Chapter 6

A Career of "Tricky, Ambiguous Material"
Epstein was created by the media  ‑  the media which, having copped out on the assassination went big for his cop-out examination of the Warren Commission rather than of its conclusions, which he merely assumed to be truthful.  Did not trust the Commission or the way in which it worked but accepted without question the conclusions it reached by these criticized means.  This is the Epstein way of what the media referred to as his reporting.  Yet in assuming the truth of the Warren Commission's conclusions Epstein was aware of the suppressed fact that had been leaked to him, that three of the seven Members did not agree with the most fundamental conclusion.  His diligent "investigative reporting," as we have seen, that "investigative" reporting praised so highly by the media, contains no interview with any of the members on this ‑ and he interviewed five of the seven Members, including two of the three who expressed this doubt about what is so basic to the Commission Report.  In this, as we have seen,  Epstein missed more of what is unprecedented in our history, including the dirty-works within the Commission by means of which the record those disagreeing members made for our history and the incredible means by which that record, which was by agreement to have been a permanent record, was wiped out ‑ did not exist in the Commission's records.

In this we have the essence of Epstein as "scholar" and as "reporter."

In it we also have the major media's self‑portrayal.

It failed to do its job when the President was assassinated.

It failed to do its job when there was the official substitute for any real investigation of that assassination.

It failed to do its job in not letting the people know that the assassination of a president, any president, is in our society a de facto coup d'etat.

As Epstein also did not report.

There is more, much more, of which we have seen only a little, which is the opposite of  the major media's portrayal of Epstein.

In Epstein's cop-out work the failures  of the media are justified in that he is presented as a scholar and he says that the Commission's conclusions are sound and to be depended on when in fact they are all untenable, false, with their falsity proven by the official records of  the official evidence that Epstein ignored.  It was available to him.  He had some of it.

His work covered up the media's failure to investigate the assassination or to investigate its investigation in saying that while there can be questions about how the Commission did its work, its conclusions are truthful conclusions supported by the evidence.

Or, the country had nothing to worry about.

And to help it not worry both Epstein and the major media made no mention of the fact that it was a coup d'etat, the greatest subversion in a society like ours.

Without the failures, the abdications of the major media, all of our history since the assassination could have been different.  Should have been.

Would have been!

So of course most of the media loved Epstein because he did cover up for it, did ignore the fact that it had not done its job.

The media ecstasies over the deficient and inadequate Inquest gave Epstein his directions for his career.  But examination of his work also provides an evaluation of our major media, of more than its failures at the time of the assassination, more than its failures when faced first with official suppression of the evidence that would have been public if there had been a trial and then with the failure of the Commission to conduct any real investigation, the media failed to report that and, Epstein-like, it endorsed and called for popular support that invalid Report.

Particularly by those who shared his right-wing political views but often enough including others.  The Epstein who was created by the media became its darling.  And, making it look more kosher, he also became its critic in his books we here do not go into.  The degree to which he became virtually heroic to the media is reflected in the lengthy appraisal in Contemporary Authors (published by Gale Research Co., Detroit, Volume 13, pages 168-70).

The selections from this account of Epstein's writing career are made because of their appropriateness not only with what we have seen but more because of their appropriateness to what follows.

His "career" is given as "writer," to which is added "formerly assistant professor of government, Massachusetts Institute of Technology."

After a list of his writings is:

SIDELIGHTS: Edward Jay Epstein "has made a career out of moving through vast documentation and tricky, ambiguous material," writes Kevin Buckley in the New York Times Book Review, describing the author's penchant for detailed investigative writing on difficult, controversial subjects.  While Epstein has chosen to confront a wide variety of topics, even making a brief foray into suspense fiction, the bulk of his output is concerned with uncovering scandal and eliminating illusions. "His forte is tracking the widely publicized half-truth or myth down to its essential, usually unsensational root facts," remarks Michael Janeway in the Atlantic.  In the process of dispelling various myths, Epstein has turned a critical eye to issue, as diverse as drug abuse and the inflated value of fine diamonds at the same time exploring the role played by the mass media in shaping public opinion and rumor.

