Tom Mangold's "Uald Warrior," on CIA Counterintelligence head 6/29/91
James J. Angleton, Chapter 13, "The CIA's Secret *risoner". A./hn s -

Background: Several year: ago, apparently as soon as he ded to write this book
on Angleton, Mangold phoned me fron England. He told me i%:::.‘:: ghaﬂwp‘;(ojnct and asked me if
I would help him with it, I said I would. He said he would send me copies of tg'ee of his
books to ¢five me some understanding of him, I told him that wasn't necessary, but he said
he'd do it anyway. I immodistoly started work collecting what + did not have already col-
lgcted to be able to help him. When some time passed and I did not get the books or any
call or letter, long after he'd said he'd be in the United Statew, I wrote dnd told him
that I'd taken tinme and put in some effort to be in a position to help him and did not want
to waste time if he no longer wanted me to. I got no response and I did nothing further to
be able to help him, His book is nou//ou.t and I've read and annotated it through the first
of his Nosenko chapters, A glance at the book indicates a possible explanation or two of
his cutting off from me but does not expluin his bad behavior in not telling me or res-—
ponding to my letters. as soon as I saw the review copy of page proofs I wrote him and
aaka}ﬁ'd.u if he has any Nomenko inforuation not used in the book he can let me have. Again
no response,

Hangold aﬁd Tony Summers are friends. They collaborated on a bock. My Tony Sumners
file will reflect that he and his assistants were here many tiies and made innumerable
copies of records they selected without supervision, that I did many other things to help
him, they wheli he no longer had any need for ouwr transcribing machine he did not return
it and that my requests were ignored until I made strong complaint. le also did not keep
an agreenent we had with regard to a King assassination book. This was several years ago.

4side from thudle writing Jeff Woldberg was virtually a coauthor and it credited by
“angold generously. He conducted soue of Hangold's more inportant interviews for him, Jeff
was one of the founders of the Boston assassination Inforuation Dureau. They were in the
wildest competition with Jiu ('.r_‘,arrison for public attention, made up what they said, itk
excited college and other audiences with their fabrications about the JFK assassin&tion

and were ardent collaborators with the obviously intending-to-be-dishonest House Select
M
Comaittee on Aassassinations. I was critical of them over their unconscio::ble exploitation



of the JFK asuassination in their '%Qd-for speeches and for their fabrications and ignorance
of the available information, what the governuent, then mostly the \“larren Commission, had
disclosed. They did not like it and they liked it less when i was specific tu their faces.

I was at HSCA only a coup‘o of times. At least once I saw “oldberg and he was unfriedly.

Whether or not Mangold's connection with him adcounts for it and whether or not it
comes from ignorance, as the &IB gang was ignorant of what had been disclosed, there are
significant omissions and misrepresentations in this Nosenko chapter and one very glaring
lief, the latter that the KOD did not suspect Oswald of being an anerican sleeper agent.

It did and the FBI's Iloslgko interviews are quite specific on this.

They also are specific on Uswald's politicas as he disclosed them in the USSR - anti-
USSR. My first book cites this from his writings. He called them "Fat, stinldng poli-
ticians" and said of the American narty that tﬁy had "‘\z/trayad the working class." This
is to say that thero was confirmation for what Nosenko suid he'd read in the KCB's reports
on Oswald, who it had under surveillance,

There are other singificant questionables, 6ne + did not note on the book is that
coineiding with the CIA's phony claim that Nosenko could not be credited because he said
the KGB did not interview Oswald is that lNosenko also said the LUB got all it needed from
the Intourist guide, who was KGB. In addition, as was known, Oswald had been interviewed
by the MVD in Moscaw,

*n thinking of these omissions and errors, the later including what the Cla really did
to talk the Warren Vommission out of taking secret testimony froum liosenko and bad-nouthing
him to the Conmission, I began to wonder, acceas to Nosenko being controlled by the CIa,
whether Hangold had mude any kind of deal with the CI to get access to Nosenko. b and
Gldberg intervieved him several times, including for a masked appearance on BH:I. ‘;old for
use here on public T, which + missed,

Possibly bearing on this is the annotations, footnotes in bhe back of the book,
referring to tuo FBI reports that the Warren Commission had and HSCA almost'3% year:
later used, l'ly‘li’oat ilorter? did use them ecarlier and did give them a correct interpretation

p———
as well as reporting correctly that the KGB did & suspect Oswald was a "sleeper" agenv;



So, while many books, articles and news stories are included in the notes, Post lortem

isn't. I don{é mind and it is commonplace. But is it possible that iangold devarted from
his practise because he did lie and Post ilortem proved he lied, the lie esuential to the
CIA's self-justification over its behavior with the commission if not also with Nosenko?

