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Chapter 5

The Trying of Men's Souls ‑ and Consciences

In his testimony Hart used some names that do not appear in the transcript as published.  It was the CIA's position that what was well known to the KGB and to other intelligence agencies throughout the world had to be withheld from Americans for rea​sons of "national security".  Thus among the well‑known matters it suppressed from records it was forced to disclose is the names of its employees.  It was OK for the KGB to know those names, but it endangered "national security" for the American people to know what the KGB knew.  And the federal courts agreed with the CIA on this.

Among the names in Hart's testimony that do not appear in it as printed is and that of Newton S. Miler.  Miler was Angleton's chief of operations in his counter‑intelligence branch.  His identification is in many news reports and books, on eight pages in Epstein's, on 37 pages in Mangold's. Riebling is among those who interviewed him, as he says.

However, adequate identification of Bagley remains in Hart's official testimony, on behalf of the CIA.

Although Golitsyn's defection, if that is what it really was, considering the enormous damage he did to the CIA, something much desired by the KGB, Hart did not use his name.  It had and his photograph appeared in the papers, it was well known, cer​tainly to the KGB, but in Hart's testimony he is "Mr. X."  Hart said much about him that Riebling does not say.

Hart did testify to the reasons alleged for the CIA's refusal to believe Nosenko, but here again there is an omission he did not explain in his testimony, which was based on the CIA's own official records.  He did not include the public reason given by the CIA for not trusting Nosenko, that he was "dispatched" to "disinform" and misinform it about the JFK assassination and the KGB's supposed role in it.  Except in the Mexico City mythology, no reason is ever given for even suspecting that the KGB of the USSR had any role in that assassination.  That assassination was counter to its policy and its interests as of that time.  It did not prefer the hawk Johnson to the dove Kennedy, and assassinating Kennedy assured that Johnson would automatically become Presi​dent.  (I go into this in more detail in the manuscript, Waketh the Watchman.)

Then there is something else of which Riebling makes no mention, for all the help the CIA and the FBI were to him, as he reports in his Acknowledgments.  This again involves his hero who is subordinate only to Angleton and, it may be argued, Golitsyn, of those who in real life were villains who emerge in Wedge as authentic heroes, Bagley.  Riebling was content to say of him and Nosenko, as we have seen, that in 1962 he cabled headquarters that saying of Nosenko's “bona fide” that they were “conclusively proven” (pages 189 and 499).  What is missing in Riebling's account of what makes a hero of Bagley in the Nosenko controversy is that, as Hart testified without mention of his name, he was rushed to Geneva in early 1964 when Nosenko turned himself in to the CIA for his defection that he had promised in 1962, when Bagley attested to his "conclusively proven" bona fides.

Bagley had changed his mind about this after he returned to CIA headquarters in 1962 and was then convinced by Angleton and Golitsyn that Nosenko was a "dispatched" disinformation agent who among other things was to negate Golitsyn and all he said.

When Nosenko did defect in 1964 and Bagley was in Geneva with him and questioning him, he bombarded headquarters with a contrived campaign against Nosenko and his credibility.  While Bagley's name is redacted from all the many records relating to this that the CIA has never given me ‑ in response to my FOIA request of 1975, repeated in 1976 ‑ the CIA could not tell the FBI to withhold from me copies of those of its records relating to this.  So, I got them from the FBI, along with an unidentified "Mr. Mooney" who I then believed was Mike Mooney.  I'd known Mike and his political views of the right when he was an editor of the original Saturday Evening Post, the old publication that traces back to our earliest days.

Mike would have been predisposed to believe as Angleton, Bagley and Riebling did, his anti-Soviet views were that strong.  He was the Post's editor on a lengthy early article in support of the official mythology by Richard Whalen, also a conservative in his political views, that appeared the end of 1966, after the first wave of books critical of the official mythology began to attract attention, Whitewash, Inquest and Rush to Judgement.

In all the many Bagley cables bludgeoning of CIA headquarters so it would not accept Nosenko's defection in early 1964 his reasons would disgrace a reasonably intelligent college freshman.  They began with the assurance to headquarters that Nosenko had been "dispatched" to wreck the disarmament conference at which he was a KGB security guard.  Disarmament was something the Soviets wanted and needed urgently.  Its expenditures on its military, to keep up with ours, was wrecking its economy, as eventually it did do.

What the CIA reported to the FBI is recorded in the first serial of the FBI headquarters Nosenko file.  As stated earlier, it is not identified as FBI/YIN or any other yang like it.  It is uniquely identified as 65-1768530‑1.  Although it represents the first information given the FBI by the CIA, Hoover reflected his doubts in marking it up.

On its part the CIA classified and ordered withheld what can clearly be identified as what was well and publicly known along with total obliteration that can only be guessed, which I do not do.  For example, the redaction of the name of the CIA official who gave the information to the FBI has the correct number of spaces to be "Angleton."  And where Nosenko was to be moved to for further questioning is the United States.  Then there is this paragraph:

(Redacted) emphasized very strongly that CIA officials still have strong doubts concerning subject's bona fides.  Outwardly, he was has displayed all the characteristics of a legitimate defector.  However, some of his statements conflict with data already in possession of CIA.  Since he could be a Soviet plant, CIA feared that the Soviets may have been perpetrating some type of operation designed to embarrass the U. S. Government at the Disarmament Conference in Geneva.  This could be done by the Soviets announcing to the world that CIA endeavored to recruit a Soviet member of the delegation.  Because of this possibility, McCone decided to brief Dean Rusk on 2/4/64.

What Nosenko said that "conflicts" with what the CIA had refers to the nonsense Golitsyn dumped on it.

How the Soviets could "embarrass" us by claiming the U.S. was trying to recruit a member of its disarmament delegation was palpably false.  All the United States would then have had to do for that to kick back strongly against the Soviets would have been to release its tapes of Nosenko when he first showed up in 1962 and offered to defect and any of its 1964 tapes.  Then that would have kicked back, hard.

I have quoted from the memo headed to Hoover that Branigan addressed to his boss William C. Sullivan on February 5, 1964.

A month later, on March 4, 1964, Branigan sent Sullivan a memo summarizing the information the three FBI agents had gotten from Nosenko after he was brought here.  The CIA insisted that about half of its three pages be withheld as "Secret" and "na​tional security" information.  By then the CIA had again shifted its reasons for not believing Nosenko:

CIA has stated it believes Nosenko is a deception agent and a plant to disrupt American intelligence work.  We do not accept this analysis as necessarily correct.

Hoover's note at the end is, "Press all angles vigorously."

The only way Nosenko could "disrupt American intelligence work" would have been to tell the truth where the CIA did not have the truth from Golitsyn.

The CIA's suspicions about Nosenko, although a "plant" was always a possibility, in other ways made no sense at all.  Thus it was automatic that the FBI not believe the CIA, particularly once it learned that as soon as Nosenko turned up in 1964 the CIA offered a series of silly reasons for not trusting him.  The reasons were changed with others like them, as soon as they were seen not to be reasonable.

Aware of the ever‑present possibility that a defector may be a "plant", the FBI was cautions in its early disbelief in the CIA's fairy tales about Nosenko.  But it did articulate its doubts about the CIA's claims, using the word "necessarily" to temper its expression of disbelief.

But if Bagley had had his way then Nosenko would not have been accepted as a defector.  When Nosenko perceived this he lied to force the issue.  He said that he had been telegraphed to return to Moscow immediately and that, he said, meant that he would be liquidated ‑ killed.  This lie, that Bagley forced upon him, to save his life, was later used, without the context of the campaign against him that Bagley waged with such vigor from Geneva, to justify the belief that Nosenko was a phony, a "dis​patched" disinformation and misinformation agent to undermine Golitsyn and destroy his credibility.  That, supposedly, was what the KGB wanted.

In fact, it could have wanted little more than it wanted the results of Golitsyn's paranoia within the CIA.  That is what really "disrupted American intelligence"!!!

It is Mangold's accurate account of this disaster Golitsyn was to the CIA that makes Riebling not like Mangold's Cold Warrior.  He uses very little from it, none that tells the truth about Golitsyn, and he pretends that factual and devastating exposure of Golitsyn does not exist.  In Hart's testimony we find a modest reflection of the Golitsyn reality.

