Harold Weisberg
Riebling’s “Wedge:” How the FBI Caused the JFK Assassination


Chapter 7

Who is Bogus?
Endlessly trying to accredit Golitsyn's ravings that cannot be accredited, and at the same time give some credibility to his own and Golitsyn's baseless line that the KGB was involved in the assassination, Riebling devotes a chapter to that.  It is titled "Molehunt."  It begins:

IN SEPTEMBER 1964, the Warren Commission formally found that Oswald was the lone assassin of President Kennedy, but Angleton's secret probe continued throughout the decade.  "The Warren Com​mission report should have left a wider window for [the] contin​gency... that there was Soviet and/or Cuban KGB and/or DGI) connection with Oswald," a Top Secret CIA review later related.  "That, indeed, was the opinion at the working level, particularly in the counterintelligence component in the CIA."  Like the idea that Nosenko was bogus, such suspicions were inseparable from Golitsyn's allegations about moles, for, if Department 13 had in fact conspired to kill the president, they would have surely wanted to control the investigation afterward.  As it happened, routine procedure dictated that CIA's Soviet Division be respon​sible for determining whether there was any KGB connection ‑ but this was the very division which Angleton suspected was infil​trated by the KGB.  And if the Soviets had indeed penetrated the Soviet Division and received feedback from it, that would, in turn, explain how it could have tailored for Nosenko a perfectly uncheckable "legend" for Oswald's Soviet years.  Thus, part of the reason Angleton's CI shop had taken over the Kennedy probe in December 1963 was a fear of manipulation by Soviet moles (page 219).

By now it should not surprise that Riebling gives no source for almost all of this.

Not on how Angleton was qualified to investigate the assassination without knowledge of the basic official fact most of which is not in the Report.

And in much less than that decade, regardless of what Rie​bling says, he quotes from an unidentified alleged Top Secret CIA "review" it was to the CIA's satisfaction, as we have seen in Hart's testimony, that rather than "that Nosenko was bogus," he was legitimate and his accusers were official established as bogus.  By the CIA itself.

There was no sane reason to believe that the KGB Department 13 was behind the assassination, not even any flimsy justifica​tion for saying that it "would have surely wanted to control the investigation" when it could not control either the FBI or the Commission, those doing the so‑called investigation, not the CIA.

This sort of rational thinking is foreign to the nutty imaginings with which Riebling starts this chapter the sole basis for which was wiped out by the CIA's own detailed and exhaustive investigation to which Hart testified. 

The CIA had been ODed by Golitsyn for two years before the assassination.  As was true of the FBI, the CIA should at the very least have had substantial doubts about both what he said and his self‑concept.  Hart did not testify to the date the CIA certified that Golitsyn was far-out paranoid but there was little possibility of rational people not wedded to his craziness and to Cold War extreme could have had much to do with him and place any trust in him at all.

There was, as Hart also made clear, never any real basis for having any question about Nosenko.  That, as we have seen, was contrived by the Angletonians to protect their prize nut Golit​syn.

What this also makes clear is that to the CIA the fact of the assassination was immaterial.  At least to Angleton and to those who allowed him to waste ten years and all that represents in money and manpower taken from legitimate, rational counter‑intelligence.  All that Riebling postulates and attributes to Angleton and others means and can mean nothing at all when the established, official fact of the assassination is considered.

What this really says and means is that to Riebling and to those he champions what is real is what is not real, and what is not real is what is really real.  It is that bad!

Once there was a basis in fact in the official investiga​tions, it was worse than foolish to spend time in theorizing until it was established that a factual basis did not rule those theories out.  As with this nonsense it does.  Did very soon.  And Angleton wasted a decade on "investigating."  What in the world was there for him to "probe" when he knew nothing about this established fact and made no effort to learn it?

It is a fiction for Riebling to say that because he was so sure the Soviets had a mole in the CIA's Soviet bloc Angleton had to "take over" the CIA"'s "Kennedy probe."  Whatever they did or may have done, they were not probing the assassination.  Not in any way or at any time.  They were trying to make the Cold War get hot.