That Epstein "had made a career out of moving through vast documentation" is the opposite of the truth with his two books of interest to us.  There was "vast documentation" for Inquest but Inquest not use it.  There is no documentation for his portrayal of Oswald as a Soviet agent.  As we have seen and see again his is not "detailed investigative writing on difficult" subjects in those two books, although controversy there certainly is.

In neither book does he "track" what can be called widely-publicized half-‑truth or myth" and get down to the "essential, mostly unsensational root facts."  Again the best of examples is his flubbing when he knew that three members of the Warren 'Commission disagreed with the basis of its conclusions and he did not learn ‑ even try to learn more.  That "more" includes what is unprecedented in our history, a Commission wiping out the supposedly permanent official records of the most basic, internal dissent by ridding itself of the statements prepared in advance and then by first pretending there was  the required transcript of the TOP SECRET executive session and then making up a childishly amateur phony substitute for that transcript.

The record was wiped out in its entirety, hardly an "unsensational" but a real "root fact" and is not mentioned by Epstein.

Rather than being "in the process of dispelling' myths" Epstein gets rich and famous by making them up, as he did in Legend.

What follows is:

Epstein's first book, Inquest: The Warren Commission and the Establishment of Truth, was published in 1966 and deals with the complex questions surrounding the body appointed to investigate the assassination of President John F. Kennedy.  Writing in the New York Times. Eliot Fremont-Smith calls Inquest, "the first book to throw open to serious question in the mind of thinking people, the findings of the Warren Commission.  It does so not as an outraged polemic, convincing only to the already convinced, but as a sober, scholarly case study of how an extraordinary government commission goes about its work -- the conception of its job, the nature of internal. and external pressures on such a commission and the effect these may have."  At the center of Epstein's analysis is his contention that an unavoidable conflict existed between the Commission's duty to uncover and explore any facts relevant to the assassination, and its task of quelling rumors and restoring the nation's lost trust and confidence.  Discussing Inquest in the Saturday Review, Arnold L. Fein summarizes the author's argument: "Its essence is that the Commission was engaged not in the pursuit of facts but of 'political truth,' that its 'dominant purpose' was 'to protect the national interest by dispelling rumors' about 'conspiracy' and to 'lift the cloud of doubts ... over American institutions,' because 'the nation's prestige was at stake.'"

They are on the Epstein wave-length, full power and whether they speak from ignorance and prejudice or from political preconceptions they are propagandists in writing these comments.

While in his approach, which was to assume the conclusions and assess the Commission's functioning, it can be said that Epstein did to a degree deal with complex questions surrounding the assassination.  But that was not to deal with the assassination; and to be politically acceptable and to have the possibility of publication Epstein ignored the fact of the assassination and merely assumed the Commission's correctness in them.

Freemont-Smith and the Times ignored factual accounts of the official evidence so they can be dismissed as what they are not, "outraged polemics."

Cop-outs know how to cop-out and when it and by that to survive.

As book reviewers as well as writers and reporters.

Despite the qualifications he threw in for his own propagandistic purposes, Freemont-Smith knew he was not truthful when he referred to Inquest as "the first book to throw open to serious questions in the minds of thinking people, the findings of the Warren Commission" when in fact Epstein not only endorsed the Commission's conclusions, he assumed their truth.  That is not raising questions in serious minds.  But long before Inquest appeared the Times had Whitewash, which was the first book.  In fact, it got a dozen free copies before I started making them. pay for the copies they got.  And before then it had the manuscript.  The year before, in 1965, when Tom Wicker headed its Washington bureau he read the manuscript and later urged Norton to publish it.  He also sent it to the Times' managing editor, Harrison Salisbury, and from neither did I get any adverse comment, any dissatisfaction, any questions about its validity.  After Whitewash was out and some time before Inquest, the review was assigned to the Times' legal reporter, Fred Graham then in its Washington bureau.  He told me that I had come between him and his wife and when I asked him how he said the that the only time they had for my gripping book was when they were in bed and then his wife beat him to I!  Later, when Graham mentioned Whitewash some time later, he criticized it for being "painstaking and overwhelming."

On his part Freemont-Smith was consistent: when the Times had a daily listing in its book-review section of "books received" it never mentioned any that I published and it did receive, beginning with the very first.

Nobody at the time ever told me why Whitewash was not mentioned in the daily "books received" listing but what is apparent is that to the big brains and the money on the Times, a book that does not have a commercial imprint does not exist.  (Tom Paine would have churned in his grave.)

