Chapter 8

The "Message From Moscow" Is From And About Epstein
What Epstein set out to write is a non-fiction mystery story.  What he produced is a work of fiction with innumerable questions about him and about his book.  An unintended result is that he produced a means of detecting the degree to which dependence on and belief in political matters can and does form what is produced.  The degree also to which peoples' minds can be dominated and controlled by their political beliefs.  To where what they come to believe as intensely as belief is possible in what is completely impossible.  To where they manifest neither knowledge of the field of their claimed expertise nor plain, old fashioned common sense.

As Epstein got more and more carried away by the intensity of his belief that he regards as nonfiction and wants others to believe is nonfiction he grew less arid less rational and more and more overwhelmed by what he regarded as his unique genius and his conviction that what was impossible was the possible he just had to take to the people, to those who believed as he did and to those he wanted to believe as he did.

It got to where the book became Epstein's legend.

In this he became inflammatory, whether or not he was aware of it and whether or not he intended being inflammatory.

He blamed the assassination of President Kennedy on the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and, if he had been believed that, could have led to a tragedy of a magnitude like nothing in the world's history.  It could have led to nuclear holocaust

This was made easier for him by his unprofessionalism and by his assumptions.

Good and responsible writers, good and responsible people, do not make such horrendous allegations to indulge political belief and do that without the most solid proof.  Epstein, as we see, had no proof at all.  So, lacking the plain, old-fashioned common sense that most people have and having not a scintilla of proof at all, he argues rather than try to prove, although had he any common sense at all he would have known that what he makes up and then believes and then wants others to believe was as complete an impossibility as existed in the world of politics in international political life.

Aside from other proofs of the impossibility of what Epstein made up and believes he fails to reflect any basic understanding of the effects of the Cuba missile crisis of October 1962.  He has in his index four brief mentions of it, on pages 193-4, 197, 204 and 218.  (The first citation is also indexed under the CIA, as "Cuban Missile Crisis.")  The first is a brief reference to discovery of their presence in Cuba and the others are mere passing reference.  Not one indicates in any way the meaning of the placing of those missiles in Cuba.  Not in any way indicates the significance of what led to their removal.  Not one refers in any way to the great danger this had presented to the world, the unprecedented danger of a nuclear holocaust, and not one indicates in any way the radical change in relations the solution meant in relations between the two countries; and what that solution meant to Cuba and to Castro.

This is not because the Epstein who had taught government was not aware of the radical nature of the changes brought about by that crisis and its settlement.  Rather is it because the truth wrecks his book.

(This is also to say that for an ex-college professor whose specialty was government this is, at best, a shallow work if not one of most astounding dishonesty and political ignorance.)

One did not have to be what Epstein is, an expert in government and a college professor who taught it, to know that Khrushchev knew that if the dove Kennedy was assassinated he would then have to face the hawk Johnson in Kennedy's place as President.  Nor does one have to be a genius to be able to understand that Khrushchev did not prefer the hawk Johnson to the dove Kennedy who had already begun to reduce military expenditures when the USSR was bankrupting itself to try to keep up with the United States militarily.

One also did not have to be a professor in government to understand that once Kennedy had guaranteed Cuba against any invasion, not only against one by the United States – and that was a guarantee Khrushchev could not have made and kept – to understand that the last man in the world Castro would have wanted assassinated was Kennedy – the Kennedy who was the only man in the entire world in a position to give Castro the guarantees he did and was able to carry them out.

That in November 1963 either Khrushchev or Castro wanted Kennedy assassinated is a total impossibility.

And that is what Epstein bases his book on, what from the depths of his political fervor he wanted to be true and as he thought about it, it became true in his mind that was dominated not by what he learned in his formal education but by his political belief and desires.

What remains of Epstein's desecration of the mind is his fiction that Oswald was a KGB agent.

And there is nothing he cannot twist to make it seem to have that kind of meaning.

Nothing too, and the word is justified, too crazy for Epstein to try to make it relevant and meaningful when it is not.  Nothing too much the exact opposite of the truth.

In what the Commission published there are Oswald letters that are subject to some misinterpretation but cannot be misinterpreted in other ways.  At the same time when he was still a boy Oswald wrote the Communists, the Trotskyites and the Socialists telling each he believed with them when they hated each other and when their beliefs were so opposed they could not possibly be regarded as of similar belief.

