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Chapter 6

The Real "Sinister Implications"
As is true of all of those who whore with our history for fame, fortune and the advancement of their political prejudices and preconceptions, without regard for the readily available truth or with contempt for it and while disregarding it, on his Mexico City chapter Riebling uses an appropriate title without awareness of its appropriateness.

While his "Sinister Implications" chapter, his second in his Book Three and the tenth in the book, exploits fantasy, fiction and theories in making his non‑existing case that what he says in Wedge made the JFK assassination possible, it is also additional testimony to the dishonesty with which he began and the shameless​ness with which he writes dishonestly to make his political propagandist's publisher acceptable.

He is likewise entirely insensitive to the appropriateness of his novelist's trick in beginning this chapter by reporting that when Nosenko tried to come in from the cold that cold and misty day in Geneva, when he met Bagley on January 23, 1964, Bagley was "in the shadows across from Cinema ABC at 42 Rue Rhone under the marquee for Dr. Strangelove (page 198).

It is likewise appropriate and self‑descriptive for an ostensible non‑fiction writer that his first note for this chapter, for this page, cites "`Yuri Nosenko.  KGB, by Stephen Taylor, an HBO/BBC docudrama, 1988" (page 501).

Why not cite sheer entertainment, given what we have seen of Riebling's writing and his disregard for solid, official testimo​ny?  This is another aspect of that "scholarship" of his that is so "thorough."

He concludes his opening paragraphs of this chapter saying that "Both the FBI and the CIA agreed that the man, Nosenko, could answer the riddle of a possible Soviet role in the assassi​nation of President Kennedy's death.  The fight would come over whether he spoke the truth" (page 199).  This can be argued because there is no way of knowing what the official FBI and CIA minds were, but in fact it is fiction.  There never was any factual or even reasonable basis for suspecting any "Soviet role."  That was the invention of the Angleton‑minded and of the unthinking of the political right who would have liked it to be true ‑ yearned for it to be.

For the subject matter ignoramus who is part novelist and all propagandist this is his way of making the case that there was a  Soviet role in what he is going to say is the Mexico City evidence.

That also is propaganda rather than non‑fiction.  But in it he remains careful not to tell his readers what Nosenko did say that the FBI and CIA disagree over.  For all his access to FBI and CIA records he boasts about and thanks both for he does not refer to records available from each, of the FBI's interview reports I wrote about and quoted verbatim 20 years earlier in Post Mortem ( pages 626 ff.).  An authentic scholar, particularly a thorough scholar, would have reported that Nosenko told the FBI that the KGB suspected Oswald was an American Agent in place of "sleeper" agent and that he was so anti‑Soviet he was openly anti‑Soviet in the Soviet Union.

This is to say that the actual disagreement between the FBI and the CIA was the FBI's position that there was no Communist role.  That brings into question the basis for the CIA's contrary position.  That alleged CIA position exist in no record of which I know, none that has been reported by those who have examined these more than 18 linear feet of records available first of what the CIA is to transfer to The National Archives under the 1992 law requiring full disclosure of all assassination records.  Not even a hint of any such agency position was communicated to the FBI by the CIA in the hundreds of thousands of FBI pages I got by all those FOIA lawsuits.  Naturally, there is none in what the CIA did let me have in its minuscule response to my FOIA requests for all its information.

If it had any such record it is one of the CIA's most close​ly‑held secrets.  It kept that record or those records secret even from its joyously open and partisan Riebling, as it did from his innumerable predecessors.

That the CIA held that there was a "Soviet role" in the assassination is Riebling's invention.  It is based on his inter​pretation of the meaning of the CIA's reporting from Mexico City, a reporting not based on fact in any aspect that is relevant to any imagined "Soviet role" in the assassination.  It was, howev​er, the belief of the political nuts the CIA had in Mexico City and they convinced the easily, almost automatically interested United States ambassador, Thomas Mann.  I go into those records at length and in detail in the manuscript of the book I've not completed as I write this, Senator Russell Dissents.  The most conservative member of the Warren Commission was one of two, the other was the Kentucky Republican Senator John Sherman Cooper.  Both dissented vigorously from the Commission's basic conclusion, that myth dignified by being called "the single‑bullet "theory."  If Riebling were other than a subject‑matter ignoramus, for his kind of writing and for what the Random House publishing empire is willing to publish about the JFK assassination, subject‑matter knowledge not being a requirement, he would have perceived that when two members of the Commission refused to agree to this so‑called "theory" that meant they must have believed that there was a conspiracy because without that concoction there was even in the official account of the assassination the certainty that no one man could have done the shooting.  That alone meant there had to be a conspiracy.  Yet in arguing that there was this imagined "Soviet role" in it, Riebling does not even pretend to show that there was a conspiracy.  If as appears to be highly unlikely, he knows and understands enough about the assassination to realize that what he is arguing also means there was a conspiracy.

He just says there was.  That, too, made him publishable and his book acceptable, publishing standards being what they are on this subject.

Referring to the government's investigation and Report as deficient and as a cover-up, Riebling misstates the fact in saying "In fact, what was covered up was indications of a communist role." (page 199)  There are not and there never were any such "indications."  There was no reality to any of them.  At best they could be described as "suspicions" and that gives them more credibility than is justified.