Riebling continues,

But then Nosenko had arrived, only one month later, which put the Soviet Division right back in the middle of things.  Had the KGB determined to send him only after their moles' access to the assassination probe was cut off, and the KGB's ability to manipulate it ended?  Nosenko's timely arrival with a manipulative message was one more whorl that fit the general pattern, and one more reason for Angleton to pursue Golitsyn's penetration leads with renewed vigor.  As coming years were to show, however, the hunt for moles could only succeed if FBI and CIA played on the same team to find them (pages 219‑220).

Long before Riebling's reversal of the classic roman a clef was published there was the very public disproof of his propagan​da line that the FBI was responsible for any KGB mole in the CIA.

(A roman a clef is defined, by Random House, as "a novel that represents historical events under the guise of fiction."  What Riebling has done is to pretend that he has written a work of non‑fiction about historical events when he has written fic​tion.)

This switch, this reversal, was in the sensational Ames case, the CIA agent who on his own initiative became a KGB mole.  That he could for as long as he did is directly attributable in what has been disclosed officially and in court, to the CIA's keeping secrets from the FBI, to its not trusting the FBI with all the many and obvious questions about Ames and his sudden wealth.

This is really to say that the supposedly most professional spooks do not know a mole when he lives with and works with them, when they see him, one of their own.

Riebling continues, making a spectacle of himself to all who know anything at all about the assassination, or about Golitsyn, or Angleton or any of the others with more silly puffery so utterly ignorant he is unaware that he is writing a spoof of himself:

TO DIRECT THE SEARCH for penetrations, Angleton had created a Special Investigations Group (SIG) eventually headed by Newton Scott Miler.  A husky man with the unflappable face of a big‑league baseball umpire, Miler had been chief of station in Ethio​pia before joining Angleton's CI Staff.  Managing the molehunt on a daily basis was a thankless job, likely to take years and yet never be resolved unless a confession was gained.  All the while, Miler would be doing business on a daily basis with some of the people he was investigating, yet he had to deal with them as if nothing were wrong.  "The whole idea was to avoid speculation or rumors to avoid creating a general climate of suspicion," Miler would say.  "All we had was an allegation.  That didn't make the guy guilty.  It didn't make him innocent.  But there had to be an investigation.  And at some point, procedure usually required that this be done in conjunction with the FBI" (page 220).

Miler was, in fact, part of the ring of crazies Angleton had around him.  There was not a thing they could do that was any better than speculate and what they did lacked the basis rational speculation requires.

This and the rest of this incredible paranoid persistence in flying into the face of reality Riebling wrote long after the official CIA investigation established Nosenko's bona fides, found Golitsyn paranoid, dumped Angleton and all the others so respect​ed and quotable to Riebling, Miler included.

Then, pretending that after all these years Nosenko was proven to be a spy, which is the exact opposite of the reality, Riebling continues to use this sick stuff to blast the FBI ‑ for being proven to have been right all along by the CIA itself!

Alas, sharing a case with the Bureau could sometimes work against CIA's desire to keep things hushed.  From the Agency's standpoint, the best way to neutralize a spy was to ask for his cooperation, play him, use him as penetration or as a deception channel.  But Miler knew that the Bureau's way of neutralizing a suspect was often to confront him, arrest him, "and really de​stroy him, in the sense that he was no longer useful."

"The idea that the FBI wasn't doing its job, and wasn't capable of doing its job, was an attitude that permeated a lot of our search for penetrations, and caused some conflict between the FBI and the CIA," Miler later lamented (page 220).

In this Riebling ridicules himself along with Miler and the others because for all this silly pontificating about the FBI, right in their midst, one of their own, a case that required no theorizing at all and virtually slapped them all in the face every day, they ignored.  That alone cost the lives of dozens of CIA spies, as the court records public before this book appeared proves and innumerable official CIA statements confirm in the greatest detail.