This gets to a significant element in the life of the young Oswald, when he was a boy.  His favorite TV show then, and his older brother testified that he also took in all the reruns, was Herbert  Philbrick's I Led Three Lives, the book that had been made into the television series.  (Philbrick was an FBI informer.)

Aside from the fact that this reflects other than a devotion to Communism on Oswald's part, in Legend Epstein makes no mention of it, not of Oswald's devotion to it or to Philbrick by name.

If Oswald could not turn the TV off when that Philbrick show came on he was no kind of Communist then and any change would have been inconsistent with all we know about him.

This is to say that in its concept Epstein's Legend is impossible to all but those who begin with the lust that it be true in their minds that are dominated by their political beliefs and desires.

It is also an entirely dishonest concept.

No honest mind could conceive it and no honest mind would try to phony up the case for it that Epstein does.

Epstein presents his propaganda as nonfiction but it is not even good fiction.  He also goes in for little touches that are unnecessary except as propaganda aimed at the under-informed.  He devotes an entire page up front to defining "legend" with one of it dictionary meanings.  It is the page after the copyright page, where a book's dedication is usually found:

James Jesus Angleton

former chief of counterintelligence, CIA:

"In the field of intelligence, a legend is an operational plan for a cover, or a cover itself, depending on the mission."

Yuri Ivanovich Nosenko

former KGB officer who claimed access to Oswald's file in Moscow:

"A legend is a false biography."

W. David Slawson and William T. Coleman, Jr.

in a top secret staff report to the Warren Commission:

"… if Oswald was an agent of the Soviet Union and they together made up the 'legend' about these events, we have no way of independently checking the truth of the 'legend.'

"The question therefore arises, how are we to assess whether or not what we know of Oswald's 'real life' is not just a 'legend' designed by the KGB and consistently lived out by Oswald thereafter?"

Two pages later and less conspicuously Epstein has, "FOR MY PARENTS."

Angleton was "former chief of counterintelligence, CIA," he was  not only "formerly" in the CIA -- he was fired from it in disgrace.  Except to those of his and Epstein's political view that disgrace for Angleton.

It likewise both true and intended to be taken as not true, to raise questions about Nosenko and about anything he said to say that he "claimed access to Oswald's file in Moscow."  There is no question about it from the details of it he provided to both the FBI and the CIA.  However, the "Oswald file" had not been kept in Moscow, which accounts for Epstein's tricky language.  That file had been at Minsk, where Oswald had lived, and it was only after the sensational report attributing, those two killings to him that the KGB in Moscow, where Nosenko worked, retrieved the Minsk Oswald file.

If by the time they wrote this report Coleman and Slawson had read the compilation of Oswald's writings gathered for the Commission by the FBI there was no real purpose in their seemingly reasonable point.

Also not the impartial writing expected in most nonfiction is the first words of the Table of Contents:

Prologue/Message From MOSCOW.

The fifty pages under this heading are not and do not include any "MESSAGE FROM MOSCOW" but Epstein plants the idea with his dishonest, his propagandistic rather than his nonfiction writing.

This is what he has on Nosenko, first thing in his book when in fact it had no connection with the assassination, much as Epstein and the firebrand idiots in the CIA who make such a connection up would have it believed.

Before Epstein wrote this, the controversy over Nosenko that should never have existed in the CIA but had been created by those of the Epstein political mind in it like his hero Angleton, had been resolved and the CIA’s conclusion was that Nosenko was a genuine defector and that his defection had nothing t o do with the assassination.  Nobody believing Epstein could believe the truth ‑ the truth of the most anti-Soviet part of the government, the CIA..  What Epstein reports and the way he reports it is propaganda, as on the first pages, ""The KGB’s involvement with Oswald traced back to 1959, when he defected .  ...Less than eight weeks before the assassination Oswald had met with a Soviet intelligence officer in Mexico City” (page xi).

The KGB had no “involvement” of any kind with Oswald and because it did not Epstein provides no proof that it did.

Oswald, as we saw, did not defect.  He said he wanted to but in fact he did not.

As Epstein knew.

In Mexico City Oswald did not, in the usual sense of the word, “meet” with any "Soviet intelligence officers" but in addition, the consulate officer that Oswald did see in seeking a visa was not even the one Epstein says it was.  Epstein does not even mention the correct name in his book.

In his second sentence on the first page of his “Message from Moscow” Nosenko prologue Epstein lies in saying that Nosenko had a "mission."  Even after the CIA, was convinced Epstein resorts to this lie, which is basic in his approach, because it is necessary to the phony case he is making up.