He follows this dishonest writing with more of it, his source notes on page 501 holding no support for what he here says.  He says that "On November 23, Helms' assistant Thomas Karamessines, was put in a state of near‑panic upon hearing that Mexican authorities were about to arrest and interrogate Silvia Duran, a Cuban consular official who had met with Oswald and, it later developed, had sex with him several times, during his visit."  As Karamessines then said, the “CIA feared that the Cubans were responsible for the assassination, and that Duran might reveal this during an interrogation” (page 199).

Whether or not Karamessines, and the non‑expert Daniel Schorr is the sole source Riebling cites for this and all else on this page, it is story‑book thinking to believe that Duran, who was not an "official" but was a Mexican citizen hired as a secre​tary, could have knowledge of any Cuban plot to kill Kennedy.  Aside from the fact that Kennedy was the last person in the world Castro wanted killed.  This is because the solution to the Cuba missile crisis was Kennedy's word that the United States would protect Cuba against any invasion.  Then the assassins do not place ads announcing their intentions.  It is worse than merely senseless to believe and to write that if Castro had planned to have Kennedy killed he would inform all the clerks he employed all around the world.

Moreover, there was no such Karamessines cable.  I have a record of them all.  About them more follows below.

However, Riebling could have picked this up from Epstein's Legend.  Epstein says it on page 250.  But he does not say in his notes where what he says Karamessines said can be found.

It is possible that Karamessines was responsible for having a cable with that content sent, but the CIA's own summary and list of them shows none by Karamessines.

It is dishonest writing to say that the Mexican authorities on their own were about to arrest and interrogate Duran.  It is also the ignorant writing of an ignorant writer.  The Mexican police had no reason to.  In fact it was the Mexico City CIA cowboys who asked the Mexicans to do that.  This the CIA first made public almost two decades ago as it did again in compliance with that 1992 full‑disclosure law.  It made a great many rele​vant pages public.  That Riebling did not see them when he was getting all those goodies from the CIA reflects both his igno​rance and his dishonest approach.  It also reflects the desire of the CIA that he write this kind of guff rather than fact.

It did not "later develop" that Duran had sex with Oswald.  Those Mexico City CIA cowboys had the Mexicans arrest her a second time and beat her up until she confessed that she had had sex with Oswald.  There are no details and of course if there were any they would have been invented.  She also denied anything like it to the House assassins committee, as we see later.

It is at best a distortion to say that Duran "met with" Oswald "several times."  All that ever happened is that Oswald went to the Cuban consulate, where she was a secretary, several times seeking a visa.  There is not even a hint she ever saw him elsewhere.  And she was not about to indulge herself that public​ly, in the embassy.  This is the reason there are no details of that alleged sex between them.  Nor is there any reason even to suspect that Duran, who had a husband, would have jeopardized her job and her reputation and marriage by having sex with a stranger and getting caught at it.  She could not leave her receptionist's desk and her phone responsibilities and her desk was hardly an inviting place for that alleged sex.

What not only Karamessines would have been "put in a state of near panic" about was not what Riebling here says in any event.  Whatever their apprehension over the beating up of Duran -- and their records refer to no other apprehension, only that she should not be beat up, a strange apprehension for the CIA under normal conditions -- it was over no less transparently a fake that those gullible CIA Cold War paranoids in Mexico City gulled themselves over and as we see, that was the basis for a real disagreement because it was pressure from FBI headquarters that led to its exposure as a child‑like fake.  Much as those cowboys and the Texas cowboy ambassador loved it and wanted it used to start World War III, the inevitable  consequence of what Ambas​sador Thomas Mann pushed for.  He and those CIA would‑be John Waynes even continued to believe the fake after the faker con​fessed to making it up.  He had made it up in a very amateurish way.  They did not suspect him even when he identified himself as with the intelligence arm of Nicaraguan Dictator Trujillo.  We get to that.

It is worth noting that Riebling has within quotation marks what he says Karamessines sent to Mexico City as a "flash cable."  Something like what Riebling attributes to Karamessines was sent later, before the second arrest of Duran for which once again, without consulting headquarters, those CIA cowboys asked of the Mexicans.  But no record reflects that it was Karamessines who sent it and the dirty‑work department of the CIA was not the usual one for directing its stations.

My basis for saying these things is dual.  First, it is the very first several hundred pages the CIA released to me and to others almost two decades ago.  It is also in the copies it disclosed under that 1992 law.  In particular it is in a CIA Mexico City document 133 pages long that somehow this so thorough scholar managed not to learn about for all that boasted‑of CIA help to him and the speed of that help so abnormal for the CIA.  That document is a summary of all relevant communications between headquarters and the Mexico City station.  It, like the earlier release also, reports what Mann said and did.  It is not secret at all.  Quite the opposite, it is readily available for examina​tion and for copying at The National Archives.  It is in Box 57 of the CIA's records there.  My copy was sent me by Anna Marie Kuhns‑Walko.  It can be ordered by mail, it is that readily available, that easy to get.  Yet somehow, for all the help Riebling got and thanks the Archives for, he seems not even to know about this one that is so very basic to what he bases his fictions disguised as non‑fiction on.  For him this particular ignorance was particularly blissful.  It helped him see to it that his Cold War propaganda was not tainted by fact.