Mangold also accepts uncriticully the phony CIA self-justification, that it had reason
to suspect that Nosenko had been dispatched to "disinform" the United States,Pparticularly
the Commission, about Uswald to disassociate itself from the JFK assassination.

There never was any legttimate reason to entertain thi.a suspicion and in fact what
the whole bwor‘;d knew Gold.berg either was ignorant of or“diahonest about, the FBI had
already mad:‘ cr;.:;;d\::latcthe officj’:‘i.l "solution" would be 1%; before llosenko defected
in Pebriary 1964, 1wh:Lah was his second contact with the CIA, this meeting having been
agreed &earlier. It was at a scheduled disarmament conference in Switzerland.

There are disclosed Warren Commission records about and including what the CIla told

it and what the CIA sent it that have been available for 25 years that are ingored in the

dra'ms
book and they are relevant to angleton){nd the CIA and the Commission with regard to

Nosenko. There also are the executive-session transcriptsrelating to using detf'ectors,

one on Nosenko in particular that I have and they should have .nown about 4f only because
Mangold's lawyer in FOIA cases is Jin Cesar, who filed the suit for me under which I got
those transeripts. We ever gave copies away in his office the dayrgot them, I have to
vosder why &)l of Hie aleo i wittted, /M it ,’[1*“(”‘9- ph b '7)

I do not here go into all the other records I also got of which “esar does not have
copies that are quite relevant to the dai‘octiox]ﬁ and CIa opuosition to it from the first,
under a variety of contrived and spurious explanations that fill of their own weight. I
am not now displeased that Bangold did not have them to use. In ‘mosi: respects it is a

good book and for what is good he did not need them. gl ;Mt"ax‘/thle opuosite, I regard
as very bud, I'm glad he did not have them to misues.

It i@ clear that the CIA did not oppose this book. lany under contruct with the
CIA as former employees not to discuss or write anything about what they leurned as its

employeesy were allowed to Le intervuewed and quoted at some length. This really meins that
the CIa wanted Angleton, not it, exposed- to blame him esclusively for what it did.



The lie about the KGB's sus,icion that Uswald could have been a sleeper agent is
in one of a nuaber of lengthy notes that really do belong in the text and are not there.
It is on page 3Y1.

What it also relevant and they omit is that llosenko's initial treatment in Washington
was offically described by the 1. as princely- which they also omit - and was changed
h subhumen, which they minimize considerably — exactly when the CI4 learned what losenko
had told the FBI about Oswald suspected as a possible american agent (meaning riost
likely the CIA's) and of his poiitics.

Mangold has the scantiest treatment of the detailed CIA testiuony about how Nos~-
enko was treated and mistreuted, understating it considerably ant] omitting much. I think
that og;.du fron thé%ur:’ ';1‘ his understating can come frou what I am confident did
hgpoen, that John Lemon Fart's testinony authored by and officially for the CIa before
HSCA was edited - censored = prior to publication. I aum confident of thu clear recol-
lection I huve ¥k of the broadecast of it. le gives about as much space to the alleged ex-
plnhla;.on of it, one that is inherently incredible. Which he does not indicate.

There is more that relates to this in a sense in the disclosed records. One is the

Gkl X

so-called analysis of the assasvintion for the CIA by an unidentified defector, clearly
Qg den D Coatlbiann Jor -tmaf et
Gol.id:a;mJ also relevant and disclosed is the questions the CIa pronosed having our govern—

P
ment ‘2;}[ I‘ud: Oswald. They are so grossly insulting that State strongly objocted to their
being usod.l The net result is that the USSR was not asked for all the info#-&tion it had
and thus, what everyone missses, including Mangold, the USUR did not give the United
States offense by giving it voluntarily these KUl records on Uswald. That the CI4 drafted

questionsit Jmew would be seriously offensive cannt be accidental. OF p-uﬁbo/fﬁ .