Hart began by testifying that he had never been a spook but had from time to time had custody of defectors, so he had experi​ence in handling them and knew how not to handle them.

He said "I was brought back to duty," after retirement, to make the lengthy study of the Nosenko case for the CIA and then, before that committee, "to be the spokesman for the agency" (page 488).  In addition to the lengthy and detailed study he had made earlier he had taken the time required for “preparing testi​mony I am prepared to offer here.” (page 488)

As he got into this on the next page, he testified:

I will endeavor to show that the handling of Nosenko by the Central Intelligence Agency was counterproductive from the time of the first contact with him in Geneva in 1962, and that it continued in a manner which was counterproductive until the jurisdiction over the case was transferred to the CIA Office of Security in late 1967, specifically in August of that year.

The manner in which the defector was handled, which I am going to outline, resulted in generating a large amount of misin​formation and in creating difficulties, not only for an investi​gating body, such as yourself, but for people such as the Direc​tor of the Central Intelligence, Mr. Helms, who was not well informed in many cases as to what was actually happening.  I do not mean to imply that he was told untruths.  He was simply not given the total picture of what was going on.

That Hart would seek to cover up for Helms, who represented the institution of the CIA that Hart then represented, is normal and expectable.  However, before he rose to head it Helms had a long career in professional dirty‑works.  Helms had to have known that it did not take all that time ‑ three years ‑ to determine whether Nosenko was a bona fide defector.  It was Helms, after all, who bamboozled the Warren Commission not to hear Nosenko when Hoover recommended in effect that it do take testimony from it.

It was not the responsibility of the CIA to determine wheth​er what Nosenko said about Oswald was credible.  That was the Commission's responsibility and it could not properly delegate its responsibility to anyone else.  Particularly not to the CIA when one of its earliest serious problems was the published report that Oswald had worked for it or for the FBI.  As Helm knew before he talked the Commission out of listening to Nosenko, Nosenko told the FBI that the KGB suspected that Oswald was an American "sleeper" agent or an "agent in place" (Post Mortem, pages 626 ff.).  For all those three long years of Nosenko's torture by the CIA and for longer, Helms had to have known how crazy the Golit​syn influence on the CIA was and if he was not at the least sympa​thetic to it he could and should have shaken that effort up and had it resolved rapidly.

That Helms did not have this done could have been only because he did not want to, because he was at least not antago​nistic toward that political insanity and toward Golitsyn's self‑promotions.

As Helms also knew and knew that Dulles had told his fellow Commissioners in their January 27 executive session the tran​script of which I published in facsimile in Whitewash IV, it was the CIA and not the FBI that ran agents in the USSR.

There is not innocence for Helms in any of this.

Hart then testified to how seriously a subsequent CIA direc​tor viewed the harm that Golitsyn had done the agency through Angleton, Bagley and their many henchmen, how bad and counterpro​ductive it all had been:

Since Admiral Turner has become Director of Central Intelli​gence, he has been quite concerned about this case, and he spe​cifically requested that I come back periodically to the Agency, from which I retired in 1972, and give presentations to senior officials of the Agency on the nature of the case.  The complex​ity of the case is such that to give a minimally adequate prese​ntation to the first group which I lectured took me 4 1/2 hours of continuous lecturing (pages 489‑90).

How horrendous the CIA regarded that disaster is reflected by the fact that a prepared lecture on it took all that time, four and a half hours.

The amount of professional effort that went into Hart's Nosenko study, what was really required of him to master and understand the vast volume of information much if not most of which was disinformation, is indicated in what he next testified:

However, I think that since the interests of this committee are more pinpointed than that group I have been lecturing, I can certainly do it in a shorter time.

Now, the study which I made was made from mid‑June 1976 until late December 1976.  It required the full‑time efforts of myself and four assistants.

We collected from various parts of the Agency 10 4‑drawer safes full of documents, and we had also access to documents which were in repositories in other parts of the Agency, and which we simply didn't have room to collect in our office (page 490).

And this time and effort was what was required of profes​sionals in the intelligence business!

Hart next went into how Nosenko defected, what happened after Nosenko succeeded in defecting, his earliest days in Wash​ington, which really means, as we shall see, before the CIA learned what Nosenko told the FBI in late February and early March:

In making these contacts, which were recurrent, he each time was nervous that the local KGB element might for some reason be suspicious of him, and therefore he took about an hour and a half before each meeting in order to be sure that he was not being tailed.  In his particular case, this countersurveillance measure consisted of visiting a number of bars, in each of which he had a drink.  He had one scotch and soda in each of four or five bars.  So by the time he got to the point where he was going to be questioned, he had had four or five drinks.

When he arrived on the spot where he was going to be ques​tioned ‑ this was a clandestine apartment, in the Agency's terms, Agency's jargon it is called a safe house -- he was then offered further liquor.  And he continued to drink throughout the inter​rogation.

In talking to Nosenko, and requestioning him a few days ago, I asked him to describe his condition during these meetings, and he said, "I must tell you honestly that at all these meetings I was snookered."

And I said, "You mean that you were drunk?"

"Yes, John," he said, "I was drunk."  Therefore he was being interrogated about very important things while he was heavily under the influence of liquor (page 491).

We see the significance of this, how unprofessional it was of the CIA and its expectable consequences when we get to the CIA's "fluttering" of Nosenko, almost a years of days when he was polygraphed, almost a third of the days the CIA held him captive under conditions of bestiality unprecedented in our history.

Angleton, who certainly knew better, had ordained that what Nosenko told the CIA was worse than worthless, was trash, was "throw‑away" information.  Hart next testified in summary about that for a full printed page (pages 492‑3) and then he addresses Golitsyn, where it all began, at much greater length.  I use of that below only excerpts from more than four printed pages of it at this point in his testimony alone.  There is more later.

We begin with what Angleton et al and Riebling say was worse than worthless and that the good part was given the CIA earlier by Golitsyn, a big fat lie, a less diplomatic characterization than Hart's but correct and descriptive of it and of Golitsyn:

In the first place, Mr. Nosenko was responsible for the discovery of a system of audio surveillance or microphones within the U.S. Embassy in Moscow which hitherto had been suspected but nobody had had enough information on it to actually detect it.  The information provided by Mr. Nosenko was sufficiently specif​ic, so that when the necessary action was taken which involved wholesale tearing out of walls, tearing out of plumbing, tearing out of old‑fashioned radiators, it was discovered that there was a system which totaled 52 microphones which were planted through​out the most sensitive parts of the American Embassy in Moscow.  Forty‑two of these microphones were still active at the time and were being used by the KGB to collect information continuously on what was going on in the American Embassy.

It has been said that this was not a significant contribu​tion, that some of the people, whom I shall describe later, who have claimed that Mr. Nosenko was a dispatched Soviet agent sent to deceive the U.S. Government, said this was throwaway informa​tion.

I can only say, Mr. Chairman, that this is not entirely a matter of judgment on my part or on the part of those of us who have investigated this case.  We do not believe that there is any reason to think that the Soviets would ever have given away that information simply to establish somebody in a position to mislead us.  There are no adequate precedents to show that they would have done so.

Another case which was revealed to us in 1962, despite the, as I say, undesirable circumstances surrounding the questioning of Mr. Nosenko, had to do with a man, whom I in open session cannot identify, but he was a very high level Soviet KGB penetra​tion in a very sensitive position in a Western European Govern​ment.  He was, and on the basis of Mr. Nosenko's lead, arrested, tried, and convicted of espionage.  There is no reason to be​lieve that the Soviets would have given this information away.  There is no precedent that we know of for the Soviets giving information of this sensitivity away. (pages 492-3).