Oblivious of the fact that he was spoofing himself in his writing along with all the others who failed and he regards as simply wonderful, he continues with what is delicious self‑ridicule:

It wasn't just that Hoover himself didn't understand coun​terintelligence, as even his own men acknowledged.  It was the way his organization was made to reflect that ignorance.  Because of the Bureau's lack of interest in historical research, Miler found it "awfully difficult, in what has become known as the 'molehunt,' to follow up anything that wasn't totally specific.  We couldn't just go to the FBI and say, `It has to do with this area, this kind of information, and in 1953 our suspect was here, in 1954 he was there.  Go after it.'  The FBI wasn't equipped to do that; they didn't have the base of knowledge to investigate penetrations (page 221).

The FBI did not "understand counterintelligence" but the CIA, meaning most of all the career spy‑hunters who never turned one up, Angleton and his claque of Three Stooges, they did "under​stand counterintelligence" when all the while they were going nuts with and over that prime nut Golitsyn CIA spies were being killed.

They alone "understand counterintelligence" when they didn't spot their own Ames when he was daily violating intelligence tradecraft and with all the basis for suspicions never did "follow up anything," when it was as "totally specific" as the open trails Ames left to follow ‑ inside their own headquarters he was, too. 

If there ever was a classic how‑not‑to‑do‑it counterintelligence case, one proven overwhelmingly and without question and that officially, a case publicly acknowledged, paid for and apologized for and telecast coast to coast, that is what this Golitsyn‑Angleton‑CIA business with Nosenko was.  Yet a decade and a half after it so thoroughly exposed here is Riebling making James Bond of the one most inexcusably guilty in the CIA!

There now is little point in carrying any more of Golitsyn's or Angleton's or Bagley's or Miler's coal to Riebling's Newscastle but in this farce of a chapter there is a little that is too precious to omit entirely.  Like this on page 224:

Hoover had come to suspect that the main source of the mole allegations, Anatoliy Golitsyn, might himself be a disinformant under KGB control.  It is unclear when Hoover's suspicion first emerged, but it was well known to Angleton by 1967, when he reprimanded Soviet Division officer Bagley, who was writing a report on the Nosenko matter, for questioning Golitsyn's veraci​ty.  According to Bagley's memo of one of their arguments, "Chief CI [Angleton] said he did not see how CIA could submit a final report to the Bureau if it contained suggestions that Golitsyn 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 Golitsyn himself was a provocateur and a penetration agent."

There seem to have been two pillars to Hoover's position.  First was the fact that Golitsyn kept asking to see FBI files.  If Golitsyn redefected, or was in contact with Soviet agents, or even if he was genuine but was kidnapped by the Russians, FBI secrets could be lost; therefore, the intensity of his interest in Bureau files evoked great distrust.  Second, Golitsyn's disinfor​mation thesis had led to a situation where, as Miler put it, "You had a bunch of CIA guys throwing darts at the FBI's sources."

What these ninnies living story‑book lives in the real world simply refuse to admit to themselves is that it simply was not possible to have anything to do with Golitsyn, unless you were one of that CIA crew of Cold War nuts, without at the least suspecting him and when what he said was examined impartially it was obvious he could not be trusted at all despite his career in the KGB and what he could have learned there.  This is the char​acter who, when he was brought here, refused to talk to anyone at all less than the President himself!

There simply is no question about it, Golitsyn did "lie" to the CIA about Nosenko.  Yet here is Bagley, perhaps Riebling's James Bond # 3, stating that they do not dare let Hoover have the proof of Golitsyn's lies about Nosenko.  And the reason?  The Hoover they belittle and condemn was right about Golitsyn all along.

Whether Golitsyn was working for the KGB is of little im​port.  He came close to immobilizing much of the CIA, wasted enormous amounts of time and money for it, and nothing served the KGB's interest more than that.  If it is added to this serious enough self‑indictment the fact the Hoover and the FBI were right and the CIA was wrong, then whatever the degree of noncooperation between the agencies, and it was never the formal and complete rupture Riebling says it was, then it was the CIA that was re​sponsible.  Why should Hoover or the FBI trust those who were spilling their guts to one who had all the earmarks of a KGB mole inside the CIA, Golitsyn?  And how could any counterintelligence function inside the government trust those in the CIA who not only trusted the clearly paranoid Golitsyn, but handed him all kinds of secrets?

