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Chapter 4

The Winter of the Mind

Whatever Riebling may have had in mind in titling this chapter "A Mind of Winter" it has an appropriateness he did not intend.  It is his chapter on the KGB man who defected from Helsinki on December 15, 1961, Anatoliy Golitsyn.  From the moment James Jesus Angleton heard Golitsyn's absolutely crazy denunciations of virtually all of the USSR except himself, insane statements that are insane not alone because of his rampant paranoia, the CIA was never the same again.  Under the maniacal and egomaniacal Golitsyn influence Angleton saw KGB moles inside the CIA wherever he looked.

Tom Mangold, an experienced British reporter, wrote a book about Angleton, Cold Warrior. (New York, Simon & Schuster, 1991)  It's subtitle is James Jesus Angleton:  The CIA's Master Spy Hunter.  Riebling uses what he likes of it, but he does not like the book, its approach or what it says.  It says, in plain Eng​lish, that Golitsyn was crazy as hell and that Angleton's faith in Golitsyn's craziness almost wrecked the CIA.  The thought did not originate with Mangold.  It was believed widely.

Insofar as Mangold says this, his is an excellent book.  It has a major defect, about which I wrote him without response.

Before he came here to work on it he phoned me from London asking for my help.  He said he'd send me several books he had published so I could get a read on him.  I'd read one and was favorably impressed by it.  It is The Tunnels of Cu-Chi.  That book is an expert and detailed account of how the Viet Cong fought from and survived because of the tunnels they dug by hand.

I did a considerable amount of work preparing for Mangold's coming and made probably several hundred Xerox copies of docu​ments for him.  But first those books he said he's send me never came and then I never heard from him again.  I knew why as soon as I read Cold Warrior.  After reading it I wrote him, addressing him as Dr. Faustus.  Who as Goethe wrote, sold his soul to the devil for some fun while he still had his soul.

Again Mangold did not reply.  Which is to say that he also did not deny it.

For the same reason, Riebling can be regarded as another Faust.

The CIA is never, absolutely never, ever helpful to writers unless it serves the CIA's interest.  Witness that it has yet to comply with my FOIA requests going back more than two decades.  It ignored most of them entirely and when I took it to court it lied its head off, and that not uncommonly under oath.  All to deny me information it since has disclosed ‑ without sending me a page other than of those of its records referred back to it, like the Department of Justice copy of Shef Edwards memo previously quoted.  In his book Riebling does validate what he says in his acknowledgment about the exceptional help and with exceptional speed that he got from the CIA.  The CIA did this because it had reason to believe that Riebling would write what it would like.  He did just that.  His book is needless hallelujahs for the CIA.

In this he was Faust.  Golitsyn and Angleton were disasters, devils, for the CIA.

Not heroes, as Riebling presents them.  Not angels. On his part, Mangold's denunciation of Angleton, his thor​ough exposure of him, was made possible with what I alleged to him without denial from him:  he made a deal in which he excul​pated the CIA to the degree possible and in return the CIA opened up to him.  He had access to its records and to its people it could easily have denied and would, from its very long record, would have denied, without assurances that he would do as he did.  What Mangold did is hold Angleton responsible alone for all that was so very wrong and so very bad, including to the CIA itself, for all the CIA's abuses Mangold could lay on him alone.  This is not the reality.  It is the institution of the CIA, not its employee Angleton, that is responsible for all that it caused to happen or let happen and allowed Angleton to do, even helping him do it.

Like those years of subhuman, illegal, unconstitutional abuse of Yuri Nosenko.

Without the institutional support and tolerance he had, Angleton alone could have perpetrated none of what he did that was so horrendous, that so tore the CIA itself apart, that con​tributed to if it did not cause the Warren Commission's agreement with the CIA, with Richard Helms, not even to listen to Nosenko.  Helms was then its deputy director in charge of "plans," its dirty works, and the Commission did not even listen to Nosenko. It thus shares responsibility for those unprecedented years of torture of him.