It is not unreasonsble to regard this as a book that to the degree possible protects

and serves the interest of the CIa and prominent officials of the da.y by making angleton
, A | - d{.l f-',.qu l;.f. 4
as close &s possible to 10U% responsible for all that ez | that permeated so much of it.
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Resumed 6/%0. Having now read through "I am Nonseko" and re pe 207 I add more that

confirms what I have been getting &t, that llangold made a deal uMder wihich he in this
bouk cpvers the CIA's institutuonal ass and whether or not as part of this deal, mraingm
jtransa in particular for the Goldberg of the "Assassination Information Bureau,'r%ia-
represents and covers up over the Oswald purt of what Nosenko said, ignoring in reporting
on Nosenko's rehabilitation that the CIA had intimidated the Warren Commission into not
listening to what Nosenko had said and could say. What I go into also was not volunteered
by the CIA's representative, John L. Hart, when he testified to HSC4, and HSCa asked no
questions that I can recall along these lines, 411 failed all over agein!

In recounting still another interbal CIA investigation, this one painstaking and un-
prejudiced by Bruce Solie that incliudes eight months of Solie's questioning of Noaenko
and a reliable pdlygraph that Selie supervised, referring to this polygraph, Hangold
writes,

Nosenko was gaked during this examination whether he had previously told the truth

about Oswald and the Jopn F. Kennedy assassination. The new polygraph operator found

the subject showed only a positive response to this crucial question.

Whgt "erucial question" the reader will not find in this book. To begin with Mangold
lied, as earlier noted, about what Nosenko had actually said about the KGB's suspicion,
that Oswald had been a "slecped" agent. And then Mangold omits, among other things, that
Oswald was openly anti-USSR within the USSH.

T4s, of course, is covering the CIA's institutional ass for its major transgression
in the Warren investigation and as the agency that could have used Oswald as an agent.

(In this regard I note that to the degree possible, as I recall is also true of
Bob Woodward's "Veil", on Casey and the CIA, the CI4 is covered —angleton is focused on
and blamed as was the case with Woodward and “asey — and to the degree pepssible the CIA
as an institution is exculpated. ’articularly true of Helms.)

There is but one additional reference in the text, asyﬁisﬂnguished from the notega
where much that should have been in the text is for practical purposes sublimated if not

hidden from sowme readers, to this matter. On Jage 204 MHangold writes about the confirma-

i : 1 fice fect ho did confirm him. This one is a"t
187 agRe0255R YhooBRohak Fols" HBofe et Ioms M0 e o s one s &"top



Gordievskiy also corroborated Nosenko'y story that Lee Harvey Oswald, Kennedy's
accused assassin, was not recruitud by the KGB during his stay in the USSR. %
"Nosenko's statenents agree with the facta,” he explains."Oswald was of course
known to the KGBy but he was never recruited as an agent., It appears our people
deenmed him to be useless.

First X note that I do not recall that Hangold mentioned the fiction of "regeruit-
ment" earlier and this in this use it is a diversion from what ia i.portant. and second,
while referring to losenko's "statement," langold does not here or e:gj.seuhare say what
those statements are, except where he lied about the KGB's suspicions.

What is missing from the text is that Nosenko's KGB role had him in charge of who
was recruited, not only americans, as MHangiod indicates without so saying in his notes
on 400, In addition to other and earlier references to the real and important leads
Noselko gave on potential KGB recruits, here the notes specify that Nosenko latef
"guve his FBI interviewers more than seventy-five leads on a variety af operations he
kmew about in loscow, where the KGB recruited. ...Af deputy chief of the KGB section re-
sponsible for recruiting American agents in Moscow, Nosenko was able to supply the FBI
with ten years worth of significunt leads,"

Without here going into what this alone means about the authority with which Nosenko
spoke, more on which is also brierd‘ﬁ the notus at this point, I do note that it also
means what is absent in the éext and is in_lportant, that as soon as the KGB learned that
Oswald had been accused as the asaassin%ita records on him had to be reviewed and
reported on upwerd, that logically fell to Nosenko and thus he had to know what the KGB's
Oswald records contain,

“ni>gfl to say that there could not have been a better source available to any U.S.
agency or institution after JFK was assassinated. Ur a more authoritative or informed one.

&nd the CIA, the most logical of Oswald's possible agency connectiong did what it did
to Nosenko without any comment other than a lie in this supposedly definitive expose and
exhaustive treatment of Angleton.