After this abbreviated but definitive commentary on Rie​bling's hero, Angleton and his concept of what is junk in intel​ligence information and services, with nothing omitted here in direct quotation of Hart's testimony, he understatedly and in moderate language unloaded on Angleton's hero and mentor, Golit​syn:

Now I want to mention some further aspects of the difficul​ties which arose in the handling of the agent, some of the events which distorted this case.  The first important communication which went back from Geneva after the two Washington emissaries had met with Mr. Nosenko was sent by a man who, in order to avoid the use of personal names, although the true name of this indi​vidual is certainly available to the staff, and if they have any questions I will be happy to answer, I am going to call him the deputy chief of the SB Division, Soviet Bloc Division, throughout my testimony.  The deputy chief, who is the chief interrogator over there, sent back a telegram to Washington on June 11, 1962, in which he said "Subject" meaning Nosenko "has conclusively proved his bona fides.  He has provided info of importance and sensitivity.  Subject now completely cooperative.  Willing to meet when abroad and will meet as often and as long as possible in his departure in Geneva from June 15."

On June 15 both Nosenko and the Deputy Chief SB departed from Geneva, Mr. Nosenko to return to Moscow and his KGB duties, the Deputy Chief SB to return to Washington.

In the course of my investigation, I asked the gentleman, who was for many years chief of the CIA counterintelligence staff, to describe to me what ensued after the arrival in Wash​ington of DCSB, and I shall give you a brief quote which was recorded and transcribed and which is held in our files.  This is the chief of the counterintelligence staff of the CIA speaking:

We got the first message from Deputy Chief SB ‑ that is the one that I have just previously quoted to you ‑ on Nosenko from Geneva, and Deputy Chief SB was ordered back to Washington, and we had a big meeting here on Saturday morning, and Deputy Chief SB thought he had the biggest fish of his life.  I mean he really did.  And everything I heard from him, however, was in direct contrast from what we had heard from Mr. X (pages 493‑4).

In speaking of the deputy chief of the Soviet branch Hart is speaking of Riebling's hero, Bagley.  Hart continues, nothing omitted:

I now come to the subject of another defector who, through​out this paper, I am going to call Mr. X, although the staff is well aware of his true identity.

Mr. X was a defector who had come, who had defected from the Soviet Union in late 1961.  In the course of his dealings with the Central Intelligence Agency, he was diagnosed by a psychia​trist and separately by a clinical psychologist as a paranoid.  And I am sure that everybody knows what a paranoid is.  This man had delusions of grandeur.  He was given to building up big, fantastic plots, and he eventually built up a plot, which I will have to go into in a little detail here, which centered around the idea that the KGB had vast resources which it was using to deceive not only the U.S. Government but other Western govern​ments.  This plot was masterminded by something called the KGB disinformation directorate, and this KGB disinformation director​ate was able to deceive the West, as a whole, meaning the United States and the allied European countries, because of the fact that it had penetrations at high levels, both within the intelligence services of these countries, including our own, but also in high places in the governments of the various countries, in the nonintelligence parts of the governments (page 494).

In plain English, Golitsyn is nuts not only in a manner of speaking ‑ he is by official medical examination certifiably nuts, along with his very obvious "delusions of grandeur."  Can there be any better reason for the implicit trust Angleton, on behalf of the entire CIA, placed in his ravings?  Continuing, nothing omitted:

Mr. X's story did not come out immediately in one piece.  It was elaborated over the years, and for all I know, it may be still in the process of exaggeration, exaggeration and elabora​tion.

One aspect of Mr. X's character was that he was rather jealous of other Soviet defectors.

Now he did personally know Nosenko, and when Nosenko came out, he did give evidence confirming that Nosenko had had certain jobs, which was in agreement with what Nosenko told us he had done.  At later phases of the handling of Mr. X, he changed his story a number of times.  I am not an expert on the Mr. X case, and therefore I cannot give you all the details.  It is a very lengthy case, but he did go through a number of stages in which he changed his stories.

Mr. X was a problem for the Central Intelligence Agency and for anybody else who dealt with him, because he basically insist​ed that he wanted to deal only with the President of United States.  He did not want to deal with people at a lower rank.  But he had a substantial influence of the case because he came to be accepted as almost a member of the Central Intelligence Agen​cy, in terms of the handling of the Nosenko case.  He was in due time given access to a voluminous amount of information relating to matters of counterintelligence interest.

In the case of Nosenko, he was given access to all the debriefings of Nosenko.  He was given access to the tapes them​selves.  He was consulted as to Nosenko's bona fides.  He was allowed to think up questions which were to be asked Nosenko.  He was given access to the tapes themselves.  He was consulted as to Nosenko's bona fides.  He was allowed to think up questions which were to be asked Nosenko.  He participated almost as if he were a U.S. citizen, with a status similar to my own in the organiza​tion.

He did this, however, without the knowledge at that time of Nosenko.  He was kept behind the scenes, but he was masterminding the examinations in many ways (pages 494‑5).

More radical departures from intelligence tradecraft, polygraphy and ordinary every‑day common sense and elemental decency are harder to imagine than allowing the certified nut to argue his case through the polygraph examination with his loaded ques​tions.  Continuing, nothing omitted:

The final point that I suppose I might make about Mr. X, which will give it, give you some evidence of his peculiar point of view, was that it was one of his contentions that the schism between the Soviet Union and China, Communist China, was simply a KGB disinformation ruse, designed to confuse the West.  He offered this theory quite seriously, and in some limited quarters within the agency, it came to be taken seriously.

Now Mr. X said, in regard to Nosenko, that Nosenko had been sent out specifically to remedy the damage produced by Mr. X who defected some time previously and had given us information which he thought of great value.  In point of fact, quantitatively and qualitatively, the information given by Mr. X was much smaller than that given by Nosenko.  But I will read you an excerpt from what Mr. X had to say regarding Nosenko because it bears on the manner in which Nosenko was cheating ‑ was treated.

Now this is a report written, not a direct quote, a report written on a conversation with Mr. X.

Mr. X felt in general that there were indeed serious signs of disinformation in this affair.  He felt that such a disinfor​mation operation to discredit him was a likelihood.  A KGB offi​cer could be permitted to tell everything he knew now ‑ that is another KGB officer ‑ everything he knew now, if he worked in the same general field as Mr. X.

The purpose of Nosenko's coming out, he thought, would be to contradict what Mr. X had said, and also possibly to set Mr. X up for kidnapping, also to divert our attention from investigations of Mr. X's leads by throwing up false scents, and to protect remaining Soviet sources.

Now Mr. X's views were immediately taken to be the defini​tive views on Nosenko, and from that standpoint, from that point on, the treatment of Mr. Nosenko was never, until 1967, devoted to learning what Mr. X had to say.  It was devoted to "breaking" ‑ excuse me, sir, I misspoke.  It was never devoted to finding out what Mr. Nosenko said.  The Agency's activity was devoted to breaking Nosenko, who was presumed, on the basis of the supposed evidence given by Mr. X, that Nosenko was a "dispatched KGB agent" sent to mislead the United States.

It is with this in mind that we have to approach everything that happened from 1962, after the first contact with Nosenko terminated, and the time that Nosenko was turned over to the CIA Office of Security for reinvestigation.

The polygraphs themselves must be evaluated in the light of their use, not to get at truth, because they were not used as an instrument of getting at truth, because they were used as an instrument of intimidation of one sort or another, in one way or another.

Now again on the handling of Mr. Nosenko, the belief among the small group of people running the Nosenko case, a very limit​ed group of people, was that he was part of a plot of the type outlined by Mr. X, which was so horrendous that therefore not many people could be made privy to this investigation.

One of the reasons for that, even within the Agency, was that Mr. X had alleged that the Agency must be penetrated by the KGB at a high level, and therefore you had to limit what Nosenko and Mr. X said to a very small number of people who were thought not to be penetrations, a very small trusted group (pages 445‑6).

Crazy like a fox, that Golitsyn, he was soon dictating to and controlling the CIA and what it could and would do and not do about any other Nosenko and any other legitimate and rational KGB defectors and himself.  He actually conned Angleton and all his disciples into keeping the agency higher‑ups in the dark about himself and what he was up to.  Hart continues, nothing omitted, with his personal experiences with the Golitsyn control over the CIA:

The secrecy surrounding this case, I can illustrate to you from the following personal experience.