Epstein does report that Nosenko had earlier indicated to the CIA that he would work for it and was disenchanted with the Soviet system.  That was a year and a half before he defected.  The CIA had looked forward to hearing from him but had developed some "suspicions" about him "Because of other information"(page 4).  Epstein had a purposes in being this general and in not indicating what that other “information" was.  Nor does he give what he also knows, the source of that "information."  Again this is to make it appear that there was substance to those "suspicions" when in fact there was none.

Yet without that “source” it is doubtful that Epstein would have even thought of this book..

Important as that source was to him he mentions the name only twice in his book, on pages 37 261.  That "source" was so utterly disreputable, certifiably crazy and also mad with a sense of his own importance, which did not exist.

Again, Epstein has to play him down, not mention his name when it is called for and work his way around that most undependable of "sources, Anatoli M. Golitsyn, an earlier Soviet defector.

His crazy fabrications were just loved by those who went for them because it suited their political beliefs.  They went crazy with it and in that did more harm to the CIA than anyone or anything else did or could have done.  It tore the CIA apart.

Golitsyn's trick was simple. he persuaded the CIA that any other defector would have been "dispatched" to undermine him.

He got away with it, too.

The nuts in the CIA made up, many "reasons" for not believing a word Nosenko said, each new "reason" made necessary by the evaporation of the one given before it.  The FBI disclosed to me with the CIA's required approval, quite a batch of those "reasons" none of which was real when Nosenko did defect, in February 1964.

An indication of Nosenko's importance to Epstein is in his index.  It has seventy-seven lines on Nosenko (pages 376-7).  With Oswald the subject of Epstein’s book, the Epstein, index was ninety lines on him, only a little more than it has on Nosenko (pages 377-8).

Also indicative of Epstein having swallowed the insanity that de Mohrenschildt was the CIA’s Oswald "babysitter" is that the index has sixteen lines on him (page 371).

But on Golitsyn whose insane allegations against Nosenko are the basis for the CIA campaign against Nosenko, Epstein has only two mentions in his index.

After all those silly, childishly silly “reasons” for the CIA's campaign to prevent his defection, back in this country its main reason was what it did get away with much as those inside the government should have spotted that as false.  But it did survive any internal government examination and resulted in those three years of the most incredible torture to which the CIA subjected Nosenko.  This last made-up reason was that the KGB had "dispatched" Nosenko to "disinform" on the JFK assassination!

Not only did this presume that the KGB had been behind the assassination ‑ it also presumed that there was a need to "disinform."

There was no major intelligence agency in the world which did not know that the FBI had leaked what would be concluded, beginning early in December.  This included what that the FBI wanted believed that it and it alone leaked or could have leaked from its report ordered by the new President the day of the assassination.  The FBI alone could have done that that leaking because as of the time of that leaking it alone had a copy of that report, to be known as Commission Document 1.

To all sophisticated governments it was no secret that those who want to survive politically in Washington did not cross J. Edgar Hoover.  So the leaking by the FBI telegraphed what the final conclusions would be.  There should have been little doubt in any sophisticated government and the Soviet government had additional clueing, the questions it was not asked about Oswald and his life there.  Those questions were drafted by another KGB defector whose mind was not all that unlike Golitsyn’s.  He drafted questions, for the CIA and when the State Department saw those questions it refused to forward them.  So, almost nothing was asked about Oswald of the Soviet government.

(That the FBI did what those who know the FBI and how it worked expected it to do was confirmed later in the disclosure of an FBI headquarters damage-control tickler.  As soon as the Members of the Commission were announced the FBI prepared "dossiers" on them!  Some of the most prominent men in the country and in the government and the national police prepared what it described as "dossiers" on them as soon as their appointments were announced.  It also did this with the Commission staff.)

So the real situation is that the Commission refused to take testimony from Nosenko, hear a word he had to say when it knew he knew the contents of the Soviet files on Oswald, because he had been "dispatched" to “disinform” the United States about the alleged Soviet involvement in the assassination, that alleged Soviet involvement the Commission concluded did not exist.

Epstein changes one word in this mythology to get the title of his Prologue.  He titled it “Message from Moscow" rather than disinformation from Moscow but it was neither because Nosenko was, as belatedly the CIA recognized and admitted, an authentic and an extraordinarily valuable defector.  Having referred to Nosenko as a messenger rather than as the defector he was, Epstein begins his Legend with his version of what Nosenko said.

