune (Labour's Independent Weekly) [England], 2 June 1978, p. 8. & 
Reasonably critical review by Chris Mullin. [From Russ Stetler] a 

(73) Wilmington, Del. Morning News, 7 June 1978, p. 1. “Senate Unit Probes 9 
CIA Security Breach," by Joe Trento and Ralph Moyed. Angleton fears he is being 
set up to take the blame. Senate Intelligence Committee intends to talk to Colby 

and Helms also. Interesting, esp. the Angleton quotes. (Cf. #50, 4/24 report 
of SCI interest in the WP.) [From Harold Weisberg] 

(74) Wall Street Journal, 13 June 1978, p. 1. This has only an indirect 
relevance. Recall Angleton's "who struck John" remark. This story, on radioactive 
waste disposal in West Virginia, quotes the plant manager as saying that, by 

deduction, it isn't hard to tell "'who shot John,' meaning who is responsible." 
[WSJ explanation] I guess "who shot/struck John" is some sort of regional slang, 
but I still suspect Angleton usedito just to get us all worked up. [From Brad S.] 

, (75) [S.F.] Bay Guardian, 22 June 1978, p. 18: Critical review by Bill Turner. 
(76) New York Times Magazine, 25 June 1978. "The Angleton Story," by 

Seymour M. Hersh. Very important - the first major salvo from the other side. 

Hersh politely but emphatically depicts Angleton as a liar, a fanatic, maybe not 
such a hot poet, and an all-round s.o.b. The discussion of the Epstein book is 

short and critical, but could be more so. ; 

(77) Inquiry, 26 June 1978, p. 22. The Hoch-Stetler review, better Tate 
than never. You may want to add the original last line: According to Epstein, the 

one thing Angleton doesn't believe in is coincidence. 
(78) [From wire services, S.F. Examiner, 9 July 1978, p. 1] The London Sunday 

Times of 9 July reportedly has information based on an article by Epstein to be 
published in the August Commentary. The Times article (which I expect to get soon) 

says that Lipavsky was a KGB agent, recruited by the CIA as a walk-in in 1975. The 
Times said that Shcharansky helped Lipavsky “collect information on the way the 

U.S.S.R. used Western equipment to keep tabs on members of the human rights movement.’ 

Very interesting. I guess I should wait to see if Epstein is really saying 

1 

‘that Lipavsky and Shcharansky had these CIA connections, but I can't help wondering 

“if we.are.seeing some sort of "I told you so" from Angleton's people. Angleton is 

supposedly very strongly against trusting walk-ins, and it looks like his successors 

got caught. Angleton might be willing to let the CIA connections come out;- 
despite (or because of) the considerable embarrassment to the current administration. 

Remember the Barghorn case? It seems at least fair to ask what kind of interest 
the CIA would have in the Soviet dissident movement; it's hard for me to believe 

they would have none. While arguing convincingly that Shcharansky was in no way en- 
gaged in espionage, Robert Toth's own description of the sources and subjects he 

was dealing with through Shcharansky (S.F. Chronicle, 12 July, p. 11) makes it seem 
that the CIA would be very interested in this information. We know from the JFK case,, .
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documents that the CIA had (around 1960) a remarkable appetite for even minor 

details about Russia. Toth may think that there is nothing about parapsychology 

worth highly-classified attention (and I'm inclined to agree), but there have 

been convincing major stories (New Times, Washington Post) indicating that the 

CIA is very interested (either for real, or to confuse the Russians). 

Finally, after Shcharansky's conviction, Sen. Moynihan (to whom Epstein is 

reportedly close) called specifically for aban on the sale of a computer to Tass, 

on the grounds that the device would help the Soviet government keep track of 

“every dissident in the Soviet Union." [Washington Post, in S.F. Chron., 7/15, p. 14] 

It's really too soon to form a judgment, but so far the work of the press 

in covering recent developments hasn't impressed me. Some analysis of the political 

and intelligence (U.S. and Israeli) aspects of this cold-war escalation, seems... . 

called for. I haven't seen much beyond explanations of what s.o.b.'s the Russians 

are, which I think we all already knew. . 

(79) Penthouse, August 1978, p. 62. About 4 pp., on the KGB at the UN. 

Covers Angleton's concern about the security of the CIA's computer, of the Nevada 

Test Site, etc. Mentions the death of Dag Hammarsjold, thought by some in the CIA 

to have been a KGB murder; allegedly, this was so reported to President Kennedy, 

who chose to cover it up. (What must Angleton have thought of JFK, if he believed 

JFK was covering up a KGB assassination?) [I have read, but not copied, this 

article. The first person to send me a copy gets 10 free clippings of his choice!] 

Other material: [(80): see below] 

Please refer to the discussion on p. 24 of the CIA-Warren Commission meeting 

of 14 Jan 64. The WC's account is indeed available, as CIA #480-191B, 3 pp. 
Theré-is only a brief paragraph on the discussion of the advisability of the CIA 
making WC material available to "its few outside consultants." Looks innocent enough. 

CIA #483-193A is a WC routing slip of 10 Jan 64 (which the CIA presumably ‘got 

on the occasion of some review!) which refers incomprehensibly to a Rankin-Warren 

discussion of "the CIA problem," which could be one of several problems. 
, The defector in CIA #???-76, discussed at the bottom of p. 24, is clearly 

Derjabin. An 8-letter last name is deleted from the cover letter, CIA #413-76A, 
which specifies that the author of the analysis defected about ten years ago. 

Dave Martin pointed out to me an interesting reference in the Schweiker Report 

(p. 31), to a report by a WH Desk Officer which went to LBJ, evidently shortly 
before Angleton horned in and took over the investigation. (The desk officer, whose 

identity I do not know, was probably wrong in saying his report was in the latter 

part of December, since the allegedly subsequent report of the FBI Summary Report 
is probably the one which took place on December 6. [CIA 337-135]) From a hasty 
review of just the first part of the CIA release, I found no such report, and no 

references to it. I'm pretty sure that the first CIA report to the WC on Mexico 
was CD 347 (31 Jan 64). From some of the early CIA-WC correspondence, it's hard 

for me to believe that they got any general (i.e., non-USSR focused) report earlier. 
So, we may have another missing CIA report (which the HSC should already have). 

CIA #471-190A (10 Jan 64) suggests an outline for "the report to the Warren 
Commission" which appears to deal only with Soviet angles; it is presumably from 

the Angleton crew which took over from the desk offices. Many sections were given 

to the WC as separate CD's (chronology, etc.), but I don't recall anything like the 

proposed section 3: "Analysis - the CS commentary. This should be the heart of the 

report ... presentation of hypotheses...." This analysis evidently "suggests a more 
sinister possibility - that Oswald and his wife were Soviet agents, whether or not 
the assassination ... was carried out with Soviet knowledge or on Soviet orders." [P. 1] 

It looks like the Angletonians, pre-Nosenko, were already accepting the idea (repeated 

by Derjabin) that the Russians might have been responsible. It's possible that cooler 

heads prevailed and kept this analysis from going to the WC, at least as the CIA's 

official position. Interesting business; I hope we can find out more. 

Whoops - LI forgot: (80) Playboy, July 1978, Colby interview - lots on Epstein; 
rather important. 

Some more odds and ends: I think that if we can document Epstein's use of 

CIA records which have not been released, the Senate Intelligence Committee would 