Still with no source, natural enough there being no source, Riebling writes next that "Helms cabled Mexico City station chief David Atlee Phillips, warning that the ambassador must not go public with his fears."  This and what follows happened later and, again reflecting that thorough scholarship, Phillips was not then the station chief.

Still with no source but building his phony case of a commu​nist plot, Riebling next says that "The FBI, too, acted to ob​scure any possible communist connection.  Within hours of the president's death, two key Kostikov‑related documents ‑ that October 18 cable from CIA, stating that Kostikov had met with Oswald, and a Hunter (mail‑opening) report indicating that Oswald had mentioned Kostikov in a November 9 note to the Soviet Embassy ‑ were removed from the Dallas office by order of Assistant Director William Sullivan" (pages 199‑200).

For all of this, still no source note.  And the embassy, as Riebling does not say was in Washington.

First of all it is at best deliberately deceptive to say the "Kostikov met with Oswald."  The well‑known truth is that Oswald went to the Russian embassy seeking a visa.  And for all the photographic coverage the CIA had all the time on it and on the Cuban consulate it came up with no photograph of Oswald entering or leaving either place.  What all of this is based on is the taped tapping of those phones by the CIA.  That is misrepresent​ed.

It was baseless conjecture that Oswald "met" with Kostikov.  He was asked if he had spoken to Kostikov, he said he thought he had, he was given a description, he said that was the man he spoke to ‑ and that description was not of Kostikov.  It was later decided that the consular office with whom Oswald spoke was named Yatskov.

Worse, no such orders were given by Sullivan and no such records "were removed from the Dallas office."

And as our expert on all things about the assassination great and small and anywhere in the world, the expert who makes up quotations and incidents and times, is too ignorant of the basics to know, had there been any such orders, as there were not, it would not have been the role of the Domestic intelligence division, which is what Sullivan headed, to give such orders.  That would have been the role of the General investigative division then headed by Alex Rosen.  Or of someone higher up, in those days Alan Belmont, then assistant to the director in charge of a investigations.

Rieblings says that "When special agent James Hosty was called to testify before the Warren Commission in 1964 he found the FBI files which he intended to cite were missing."  Riebling still again has no source for it and that still again is because there cannot be any (pages 200‑1).

All the Commission's testimony was "in 1964" so in using these words Riebling merely hides the fact that he made it up.  Thus he has no page citation.

Hosty did testify before the Commission.  That was on Tues​day, May 5.  (4H440 ff.)  Hosty was taken off the case right after the assassination, immediately after Oswald denounced him to his face when Hosty tried to participate in the police questioning of Oswald, according to the police reports the Commission published.  The file was then taken from his desk, not more than five months later, Hosty knew about it immediately and has ever since then complained that there was a conspiracy inside the FBI to cover up the malarkey plot that he, extremist of the right political extreme that he is, imagined.

Thorough scholar that Riebling is, and with the attention his book got it is appropriate that this be remembered from time to time, at that testimony Hosty swore falsely.  What he swore falsely to is that neither he nor the FBI had any reason to believe that Oswald was capable of any violence.  Before then a Dallas police intelligence lieutenant, Jack Revill, has signed an affidavit in which he said that on the very afternoon of the assassination Hosty had blurted out to him that the FBI knew Oswald was capable of that but he and it did not believe it would happen.  Hosty denied under oath that anything like that hap​pened.  Until October, 1975, it remained Revill's word against Hosty's.

But when the retirement of Dallas Special Agent in Charge Gordon Shanklin was secure, that Oswald had taken a letter to Hosty in which he threatened bombing either the Dallas police of the FBI office if Hosty did not stop harassing his wife, was leaked to the Dallas Times Herald.  It withheld its story until it checked with FBI headquarters.  That led to an FBI investiga​tion of the FBI which, naturally, enough, concluded that it could not conclude anything because there were contradictory statements.  However, there were several FBI employees who read the letter Oswald left with the receptionist without sealing it several weeks before the assassination.  FBI headquarters ordered the destruction of that note as soon as it knew Oswald was dead.  Hosty himself destroyed it, he said on Shanklin's orders, by tearing it up and flushing it down the office toilet.  Aside from the FBI's whitewashing of the FBI there was also an investigation by the House oversight committee chaired by former FBI agent Don Edwards of California.  It also could not rewrite the contradic​tions, but there is the affirmation of several FBI employees, including that receptionist, that Oswald's letter was a threat to bomb.

In the light of this there can be no responsible quotation of Hosty and all the flights of his far‑right imagination without reference to what casts doubt on his word at the very least.

Except, of course, by the Rieblings, and for publishers like the Random House empire.

Riebling says that the Oswald file was taken from Hosty in order to prevent World War III.  He follows this with

It was just such a desire to avoid world war, in fact, that led to the creating of the Warren Commission (page 200).

Typical of his thorough scholarship Riebling has no source sited in this. (page 501)  Again, it still is because there can be no such source.