Epstein gives these matter his own twist and interpretations and as he does so he argues what the Angletonians in the CIA believed and argued.  His interpretation of the actually innocent Oswald appearance at the Mexico City Soviet consulate are based on a CIA mistake in identifying the Soviet consular official to whom Oswald spoke in asking for a visa.  Epstein covers up for the CIA on this:

… When Oswald visited the Soviet Embassy in Mexico in October 1963, less than two months before the assassination, the CIA monitored a telephone call in which Oswald made an appointment to see Valery Vladimirovich Kostikov, a "consular officer."  This was reported to the FBI.

The FBI knew through a double agent that Kostikov wasn't merely a consular officer of the embassy; he was a high-level officer of the Thirteenth Department of the KGB, heavily involved in controlling saboteurs in Mexico and the United States.

In entering the embassy to meet Kostikov, Oswald had evaded surveillance cameras.2  Afterward he wrote the Soviet Embassy in Washington that during his trip he bad been traveling under a false name and was unable to complete his business "with Comrade Kostin in the Soviet Embassy in Mexico City," because of a mix-up at the Cuban Embassy.

The CIA was unable to determine whether this "Kostin" was another name for Kostikov, as it suspected, or an entirely different Russian, operating out of Mexico City.  In any case, this letter, which was intercepted by the FBI, suggested that Oswald had been involved in some undercover dealings with Soviet officials in Mexico, Cuba and Washington.

Hoover responded to this report of FBI negligence on December 10 by secretly censuring five field investigative agents, one field supervisor, three special agents in charge, four headquarters supervisors, two headquarters section chiefs, one inspector and William Sullivan, the assistant director of the FBI.  When some of the censured FBI executives protested that Oswald had not met the criteria for the Security Index, Hoover wrote back a note stating: "Certainly no one in full possession of all his faculties can claim that Oswald didn't fall within this criteria."

In reviewing Oswald's life prior to the assassination, [FBI Inspector General] Gale also concluded ‑ and Hoover concurred ‑ that tighter surveillance of Oswald had been justified "since we did not know definitely whether or not he had any intelligence assignment at that time [from the Soviets]."

Hoover believed that these findings had to be suppressed, and kept secret, if the FBI were to survive.  He was so concerned that at one point he wrote that these delinquencies in the investigation of Oswald "have resulted in forever destroying the Bureau as the top level investigative organization."  This meant that questions concerning Oswald's connections with Soviet intelligence, even if totally unrelated to the assassination, could not be raised.  He thus did not even report to President Johnson that the FBI had an ongoing and open security case involving Oswald at the time of the assassination.

Hoover's line of reasoning was brutally simple.  As long as the public could be convinced that Oswald was a lone crackpot, uninvolved in any espionage or subversive activity, the FBI wouldn't be held accountable for not keeping him under surveillance.  After all, the FBI was not responsible for crackpots.  If, however, the newly appointed Warren Commission suggested that Oswald had any involvement with Soviet or Cuban intelligence, no matter how irrelevant it was to his killing of the President, then there would be no way to keep the FBI's mishandling of the investigation of Oswald prior to the assassination secret, and FBI incompetence would be blamed for the assassination.  By an odd twist of fate, the FBI's interest lay in concealing, rather than revealing, any hint of Soviet involvement.

To this end Hoover ordered the Investigative Division of the FBI to "leak" its conclusions that Oswald was the lone assassin to United Press International before the Warren Commission ever had a chance to meet.  (In the event things went wrong, Hoover also took the precaution of transferring all the agents involved in the pre-assassination security case to other posts where they wouldn't be as readily available in case embarrassing questions were asked.) (pages 16-17).

Long before Epstein was informed by the CIA and by former CIA people, like Angleton in particular the CIA, they knew that Oswald and Kostikov never laid eyes on each other.

The CIA did not monitor "a telephone call in which Oswald made an appointment to see Valery Vladimerovich Kostikov, a consular officer."  Oswald spoke only to the guard and the guard hung up on Oswald.  No appointment was made to see anyone.  The CIA has released the transcript of that brief phone conversation.

Aside from the fact that Oswald was not seen by Kostikov the one time he was inside the Soviet consulate, if "the FBI knew through a double agent that Kostikov wasn't merely a consular officer of the embassy; he was a high-level officer of the Thirteenth Department of the KGB, heavily involved in controlling saboteurs in Mexico and the United States" the FBI did not include this in any of the hundreds of thousands of it pages that do attribute something like this misinformation to the CIA, Mexico City stations, as the disclosed CIA records also do not state.

