Epstein assumes that Oswald was

guilty as charged in the K ennedy assas-
sination, but he is inexplicably indiffer-
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" book. It suggests that much of Os-

wald’s visible career following his de-
fection in 1959 10 the Soviet Union was
the enactment of a “legend”—a false
biography, a cover story concocted for
Oswald by the xGe after he fell under
their control before or during his defec-
ton. A stronger thesis is implied: al-
though Epstein coyly says that neither
he nor his c sources is accusing the
k6B of having plotted the assassination,
the chapter entitled “Day of the Assas-

~ &in” (on Oswald) is part of a section
. calied “The Mission ™ :

ent about whether Oswald acted alone.
He devotes only a six-page appendix 10
the status of the evidence. In it, be
omits and distorts controversies, mis-
construes expert opinion, casually
speculates in areas where facts are
available, and avoids any evidence of
Oswald's innocence.

Epstein sheds some new light on
Oswald's life with the marines in Ja-
Pan, and in Russia, but the hypothesis
that Oswald was a x6B agent remains
unproven. Epstein never auempts 1o



HIWIOPNIR Loy

explain why .an-undercover xcs
agen—especiallv one or so sensitive a
“‘mission”~—would engage in con-
spacuous lefrwing activiges, including 2
radio debate in defense of Castro’s
Cuba. A major exhibit in Epstein’s case
is an enry in Oswald's Russian diary.
The entrv refers to the subsequent
promodon. of 2 U.S. embassv officer,
sud there is no anempt 1o conceal the
&act that it was written afier that promo-
sion. Epsiein presents this entry as an
“anachronism” (without quoting or cit-
ang it), implying that he has discovered
& subtle flaw in Oswald’s kGB-prepared
*dsgend.” In-fact, even the Warren Re-
port noted -that the diary was not a
wontecmporaneous record. Legend's
«ulomare failure as biography, however,
8s the absence of any rigorous analysis
o how Oswald’s alieged cover story
mnight relate 10 the events of November
22, 1963, which gave his name its place
an history. . |

Legend is an allegory: the story of Os-

INQUIRY

. wald is 2 popular mystery, but here his

taie is told in order 1o introduce the
reader 0 a Geeper, and less popular
beliefe—that TU.S. intelligence has been
Denetrated at 2 high level by the keE.
The main source of the story is James
Jesus Angleton, once the chief of the
aa’s Coumerintelligence stafi. Accord-
ing w0 Angieton, the KGB seni a fake
defector 1o the United Siates 10 cover

- up its covert links 1o Oswald. The os-

tensible proof of the penetration is that
the fake defecior—one Yuri Ivanovich
Nosenko—is now drawing $30,000 a
year as a A consuliant, while Angle-
ton, who chalienged his bona fides, is out
in the cold—forced 1o resign in a purge
that turned the agency (in Epstein’s
words) “inside out.”

The gospel according to Angle-
ton—and passed on uncritically by Ep-
stein—begins with the appearance of a
prophet in the form of a Soviet defector,

. Anaiohh M. Golisin. Golitsin reveals

that there is a2 “'moie” in the cia—that

theagency has been penetrated up toits
highest echelons by the kGe. Character-
istcally, Epstein never considers the
possibility that Golitsin might have
himself been a disinformation agent,
sent by the KGB 10 feed paranoia 10 the
Qs by persuading the agency that one of
its 10p officers was as red as Kim Philby.
In facs, the disruption ultimartely pro-
duced by the belief in this peneraton
appears 10 have been immense.

Six months afier Golitsin’s defection,
another kK68 ageni—Yuri Nosenko—
made his first contact with the aa. In
January 1964, Nosenko also defected 1o
the American side. His story turned
anenuon away from some of Golitsin's
leads 10 the moic. Nosenko named
many names. but, according 1o Angie-
ton. he may only have been “burning™
agents who were no longer of any vse 10
e KGB.