While I go into this in great detail and with copies of the documents I obtained in those FOIA lawsuits against the govern​ment, the fact is that the creation of the Warren Commission also dates to the moment of Oswald's death.  As soon as it was known that with his death there would be no trial, Nicholas Katzenbach, deputy attorney general and the man running the Justice Depart​ment in Bobby Kennedy's absence, got J. Edgar Hoover to agree to the proposal he made for "The appointment of a Presidential Commission of unimpeachable personnel" to do the job.  I have this from Department of Justice file 129‑11, with Katzenbach's handwritten draft of it that Sunday, when he had no typist, the Department's file copy after typing, I have that of the FBI from its main JFK assassination file, 62‑109060, in which it is serial 1399 along with the memo of Assistant Director Courtney Evans, who was also the FBI's liaison with Justice, in which he confirms that Katzenbach prepared his memo "after his discussion with the Director."  It is part of that same FBI 62‑109060 serial.

While much more can be said about this there here is no need to say more to show just how thorough Riebling's scholarship is and how much ‑ of how little, very little ‑ anything he says can be trusted.  He has a clear record of making up what he can use to appear to give life to the long‑dead corpse of that imagined Soviet or Cuban or Communist assassination involvement, the only thing his book can ever pretend to be adding to the existing dishonest literature on the subject.

Riebling then writes that "The next day," meaning the day after the last date he has given, which was November 24, "John​son directed that `speculation about Oswald's motivation should be cut off" (page 200).  For this he does have a source and his source is as politically dominated and as undependable as Rie​bling himself.  His ambiguous source is Edward Epstein who, having written more than one book, is "Katzenbach to Moyers, 11/25/63, at Epstein, 1978, p. 253."  (Why merely saying  instead of all that other stuff is his source is a kind of a scholarship I'm not familiar with.)

Well that as we see above, did not originate with Epstein.  So Riebling, the cat that was so well fed by the FBI with its documents, and by the Department, uses Epstein as his source.  Epstein attributes it to Hoover and no less ambitions as a novel​ist than Riebling, he times it at "shortly after 11 .,., strains of music wafted toward the offices of the Director of the FBI in the Department of Justice Annex (where it wasn't ‑ it was in the Justice Department main building.  The Washington field office offices were nearby).  J. Edgar Hoover had moved very quickly (which is hilarious) after Oswald's death to contain speculation...  Within hours he had let President Johnson know through his chief aide, William D. Moyers, that both he and his immediate superior, Deputy Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach, wanted to "`have something issued so we can convince the public that Oswald was the real assassin.'"  Epstein then says that Katzenbach's memo followed Johnson's conversation with Hoover.

On sourcing, Epstein is Riebling's equal if not his superi​or.  He has no end notes or sources at all for any of this (pages 326‑8).

The idea may in fact have originated with that notable Cold Warrior Walt Whitman Rostow who had a phone conversation with Katzenbach that day.  But the first proposal was not by Hoover.  It was, as we have seen, to Hoover.  And the first contact with Moyers also was by Katzenbach.  It was not that "next day" but it was on Sunday the 24th that night, by phone.  

I go into this with full documentation in NEVER AGAIN!, at its beginning.

I have the records.  The "next day" is the date the typists put on the memo Katzenbach wrote out the 24th.  But he went ahead by phone and I have those records, too.

The quoted words are not Johnson's.  They are from Katzenbach's memo.  Which is loaded with crazy stuff that Rie​bling could have used if he were not so leery of the kind of scholarship that resorts to available original sources.

What makes the writing of the Epsteins and Rieblings so ludicrous is that very very early that "next day" or Monday the 25th, Hoover opted against a commission and he had Cartha DeLoach, his chief ax‑man and blackmailer who was also his lobby​ist and his chief press contact and pressure man working to block a Washington Post editorial endorsing precisely that proposal for a commission.  Again, I have the FBI's records on this and so far as Riebling is concerned, they were all public long before he started dredging evidentiary sewers for his fiction he wants believed is non‑fiction.  Those records, dated by the minute, such was Hoover's intensity, are from the same 62‑109060 file.

Next, one scholar of the Riebling stripe quoting another, Riebling has a paraphrase within quotation marks on what he does not say it was, Johnson's twisting Warren's arm to get him to agree to chair the Commission after he had declined.  Riebling attributes his quotation to a book by former FBI Director Clar​ence Kelley.  Kelley, Riebling says, quotes a February 17 memo by "Eisenberg," who is not otherwise identified (page 501).  The memo was by Commission Assistant Counsel Melvin Eisenberg.  I printed it in facsimile in my 1974 book, Whitewash IV on page 24.

Riebling's quotation of Kelly, within quotation marks, is not of the Eisenberg memo.  It is a lengthier paraphrase of it.

I use this as a special illustration of newly‑defined schol​arship and of thoroughness and to illustrate that before we get into Riebling's Mexico City miasma there is no basis for trusting Riebling's word, his sources or his quotation of alleged sources.

So, skipping ahead, again to Riebling's again making his case against the FBI in favor of the CIA whose crazy Mexico City confabulations he has as the very basis for his allegation that the nonexistent rupture of relations between the FBI and the CIA made the imagined assassination conspiracy succeed, he gets into that with these words:

"On November 26, 1963, perhaps out of anger over the CIA's failure to warn the FBI about Oswald's safety, President Johnson gave the FBI the lead responsibility for investigating JFK's death" (page 202).

[Note: It was dean Eugene Debs Rostow, not his brother, Walt Whitman Rostow.]

If Riebling had a source on this it would be on page 501.  He has none.