That the Warren UComuission held several exesutive sesssions on JUB defectors in

(tfaf))

general and Nosenko particular is not mentioned in the book - not because langold
Y-
did not know about it. He makes two mentions of thiés litigation, C.a. 75-1448 on 401-2



without any mention of what I was suing for — and got- and was available to him not only
fré™ me, which he kneu from his call to me from “ondon almost as soon as he started
on this book bu%causo his 1a.wyer,.j:im Lesar, also was my lawyer, another matter of
which he mskes no mention.

What L now say I believe bears on whether or not Mangold made . deal with the CIA to
cover its institutional ass to the degree possible.

In brief mention of his interviews of "a group of decent and conscientious for%.;
CIA officers" who were *fiercely pro-CIA" and in the context of their "love for the
agency's mission [ncver ever defined]" Mangold says "The only condition I was asked to
observe waf to avoid making the book host&!e to the CIA as a concept." This is in his
less than a page of Preface, pp. Y-10.

I believe this provides context for what I believe is an atrocious dishonesty and
not an accidental one by Mangold in his first reference to this 10Ii lawsuit in which I
got the liosenko transcript he makes no mention or any use of. He quotes from the CIA's
"affidavit of Charles 4. Briggs, Chief, Information Services Staff of the CI.'s Directorate
of Operations” in t at lawsuit, identifying it merely as "Ekhibit 2" where there were a
nunber of exhibits with this number, including some that I filed -of which he also makes
no mention. This is what he here quotes from Uriggs's addidavit that my affidavits proved
beyond question was knowingly false and intendedly deceptive. I note that he ddes include
the date, 12/20/76, which is quite some time after the CIa cleared losenko of the out-
rageous Golitsyn/angleton fal&frcations.

, Ju‘. Lrwfcl Jvul—
(Here I digrees to note also that I got and told him to begin witr)’ nuch relevant

information from the FBI that kangold not only diclni t ask for - he never u@inf spoke to me,
Mangeld's paraphrase of this SBriggs affidavit is,"The CIA has stated that every pre-

cauﬂoﬁm nust be taken to protect Nosenko's new identity and whereabouts since dis-

clo;m would place him in "mortal jeopabdy'." This was entirely irrclevant in the litigation.

That trunsc¥ipt long preceeded Nosenko's "new d.entity" and could not even indicate that

it existed, and itcg:‘og not even gzof into any such areas.

On the next page, againx citing this one affidavit, Mangold writes that "the [other



KGBJ det'ectors hav: said that Hosenko was tried in absentia . . . condemned to death,"
also entirely ireelevant, efcept for possible intimddation of the juige, which appears to
have happened in any event. (aubrey ‘obinson, vho began by saying thut he'd fill.hia
witness room with ¥Ia witnesses if they did not respond and Msﬂ%‘L:mh w-;:hout
speakding to a niﬁe one and accepting a false affidavit like this one éfen after it was
proven to be false. If I had not proved it I'd have been guilty of perjury.)

\that ?’:’l& also swore to as llangold inevitably had to know fro.. his knowledge of the
affidavit he quotes, G that the CIA had to withhold everything about Nosenko, and I'm

reporting from recollection, without getting and quoting directly but I am confident

accurately,

* note the obvious that I do not want to be overlooked- this is a book about that
"model" treatemnt! And with 462 pages “angold makes no mention p suppresses thls gruesome
CIa felony, perjury’about the subject-matter of his book.

I note before again suspending Fhat also on 402 langold refers to a list of named
"Soviet intelligence officials who have defected in the past 10 years" and among these is
Ilya Dzhirkvelov, one of only three defectors from the [K.GB's] Second Chief Directorats!
Vesenkia,

@Tzf Mangold says that they supported Nosenko's statements but does not idclude word
about whether or not the total of four in addition to Nosenko said a single word about
Oswald or about what Nosenko had said about Oswald, or about whether or not they had any
knowledge of what the KGB's records reflect about him. ‘

It is obviius that voth# the CIA and the FBI had the official obligation to pursue
what flameZdzha Nosehko had said about Oswald, particularly because of the CIA's involve-
ment as the primary agency of foreign intelligence and the FBI's responsibilities, inclding
its unended JFK assassination investigation.

It also is obvious that in undertaldng this book langold had the same responsibility.
If he obtained agy such inforuation, he does not indicate it, or even any interest in it.
+n this regard + note that as socn as I heard his book was about to appear and knowing

nothing about its content I wrote and asked him i1’ he had gotten any Nosenko information

he did not use in the book that he could let me have. I got no response.