In 1968 I came back, well, after this case had been re​solved, I came back from Vietnam and was put in charge of the European Division of the Directorate of Operations of the Agency.  Under my supervision at that time, there were two senior offi​cers, one a GS‑18 and one a GS‑16, who had been two of the three persons who were in charge of the Nosenko and Mr. X cases.  I was never told of their participation in this case.  I was never told that their work on the case had been discredited and had caused them to be transferred out of headquarters to foreign assign​ments.

Therefore even though I was their supervisor, I was not permitted to know of this important part of their recent past and of their performance.

In 1964, Mr. Chairman, Nosenko came back out from the Soviet Union, again to Geneva, again in the same capacity as the KGB security officer attached to the Soviet mission to the disarma​ment conferences.  He came out with the intention, a firm inten​tion, of not going back.  The Agency in the meantime had built up an elaborate case against him, a case built up under the aegis of the chief of the CI staff, the chief of the Soviet Bloc Division.  Again it was the man I am referring to as the deputy chief of the Soviet Bloc Division.  Again it was the man I am referring to as the deputy chief of the Soviet Bloc Division, although he did not as yet hold that rank, who came out to Geneva to make the recontact with Nosenko.

The question of just how to deal with Nosenko had been carefully examined, and it was decided that although the Agency was intensely suspicious of him, perhaps more than suspicious, they had concluded that he was being dispatched to mislead the U.S. Government.  Nevertheless we must not tip our hand.  We must not let Nosenko know that we suspected him, because Nosenko would then report back to his superiors that we knew what they were up to.  Thus Nosenko was treated with the maximum of duplicity.

As an illustration, I want to read then an excerpt from a transcript, and this is an accurate excerpt from a transcript.  I want to read an excerpt of a conversation which ensued on the 30th of January 1964 between the deputy chief SB and Nosenko (page 496).

Hart mentioned it only slightly and did not characterize it, but what he is really saying here is that Bagley's departure from all intelligence tradecraft and his participation in the abuse of Nosenko led to his promotion to be deputy chief of his CIA divi​sion, the Soviet bloc.  This excerpt also serves to highlight the duplicity with which he treated Nosenko while he was doing all in his power to prevent his defection, as noted above from those CIA records Riebling suppressed and I got from the FBI.  Aside from Bagley's own recording of his own duplicity in this and in what follows, again with no omissions, when Hart is talk​ing so relatively quietly about Nosenko's concern for his future and limits Nosenko's concern about his future to his having a job, the primary concern for his future by any defector from any intelligence service is concern for his survival.

And this, remember, was in Geneva, almost as soon as Nosenko turned up to defect:

Nosenko, who, by the way, was worried about his future.  He knew he had some kind of a relationship with us, but he was interested now in breaking finally with the Soviet Union and coming to the West, and he wanted asylum in United States, and he wanted to be sure that he was able to earn his living.  He wasn't asking to be in charge of the Government.  He wanted an opportu​nity to earn his living.

Nosenko said:

The only thing I want to know, and I ask this question, what should I expect in the future?

The Deputy Chief SB replied:

The following awaits.  As I presented it, you wanted to come to the United States to have some job, some chance for future life which gives you security, and if possible, the opportunity to work in this field which you know; is that correct?

Nosenko:  Absolutely.

Deputy chief SB:  The Director has said yes, flatly, abso​lutely yes, in fact, I would say enthusiastic.  That is the only word to describe it.  We talked about it, and since this was a business discussion.  I will repeat all of it.  The next thing will be some details that we spoke about.  We talked about the means by which you could have a solid career with a certain personal independence.  Because of the very great assistance you have been to us already, and because of this desire to give you a backing, they will give you a little additional personal securi​ty.  We want to give you an account of your own, a sum at the beginning of just plain $50,000, and from there on, as a working contract, $25,000 a year.  But in addition, because of the case."

Which I have said I cannot otherwise identify, in which a KGB penetration had been arrested on the basis of Nosenko's information:

But, in addition, because of this case, which would have been impossible without your information, we are going to add at least $10,000 to this initial sum.

So he was being paid, he was being assured of a bonus of $10,000 for his excellent performance in connection with one case.  That commitment was subsequently reiterated in almost those exact words on a later occasion when he was on his way back to the United States (pages 496‑7).

In speaking of Nosenko being assured of a bonus by Bagley, what Hart does not get around to until later is that this is the Bagley who deliberated ways of getting rid of Nosenko once he was in the United States despite Bagley's efforts to prevent that:

Once Nosenko arrived in the United States, there were a couple of problems.  The two agencies were interrogating him, although he was in the actual custody of the Central Intelligence Agency.  The FBI did not at that time at least share the doubts about Nosenko which the Agency had.  They regarded him as a bona fide defector, and considered that his information was valid and useful.  It shows in the record that at a later date Mr. Hoover expressed himself as a provocateur.  So there was a direct con​flict between the two agencies of this subject.

The position of the Central Intelligence Agency was that it faced a dilemma as to how to keep Nosenko sufficiently isolated so that he could not communicate with his supposed "KGB control​lers," who were still masterminding his activities, while at the same time keeping him sufficiently cooperative to be debriefed.

The dilemma was compounded by the fact that while the FBI was primarily interested in ascertaining from Nosenko valid information which they presumed him to have, the interest of the Agency was not particularly in obtaining valid information be​cause the Agency assumed that he would not be giving valid infor​mation except incidental to establishing falsely his bona fides.

Therefore, the Agency thought, the Agency effort was devoted to a plan to break him.  "Break him" meant getting him to confess to what was presumed by the Agency to be the case that he was a dispatched KGB agent still functioning under KGB control, al​though in American hands.

Once again Hart understates and what he does not point out ought not be ignored.  This CIA predetermination to "break" Nosenko, which it spent three years of unspeakable barbarity trying to do, has it acting as prosecutor, judge and jury without even the formality of a trial because it had found him guilty in advance.  Its effort to break him was no more than its effort to get him to confess to the guilt the CIA decided was his when it wasn't as to any rational intelligence officers, should have been obvious:

On February 12, 1964, Nosenko was lodged in a CIA controlled house under constant guard, while being treated in a friendly fashion.  Yet, he was, during all this time, still worried about his status because there was a certain unreality, I would say, about his situation.

He had been assured that he was going to be granted a salary and that he was going to have a job and so forth.  But he was kept very isolated, he was under guard at all times, and he was being interrogated periodically by the FBI and by the Agency.

His fear, as he recounts it now, is that he was worried about being milked of information, after which he might be dis​carded.  He didn't know what would happen if he were discarded because he still had a very active fear, as he does to this day, that the KGB would like either to kidnap him or kill him.

He nevertheless remained tractable and cooperative for the first few days, although in the succeeding weeks he became more difficult.  He had a serious personality crisis, which led to heavy drinking, and he got to the point where he was starting out the day with a drink and was continuing to drink more or less continually throughout the 24 hours, except for those times when he was asleep.

This, once again, has a tendency to vitiate some of the testimony.  But I would say that one can certainly say that there is no particular reason to believe that what he was saying wasn't in good faith, despite the fact that it may have been inaccurate because of the amount of alcohol.

An interesting point is that at about this time, while Nosenko was still in this friendly confinement, a Soviet defector who had been with us for some time and who was doing research for us noticed that there were serious discrepancies between the so‑called transcripts of the 1962 meetings and the tapes from which these transcripts had allegedly been made.

This particular Soviet defector who is very thorough, very conscientious, wrote a memorandum to the deputy chief "SB" saying that these transcripts do not resemble in many respects the tapes ‑ and here I am afraid I am speaking from memory, but I think my memory is accurate ‑ I think he named 150 discrepancies which he had found in a cursory review of the tapes, and he offered to make a full report of the other discrepancies which might exist.

Insofar as the record shows ‑ and we examined the record quite carefully to see if there was any reply ‑ we cannot find anything which indicates that the defector was asked to make a full examination and a full report of the discrepancies.

I cannot account for this, but in any case, it can be said with certainty that the responsible people who ‑ or at least one of the responsible people running this operation was in a posi​tion to know that the transcripts were not accurate and did not take the trouble to ask for a more accurate version (pages 497‑8).