The rest of this chapter does not even have a pretended connection with the assassination or anything that in even Rie​bling's or Angleton's or Golitsyn's or Bagley's or Miler's mind could have even a remote connection with it so we are spared that added suffering.

Riebling tries to make Golitsyn other than the dangerous, egomaniacal, lying great danger he was and there is no way that can be done.

The fourth and last chapter of the Book Three has the title that Riebling uses as the book's title.  There is much that Riebling has written about, that he bases his theory and accusa​tions on that he does not touch in his Book Three.  What he does do there is rehash some of his conspiracy theories that have no relevance to the crime.  In it he continues to try to make a villain of Nosenko and to justify what cannot be justified that the CIA, particularly those in it he regards and treats as heroes, did that was so hurtful and so dangerous to the country and to its intelligence service.  In the course of this, without so intending, he cannot help justifying the FBI's lack of trust in the CIA over all of this.  In effect he justifies the FBI's position that he blames for the impasse with the CIA which in turn he argues ‑ absolutely baselessly ‑ led to the assassination.

He begins this chapter trying to make the case that the JFK assassination was a "kickback" from the plots against Castro ‑ that Castro did it seeking revenge.  There never was any basis for such thinking, Riebling's effort, like that of the CIA which he quotes, often without citing his sources, is with complete disregard for the factual evidence developed officially and more than merely accessible to him, as all along it had been to the CIA.

He gets into this by finally admitting that Bagley had indeed pondered how the CIA could liquidate its Nosenko problem without yet indicating that it was a problem that did not exist until the CIA created it.  In reporting on Bagley's notes, those handwritten ones I note above the CIA got the House assassins to suppress ‑ and for this Riebling has a deceptive source note ‑ he confirms my recollection of the telecast of Hart's testimony and, unnoticed by his adulating reviewers, underscores the committee's and the CIA's dishonesty about that.  What the committee printed as its exhibit that I noted appeared to have been torn does not include the seven options Bagley wrote out in longhand.  And yet was not fully what Hart had testified to.  One of those notes that Hart testified to considered flying Nosenko over the ocean and dropping him into it.  This was a reported CIA practice in Viet Nam and Anna Marie Kuhns‑Walko tells me she found a CIA record indicating that it had done that with some to it undesir​ables in Florida (page 237).

Riebling's alleged sources for Bagley's options that are not in the Hart published testimony reads "Bagley notes, n.d. [c. 9/66], quoted at Hart testimony, 8/15/78, p. 525, TK."

At the top of that page Hart does testify to those three of his seven options.  But as the committee published its exhibit on page 536 the CIA managed not to have first four included.  This, naturally enough, Riebling does not go into, not when he is the CIA's partisan and when his thinking duplicates that of Angleton and his band of like‑minded political stupidities.

Consulting Riebling's list of the special code he invented for his sources discloses nothing that is or can be interpreted to be whatever he has for "TK." (page 466)

As the whole Nosenko fiasco started coming apart Helms gave the problem to his deputy director, Admiral Rufus Taylor.  He, as Riebling says, "moved not only to head off a possible scandal over conditions of Nosenko's incarceration, but to contain `enormous damage' which the dispute had already done relations between CIA and FBI.  ...It would be almost two years before such matters brought FBI‑CIA relations to their most desperate phase ‑ catalyzing disagreements over Golitsyn's thesis.  ...In the meantime, new questions about the assassination, raised both publicly and in secret, would make the problem of Nosenko's bona fides and message even more pressing."  Consistent with the propaganda vehicle this book is for the CIA and the nuts in it that devastated it, Riebling puts the problem in the exact opposite for reality.  The problem was not of Nosenko's bona fides.  It was the bona fides the CIA gave Golitsyn despite the obvious fact that he had none.  Riebling has yet to mention that the CIA found him to be paranoid (pages 237‑8).

This is how he eases into the Castro kickback theory that never had any credibility to the informed and had they not been the captive of their own vices they had to hide and their convoluted Cold War thinking it would have been obvious to all the supposed analysts in the CIA.

