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Washington rost ! TFrederick, ld. 21701
1150 15 St., W Oéﬂ// Y1/9
Washington, D.C. 20071 gqu}(f

Dear Mr, Babcock,

I do not presume that ylour interest is nuch greater than is required by a review,
or that George lardner's does (I'm sending hin a copy of this letter), but becauge you
report on intelligence matters I write you about two sentences in your review and to
tell you a story that I think is relevant.

"Still, the research is comgﬁ_-.iling, bucked up hy devastating on-the-rccord quotes
from wore than 30 former intelligence officers” and '"He could have addressed whether any
of the spy hunter's machinations mattered."

I bedieve these two sentences are related in ways not easily perceived by any review-
er byt can lead to what I regard as a hell of a story,

4lso, I'm surprised that in your thinking, for whiich I'm aware you may not have had
much time, you did not wé?ier how it is that some 30 former intelligence ofticers would
dare speak so freely, without worry about their employment contracts.

When langold was first getting started on his book he phoned me from London with
what perhaps incorrectly I felt was some excitenent. He asked me if I would‘ﬁ_p‘"help
hin with what he described as a biograpfly of thgleton. I told him I would.

Before carrying this farth@r, you noted that what began as a biography evolved into
something else, Somcthing similar happened with a book by one of Mangold's sources, Id
Epstein. His book that appeared as "Legend" did not begin that way fronm the ads in Pub-
lisher's Veekly. It changed radically after Angleton strfited "hekping" him.

Hangold told me he wanted me to know where he is coming from, so he was sending me
three bouks he'd written. I told him that was not necessary but he inisted he wanted to.
#2o He also told ne that he'd be here soon and would look me up.

I began imediately to collect for hiu copies of what I believed he'd find useful
and to segregate FOIi records too voluminocus for me to copy for him. Time passed and I
g0t no books und hoard nothing from him. So, I wrote and explained'thét I'm aging, un-
well and did not want to waute any of what time I have left and would Ili.':ce to lnow whe-
ther he wanted the hel» he'd asked for. I got no reply and finally, cramped as my working
space is, L put what I'd copied for him away and filed the FOIA records. I did wonder why
his behavior was, from my experience with them, unlike my experiences with a nunber of
other British reporters. and, of course, wh;” he wanted the help he knew I could provide
and then fell silent.

Un reading his book I no longer wondered. &s soon as I finished the book I wrote him.
I do not expect an answer but until he has had time to respond I think it .ould be unfair

to send you a copy. I do tel: you, however, that I addressed him as "Faust".



Because L have special interests of which Yeorge is aware I read such books critically
and annotate them, sometincey for a history professorg who is a friend and asks it of ne,
i'm doing that now, for example, with Beschloss' remarkably dishdnejrf "'ﬂ“e Crisis Y/eurs."

What your review does not reflect your verceiving - and please do not tuake this as
criticisn bLecause - have no such intent - is that the planned biography evolved into the
serving of a special interest, as Epstein's book also did. Epstein's served abgleton's
interest. I presume this was not los= o:: the CIA, &s Hangold's boolk appeared it is as
much an exculpation o' the U.A as an institution as is possible,

Even vhen fron time to tiue he appears to be critical of Helus, he ralls far short
of including what is relevant and is in the public domain about Eelms. There is a con-
siderable volume of what is not generally }mow'}ébout Helns that he could easily have got-
ten and not fron ue alone. -

Y145 gets to whether Angleton's machinations could have mattered. Helms was invelved
in some that are of special interest to me.

I do not remenber liangold's exact vords but he wrote that Hosenko had told the FBI
that the KGB did not suspect Os.ald as a "sleeper" agent. The exact opposite is the truth.

Mangold cites Viarren Comission 651 and the HSCA's record. He does not cite what his
assistant Uoldberg at least kneif about, rmy publication in 1975 of what lHosenko hdd actually
said about this and more about Oswald that langold onits: that he was openly anti-Soviet
in the USSH. What Oswald's political beliefs really were i picked up frou what the “ommis-
sion and the FBI chose to ignore. I quote his writings in nmy first _book.. He referred to
the Soviets as Tat, stinking politicians and to the US CP as betrayers of the working
class. Vith regard to both of these natters I call to your atsention that when the LIA
finally pgave Nosenko a fair and unprejudiced polygra i it concluded that he had told the
truth about Oswald,

Under angleton, lirgely as I recall by Rocca and when needed strongly fortified by
flelms in peréon, the CIA pressured the UOIHﬁ.SSiGnN%r to 'ta.k;”ihe secre%:‘testimony Hosenko
offered, on the ground his bona fides had not been established. That was the judgenment
the Cormission should have made but with some secret Pressure, ref'lected in the executive
session transcrivts I have fron Ford in particular, it decided to abdicate to the CIA
and it even omitted Nosenkds »ublished identification from its Report.

QUhere is nuch that relates to this for which I do not take your time. But I do call
to your attention that I-i.g‘gold has to have known, as Jeff Coldberg did know, that I'd
published six books on the JFK assassination and have about a quarter of a million pages
of formerly withheld records gotten by a series of FOXa suits, tha= ilangold did phone me
and ask for help, that Uoldberg and Mangold's lawyer know me, and that he never asked for
anything fron ne or for access to these records. Including those on liosenko.