What should not be lost sight of, what should be kept in mind, is that the Commission was in the same position vis-a-vis the CIA as Mangold, Riebling and others who played Faust.  It was in the position of having to do what the CIA wanted about Nosenko because it lacked the courage to use the authority it had.  It could have demanded anything it wanted from the CIA, if it really wanted to.  It did not want to, as the CIA perceived and as it had reason to believe as soon as it knew the contents of the five‑volume report Johnson had ordered of the FBI.  And that was leaked almost two months before Nosenko defected.

The CIA, like everyone else, knew that nobody got away with public disagreement with the tyrant J. Edgar Hoover.  The FBI's records disclosed to Mark Allen bears this out ‑ that Hoover took steps to blackmail and if that failed, to defame the Members of the Commission.  He did this as soon as it was announced.  He then did that with its staff as soon as the staff names were known.  He ordered the preparation of "dossiers," the FBI's own word, on them ‑ on the staff twice, the second time as soon as the Report they drafted was out.  This is stated in an FBI damage control tickler that among other things says that the CIA and the FBI got together and decided in advance what they would and would not let the commission know and have.

So the CIA, Helms in particular but Angleton, too, knew that the Commission did not want testimony from the Nosenko who told it that Oswald was so lousy a shot that when he went hunting his friends had to give him game to take home because he never once hit anything, not even a rabbit with a shotgun; that he was openly anti‑Soviet even within the USSR; and that the KGB sus​pected he was an American agent in place or what is also known as a "sleeper" agent.  If the Commission had this in its testimony in its record it could not have published both that testimony and the Report that said in effect that Oswald was "Red" and that he was a lone assassin, a better shot than the very best marksmen in the country.  These best of riflemen, all rated as "masters" by the National Rifle Association, were not able to duplicate the shooting attributed to Oswald, who was officially rated by the Marines as a "rather poor `shot'." (Whitewash, page 30)  In their test for the Commission at the Army's Aberdeen, Maryland proving ground all -- each and every one -‑ failed to duplicate the shooting attributed to Oswald.

So the Commission needed the CIA.  This meant it needed Helms himself, who needed Angleton.  Who took the position Golit​syn took and demanded that the CIA take and it did take.

In this that paranoid egomaniac actually controlled the CIA!

So, along with Golitysn and his pawn Angleton and other Angletonians, like Helms and Pete Bagley, referred to earlier, and in return for his writer's soul, if he had one to begin with, Riebling has his book and the fame and fortune from it as Tom Mangold before him also did.

It is in the sense that the mind of Golitsyn was the chill of Arctic winter to the CIA that Riebling's chapter title has its appropriateness.

After his novelist's beginning of this chapter, of Golit​syn's defection in deepest winter from  coldest Europe, Riebling returns to his rewriting of our history.  The next thing in this chapter is blaming the CIA's Bay of Pigs dirty work on the OSS minority in it.  Writing of the Bay of Pigs, he says, "It was a gung‑ho operation in the classic Donovan style" (page 180).  There was nothing at all like this ever done by the OSS.  More​over, the CIA's scheme was, as it knew, certain to fail.  With that failure it clearly expected that JFK would have no choice but to invade Cuba, which it and some of the military wanted so very much.  The military that approved the CIA's plans knowing full well that they were a design for an inevitable military defeat.  It, too, wanted an invasion of Cuba very, very much.  The long‑dead OSS had nothing to do with it.

What Golitsyn set about doing is "creating a mythology in which he alone could be credited and all those not agreeing with him or providing information the enemy has obtained." (page 181)  The enemy here is the United States.  The alleged negating and discrediting is by the KGB.

And so it was that all those who, with common sense and good reason, did not believe or who criticized Golitsyn's craziness and self‑glorification came to be regarded as from dubious to working for the KGB.

With Golitsyn as his authority Riebling writes that a "`cancer' of penetrations had been growing in CIA since it was OSS," which it never was but which tends to blame other than the CIA for the CIA's cupidity, stupidity and just plain foolishness (page 182).