With Kennedy Castro's insurance as the result of the settle​ment of the 1962 Cuba Missile Crisis, there is no possibility at all that Castro would have had him assassinated.  Even the USSR could not ‑ and did not ‑ give Castro such assurances.

Riebling also has yet to mention the publicly‑known fact that before the assassination JFK was dealing with Castro looking to negotiating a settlement of their differences, at the United Nations with our ambassador, William Attwood, and unofficially with Jean Daniel as his intermediary.  Daniel, the respected French correspondent, was with Castro when word of the JFK assas​sination reached him.  Daniel's account is of Castro as a devas​tated man deeply troubled about the danger to the world that assassination meant.  From all appearances it was the opposite reaction than could be expected from the man behind the deed.

Without once suggesting that what he says more than justi​fies the FBI's reluctance to trust the CIA Riebling begins admit​ting that what the CIA was up to was leaking and was widely known, that it was dealing with and trusting people who could not be trusted and that its plots against Castro were no secret at all.  Ultimately, this caused the Agency "to reassess security" (page 238).

In the course of admitting a little more that was well and publicly known about those CIA plots against Castro Riebling says the CIA had to "consider whether these plots  might have `turned around' to cause Kennedy's death" (page 239).

The CIA came to recognize that "CIA's plots were probably known not only to Castro but also to the FBI."  As the incomplete admissions continue Riebling admits using Sam Papich to say it for him, that the FBI would not be "able to do anything about mobsters such as Rosselli or Trafficante because of `their previ​ous activities with you people.'"  Riebling then uses this to argue his case that the "Wedge" caused the JFK assassination, "If Trafficante and his assassins (sic) were immunized from prosecu​tion because of participation in CIA's anti‑Castro plots, could they not have had a 'free shot' against President Kennedy?  And could not communist intelligence, by using anti‑Castro assets tainted by `CIA fingerprints,' force the government to cover up any and all evidence of a communist role ‑ as indeed the govern​ment had done" (pages 239‑40).

Don't look for a source.  There is and there can be none for this irrelevant silliness.

Taking the last first, there was not and there never was any "evidence" of any "communist role" in the assassination.  That was the invention of the Golitsyn‑minded.  There was neither evidence nor reason to suspect it.

In the course of his extreme and unfounded conjecturing to defend the CIA, which Riebling uses his book to do, he does not recognize the condemnation inherent in what he here says:  that it wildly and irresponsibly engaged in practices that could lead to the assassination of a President and that those who assassinated the President would be immune because they had worked for the CIA!

He also does not realize that he has still again justified the FBI's not trusting the CIA over those with whom it dealt.

Trafficante had no "assassins" and there is no evidence that he did.

Here because Riebling has hoked this Trafficante business up he does not mention the other Mafia don involved in this CIA plot.  He was Sam "Momo" Giancana, Chicago boss, and he, like Roselli, was liquidated because they talked.

It is straightforwardly dishonest for Riebling to say that what the government covered up about the JFK assassination is "all evidence of a communist role" in it.  There never was any such evidence.  That too is an invention of the Golitsyn‑minded.  It never had any credibility and it had and has no factual sup​port.

Propagandist that he is Riebling quotes a CIA memo for which he gives no source to carry this propaganda that is without foundation forward:

'the belief that there was Soviet and/or Cuban (KGB and/or DGI) connection with Oswald' would `persist and grow' until there was `a full disclosure' of `all elements of Oswald's han​dling and stay in the Soviet Union and his contacts in Mexico City' ‑ or until Nosenko was broken.  By summer 1967, as Helms later admitted, the agency's investigation of Nosenko `reflected the concern for working hypothesis among many officers working on those matters that the Soviets might have been involved in this [i.e., the Kennedy assassination] in some fashion and the Cubans might have been involved . . .' (page 240).

This also is propaganda for which there is no support in fact or in reason.  Except for the fact that the CIA's nuts were making things up wildly, consistent with their Cold War thinking if not from other complications, and they did invent, without basis in fact or reason, what is dignified by referring to it as no worse than a hypothesis.  Not a word of it is that.  Not a single one.