The thrust of Hart's earlier testimony is that the viciously unprofessional CIA questioning of Nosenko was designed to produce discrepancies.  Bagley, who was responsible for causing them, then further exploited them by another departure from professionalism, not allowing Nosenko to address these created discrepancies that were on their way to cause his assassination by the CIA, as we see below.

The next step, since the interrogations conducted by the CIA, which as I say were designed not to ascertain information so much as they were to pin on Nosenko the label of a KGB agent acting to deceive us, since nothing had been proved in the friendly confinement, the people running the operation determined that the next step would be a confinement ‑ much more Spartan was the word used in the Rockefeller report ‑ a much more Spartan confinement was appropriate and a so‑called hostile interrogation (page 498).

Here I do skip several paragraphs that deal with how the Soviets treated an American college professor they believed was an American spy.  I also omit a little that Hart testified to:

What was to happen was that he was to be given the first of the three polygraph tests that he had in the course of this period during which he was under suspicion, and after the poly​graph test and then would "be arrested" — I put that in quotes — they would act as if he were being arrested.  I will come back to the matter of the polygraphs later.  He would then be taken to an area where he would be treated as if he were being put in prison.  He would be forced to strip, put on prison clothes, and so on.

The effort would be to put him a psychological disadvan​tage, to shake his confidence, to make him fearful.  The guards at the house were given instructions that there must be not physical mistreatment of him, but that they were not to talk to him, they were not to smile at him, they were to treat him very impersonally.

The original plan for the so‑called cell in which he was to be confined did not envisage even the existence of any heat in the room.  It envisaged that one window would be boarded up and that there would be one 60‑watt bulb burning all night.

As had been the case of Professor Barghorn when imprisoned in Moscow, he would be forced to arise at 6 in the morning and required to go to bed at 10 at night.

The food which he was to receive was described as follows:  breakfast ‑ weak tea, no sugar, porridge; dinner ‑ watery soup, macaroni or porridge, bread, weak tea; supper ‑ weak tea and porridge.

Now, this diet as a result of the intervention of a medical doctor, was varied and improved.  But at first this is what was planned.  It never did become very good.  But at any rate, it wasn't as meager as I have just described.

The man was under 24‑hour visual surveillance through the door.  He was not allowed to lie down on his couch during the day after he had gotten up at 6 in the morning.  He was allowed to sit down of the bed or sit down in the chair.

Although originally there had been a plan for reading material, very meager amount of reading material, he was at first actually not given reading material.

There was a definite effort to deprive him of any distrac​tions.  There was in the house a TV which the guards watched, but the guards were provided with earphones so that he would not hear the sounds of the TV, and he was not to hear anybody speak except on those occasions when the interrogators came to interrogate him. 

Now, I might also add that originally he was not to have the benefit of toilet facilities.  There was to be a slop pail which he was to empty once a day.  But that, I am happy to say, was changed.  Once again, because the Office of Security refused ‑ which was in charge of the house ‑ refused to some of the more extreme measures which the operational people had produced (pages 499‑500).

Understandably Hart again understates the CIA's abuse of Nosenko that, even understated, is an atrocity that disgraces us all.  He then goes into the unprofessional and prosecutorial nature of the CIA's "fluttering" of Nosenko in its desperation to get him to confess that he was guilty of what he was entirely innocent of:

Now we come to the polygraph, which as I have mentioned is the first of the occasions on which Mr. Nosenko was polygraphed.  This polygraph was administered on the 4th of April 1964 from 1045 to 1515 hours.

As I think was mentioned by Professor Blakey, the operator was told to tell him at the end that he had failed the polygraph.

I would like, if I may, to pause here for just a minute to say something about the polygraph, and the way that it is used properly ‑ I do not wish to tell you gentlemen things which you already know, but I simply want to establish the way that the polygraph is normally used by the Central Intelligence Agency and has always been used by people who use it responsibly.

In the first place, the polygraph, as you know, is not a lie detector.  It doesn't detect lies.  It simply detects physiologi​cal changes, changes of heartbeat, changes of your respiration rate, changes in something known as galvanic skin reaction, which is electrical conductivity, which is measured by a sensor placed on your finger.

These changes are measured against a base line, and the base line is obtained by asking you rather ordinary questions, like what is your name, which presumably will not cause you anxiety, unless you are faking you name.  But you ask a lot of questions and you get a base line.

It is certainly not desirable to raise the tension of the person who is going to be polygraphed if you expect to use the polygraph as an aid to getting at the truth because the tension becomes unpredictable, and then you get tracings on the tape which is run which may seem to indicate that the person is tell​ing a falsehood, but they may simply be due to the extreme ten​sion which you are under (page 500).

Hart then explains what he says is important about the abuses by means of the polygraph and the lies the CIA told Nosen​ko about it and although it was important to the committee and is otherwise important, I do not believe we here need that added detail of the CIA's barbarities extending even to its corruption of science.  Hart resumes:

Mr. Nosenko then remained in solitary confinement, under constant visual observation, until, if my memory serves me cor​rectly, August 1967.  There was a change of the location, but that bore no particular significance because he was treated approximately the same way in both locations.

Insofar as I could tell from reading a vast number of docu​ments, the expectation and the assumption of the part of the top level leadership of the Agency was that Mr. Nosenko was being interrogated, questioned, whatever you wish to call it, during the entire time that he was incarcerated.

Mr. DODD.  Mr. Hart, could you please speak up a little bit.  You are fading on me.

Mr. HART.  Insofar as I can tell, the assumption among the top leadership of the Agency was that during this period of incarceration Mr. Nosenko was being questioned or interrogated.  That is flatly contrary to the facts because although he was incarcerated for 1,277 days, on only 292 days was he in part questioned.

We do not know ‑ it is difficult to tell just how many hours of questioning there took place on these 292 days, when he actu​ally was questioned.  The rest of the time, which is 77 percent of the total time of incarceration, he was left entirely unoccu​pied and was not being questioned.

There was, in other words, no effort being made to get at more information which he might have.

The justification for not dealing with Mr. Nosenko was that the lack of any contact would put additional pressure on him, pressure to confess that he was a dispatched KGB agent.

This was eventually surfaced in a memorandum which went to the Director, and it was stated that the interval in isolation will be extremely valuable in terms of allowing subject to ponder on the complete failure of his recent gambits (page 501).

Hart then goes into further specifics of his criticisms of the manner in which the CIA "fluttered" Nosenko.  Just before the morning session ended he eased into the plans to assassinate Nosenko if he could not be permanently silenced any other way.  It should be remembered in what Hart next testifies to that in referring to the deputy chief of SB he to talking about Rie​bling's hero, Bagley:

Now in the handwriting of the deputy chief SB, who was a day‑to‑day supervisor of the activity which I have been describ​ing, it is ‑there is an admission which implies fairly clearly that there was no intention that this 1966 series of polygraphs would be valid.  I read here a direct quotation which exists in writing, and most of it is in the handwriting of the deputy chief of SB.  Speaking of the aims to be achieved by the 1966 polygraph examinations, he writes:

To gain more insight into points of detail which we could use in fabricating an ostensible Nosenko confession, insofar as we could make one consistent and believable even to the Soviets, a confession would be useful in any eventual disposal of Nosenko.

Now he doesn't clarify what he means in this document by "disposal," but it is apparent that‑‑

Mr. SAWYER.  Excuse me.

Did you use the term "eventual disposal of him"?

Mr. HART. I used the term "the eventual disposal," yes sir.

Mr. SAWYER. Thank you.

Mr. HART.  I want finally to address myself very briefly to the two reports which were turned out, one of which, both of which have been described by Professor Blakey.  One was actually about 900 pages, but it came to be called the thousand paper simply because of its extraordinary size.

That was originally, it had originally been hoped that that would be the official CIA write‑up on the subject, but there was no agreement between the CI staff and the SB Division on this paper, in part because the SB paper had an implication in it that Mr. X, of whom I have previously talked, had contradicted himself and was not totally reliable.  I read here an excerpt in which the chief of the SB Division is talking:  "Chief CI said that he did not see how we could submit a final report to the bureau" meaning the FBI "if it contained suggestions that Mr. X had lied to us about certain aspects of Nosenko's past.  He recalled that the Director of the FBI had stated that in his opinion Mr. X himself was a provocateur and a penetration agent" (pages 503‑4).