Riebling them rambles on for pages in which he tries to make the CIA look good compared with the FBI and then despite the CIA as his source, reflects ignorance in his writing.  He refers to FBI SA Donald Moore as from the FBI's "Intelligence Division" whose "chief" was William Sullivan."  There was no such thing as "the Intelligence Division" in the FBI then.  It was the Domestic Intelligence Division.  There were two FBI Division chiefs named Sullivan in those days.  This one was William C. Sullivan.  Their middle initials were always used to diminish confusion.  Moore was, in fact, next in rank to Sullivan in that division.  But in referring to it as the "Intelligence Division" Riebling creates the impression that it handled foreign intelligence for the FBI.  The FBI had no foreign intelligence division because it had no foreign intelligence authority or responsibility.  That was the turf of the CIA, not the FBI.

In giving a non‑existing division title Riebling may not be indulging his ignorance to the fullest.  He may have been dishon​est deliberately, as he often is, to deceive and mislead his readers and to be helpful to the CIA in which he sees so many heroes.

The sins of Moore, Sullivan, and another FBI agent, William Branigan, are clear to Riebling:  they regarded Golitsyn as "a pain in the ass" and they disagreed with he paranoid rantings he called analyses.  Like that the KGB turned Francis Gary Powers "into a double agent before returning him" (page 187).

The astounding CIA love for what was so transparently Golit​syn's sick self‑promotion, his creating a new self and new tran​scendental importance for himself, continues until Riebling gets into his rewriting of history with Nosenko:

Golitsyn's reputation was meanwhile rising swiftly at CIA, especially since one of it his dark predictions seemed to be coming true.  On June 5, 1962, Yuri Nosenko, a KGB security officer with the Soviet Disarmament Commission, approached an American diplomat in Geneva, Switzerland, and whispered (sic) that he wished to talk privately with U.S. intelligence (page 189).

There was no need for Nosenko to whisper and the CIA records I have do not say that he did.  Nor did he have to.  But with a novelist's mind and approach Riebling likes to give it those little novelist's touches and twists.

When Nosenko quit the KGB to defect to the U.S., Tennent "Pete" Bagley then met with Nosenko in a safe house.  Bagley taped their conversation.  He then flew back to Langley with the tape and conferred with Angleton.  Angleton, already primed by Golitsyn to believe that any other defectors would be "dispatched" to discredit him, pooh-poohed what Nosenko told Begley.  In Riebling's words, Angleton said that "All of Nosen​ko's information was of the `throw‑away' variety.  Some of this alleged junk was identifying "specific locations of microphones at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, but Golitsyn had provided approxi​mate locations of some microphones six months earlier" (page 189).

Now here, in his notes, is Riebling giving Riebling away.

In his notes he gives no source at all for the malarkey about what Nosenko told the CIA about the KGB's bugging of the U.S. Embassy and no source at all for Golitsyn having reported it earlier.  However, he has a note for his source on a cable Bagley sent headquarters.  His source on that cable only is, "Hart testimony, 9/15/78, HAH‑II, p. 493."

Do we do not have to assume that Riebling could not have written his book without at the least reading this Hart testimo​ny?  Which he does not identify for what it was.

John Lemon Hart, an experienced CIA officer, was called back from his retirement by the CIA to make a careful and detailed study of all the CIA's extraordinarily voluminous records of its years of abuse of Nosenko and to be the CIA's official witness and spokesman on that before the House assassins committee.  In his testimony, which Riebling either nit‑picked his way through or had parts of it called to his attention, Hart could not have been more specific in attesting to the extraordinary value of what Nosenko told the CIA, of its and Nosenko's continuing great value to it as a well‑paid consultant who among other things was used to teach new CIA officers.  With regard to those bugs that Rie​bling pretends Golitsyn first identified ‑ and did not ‑ Hart came close to raving about how important and valuable that infor​mation was.  Nosenko gave the CIA the location of 52 tiny bugs planted throughout the embassy, including in the ambassador's own office.

Riebling did know this.  If not his offense is as bad and without pardonability.

He here deliberately misrepresents and hangs himself and his personal and professional integrity, as Epstein did before him, on the irrational words of Angleton and Golitsyn.

Can it be believed that if there is a legitimate source for Riebling's saying that it was Golitsyn who located those bugs for the CIA, or for his saying that it and all else that Nosenko told the CIA was junk, "throw‑away" information, he would not have italicized that sources?  Yet he has none.  And that can be only because there is none!