And worst of all as it involves Riebling's personal and professional integrity is that he makes no mention at all of the real cause of the CIA's Mexico City concerns or those of Ambassa​dor Mann to which Riebling has made merely the slightest mention.  This is not an accident or carelessness.  If for example Riebling had once mentioned the name of Gilberto Alvarado Ugarte his whole Mexico argument would vaporize.  So, he does not mention Alvarado Ugarte.  Or tell the full Mann story, at least as fully as it is known.

But taking the dishonesty from the top, there is absolutely nothing at all that can be called any Oswald KGB or DGI connec​tion.  That is complete fabrication and it is one of the reasons for that unprecedented abuse of Nosenko and all those CIA efforts to "break" him.  There is nothing that Nosenko told the FBI about Oswald in Russia that did not appear to be credible and there is none of it that does not have support in the official evidence.  Of which Riebling is happily totally ignorant and to which the CIA never once makes any mention. 

Here I emphasize that there is an abundance of information about Oswald in the official evidence.  Particularly his writ​ings.  They were secret.  They are voluminous.  And they are all anti‑Soviet and anti‑US Communist.  Beginning when he was a boy.  And then there is the little mentioned testimony, that his favor​ite book was the anti‑Communist classic, Orwell's The Animal Farm.

The only such connection oozed from the sick political minds of the Golitsyn claque.  There was and there is no basis for any of it in any degree.

There is nothing that Oswald ever did that was pro‑Soviet or pro‑Castro.  It was the opposite.  The Cubans in Mexico City even denounced him to his face.  If it was Oswald in person.  Some question that it was.

On Monday, September 18, 1978, by happenstance an anniver​sary that will interest us, Eusabio Azque Lopez testified before the House assassins committee  (3HSCA 126ff).  Azque, a Cuban who emigrated to Mexico in 1944, was then retired.  He had been the Cuban consul in Mexico City from the time Castro's revolution defeated the Batista military dictatorship.  In Mexico he had been an architect.  He had seen and spoken to Oswald three times when Oswald appeared at the consulate seeking a Cuban transit visa allegedly on his planned way to the USSR.  On one of those occasions Oswald or the man claiming to be Oswald lost control of himself and caused quite a ruckus.  That is when Azque told him he was no friend of the Cuban revolution.

Azque was quite specific in attesting that the man he saw and spoke to when seeking a visa was not the man whose pictures are on the visa application. (3HSCA136)  He also testified that when he saw the film of Ruby killing Oswald he then could not recognize Oswald as the man with whom he'd had that argument in the Cuban consulate.  "I did not recognize him when I first saw him (in that film)."  He also testified, "And I had a clear mental picture because we had had an unpleasant discussion and he had not been very pleasant with me.  ...The man who went to the consulate was a man over 30 years of age and very thin, thin faced.  And the individual I saw in the movie was a young man, considerably younger, and a full face."  His hair was "blond, dark blond." (3HSCA136)

Shown other pictures and questioned further, Azque insisted that the man who he saw three times at the consulate and with whom he had had that "unpleasant" discussion was not the Oswald he saw in the various pictures of him the committee showed him.

Alfredo Mirabal Diaz also testified to that committee the same day. (3HSCA173 ff.)  Mirabal succeeded Azque, who was preparing to retire in September, 1963, the time Oswald went to Mexico.  He had been attracted by the commotion of the Azque‑Oswald "discus​sion."  He was never close to Oswald ("About four meters away"), so he "did not observe him with any great deal of interest," but "The image I have of him, I believe that the answer is yes, that he is the same person."  Or, he believed other than Azque, that the man at the consulate was Oswald. (3HSCA174)

Duran had been questioned by the committee staff on June 6, 1978 in Mexico.  She and Duran were divorced and she remarried.  Although her name when question was given as "Silvia Tirado (Duran)" she is identified in the transcript of that questioning solely as "Tirado."  The committee lawyer likewise is identified only as "Cornwell." (3HSCA 6‑119)  She had been scheduled to be the first witness that day and had agreed to be but was not there.  Cornwell explained that she had developed "an unexpected business engagement."  He added that "The Mexican government," by which she was then employed, "agreed that she could come to the United States and testify at these hearings today."  So the transcript of the earlier questioning was substituted for her live testimony before the Committee on nationwide TV and radio.