At the beginning of the afternoon session Hart was asked this basic question by Congressman Christopher Dodd, who began by referring to the responsibility of the FBI to help the CIA and to do whatever else was necessary in order to gain that information about Lee Harvey Oswald's activities when he was abroad.

Mr. HART. Congressman, I have to repeat that there may have been agreements between the Agency and Mr. Hoover or other parts of the Government of which I am not aware.  I, for example, am virtually without knowledge of a very long span of time during which the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency and Mr. Hoover were barely on speaking terms.  I know that it was very difficult for the two Agencies to get along.  I do not happen to know the reasons for it, and I am in no position to judge what they did, why they did it or what they should have done in order to resolve the lack of cooperation.

Mr. DODD. Well, after listening to your statement for 1 hour and 40 minutes this afternoon, do I take it that you would con​cede the point that, as the CIA's activities pertain to one vitally important source, potential source of information namely, Mr. Nosenko, that in the handling of that potential source of information, as it bore on the assassination of a President of the United States, the Central Intelligence Agency failed in its responsibility miserably?

Mr. HART. Congressman, within the context of the total case, I would go further than that.  I would say that the Agency failed miserably in its handling of the entire case, and that since the Lee Harvey Oswald question was part of that case; yes (pages 506‑7).

This speaks for itself.

Dodd then asked a very long question that ends

And Mr. Hart, I would like to ask you, in light of your testimony today, again going more than an hour and a half, why would this committee believe anything that Mr. Nosenko has said when, after your testimony, you state that he was intimidated, not interrogated, for more than 3 years, that he was probably hallucinating during various stages of that interrogation, that he was, according to your testimony, a man of a very short memo​ry; that he was drunk or at least heavily drinking during part of the questioning; that there are no accounts, verbatim accounts, of some of the interrogation but rather notes taken by people who didn't have a very good knowledge of Russian.  Why then should we believe any of the statements of Mr. Nosenko, which from point to point contradict each other, in light of the way he was treated by the Central Intelligence Agency from the time he defected in January of 1964 until today?

Mr. HART. I believe that there are important reasons why you should believe the statements of Mr. Nosenko.  I cannot remember any statements which he has been proven to have made which were statements of real substance other than the contradictions which have been adduced today on the Lee Harvey Oswald matter, which have been proven to be incorrect.  The important things which he has produced, which we have been able, which the Agency have been able to check on, have, by and large, proved out.  The micro​phones were in the Soviet Embassy.  He has clarified the identi​ties of certain Soviet agents who are in this country.  His information led to the arrest of an extremely important KGB agent in an important Western country. The volume of material which he has produced far exceeds my ability to have mastered it but it has been found useful over the years, and to the best of my knowledge, it has been found to be accurate (page 508).

There is much in the committee's questioning of Hart that is more than merely interesting and important but for our immediate purposes all of it is not necessary.  So we skip ahead to pages 522‑3, where Chairman Louis Stokes asks Hart for his professional evaluation of the CIA's treatment of Nosenko.  Hart responded that he would give it the "lowest possible" rating and that it "was the worst handled, in my opinion, worse handled operation in the course of my association with intelligence."  Then, after another lengthy question about the Warren Commission, this ensued:

Chairman STOKES. But in light of the fact that we now know that the CIA did not investigate what Nosenko did tell them about Oswald in Russia, then obviously the Commission then still could not rely upon that data for that reason.  Isn't that true?

Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, I am not sure, when you use the word "investigate" ‑ I am not absolutely certain, and I don't want to quibble about semantics needlessly, but I am not actually certain that there was much more to do (page 503).

Stokes' question did not include what the CIA did not inves​tigate that Nosenko told the FBI.  In summary it appears at the end of Post Mortem, pages 626 following.  In essence it is that Oswald was openly anti‑Soviet within the Soviet Union and before that the KGB suspected that he might be an American agent and had him under surveillance.

Then, before long, they return to the CIA's plans for dis​posing of Nosenko once and for all.  Hart is testifying:

I am about to read you a very brief excerpt from a document, also written in the handwriting of deputy chief SB, which was not a document which to the best of my knowledge he ever sent anybody.

He appears to have been a man who didn't think without the help of a pencil.  Therefore, he wrote, tended to write his thoughts out as they occurred to him.

I will read you the document.  I don't believe that I am going to have to make any judgment.  I think you will be able to draw your own conclusions, sir.

He was talking about the problems which were faced by the fact that a deadline had been given the organization to resolve the case.  Mr. Helms had given them a deadline.  As I have previ​ously said, he believed that there would be "devastating conse​quences" if this man were set free.

What he wrote was, "To liquidate and insofar as possible to clean up traces of a situation in which CIA could be accused of illegally holding Nosenko."

Then he summed up a number of "alternative actions," which included ‑ and I start with No. 5 simply because the first four were unimportant.

"No. 5, liquidate the man; No. 6, render him incapable of giving coherent story (special dose of drug, et cetera).  Possi​ble aim, commitment to loony bin."  Some of the words are abbre​viated, but I am reading them out in full for clarity.

"No. 7, commitment to loony bin without making him nuts."

Mr. DODD. The word "disposal," was that the word "liquida​tion" you were talking about?

Mr. HART. I am drawing the conclusion that disposal may have been a generalized word which covered inter alia these three alternatives.

Mr. DODD. There is no question about what the word liquidate means, though, is there?

Mr. HART. No, sir (pages 524‑5).

Hart has been testifying to a handwritten Bagley memo he has in his hands.  The committee said nothing about entering into its evidence what Hart had brought with him.  At the very end of that session Gary Cornwell, deputy general counsel, misrepresenting entirely and referring and saying that Hart had used only a single document, asked that it be entered into the record (page 535).  On the next page the chairman ordered that and it was given an exhibit number, JFK Exhibit F‑427 (page 536).  It then is followed by facsimile reproduction of it.

It is not Bagley's handwritten notes and consistent with this suppression, Hart's testimony was edited to eliminate some of those astounding and deeply disturbing possibilities for an American spook, not one from the Gestapo or the KGB.  The part of the piece of paper that Hart also had that was a paraphrase of part of what Bagley had written down.  It appears on the last page of this volume, Page 536.  The typed number at the top of it, page 23, indicates it was taken from a typed preparation of some kind.  It certainly is not the Bagley handwritten original from which Hart testified.  The committee's effort to redact Bagley's name is amateurish.  It can be made out under the black​ing out of his name with "Deputy Chief, SB" typed above it.

In this suppression, as in suppressing what Nosenko told the FBI about Oswald in the USSR, and this, of course, so long after the CIA had satisfied itself about Nosenko's bona fides, had paid him for his suffering and work and had hired him on an annual basis ‑ the committee described itself.  This is one of the innumerable illustrations of why I have always referred to it as the House assassins committee.  It assassinated the truth about that assassination and its official investigations.

Note: The following is to be a copy of the original, not typed

Deputy Chief, SB, in a series of handwritten notes, set forth the Task Force objective as he saw it:  "To liquidate & insofar as possible to clean up traces of sitn in which CIA cd be accused of illegally holding "Nosenko."  Further on, he summed up a number of "alternative actions," including:

5.  Liquidate the man.

6.  Render him incapable of giving coherent story (special dose of drug etc.)  Poss aim commitmt to looney bin.

7.  Commitment to loony bin w/out making him nuts. 

JFK EXHIBIT F‑427

(Note for future:  If this is ever published I have left the margins of the page on and visible so it will be without question that I have not omitted anything at all.)

Aside from eliminating what I recall clearly from Hart's testimony ‑ and I taped it while it was telecast on public TV ‑ like Bagley's notation that Nosenko could be flown over the ocean and dropped into it.  Bagley also considered driving Nosenko insane and thus making it impossible for him to be believed if he did talk.  Both of these and other Bagley niceties are eliminated by the CIA in the document from which Hart had page 23 with him.