The main message from Nosenkc,
howeves, was thz: be hacd pevsonalh
supervised the XGB's fiie on Lee Harvev
Oswaid when the lanter gefected 1o the
Soviet Union in 193¢, ang that Oswald
bacd never worked for Sovier inrelii-
gence. According to Nosenko. the KGs
had beaten even the Fa1 10 the conclu-
sion that Oswald was 2 lone nui—an
abpormal, wnsmahle persanabity, -
worthy of X6 recruizment. Despite
Oswald's deciaratior az the US. Em-
bassy in Moscow tha: be had agreed 1o

. furnish the Soviers with information he

hac acguirec as 2 radar operator in the
Mozrine Corps (stationed 212 major op-
crauonal base of the 1°-2 spy plame).
Nosenko daimed that the xGe hadn:
even bothered 10 debrief Oswalc.
The aa’s Counterinrelligence and
Sovier divisions both guickhv came 1o
doubt Nosenko's story. Equaliy
quickly, the ¥B1 appears 10 have em-
braced it. Key aspetts of Nosenko's ac-
count were corroborated by a favorite
FBI source code-named “Fedorz.™ a
&GB double agent working under dip-
lomaric cover at the United Natons. in
the long run, those who doubted
Nosenko had to conclude that Fedora
was—and maybe is—a2 triple agent.

OR THE MOST PART, EP-

~ stein relates Angleton’s story
uncritcally. He does not, for
example, consider more plausible hy-
potheses consistent with the known
facts about Oswald’s life. Most glar-
ingly, Epstein shows no sign of having
seriously investigated the possibility
that Oswald’s defection 10 the Soviet
Union might have been a U.S. intelli-
gence assignment. Despite Epstein’s
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first sentence—*“This book is about
Lee Harvey Oswald and his relations
with the intelligence services of three
nations’ —the asymmetry of his anal-
vsis is striking. When Oswald contacts
a Soviet consular official with secret ties
to the KGB, it suggests his covert links 1o
the Soviets. But when he contacts a
U.S. consular official with secret ties 10
the a1, it suggests nothing. The KGB's
claim that it did not debrief Oswald
when he defected is (understandably)
disbelieved, and becomes evidence that
Oswald was really under xGe control.
The aa’s failure 10 debriel Oswald
when he redefecied from Russia is, ac-
cording to Epstein, merely an “inex-
plicable lapse.”

Lapses by U.S. intelligence in the

Oswald and assassination investiga-

dons were legion, but Epstein’s discus-
sion of J. Edgar Hoover's flaws, crudal
to his thesis, seemns speculanve and dis-
torted. There is no doubt that the Fa1

exquisitely pa.mstakmg sifting-out of
what is false.

It is hard 10 believe that this is the
same James Angleton who now chairs
the Security and Intelligence Fund,
which raises money 1o defend ex-gov-
emment agents prosecuted for black-
bag jobs and other crimes in the line of
duty. A 1977 fund-raising letter signed
by Angleton credited the Communist
Party, working through a civil liberties
front organization, with achieving
nearly all its goals of undermining U.S.
counienntelligence capabilines. The
House Un-American Activines Com-
mittee, he complains, has been de-
stroyed, and only the ra1 and ca re-
main—with both, according to
Angleton, “so badly shattered that
they no longer have adequate inter-
nal security or counterintelligence
capabiliges.”.

In his previous book, Agency of Fear,
(on the Drug Enforcement Administra-

Legend’s ultimate
failure is the absence of
any rigorous analysis of

how Oswald’s alleged cover
story relates to the events
of November 22, 1963.

did cover up its deficiencies in the han-
diing of Oswalc. and that Koover con-
rrolieC the assassinzrion mx:sugano:
Like 2 perrv nvrent But Epsiein has
macde him inio z convenien: wmpomg
boy. someont more concerned witk: the
Fer's imzge than Oswald’s possibie
connecuons 1o the KGB.

Tne contrast berween Hoover, whose
thinking Epstein characierizes as “bru-
allv sn:nplc. and Angicton. who is de-
pictec as wise and subtle. is smnmng
Almough Epsteir does not make ciear
just bow much he relies an or agrees
wTth Angieror. hic warm svmpaty for
the ooxmtc'xmduz:nce armudgeos ic
unconcealed. Angietor is pormaved as
z mar of crafnv mreliigence and
cniiized 2vocations. with the patience
nanural 10 one who & z ou: Ashermarn
anc 2 Nero Wolle-like breeder of or-
chids. (Epstein has even adopied the
laner hohb\ ) The professorial Angie-
ton smdired the Nosenko file ““through
his thick horn-rimmed glasses.™ we are
told; he is a sage who finds truth by the

tion;. Epsiein noted that, “Because the
Crcumsiances surrounding each inrer-
view Dear Girectiv on [its] credini-
1y . .. I have deaded o revea! all the
sources ior 1his book and comment on
the motves, probiems. conxzmmom
and gaps mar I jound. .. .” Suck an