The Conmissien's seconi panic - the first was FBI le. king that boxed it in - was
what Ford described as a "dirty rwior" without a.n_'y investigation, that Oswald had had some
kind of goveinment connection. I ])!bllbhEd two ol the executive session transcripts on
thiz, the first, which they decided to destroy and overlocked the stenotypists tape (‘;fgfp
had to havi: tianscribed for ne, 1/21/64, in ‘Post ilorten’ beginning on page 475 and the

second the subject of Whitewash I¥ and vrinted in facsimile it )

hongold r(’porj: that the CIA believed that (swald Mhed to disinform
on the JFK assassination, so that the :GB would not be suspected. Superficially this ap-
pears to be legitimate but tu anyone with knowledge of the available infornation, it has
no validity at all. What would be the official conclusions were leuked beginning with
publication 12/2/63 and the whole world knew, including the KGB, and, of course, the CI4,

At two points, without reporting the subject matter of the#l"OIA lawsuit, Hangold has
fiotes quoting what the CIA's %&gsdnggs attested. It was my suit or the Nosenko
transcript. langold omits, and I think it is not unfair to say suppresses, what prigga
alsc at-ested to, that the Hoag&k.o transcrupt had to be kept secret because Nosenko's
treatment by the CI4 was so wonderful that the CIa expected it to attract additional de-
fectoml%ot have cited that affidavit without having real thig dn ity, ..

There is more in the disclosed and a‘f:.lable CIA records t):at ffrel ant(’I—'j;arti-
cular the questions it proposed that State address to the government of the USSR, They were
so outrageous State had a fit. They werc assured to offend. Tiey also resulted in the U.S.
governnent failing to request what it knew fron Nesenko did exiss, the LGB's records on
Oswald in the ULSR.This includes their suspicion that he was soue kind of U.S. agent, vas
anti-Soviet openly, possibly why they susiected him and what would I an confident gives
the lie to another seemingly reasonable Cli reason for not trusting llosenko, that he said
the EGB did not interview Oswald. It didn't but the VD did. loreover, it got all it
wan}}:gg from the KGB Intourist guide, confirmed in effect by a later def'sctor who was truséed:
thea did not trust Oswald and considered him more or less flakey.

With chitsyn so important a figure in ~ungold's book and wngleton, of course, “ungold
also. does not mention the instant analysis of the JFK assassination by an unidentified KGB
defector, clearly hol:.ts.m aﬁ{y utterly irrational and e:tremely inflamatory.

S0, while what the man I regard as Faust did publish is important information, I think
it can be compared with “olby and the family jewels, as serving the UIR's interest to have
the air seem to be cleared when it wasn't.

The net effect is to hold the dead #ogleton alone responsible for the institutional

AMonyddy
misconduct. & book is as close an approxinmation of exculpation of the institution as I

think is possible,
Also missing, considering the influence angleton had, is that fact that as I learned

when I was in 055, on: of our greater intelligence failures was of what angleton was in



charge of, countcrintel%égunce in *taly. It was so thoroughly penetrated the lasis picked
up tean after team when +4 ‘got behi nd liazi lines, Such records pasised through ny hands.

I do not sug;est that it has meuning but I do not recall that in reporting dngleton's
friendship with Ezra Pound, i: Italy when angleton d&%:gécausu he'd noved there, Huangold
refereed to the fact that Pound was iriendly with the fascists and aparoved them and as I
recall engaged in anti—U.S: propaganda for then during World Mfar II. There was some con-
sideration of charging hin as a traitor,

I find it at the least provocative that not just ingleton and hig staff but the CIa
jb the top bent auch effort to keep the Warren Comdssion from listening to Nosenko and
succeeded after the Commission knew what he would say, that none or those records were
printed in the 10,000,000 words the Coumission did print -not even a hint that they existed —
and that initially they were all withheld at the Archives,

I also find it interesting that in his treatment of Oswald o}d makes no reference
to the fact that ﬂelms adui%téii; that the CIa had a considerable volume of pre-assasaina-
tion records on Oswald that had Just happened to disappear without a trace,

4nd, of course, that i¥ still has not complied with oy 1975 request for its E?aenko
information, repeated several times, apparently at the CIa's bidding the FBI also
until it started disclosing them to soueone who was known to follow what I refer to as the
party line on Nosenko. I then got copies of only what was disclosed to him, It nade a nis-
take once and addressed re u:ing his name.

I wg;e were writing the book Mangold wrote and had none of <the complications I be-
lieve he had I'd have found those records to be exceptionally inportant. rrom the first
and with a seric: of never reasonable explanations ueople in the CIA were determined to

prevent Nosenko's defection when his position and what he could know ahout Oswald was
known, He was in the right place to know and of a rank that made it likely,

In any event, I think that langold's sudden lack of interest in having access to what
he had to know I have when he phoned me is explained by his book: he preferred other sources
he would not have had if he had had any relationship with me,

fThis gets back to how those 30 dared speak to hin without fear of violating their CIa
emplo&munt contract that it has so often sued to enforce.
Sincerely,
,{ézu/«‘ﬁ%/)

Harold Heisberg,