If there is any sense in this complaint about Oswald being in danger, it would mean that Jack Ruby worked for the KGB!  But nonsense is grist for Riebling's mill.  The main point here is still again, as it is endlessly, Riebling's ignorance of well‑known assassination fact, his apparent credentials for this book.  It was not "on November 26" that LBJ put the FBI in charge, gave it that "lead responsibility."  According to J. Edgar Hoover himself, in memos I have and in his Warren Commission testimony (5H98) LBJ did that "immediately."  Hoover has given two different timings, both close together.  In his testimony it was by noon November 23 at the latest.  He did not give an exact time there.  In his conference with William Manchester, who was writing his Camelot Death of a President, it was the evening of November 22.

There is much of this. I skip all but the grossest.  Like what follows in this very paragraph, where he again refers to "CIA Station Chief Phillips."  Winston Scott was then the station chief.  Phillips wasn't.

Riebling displays a far-out concept of proof in these words, "Told By Angleton staffer Birch O'Neal on November 27 that Kosti​kov's KGB Role (i.e. as assassination expert) was known `on the basis of analysis,' Papich pressed:  `Do you have anything more specific which would pinpoint him as a member of that department?'  O'Neal admitted that the case was wholly deductive" (pages 203‑4).

One does not "know" something "on the basis of analysis."  One can believe on that basis, but no more.  So of course the FBI, which is supposed to work with fact, did want the proof that its liaison with the CIA, SA Sam Papich, asked for.

From this Riebling sneaks into saying that because it took four years for such proof to be developed, and he cites no source for that, the FBI's "suspension of belief allowed the Bureau considerably more freedom to assure a suspicious public that Oswald had been a lone loony" (page 204).

While the FBI did do some leaking, it never had any public campaign to "convince the public that Oswald was a lone loony."  Its game was to get the Commission to do that and as the Commission's executive sessions reflect, its game succeeded.  It also is in the Commission's outlining of its own work.  (Chapter 1, "Conclusions First," the executive session transcript of January 21, 1964, pages 475 ff. and (pages 36‑121).

Riebling pulls the plug on himself and his contrived con​spiracy case with his very next sentence:

That conclusion, reached officially by the FBI on December 9, 1963, had in fact colored the Bureau's investigation from the start (page 204).

Here, atypically, in part Riebling is correct.  If he had read and understood that Katzenbach memo with which Hoover agreed he would have known that what really "colored the Bureau's inves​tigation" began no later than the moment Hoover agreed with Katzenbach on Sunday, November 24.  But with his thorough schol​ar's disdain for original sources Riebling is unaware of the language of that memo he has already played games with.  It is:

1. The Public must be satisfied that Oswald was the assas​sin; that he did not have confederates who are still at large; and that the evidence was such that he would have been convicted at trial.

The belief that the FBI was in the case even earlier, the evening of the day of the assassination, has a solid foundation in the previously cited memorandum on Hoover's conference with Manchester.  Hoover's note‑taker was Cartha DeLoach.  He routed an eight‑page single‑spaced memo to Hoover the day of that conference, June 4, 1964.  (The original is in an FBI's special Hoover file, 94-42768.  A duplicate in the previously cited 62‑109060 file.)

In it Hoover told Manchester he knew immediately, the day of the trial, that Oswald was a lone assassin, and in the FBI Hoov​er’s word is law, its "official conclusion."

Hoover also told Manchester —  to say he boasted of it is not to exaggerate from the language —  that he had the FBI enter the case immediately despite the fact that it had no jurisdiction, it then not being a federal crime to assassinate a president.

Riebling then says that to cut off "speculation about a Communist role" in the assassination that "William Sullivan leaked, on what he later said were Hoover's orders, the news that `An exhaustive FBI report now nearly ready for the White House will indicate that Oswald was a lone and unaided assassin of President Kennedy.'"

It is interesting that Riebling does not cite the source of his quote of Sullivan (page 502) or his source for that Hoover note, about which Riebling has the words correctly, in his note relating to the story that appeared in the Washington Post December 3, 1963.  But it was not when Hoover "was informed" about that leak.  He read one of many reports of those leaks, not only that one .  They were all routed to him because everyone in the FBI knew that it alone could leak the contents of the report copies of which it alone had and because they all knew that nobody would dare leak it without Hoover's approval if not on his orders.

There is no way of knowing who did all the leaking.  The main attention to this leak was two days later, on December 5, and I know that Assistant Director Tom Bishop handled that one.  My file of FBI clippings on it holds an earlier leak but this was the big one.

In missing the real significance of this in his book Riebling next says what is not true, that the story "ran nationally on December 13."  As I state above, it first ran nationally not later than December 5.  One of these reporters was a friend of mine.  And he was not the only one with a story that day.

What Riebling avoids in all of this is that this leak shot out of the water the CIA's reason for not trusting Nosenko, other than the insanity it got from Golitsyn.  Its lone, published reason is that it believe that Nosenko was "dispatched" to "disinform" about the JFK assassination to obscure the Golitsyn touch, its role in the assassination.  Hoover's having the re​port, ordered of him by LBJ the night of the assassination, leaked before it reached the Commission or the White House or the CIA, told all the world's intelligence agencies and governments that the official conclusion was and would be that there was no conspiracy.  No conspiracy for the official conclusion, no need to "disinform" about it or to risk a trained and experienced agent to "disinform."