'anmmsmmmonshmm

Legenc, anc Epstein should not be ex-
cused for his recurring ammgmn about
sources. It is impassibie 10 determine
whick parts were provided or sugpested
by pmmare ca sources. Epsiein re-
peatedly omits spectfic citanions 1 pub-
Bshed maresia’ and erToneoush grves

the Impression thatée forced e reicase

of many assassination documents. This
ofter careress or devions reamen: of
material from published sources mps:
call Into queston the accoracy of Ep-
sten’s reports on his manyv pnvalc
inrerviews. There mav well be informa-
uon In his interviews of Oswald's fellow
marines which Epstein did not choose
to discuss or whose significance he did
not discern.

HE IMPORTANCE OF THE

disclosures Epstein has gathered

from Angleton and other dis-
affected ex-c1a personnel is that there s
now 2 window where we used 10 have
only an opaque barrier. The book in-
tends to Jet us-dook through the window
in one direction, to see how Oswald
looked from Angleton’s side of the
glass. But we can aiso look through the
window the other way, to seec how An-
gleton and Company treated the Os-
wald case, and 10 begin to understand
how they viewed other cia secrets.

This insight raises many new ques-
tions. Most provocatively, if Angleton

now believes that Oswald was a kes
agent, what did be think from 1959 10
1962, when his section of the c1a was
intercepting Oswald’s mail> Epstein
reports that Angleton’s people ob-
tained a strongly ant-American lerter
which Oswald wrote to his brother
shortly after defccr.ing. Epstein has
claimed eisewhere that a lenier in which
Oswald said he had seen U-2 piiot Gary
Powers was aiso mtcrccpwd. In 1962,
says J:.psmn, “anotber piece of the Jg-
saw puzzie fo:rjames An.g:cton and his
subordinaies™ was a jetter that Marina
Oswald apnarcmh received from the
gaughter of 2 suspected KGE agent it
Lcnmmi These facts 2rc pew; this
mail interception was apparently never
disciosed 10 the FB1 or the Warren
Commission. In fact. the &4 told 2 con-
gressional comminer iz 1976 that the
oniy intercepted Oswald correspon-
dence was an innocuous letter & him.
Thus, Angietor’s sl may have sup-
presseC Ineir preessesonador xnowl
edge of Oswalc, ever fom e rest of
the s

Epsiein’s Angletor reveals an im-
poran: version of 2 secret struggle in-
sige the aa. The Nosenko pare is 2
prowracied, perneaps decisive, part of 2
larger war. That struggle concerns the
role of counterinteliigence and the
wisdom of disclosing agency secrers
Congress and the press. Other issues of
poiicv—ranging from the Middie East
10 the Sinc-Sovier dispute—have also
been afiected.

Although the 90(-page report of the
aa’s Sovier division conciuded thar
Nosenko was 2 dismjormator agen:,
by October 196E. be hac been reicased
and rehabilitated. Kev Angleton
people in the Sovier division were reas-
signed. and, for Angieton, the Nosenko

‘case was trned “msige our” Onlv

Counterintelligence dissented in the
final round-tabie review. and Angleton
even suspected that Nosenko was main-
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taining contact with some Sovier-con-
wolled source, possibly the top-level
KGB “mole™ in the ca. In December
"1974 an old adversary, William Colby,
forced Angleton to resign by leaking 1o
Seymour Hersh deails of the illegal
mail coverage under Angleiorn’s
direction. ;

Epstein does not mention Angleton’s
memorable and cryptic retort 1o
Hersh’s questions about ca-wrongdo-
ings and domestic activities: **A man-
sion has manv rooms and there were

many things going on during the period

of the [antiwar] bombings. I'm not
pnvy 10 who struck John.” “Who
struck John™ is apparently cia jargon

- meaning “the details.” The orngin of

the phrase is unknown, but the curious
coincidence that the expression literally
convevs the continuing mystery of the
Kennedy assassination is a neat piece of
irony.

According to Epstein, the

one thing Angleton doesn't

believe in is coincidence.
[Original last line]
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