There is no need to add to what Hart testified to about Angleton, Bagley, Golitsyn and others.  It is definitive.  It is authoritative and official.  It is the result of a long and detailed examination of a large volume of secret CIA internal records.  And it represents the official position and statements of the CIA itself.

It is now apparent that as I refer to Bagley above as giving himself away by omitting all of this when he had it in hand and knew what it said, I rather understated.  It really is an unin​tended confession of the most deliberate, blatant dishonesty ‑ without which Riebling would have had no book and the money and fame that comes from a well‑ and favorably‑reviewed book ‑ by a major publishing empire.

The two reviews I cite are not atypical.  I've not heard of any review that was other than favorable.  In this, as I state above, the reviewers provide their own self‑characterizations. 
As does the Random House publishing empire, for which this is not its first adventure in rewriting our history as errant officialdom prefers that it be rather than as it was.

In academe from reports reaching me, Riebling and his book are well regarded.  His book and the Beschloss review are impres​sive to those professors and librarians who do no checking at all and take the word of reviewers with acceptable academic creden​tials.

The Hart testimony, understated as it was and long forgot​ten, confesses to part of a national disgrace that is so com​pletely forgotten it was perfectly safe for the Random House publishing empire to publish what it was perfectly safe for Riebling to write that then was perfectly safe for the reviewers to praise to the heavens because the literary whoring with our history in which all so lustily engaged has become more than merely acceptable since John Kennedy was assassinated.  It has become the norm and the moans of success in the country that JFK's assassination turned around and with that turned the world around.

Keeping it turned around is what the literary whoring of academics like Beschloss, of publishing empires like that of Random House, of the always uncritical media that glorifies the whoring reviewers who glorify the whoring writers like Riebling and before him in the Random House literary bordello of Gerald Posner in this new concept that for controversial books on polit​ical matters there need be no peer reviews.  For them the reality is that there must not be any competent peer reviews because, as this chapter alone illustrates so overwhelmingly, such books cannot survive real peer reviews.  Real peer reviews make them unpublishable and for their own political benefit and financial profit the houses that are really those of the Mrs. Hardings can no more survive these ever so much greater moral depravities than can the Mrs. Hardings in real life survive Billy Comstocks at their doors.

Going back to the publishing commemorations of the 30th anniversary of this assassination in 1993, there was a steady stream of books seeking to exploit and commercialize the assassi​nation.  Not a single one of them had any real peer review.  Not a single one of them could have survived this tradition of honorable non‑fiction publication.  Not a single one of those books, those many books, was honest, factually correct, and did not deceive their readers and the country for money and fame for those who wrote them and those who published them.

As the bible says, the love of money is the root of all evil.  On this subject it is also root of political evil in the country it helps keep turned around by this political evil.

The Random House/Posner/CIA exploitation and commercialization was by far the most heavily advertised and promoted of those anniversary‑commemorating whoring books.

The Random House vice president and executive editor, Robert Loomis, was also Posner's editor.  He shared Posner's dedication with Posner's wife.  He knew, from Posner's own published account of it that when Posner came to him for his approval in cribbing what was on Court TV that was prepared for presentation to the 1992 annual convention of the American Bar Association by Failure Analysis Associates (FaAA) that Posner planned a literary theft.  He knew this without question as Posner's editor.  He approved it, this high official of that publishing empire who is also one of those who from Riebling's Acknowledgments encouraged and helped him with his book for Random House's subsidiary, Knopf.

Loomis also knew how thoroughly I had exposed Posner's personal dishonesty and the deliberate dishonesty of his Case Closed that began with its title that Posner admitted knowing was not true and said he chose it because it would sell books.  I have a written report from inside Random House of how Loomis was stalking its corridors grasping a copy of my Case Open and mut​tering aloud that they had to find some way of suing me.  There are some honest people who have to work for the dishonest to survive.  Case Open appeared in April of 1994.

In it, using the Random House unabridged dictionary definitions, I refer to Posner as a literary thief and as a shyster.  He is a lawyer, albeit not the lawyer he and Random House boast he is.

Yet after that, after neither Random House nor Posner nor any lawyer speaking for either made any protest to me, complained about any inaccuracy or unfairness, Loomis wrote indignant let​ters excoriating those who complained about Posner's book, of which copies were sent me, and even one defending it on fact on which it was glaringly dishonest.

This is also to say that long before the Riebling prostitu​tion of our history for his and for Random House's financial gain through its subsidiary, Loomis had as powerful and unquestionable a demonstration of gross and intendedly dishonest books to commercialize the assassination and he also knew how he could have them checked for fairness and for accuracy.  But instead of doing that, what in the days before JFK was assassinated would have been normal in honest, responsible publishing, he continued his practice of that variant of Mrs. Harding's Profession.  As Riebling says on the second of his unnumbered pages of his Ac​knowledgment, Loomis is among those Riebling says "helped along the way."

Of the others Riebling thanks for their "helping" him along the way I single one out because he read the manuscript of Whitewash in early 1965 and from it learned some of the fact about the assassination and of one he could have referred either Posner or his publisher to.

"Sam Vaughan," Riebling writes in his Acknowledgments is " a great editor and a great man" who "taught me about the making of books."

He taught me, too.

In 1965 Vaughan was a top editor at Doubleday.  Doubleday, through its subsidiary Anchor, reprinted Posner's mistitled Case Closed five months after Case Open was published and the truth about Posner and his book was available to it.

In early 1965, and in this I intend to inform a little about what is not generally know about publishing and about publishing fear of government and what it can do and it is feared will do, at Pocket Book, a Simon & Schuster subsidiary, I was told by the editor who read the Whitewash manuscript that they would undoubt​edly publish it and that it would be the best‑selling book of 1965.  I remember his exact words.  He also told me that the final decision was not his. 

The next time I was in New York he told me, dejectedly, that although the book had gotten excited approval all the way to the top, at the very top, with Boris Shimkin, it was rejected.  Shimkin's words, as Eugene Prakapis gave them to me, were that for him publishing Whitewash "would by like waving the red flag before the charging bull" of the Department of Justice.

Simon & Schuster had been charged with publishing a fraudulent book, Calories Don't Count.  Six had been indicted.  Shimkin said, as I probably would had I been in his position, he did not want to be the seventh indicted.

Bu they did have a high opinion of Whitewash and they of​fered to help me.

Prakapis told me that when Doubleday had a hardback for which it wanted to sell the paperback rights at Pocket Books Doubleday sent it to him.  He asked me if I'd like him to intro​duce it to Doubleday.  I of course wanted that very much.

"I'll ask for Sam Vaughan," Prakapis told me.  "He is Eisenhower's and Nixon's editor."

In my presence he phoned and spoke to Vaughan, who told him to send the manuscript over to him. 

Then I heard from Doubleday.  Like Pocket Books and Prakapis it was honest with me but with circumlocution.  It declined the book saying that "perhaps if you'd gone farther afield we'd have been more tempted."  I took this to mean that if I had not re​stricted myself to what is irrefutable, to the official evidence ‑ if I'd written a book about which it could apologize to the government ‑ it “would have been more tempted” to publish it.

The next time I was in New York I phoned Doubleday and was put through to the president's office where again I was spoken to honestly.  I was told that all the top executives had met to reach their decision and that their decision "was not editorial and not easy to arrive at."

Random House and Loomis and then Doubleday faced no such worries with Posner's book nor did Random House's subsidiary,  Knopf, with Riebling's.

The only danger from whoring by kissing government ass is from contracting AIDS of the mind and for profit and for doing a favor for the government which can remember a favor, there is today no publishing fear of AIDS of the mind.  The Posners and the Rieblings and their publishers infect the nation's mind with it.

As on their level do the Beschlosses.

Of the dozens to whom Riebling extends his thanks there are others besides Loomis and Vaughan who should have known that he was whoring with our history.  Bu that being the present way of life in publishing and there is no need to lengthen this.

Riebling did use the proper words about publishing on the political assassinations, "the making of a book."  It begins with writers who prostitute themselves, it is made possible by the Mrs. Hardings in that "profession," and it is "helped along the way," Riebling's appropriate words again, by the reviewers of that profession.