Who made that one up is not disclosed but there never was any basis for it.  It was almost two months before Nosenko de​fected that all the world's governments knew what the official solution was and would be.  All knew that what Hoover said was never contradicted.

And officially it wasn't.

So, the CIA did not have that as an excuse for not trusting Nosenko although it is the reason the CIA gave when it was keep​ing all the unsanitary effluvia of that sewer of Golitsyn's mind secret.

Not that, despite the touted thorough scholarship found in Riebling's book, Golitsyn was the only nutty KGB defector who bludgeoned the CIA with such nonsense that, if credited, that could have started World War III.  There was also Peter S. Derja​bin.

He wasted no time in getting an eight‑page, single‑spaced, elite type memo written as though he was a CIA employee and addressed to, “Chief.”  The CIA redacting the division, on "Subject:" followed by redaction of his name, with "Soviet Defec​tor" written in place of his name, "Comments on President Kenne​dy's assassination."  The document number was not included in the Xeroxing.  It is dated 27 November 1963.

The first words in the body of his incitement to attack the Soviet Union are:

1. We should understand that my comments which follow are not based solely on the thesis that OSWALD was dispatched specif​ically to murder our (sic) President.  The very real possibility exists that OSWALD was sent here on another mission by the KGB and subsequently accomplished the deed on his own initiative.  However, such a possibility does not make the KGB less culpable as the seeds for OSWALD's act must have been planted while he was being trained in the USSR for his other mission.

Derjabin then tries to make out a case, one he has no trou​ble inventing, as to the precise gains accruing to the USSR and more specifically accruing to KHRUSCHEV.

Is there any wonder that the CIA had to keep Nosenko and what he could and would have said from the Commission and from all others?  What Nosenko said is largely readily confirmed.  Oswald's writings, of which I made extra copies of all I got from the FBI for scholars of the present and of the future.  No one has had any interest in them.  But he was, from a boy, strongly anti‑Communist and anti‑Soviet as he was, daring young man that he was, inside the USSR.

Bearing of the dependability of the CIA's stable of defected KGB paranoids and war‑mongers is this excerpt from Commission Document 49, pages 41 and 42, which are also pages from an FBI Washington Field Office report in its 105‑37111 file:

On November 26, 1073 1963, PETER S. DERJABIN, an admitted former Soviet intelligence officer, furnished the following information concerning LEE HARVEY OSWALD and his wife:

Derjabin does not believe the Soviet government had any knowledge of OSWALD's plans to assassinate President KENNEDY;  However, he does believe that OSWALD and his wife had some con​nection with the Russian intelligence service.

He did recommend that Marina Oswald be put under surveil​lance and the FBI did do that, whether or not on his recommenda​tion.

To make a case that Nosenko could not be believed the CIA argued that he said the KGB never had any interest in Oswald and that it regarded him as undependable.  In this the CIA ignored its own records that I have saying that the Intourist guides and the employees of hotels open to foreigners were KGB.  So the KGB got its evaluation that way as Nosenko said.  In addition, Oswald was interviewed, by the KGB's companion intelligence service, the MVD.

But what the CIA was really worried about is that Nosenko said that the KGB suspected that Oswald was an American "sleeper" agent or agent in place (pages 626 ff.).  And as Dulles told his fellow Commissioners, it was not the FBI that has people working for it in the USSR.  It was the CIA (pages 48 ff.).

In short, much as the CIA's political idiots dominated by the Cold War belief and mythologies, particular that strange crew in Mexico City, may have believed that the USSR and/or Cuba were involved in the assassination, there not only was no rational reason to believe it, the CIA did not dare let anyone have access to Nosenko once the CIA learned from the FBI's reports, copies of which it gave the CIA promptly, what Nosenko said and that he was willing to testify in secret to the Commission.

Riebling's misuse of the FBI's leak of its five‑volume report, Commission Document 1 in the Commission's files, if he ever understood the FBI's reason for those leaks, serves to obscure what that leak also accomplished:  it wiped out the reason the CIA gave for putting Nosenko away under such subhuman conditions as soon as it knew what he told the FBI.

That leak, it should be emphasized, told all the sophisti​cated governments of the world and their intelligence services that our government had already concluded that Oswald was a lone assassin, and that there had not been any conspiracy.

But even as Riebling quotes the thrust of what from the profundity of his ignorance he refers to as a single leak, it does not say that Oswald was "a lone loony."  It says, Riebling's own words, that "Oswald was the lone and unaided assassin" (page 205).

As he continues to hoke up his case he goes into "certain sinister implications" of the assassination Angleton was "bothered," in "Golitsyn's ominous warning, "about a coming assassi​nation, by the alleged but non‑existing "mystery of Oswald's travels in the USSR and by other questions" he heaped on Sam Papich the morning after the assassination:

CIA had heard, for instance, that Kostikov had planned in advance to leave Mexico on November 22, and that a Cubana Air​lines flight to Havana was delayed for six hours on the tarmac in Mexico City the night of the assassination, waiting an unidenti​fied passenger.  ...The man had finally arrived at the airport in a twin‑engine aircraft, then failed to go through Customs, where he would have needed to identify himself by displaying a pass​port.  The Cubana plane took off and the mystery passenger rode in the cockpit, precluding any identification by the passengers.  Mexican surveillance soon established that Kostikov had remained in Mexico City . . . (page 205).