We'll come to the biggest of Riebling's give‑aways of him​self, his personal and professional honesty, and what comes of not checking out all those most wretched of political‑minded hacks who whore with our history to enhance their beliefs, their reputations or their fortunes with ethics and morality that would disgrace a worn‑out bag after a long career beginning in the streets and ending in dim and filthy back alleys.

It simply is not possible to condemn excessively, with the record that did exist, of the truth and what follows of Riebling's utter and complete, knowing and deliberate dishonesty of which this absolute and total lie about Golitsyn locating those micro​phones or that what Nosenko gave the CIA was merely trash, what the KGB allegedly could and did throw away.  We will come to the CIA's own official testimony on this with direct quotations of the CIA's own words ‑ and with meaningful citations, of course where it can all be checked.

For now, there should be no question at all about it:  Riebling knew the truth!  This is without question because of his citation of that very page for the dishonest purpose of his dishonest notes.

Here also I repeat for emphasis, and emphasis that in a society like ours cannot be exaggerated, we see again the impor​tance of the abdications of the major media.  Specifically of the vaunted paper of record, the exalted and most prestigious New York Times.  And the special kind of literary whore, the eminent Professor Michael R. Beschloss it got to review Riebling's second recent adventure in rewriting the history of the assassination of the Random House publishing empire, the first being Posner's.  Which the same Times treated the same way.

What way?

By raving about it while checking nothing out at all!

To a limited but still overwhelming degree this is beyond any questioning in the small fraction I wrote of the Posner record that was published as Case Open.  About which neither he nor Random House has been able to utter the most subdued little peep of complaint.

The Hart testimony is of greatest importance in not just this part of Riebling's dishonest book and not just in all of the miserable things he does in it.  It is utmost importance in the overall of the subject‑matter of the book, in our history in general, and as it so adversely was able to corrupt and mislead the official investigations into that "crime of the century," that most subversive of crimes, that did turn this country and the world around.

It is for this reason that I save for separate treatment the Hart testimony with which Riebling was familiar, a reasonable assumption given his knowledge and use of it, his inclusion of it in his bibliography, and what simply cannot be questioned, his knowledge of the page he cites from it to give credibility to one of the most incredible of official villains of whom he makes a hero in his book, Pete Bagley.

This does not have to await our excerpting of the transcript of Hart's testimony and knowing it now can help the reader evalu​ate Riebling in context.

It should be understood that although I here refer to the August Times and its Beschloss, what I say of them applies equally to all those who raved about the Posner poisoning of our history as well as Riebling's, to all those who took them at face value, as some many years ago took Hitler, and who raved about their most disgraceful abandonment of the responsibilities of American writers and did not check them out at all.  The TV news and shows with the papers and syndicates, too.

Riebling's apparent purpose in what he wrote that he deemed required a note when for that entire page of his book, including it, he has only two source notes, is his effort to make his hero, Bagley, appear to be honest and impartial.  In the process he also makes Bagley out to be a fool, an intelligence ignoramus and no more than a tool for Angleton and his partner in villainy, Golitsyn.

Referring to, and it is important to keep the dates and the two Nosenko surfacings in Geneva separate and to remember that there is a year of time between them,  Riebling says of the first that, "To prove his sincerity" Nosenko told Bagley that "he would tell what he knew about KGB penetration of the CIA."  Nothing omitted in quotation Riebling then writes, "After hearing him out, Bagley cabled headquarters that Nosenko had "conclusively proven his bona fides."  It is this that he sources to Hart's testimony in Volume II of those hearings, page 493.

He follows this, again nothing omitted, with

But when Bagley flew home that weekend to make a full report.  Angleton was skeptical.  All of Nosenko's information was of the `throw‑away' variety, the CI (counter‑intelligence) chief said.

Everything Nosenko said, it seems, was only "after Golitsyn had already disclosed" it.

Bagley eventually bought the logic.  (sic) He wondered what disinformation Nosenko would try and feed the CIA when he next made contact, as he promised to do whenever he was outside the Soviet bloc.  Thanks to Golitsyn, CIA was `keyed' to an apparent KGB deception (page 189).

This, bear in mind, was in 1962.