Plus the media itself, the media that from the first surren​dered its ethics, morals and principles in its treatment of our political assassinations and what relates to them.

It happens that when I turned the radio on early before daylight the morning of the day I completed this chapter to get the weather forecast, that was preceded by "Today in History."  This day is the anniversary, that broadcast said, of the appear​ance of Tom Paine's memorable words about the adversities in the revolution that made us free, "These are the times that try men's' souls."  While in an entirely different context, as this chapter reflects, we live again in "the time that try men's' souls."

Riebling paid scant attention to Hart's official testimony on behalf of the CIA, lengthy and painstaking as was the review he made to inform himself fully, accurately and dependably so he could speak with definitiveness and confidence and be thorough in what he said.  The reason is obvious:  if Riebling had paid any attention to it he could hardly have written his Book Three because it represents a thoroughgoing refutation of the utter insanity of the enormous diversion from necessary intelligence functions and the internal wrecking job on the CIA done first by the egomaniacal Golitsyn (who came here determined to talk to nobody less important than the President and actually began by refusing to) and by the disinformation and misinformation of his paranoid crazy ravings.  Had it not been for Angleton's equally intense paranoia and his unquestioning faith in and dedication to the insanity spewing from Golitsyn unsanitary mind, the damage Golitsyn did would have been diminished enormously.  Angleton, a veritable James Bond in Riebling's equally sick — sicker, really — writing, infected a number of other senior intelligence officers with Golitsyn's destructive craziness.  They all would up so seriously infected that they all together became part of Golit​syn's immense wrecking job inside the CIA.  In its effect whether he was dispatched by the KGB to be the mole he found almost everyone else to be — all who disagreed with or disputed him — is immaterial to the disaster he caused.  He was not responsible for it.  Angleton was because it was Angleton's job to prevent just what he brought to pass, to prevent such a disastrous penetra​tion of the CIA.

My own view is that no rational man could have gotten away with what Golitsyn undertook and then did.  I also believe that nobody could have done what Golitsyn did as an act, that he was not dispatched.  He was himself, crazy and believed his own craziness.  The finest actor could not have pulled off and gotten away with what Golitsyn did.  It was not acting.  It was the real, the gold‑plated, authentic insanity that he actually be​lieved as soon as he made it up.  It was also his way of protect​ing himself from exposure, what he could expect from the CIA's questioning of Nosenko.

No matter how persuasive he was to others who should have been repelled, as the FBI was ‑ thus the FBI had to be Riebling's villain in his book ‑ it may not be enough to say of them that Angleton persuaded -- converted them.  He did that.  But they were hired as intelligence officers to be no more than rubber stamps.  They were hired to have and use independent minds and to make independent judgements.  They were hired because the CIA believed that their education's prepared them adequately to assume and meet their responsibilities.  But they were in fact college‑educated ignoramuses and they made no independent judgements.  So, while it is without question that Angleton influenced them ‑ converted them to the wildest of paranoid insanity, ‑ they were responsible for allowing him to do that, for not using independent judgment. By their education and experiences they were also at least in theory prepared to meet their individual responsibilities to the CIA and the nation they were hired to serve.  That they did not cannot be attributed to Angleton's influence on them alone.  Nor to Golitsyn's.

And, like Golitsyn and Angleton, the Bagleys, the Milers and all the others became no more than silly geese in the Golit​syn‑Angleton gaggle of them who, appearing to be mature and independent men, all combined to be the most effective of KGB moles inside the CIA, the very thing that like Golitsyn and Angleton, they believed that Nosenko was when in fact there never was any rational reason to doubt his bona fides from the very first.

Only Riebling, if he is not as irrational as all of these Golitsynized paranoids were, can explain, as in his book he does not explain, how he could write this deep subversion without regard to the authoritative Hart testimony based as it was on so massive a study of all the records the CIA had.  To describe what Riebling wrote as dishonest is accurate but that understates.

That the Random House publishing empire, all those people in it Riebling thanks by name also paid no attention to the authori​tative Hart testimony cannot be because it as was secret from them.  They all lived through it, all over TV and all the papers as it was.  And they were all reminded of it by Riebling, however much he misrepresented it.  That they all approved this book, to the varying degrees each did, is their own self‑characterizations.  These self‑characterizations include disre​gard for the nation and its interests.  From Random House/Knopf it represents an interest in money to the exclusion of all other interests and any and all concerns.

And this gets to the absence, really the avoidance, of any peer review, that once honored and respected tradition of non‑fiction publishing.  There could not have been any genuine peer review of Riebling's Book Three unless he was published despite a negative peer review.  I do not believe there could have been one without my having heard about it.  There are not that many authen​tic JFK assassination subject‑matter experts.

What is a still further indictment of Riebling also by itself raises the most serious questions about his honesty, his compe​tence or both.

He did have all that exceptional access to FBI and CIA records and their equally exceptional treatment he begins by expressing the most effusive thanks for.  Yet for all of that he pretends unawareness of the even more massive review and study made by the CIA before it brought Hart back from retirement for his review and to be its spokesman.  It is clearly stated in a disclosed CIA record he could have gotten from the FBI, the CIA or from The National Archives.  It is summarized in the May 11, 1977 memorandum for the director from the deputy chief for opera​tions, William W. Wells.  Here it is, in full:

"Six senior intelligence specialists" working "independent​ly" for "six months" represents a major investment of time, talent and money.  Serving their needs involved other people.  All were removed from their normal duties for the time required.  That represents an added cost.  It was a major effort.  These "six senior intelligence specialists" also consulted with "all of the officers who were involved in this case," from the subject of the memo the case of "The Bona Fides of Yuri Ivanovich Nosenko," and all the earlier "analyses," if that is what all that Golitsynized preconceptions on such extraordi​narily large an amount of paper can be called.

This "review" that was completed in 1976 also represents about as serious an effort as an intelligence agency can make and the belief that the problem created by Golitsyn, Angleton, Bagley, Miler and others of that lunatic claque of paranoid Cold War spooks was of utmost seriousness.

This is described as a review of Nosenko's bona fides.  It was much more than that.  It was, in fact, a damage‑control assessment and an elaborate study of the political and intelligence insanity by that gang of wreckers, which is what in reality they were, and a study to determine whether they were fit to remain in the CIA.

They all left.

(I note also the reflection of the size of the FBI Nosenko file from which his copy comes.  It was disclosed to me by the FBI in 1978, not by the CIA in response to my requests of it that began 19 years before the time of this writing.  The FBI's copy is 65-68530-1729.  And that was 17 years before this writing.  Undoubtedly there were additions to both the CIA and FBI main Nosenko files after then and long before Riebling began his dishonest use of them, uses in which he found such records as this unsuitable for his writing.  More than seventeen hundred serials, some quite long, some having multiple parts, do repre​sent large files in both agencies.  The size of these files also reflects the difficulty Riebling built in to his contrived, unnecessary and obfuscating invention of his "YIN" and date nonsense when it is possible, proper and ever so much easier to use, in this instance the FBI's unique document identification.  That is what he eliminated in his invention of his own so‑called "identifications" of the Nosenko and other records.  And who knows how many records there were in the files on any one of the dates he gives?)

In polite language Wells' memo concludes with a direct challenge to the Angletonians, to the “counterintelligence staff,” to dispute the conclusions, that from the moment Nosenko first told the CIA he was going to defect he was and he remains, “a bona fide defector.”

If in his research Riebling did not find this he was of the most conspicuous incompetence. If he did and suppressed it he was of the most brazen dishonesty.

If he had published this he would not have had his “wedge” for which he blamed the FBI and he would not have had the only thing new he has in his book, his cockamamie claim that in causing this “wedge” the FBI made the JFK assassination possible. He actually blames the FBI in that assassination.

He would not have had his book and fame and fortune from it, if not also the serving of the political objectives with which he began.

Nor would Knopf and Random House have attained its political objective, in addition to getting a financial benefit, as it did by publishing Posner’s apotheosis of deliberate dishonesty.

Whether or not Random House/Knopf and their publishing empire had such political objectives it is not easy to conceive two more openly and deliberately dishonest books nor of more serious damage to the nation from any other two books that empire could have published in successive years.
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