It seems to be obvious that if the committee had been en​tirely satisfied with the transcript of that June questioning they would not have arranged for her live appearance and would not have planned to expend the not inconsiderable amount of money bringing her up entailed.  It also seems odd that when she had agreed to appear and testify, with all her expenses paid and her employer giving her that time off, she did not avail herself of what amounted to a free, all‑expense paid vacation in Washington.  Her plane fare, her hotel (and the committees did not use flea​bags, they used good hotels), her food and local transportation were paid for her and what little also she needed for that stay, other than buying expensive luxuries or gifts, would easily be covered by the prescribed witness fees.

But whatever that "unexpected" business as a government Social Security clerk may have been, the committee accepted it and gave no further explanation of her no‑show. 

If the committee had really wanted her there she would have been there.  The Mexican government that beat her up and defamed her for the CIA would have seen to it that she was there.  But there are some things in the transcript of her questioning that although the committee published them it was not interested in attracting attention to them.  As we see below, that I have both thought and spoken of them as the House assassins committee at that late date, 15 years after the fake Alvarado Ugarte effort to start World War III was confessed, without mention of his name or story while a left‑handed effort was made to confirm some of the details he made up and has confessed to making this up.

In the next sentence, for all the world as though it were true, Riebling quotes Helms as saying that the CIA conducted a real investigation of Nosenko.  That was the one thing the CIA did not do about him.  All its effort was directed at seeing to it that they could phony up a case against him and in that buttress their animated disaster Golitsyn and all the crazy theories he came up with and Angleton and his associated paranoids just loved.

Nor is there either indication of or any reason to believe that the CIA made any effort at all to learn from either the FBI or the Commission what they had established about the fact of the assassination.  Obviously the CIA could not conduct any real investigation without knowledge of the fact that had been estab​lished.  The assassination of a President is not something that can be "investigated" without beginning with the basic fact that has been established.

What is no less a self‑condemnation by Riebling and by Helms, quoted as saying that nonexistent investigation of Nosen​ko "reflected the concern or working hypothesis among many offi​cers working on these matters that the Soviets might have been involved in this [i.e., the Kennedy assassination] in some fash​ion and that Cubans might have been involved..." (page 240) ‑ for all of which Riebling has no source, none at all (page 506).

Quite aside from that non‑existing investigation of Nosenko, the traditional and supposedly still the basis of intelligence is analysis.  Not what became the focus of the CIA, dirty tricks, overthrowing governments, intruding into elections and a little bit of "wet jobs."  There is no competent analyst who would have endorsed what Helms said by analysis of the existing information.  Except to political nuts and paranoids, it is obvious that neither the USSR nor Cuba preferred Johnson to Kennedy.  Both were at the time of the assassination hoping to work out mutually‑satisfactory arrangement with him ‑ on his initiative and theirs.  These were ongoing.  He and Khrushehev had exchanged some 40 private letters on this.  There was no such possibility with Johnson and knowing him, they knew it.

In this single paragraph Riebling telegraphs to any percep​tive reader that he is not a scholar and is a flack.  He is flacking for the CIA, which is addressing the most subversive of crimes as one writes a dime novel, as a flimsy story not a grim fact.  In this he accepts Helms' word as something that not be questioned at all or in any way.  If Helms says it is true no matter how obviously it is not true.  He does that without regard for Helms' clear public record ‑ of being a very big liar.  As when he told the American Newspaper Publishers Association, when he was the first CIA Director to make a speech in public, "trust us ‑ we do not target on Americans."  At that very time Helms' CIA was targeting enormous resource in violation of the law in Operation Chaos, as the Church committee brought to light.  In it the CIA was trying to and to a degree did disrupt the anti‑Viet Nam War movement.  It was prohibited from any domestic activity by law and it was forbidden to spend any tax money in any such effort.  So, at the very time he sought the support of the ANPA, Helms was lying his head off to it and he was violating the law in what he did that he lied about.  He was also a liar and knew he was a liar in other targeting on Americans that was also exposed by the Senate investigation in intercepting and copying mail inside the United States.  The FBI did the intercepting at a number of post offices for the CIA, to which it delivered that mail.