And Epstein has no footnoted source for what he says, which is not true.

“In entering the embassy to meet Kostikov, Oswald had evaded surveillance cameras" is also Epstein building his case of prejudice with what is not true.  Oswald never met with Kostikov and he did not "evade" the CIA' s surveillance cameras.  They were defective and the CIA has disclosed the contemporaneous records reporting this and the requests for their replacement from before the assassination.

What Epstein says the CIA could not explain, whether Kostin was a separate person or was Oswald's mistaken reference to Kostikov is another Epstein fiction, obvious because the CIA knew that the consular official to whom Oswald did speak the one time he was inside the building was not Kostikov and that he was Yatskov.

There is more than is not strictly in accord with the facts in what is quoted above but discussing all of that character would require more time and space than a single, book-length manuscript.  For one example, Epstein says that "the FBI’s interest lay in concealing, rather than revealing, any hint of Soviet involvement."  But the fact is that all the FBI's records are slugged with what Epstein says it "concealed," with either the USSR or Cuba captioned in the slugging.

Epstein tries to build a case against believing Nosenko, and against the FBI with little such questions of his creation as this.  Some of it is mere conjecture, as did Oswald, in Helsinki, tell the Soviets that in Moscow he intended to defect and to turn over military secrets (page 22).

Then Epstein says of the uncle with whom Marina lived in Minsk that he “was a lieutenant colonel in the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD) which had responsibility for internal security in Russia” (page 24).  It also was responsible for forestry, and that was Marina’s uncle's specialty, the field in which he worked.

Throughout, with little bits and pieces here and there, Epstein also builds up Angleton.  One example is, in referring to Angleton's questions about Nosenko's credibility: "As Angleton saw it, Nosenko, was providing information that was 'dated,' meaning information which tile Soviets would assume to have been already compromised" (page 29).  Like those about fifty microphones the Soviets had hidden in the United States Embassy in Moscow ‑ including one in even the ambassador's office?  The Soviets knew they were undetected from what they heard because of those hidden microphones.

There was nothing at all "dated" in this one valuable piece of intelligence among the many Nosenko delivered.

If there is something Epstein could interpret as unfavorable to Nosenko, or could be interpreted that way, he had the space for it and it is basic in what he wrote the book about.

Supposedly, anyway.

Before Epstein's book was out the CIA had made its public confession and that under oath.  It had called John L. Hart back from retirement to make the study of how it had handled the Nosenko matter.  Hart also testified before the House assassins committee and that testimony was telecast coast to coast and abroad.  While doing all he can to debase Nosenko and all that he said Epstein has no space for any report that Hart confessed and apologized for the CIA and under oath before the Congress.  His confession, for the CIA, included the CIA’s thinking of how to get rid of Nosenko ‑ literally from driving him insane to flying him over the Atlantic and dropping him in it.

As Hart testified, the CIA's abuses of Nosenko are without precedent in our history.  He also testified that there was no case against Nosenko at all, that he was a dependable source, that the CIA paid him for what it did to him and hired him for work that included teaching new agents.  It had no questions at the end and in summary it is that those crazies in the CIA, including some of Epstein's highly-toted sources, behaved unprofessionally and unreasonably.

Naturally, Epstein being Epstein, he kept all of this and much more like it out of his book.

There is, finally, mention of Hart (but not his testimony) on the last two pages, pages 273-4.  All of that brief bit is for the Epstein purposes of having his fictions and his undependable sources believed rather than having the truth believed.

That the CIA had gotten rid of those who were responsible for what Epstein misuses and exaggerates; that it had sent Hart to testify to what the CIA believed and the steps it had taken to make up for its abuses of Nosenko by those who included some of Epstein’s prime sources (who had their own pasts to live with, when he spoke to them); that the CIA hired Nosenko and created new identities for him (one required by Epstein's blowing Nosenko's cover) ‑ none of this and more like it was fit for Epstein’s readers when he could glory in what the CIA apologized for.

This does address Epstein’s honesty.

Meaning his lack of honesty.

Which was glorified by those media reviews as his unrivaled “investigative reporting” and his “scholarship.”

Which says much about the media and those it uses for reviews of controversial books.

As Epstein mistitled his book, so also did he mistitled his Prologue.

There was no such "message from Moscow” as he made up after the CIA, which spent years reaching the decision, had decided that there had not been any such message.
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