Riebling cites unnamed sources for some of this, newspaper of August 22, 1993 for Kostikov remaining in Mexico City.  He cites no source for the belief that Kostikov was to flee the day of the assassination and none for the Mexicans having him under surveillance.  On his part Epstein's notes are void on the entire pages Riebling gives as his source, page 249.

Because the CIA had Kostikov's phone tapped and taped what was said and then transcribed it, if Kostikov had mentioned leaving on that day over the phone, that would have appeared in the CIA transcripts and it does not.  Likewise, if the Mexicans had him under surveillance that also would have.  Moreover, if the Mexicans had Kostikov under the surveillance, the CIA would not have had to do that, as it did.

As it did, with completely negative results.  Nothing at all suspicious.

Then Riebling returns to the alleged Gilberto Lopez story he mentions two pages earlier.  Then, he accuses the FBI of failing to

follow up on information received by CIA headquarters from its Mexico Station on December 3, about the suspicious activities of Gilberto Lopez, a Cuban American who left the U.S. for Cuba the day after the assassination.  Lopez's itinerary was confirmed by several sources, including one who reported hearing, according to a March 20, 1964 memo to the Director of CIA from Mexico Station, ‘that Gilberto Lopez, U.S. citizen, was involved in President Kennedy's assassination.’

Riebling says the FBI later "could not account for their failure to pursue the "Lopez lead" (page 203).  His source?  None at all on page 203 where it should be.

On page 205 Riebling adds to his mystery thriller that among the questions that "swirled around" Lopez besides this alleged FBI non‑investigation is that "Lopez had lived in Tampa, which was Santos Trafficante's base of operations..."

As Riebling continues to strain this poor gnat for a page, without realizing that he pretends that Lopez could have been the assassin in quoting a CIA source he does not identify as saying that "At twelve noon on the Day" after the assassination "Lopez entered Mexico on foot from Laredo, Texas."

Not as he has just said, that Lopez got to Mexico City six hours later on a twin-engine plane.

For this entire page Riebling cites but a single source, and that is for a tiny part of what follows and is unrelated.  He has no source on any of this.

But what kind of assassin, what kind of assassination conspiracy is it that has the assassin escaping on foot?  And a day late, when all the warnings are all over the world?

Without any source he says that Lopez was "`the only passen​ger allowed on that plane.'"

And what kind of editing did Riebling have when the editor did not note that only one page earlier Riebling gave this entirely different account, "that a "Cubana flight to Havana was delayed for six hours, " with its passengers sitting and sweating away, until the man said to have been Lopez arrived not on foot but in a twin‑engine plane, did not go through customs and sat in the cockpit not to be identified by those passengers.  I once sat for considerable less than six hours and where it was not as hot as in Mexico City and in an hour, not six, it was close to un​bearable.  So not only does that part have no credibility, Rie​bling has two version of the same irrelevancy.

For all this sensationalization of the most undependable of sources what Riebling omits in this the CIA records also show:  there was nothing to it!    It's Mexico City sum​maries of all communications between it and headquarters do reflect that the jumping beans in the minds of those at the station did try to excite headquarters and the FBI with that nonsense, in the end the CIA itself dropped it as meaningless.

Not only does Riebling not report this, it is one of the many factors that should have suggested to him that he get solid confirmation for all that flooded out of that station that could have started World War III if Washington had not forced them to try and get their feet on the ground.

He also keeps it a secret that the FBI and CIA were together at the embassy there, so the CIA had direct access to the FBI there.  The problem with that is that the FBI was staffed by hard‑headed "show me" guys and the CIA could not show a damned thing.

Soul of intellectual honesty that he is, Riebling does not report that it was proven, even to the satisfaction of those CIA Mexico City crazies, that there was nothing to the Lopez story at all.

But Riebling is determined to build his as a conspiracy case, one of them, anyway, and he proceeds to try and cook one of them on a high burner.  He refers to the CIA intercepting a phone conversation between the Cuban president and its ambassador in which allegedly President Dorticos was interested in learning whether the police had questioned Duran about "money" (page 206).  His source note, the only one for all he says on that entire pages, is "ibid".  This is incomprehensible.  The preceding note, for the preceding page, is "Lopez:  see note for p. 203." (page 502)  But the notes for page 203 (pages 501‑2) make no mention at all of this intercept, the president or his ambassador or Duran and money or of Lopez.

Aside from which I do not recall anything like this in the CIA's own disclosure of that intercepted phone conversation.

Moreover, and to a doubt who also questions Riebling's integrity, there can be a reason for his insertion of this unsourced report that the Cuban president asked the Cuban ambassa​dor if Duran had been questioned about money.  We come to that soon enough.

Riebling also has no source for Thomas "Mann, the U.S. Ambassador, telling Washington that he believed `that Dorticos' preoccupation with the money angle of interrogation of Silvia Duran' corroborated `the strong possibility that a down payment was made to Oswald in the Cuban embassy here...'"

"Strong possibility" here means none at all.

Source, especially for that direct quotation?  None.