Riebling rambles along with praises for Golitsyn and his "analysis" and with Angleton's enthusiasm for it ‑even with Angleton's spending a long time trying to persuade Sam Papich, the FBI agent who was its liaison with the CIA.  "To a certain extent," Riebling quotes Papich as saying, "Angleton succeeded" (page 192).  But nobody else in the FBI went for it.  Among those who did not Riebling names Moore and Branigan and to ridicule them he quotes their "making fun of what they called Golitsyn's `monster plot.'"  They did not exaggerate its size or its character (page 193).

After more of this childishness Riebling gets around to reporting that "Golitsyn was beginning to widen the long‑standing philosophical split" between the CIA and the FBI (page 196).

He then switches to Mexico City, saying that the CIA's "station chief David Atler Philips worked well with Clark Ander​son, the FBI's legal attaché" (page 197).  Only Phillips was not then the CIA's Mexico City station chief.

There was a problem Riebling faced in his argument that there was a "formal" rupture of relations between these agencies.  He has made clear in his campaign to give Golitsyn a constructive importance he did not have and to blame this alleged rupture on irascible old J. Edgar Hoover.  Hoover never did trust Golitsyn and he did believe that Nosenko was bona fide defector.  But Allen Dulles, former CIA director, had written that "In the field of counterintelligence... relations between them are on a wholly satisfactory basis."  Riebling disputes this, beginning with some of that mythology he loves and without which he would have had no book:

Dulles should have known better, even if he was merely engaging in PR.  Liaison was generally good during 1963, but there had been plenty of bungles even during the latter years of Dulles' own tenure, and there were bigger problems looming.  Even as Dulles wrote, a failure of coordination on the Cubela‑Trafficante plots, and poor FBI‑CIA coverage of Oswald in Mexico, had perhaps been factoring into the imminent death of President Kennedy.  Soon, too, interagency infighting would preclude the truth about that tragic event from being fully known.  Only then, as CIA and FBI struggled to reconcile conflicting views on the assassination, would the full importance of the defectors contro​versy, and the molehunt, begin to emerge (page 198).

What basis there was for Dulles to be interested in propaganda, or as Riebling says, "public relations," Riebling does not say.  The reason is obvious: he was long out of the CIA and he had no motive or need for any "public relations" of the kind that, lacking any other explanation, Riebling invents.  Who knows better, after all, Dulles, with his long experience in life, in intelligence and as head of the CIA, or Johnny-Come-Lately Riebling who wants it believed that there was a complete and "formal" rupture between the CIA and the FBI?

And who is writing a book to sell so long after Dulles was dead?  A book for which he requires this contrived "formal" rupture between those agencies?

Riebling again resorts to fiction, beginning with those non-existing Cubela and Trafficante plots that in his active imagination required "coordination."

Riebling's Trafficante plot exists only in the words of the man who testified it was not so, a detail Riebling believed it was not necessary to include with all his myths.  And the record on Cubela is that he never intended to go ahead with it.  In any event, even if the opposite were true, remember that the CIA did not even give him his fancy, story-book murder weapon until almost the instant the President was killed.  In simplified, non-Riebling English, there was nothing at all to "coordinate."

This should have been "factored into the imminent death of President Kennedy," he says.  He does not say how.  Particularly not when the CIA was not nearly ready with Cubela if he had not backed out. 

In the words of the Random House unabridged dictionary factor's first definition is "one of the elements contributing to a particular result or situation."

So, even if those non-existing "plots" did exist, even presuming that Cubela ever intended to go ahead with that one, how could either have been any "element" that could have "contributed" to the "particular result or situation" of the JFK assassination?

With a writer like Riebling and a publisher like the Random House corporate empire, there is no need for explanations.  Not with all the money there is in commercializing the assassination and in exploiting it to advance political preconceptions and beliefs.

This is one of the "factors" in Riebling's basic allegation that the "formal" rupture he says came about between the FBI and the CIA because the unreasonable FBI refused to believe Riebling's hero Golitsyn, and Golitsyn's disciple Angleton, Riebling's main hero.

What Riebling refers to as that "poor FBI-CIA coverage of Oswald in Mexico" is another of his "factors" that made the assassination possible.