Including mine and with that interfering with my being published.

With what the Church committee exposed being public and with Riebling being familiar with at least its report, coded in his strange source codes as FR‑I, FR‑II and FR‑III, he had to have known that the Helms whose word he treats as beyond mortal ques​tioning was in fact a world‑class liar.

Because most of us simply cannot compare what Riebling writes with his convoluted source notes that do not accord with normal and standard sourcing it is not possible to determine whether or not he lies in saying (on page 241) that as of the summer of 1967 there were "several best‑selling attacks on the Warren Report."  Of these his source note (on page 506) says that the FBI and CIA were "most worried" about Epstein's Inquest, which this scholar does not even identify.  Whether or not the CIA did say that it is not true.

It was never a best‑seller in hardback.  My self‑published Whitewash:  The Report on the Warren Report, which was not a best‑seller in its original printing, bombed his book that fol​lowed it within a few months.  Its sale was past its prime and it was in paperback as of the time of which Riebling writes.  While in paperback, which is usually not the standard of best‑seller determination, Whitewash did very well by then with a first print of a quarter of a million copies and its fourth printing that June.

In normal hardback evaluations the one and only best‑seller as of that time was Mark Lane's Rush to Judgement.  He and it got enormously more attention than Epstein's really small work.

What it probably is that thinking as Epstein did and coming from that political segment Riebling is puffing up his own polit​ical perspective and writing.  But there was little in Inquest to give the CIA any "worry" at all and so far as the FBI is con​cerned, Epstein treats it like Riebling treats the CIA in this book.  Nothing for it to get uptight about. Riebling then returns to his efforts to give a pro‑Golitsyn cast to what he presents as a diligent look at what Nosenko said by the Golitsyn claque in the CIA.  What he finds worthy of criticism here is not that but what disputed it, Bruce Solie's report for the office of security, the one that the CIA finally decided was correct.  In his reporting of the final decision, defeat for the Golitsyn nutterie, Riebling says the Angleton supporters were, in his version, justifiably "angry" (page 243).

The rest of this chapter and of Book Three has nothing to do with the assassination.

Not that what Riebling treats as related to that assassina​tion really is.

It is a post Cold War campaign by a literary Cold Warrior to rehabilitate the Cold War CIA and its Cold War crazies who in Riebling still march in lockstep, if not goose step, behind their standard‑bearer, hero and indeed mentor, the officially certified paranoid Anatoliy M. (Riebling never uses his initial) Golitsyn.  To all of this strange army the assassination of President meant nothing at all unless they could convert it into a battle in their Cold War, as they did succeed in doing.

In doing this their role as they saw it was not to help solve that terrible -- that most subversive of all crimes in our country -- to the degree that was possible for them.  It was never that for them.  The record they made for themselves, the record that Riebling addresses as their flack, not as a responsible and concerned American writer, is that when a President is assassi​nated he died in vain if they could not use it to advance their agenda, fighting the Cold War their way, with nothing too dishon​est, too disreputable or too crazy, absolutely crazy, too danger​ous to the nation and to the world, for them to use in their objective that, to use two of the preferred castigation of his enemies by the J. Edgar Hoover they actually suggest was respon​sible for that assassination, that is too "vicious" or "nefar​ious."

The truth, the publicly‑available truth, the truth that virtually shouts from the very official records Riebling, with the most "thorough" and Random House empire Beschloss "scholarly" dishonesty.

All his James Bonds of various rank, Golitsyn, from the grave Angleton, Bagley, Miler and others, should be proud of him.

But he does not, despite his stalwart effort, give them their due.

They were on their way to success when their bete noir, Hoover, broke that up.

As we see with what is in those records that with his thor​ough scholarship Riebling suppresses from his long account of such consummate dishonesty in Wedge.
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