Epitome of thoroughness in scholarship that Riebling was touted, he is talking about the confessed fabrication of the Nicaraguan intelligence agent Gilberto Alvarado Ugarte.  Mann swallowed that hook line and stinker that Alvarado was and obvi​ously was.

What the CIA records disclosed two decades ago and added to under the compulsion of the 1992 law reflect is that from the first Mann was pressuring Washington to "do something" to Castro over this obvious fabrication, that "something" being only war.

After about a page of mumbo‑jumbo about intelligence trade​craft (pages 206‑7), Riebling says that, “A CIA report of the period asserted flatly that both Oswald and his Soviet‑born wife (she then was in fact still a Soviet citizen) had been recruited by the KGB.  ...CIA analysts specu​lated that the Soviets were running a terrorist training camp in Minsk,” where Oswald was.  Riebling's source?  That requires consultation with his special and unique code, a special form of "scholarship."  His note for all of this and more that inspired gagging is "SDUT, 8/14/93."  With all that CIA itself Scholar Riebling has to quote the right‑wing San Diego newspaper which on page 466 his code says SDUT means?

We have seen that special "CIA report" says Oswald and his wife were KGB.  Derjabin's.

It is as dependable as Golitsyn's belch.

And as in his vaunted thoroughness Riebling fails to say, it was clearly established by our government that there is no such training facility in or near Minsk.

We skip more of this while the stomach settles a bit only to have it stirred up again on the very next page where Riebling says of the hogwash the beginning of which I quoted verbatim earlier, "Angleton also took seriously the observations ​marshaled in a November 25 memo by defector Deriabin."  (The name is anglicized both ways.)

Does this scholar have that Derjabin insanity he cites?  No.  He was getting all those records from the CIA but not that one, either.  He cites (pages 502) "Deriabin memo to CIA.  11/27/63, BG, 8/25/93."

"BG" translates into the newspaper, The Boston Globe.  Does anyone believe that it reprinted in full all eight small type‑face single spaced pages?

So he does not quote a CIA memo.  He quotes a Boston  version of a non‑CIA memo by Derjabin.  They are not the same by any means.

Of course my concept of scholarships, especially of thorough scholarship, raises substantial questions about this new‑math species of it.  But when Riebling was for all that time in the CIA's reading room and when he was getting all that speedy help from it while other got nothing for decades, it does appear to be new‑mathy to cite the CIA's records from newspapers on opposite coasts.  Especially when that Derjabin report was disclosed in May, 1976, and has been available in the CIA's reading room and at the National Archives, which according to Riebling also ex​tended itself for him, ever since May of 1976.

And so it is that we have to take Riebling's word for it, that what Derjabin "marshaled" in those weird pages is "observa​tions".

Next Riebling skips again to Nosenko (pages 209‑19).  He says that in Geneva in 1964 Nosenko told Bagley that the KGB was "frightened" of Oswald.  Strange this is not in all those Bagley records of the CIA the FBI let me have.  Or in those lengthy FBI reports of its interviews with Nosenko.  Or on all those pages of Hart's testimony.  But then it is not in Rie​bling's source notes, either.

In all of this gibberish Riebling never gets around to reporting that the CIA believed, thanks to Golitsyn's persuasive​ness and its desire to believe the palpably false, that "Nosenko was "dispatched" by the KGB to "disinform" about it and about Oswald.  It was all proven false long before Riebling started on his fanciful novel in non‑fiction form and there is no point in repeating what is stated above about this.  Before he slithers back the intellectual sewers with Golitsyn again, Riebling finds it possible to sneak some anti‑Kennedy falsification in and hold them jointly responsible for its monstrous abuse of Nosenko.  He says (page 210), "The Justice Department approved Nosenko's being jailed on CIA property."  Naturally, he has no source on this in his source notes (page 503).  Note that Riebling is careful to restrict what he says to Nosenko's being  on CIA property.  But his readers will assume that includes the entire wretched, anti‑American business of torture and planned liquidation.  Now from what he has cited, Riebling could have been authoritative.  He could have cited Hart's testimony.  But then Hart made it clear that the deal was with Katzenbach only and that nobody had the slightest notion of what the CIA was doing to Nosenko.

And to Riebling's credit, although he does not use this tidbit of aberrant honesty as I do, he does say that when Bagley went to Geneva to meet with Nosenko in 1964, with "Angleton's blessing."  He went there convinced before talking to Nosenko that he "was a provocateur sent in part to discredit Golitsyn."  What Bagley really went for was to "continue playing along, to see what the Soviet's game might be" (page 209).

Is there any wonder that the real history of the CIA is disaster after disaster, with no real intelligence accomplish​ments of its own except in propaganda; that it failed miserably any time real intelligence was needed, especially when wars broke out that did involve our national security or, worse, was wrong about them?

And that with this record that would shame a Keystone Kop, apprentice grade, he was actually promoted for it, to be assist​ant Soviet bloc division chief.

Those most professional of paranoid nuts never did lose their faith in Golitsyn, who was suspect to all others from the very outset, as indicated above.

This is how Riebling leads into that chapter, "11.  Molehunt."

(Note.  With this are copies of that Derjabin memo and the FBI WFO report cites from CD 49)

The real "sinister implications" in this is that it is all in varying degrees fabrication and misrepresentation and that this opposite of scholarship can be widely published and believed and with that revise our history into Riebling's fiction.
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