This leads into his version of what happened when Oswald went to Mexico.  That is next, in his chapter that carries this penny-dreadful thing of his forward in his mind and that of the unquestioning reviewers who never checked anything at all out.

Not even what is so obvious.  Like how was there going to be any "coverage of Oswald in Mexico" that could be attributed to the FBI fighting with the CIA when the CIA in Mexico began by not sending any word on Oswald's being there until a week after he was no longer there to be "covered" there?

His infallible CIA did not send any word about Oswald having been there until October 9, which was after Oswald was back in Dallas, and then they sent the wrong name, "Lee Henry Oswald."  Which by some kind of magic just happens to be the precise wrong way that three years earlier the CIA opened its Personality Profile file on Oswald, with that particular version of the wrong name.

Interesting, isn't it, that in Mexico City those spooks came up with the exact error, of all the male middle names beginning with "H", that the headquarters records used?  (That the CIA's Oswald 201 file, Personality Profile, has this mistake in it is disclosed by the CIA's own records, including the one with which the creation of that file was requested, a copy of which Anna Marie Kuhns‑Walko sent me.  Later the CIA corrected this, someone adding to the "Personality (201) File Request," after encircling "Henry" this correction:  "NB:  HARVEY."  The initials of the person making the correction seem to be PGR.  The date was April 30, 1975.  Yes, it took 15 years to make the correction, 12 years after the assassination.  On this form the entry under "Action Desk" was "CI/SIG."  Under "2nd Country Interest" was "SR" but that also is lined through.  This copy is "CS Copy."  And it is the 201 File Number that leaves it absolutely certain that Lee Henry Oswald is really Lee Harvey Oswald.  That number is 289248.

It also should be noted that this request for establishing the Personality Profile file was not made until more than a year after Oswald's pretended defection.  Not only does this make no sense ‑ Anna Marie told me that there are indications of another or other Oswald Personality Profile files.  John Newman, whose book Oswald and the CIA is due to be published in March, 1995, told me in late 1993 that he found records of three early expressions of CIA interest in Oswald all before any Personality Profile file on him was created.  They came from three different CIA components.  All deal with spying, ours, the USSR's and both.

It does not seem, with this the record, that no such file was started on Oswald until more than a year after his "defection" ‑ and that to an embassy official, Richard E. Snyder, who had an admitted CIA record.  The official story is that he had left the CIA.  That may be true but no official proof accompanied the statement, and all spookeries use their country's diplomatic services as cover for their spooks.

Perhaps it is only coincidence that before Oswald left Moscow on his return to the United States, with his Russian wife Marina and their infant first daughter, Oswald was given the name of his mother for Oswald to look up by Captain Alexi Davison, who was ostensibly attached to the embassy as a medical doctor, which he was.  But Oswald is this supposed dedicated "Red" and Davison was as dedicated an anti-Communist.  His mother whose address he gave Oswald was very strongly anti-Communist.  She had been a Russian nurse attached to the White Russian army in Siberia in 1919 when she met and married Alexi's father.  He was an American doctor who was with the United States forces that had invaded the newly‑formed USSR after World War I in an unsuccessful effort to overthrow it.  Five other countries participated in the invasion.

Not only does it seem to be highly improbable that Alexi Davison would have given the alleged "Red" Oswald his anti-Communist mother's address so Oswald could look her up, anti-Soviet as she was.  It also turned out that Davison himself was a spook.  He was expelled when caught servicing Oleg Penkovsky's dead drops for United States intelligence.

Thus it is quite a coincidence, if coincidence it is, that the first United States official Oswald saw on his "defection" was a spook and the last one was, too.

But back to Riebling, who says nothing of this:  he rushed us to Mexico too soon.

Nosenko kept his word.  He promised that when he was outside the USSR again he would defect.  When he showed up in Geneva again for a disarmament conference in early 1964, again in a security role, he contacted the CIA again.  Riebling does not take the time for this in his rush to get us to more CIA insanity in Mexico, but telling the whole story, the supposed purpose of any honest writer, requires that the reader be told how Nosenko got from Switzerland to the United States, how and why he almost did not, and who escorted him.
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