The media describes itself with Epstein!

These cop-outs invent "duties" it did not have for the Commission.  It had the "duty" of investigating the crime and reporting on that.  It had no "duty" to quell rumors or restore confidence.  Indeed, in a genuinely free society should "rumors" be "quelled" and confidence restored after a coup d'etat?  What kind of democratic thinking is that?

Or that there ought not be "outraged polemics" over it?  In plain, unadorned English these people allege that the coup d'etat had to be protected, particularly from the people.

Arnold Fein is the name of a New York City judge who, early on, assailed books not in accord with the official assassination mythology in a lengthy article in Commentary.  He actually criticized me for having written, as I had, that the laws of Texas, which were the only applicable laws, should have been respected by the federals who instead kidnapped the corpse and thereby denied the nation and the world a full, complete and honest autopsy, which would have evolved there.  So, naturally, Fein was quite impressed with and wrote favorably about Epstein's first book without having even a nodding acquaintance with the actual evidence.  Rather he preferred the official version of the official propaganda, which is what the Report is.

To show how out of contact with fact and reality these reviewers and biographers are we have two more quotations that in Contemporary Authors are separated by references to other of his books:

One of the difficulties associated with investigative writing on ambiguous subjects is the danger of substituting one rumor for another.  A Choice reviewer, however, believes that set alongside the number of exploitative, fantastical books about the Kennedy assassination, Inquest "stands out for its crystal clear, unemotional prose and its cautious judgments." Renata Adler offers a similar assessment in the New York Review of Books: "It was solid and meticulous, and it drew the only conclusion it was possible to draw: that the Warren Commission had been insufficiently diligent and thorough in its work.  The book was at pains responsibly to ward off what was sure to be a herd of conspiracy sensationalists, charlatans and profiteers."

Good point, that caution against "substituting one rumor for another," as Epstein himself illustrates it in, Legend.  But where does she get off referring to any books that do not say what Epstein said as "profiteering"?   Especially when we see the fortune invested in his fraudulent book, Legend?

It is a fraud, as we do see!

Profiteering is what she opposes?

Not on this subject!

Whether or not one can agree that "rumor" is the subject of true "investigative reporting," as she says it is.

Renata Adler has been a Commission partisan for years and is hardly one properly selected for an honest, impartial comment.  I remember when she hosted what was supposed to be a talk show on the Kennedy assassination but she turned it into hours of plugging for the disgracefully incompetent, inaccurate and dishonest Jean Davison book that also plugged the Report.  Davison limited herself strictly to what the Commission published years after hundreds of thousands of additional pages of relevant records were available.  She did not even use the Commission's disclosed files of several hundred cubic feet that were also available to her.  Her mistitled Oswald's Game has the additional liability of her dishonesty in the use of what the Commission did publish.  For her to omit, as she did, all that the Commission published that is not in accord with her game in her book, she just omitted it.

The concept of the book itself is dishonest with all that was readily available to her and that she suppressed.  That provoked wonder about her name and the way it is spelled.  It turns out that another Georgia family of Davisons was into intelligence for our government and that the parents were the most anti-Soviet of people, his mother having been a nurse with the defeated White Russian armies.  That was where she met their father, also  a Georgia doctor, who was with the United States invasion forces that sought to overturn the just-established Communist government.  Knowing his mother was as anti-Soviet as it is possible to be, Captain Alexi Davison, in the United States Moscow embassy, gave Oswald his mother's name and address and encouraged Oswald to look her up.

Which he would hardly have done if he had any reason to believe that Oswald was in any degree pro-Communist.

The mother's name and address are in Oswald's pocket notebook.  And that was published by the Commission, so it was not unknown to Jean Davison.  Who made no mention of it.  Epstein anglicizes Captain Davison's name from Alexi into Alex and gives a meaningless mention of this, with no background at all and no mention of Davison having been expelled from Moscow when caught red-handed in spying in the Penkovsky case (page 150).

Once Adler heard me chop her favorite assassination propagandist she never let me back on the phone again.  And, ladylike as she was, she kept me on the phone for several hours, for the rest of the show with assurances from her producer that I would be on again.

She was hardly impartial.

That the Commission had not functioned as it should have, the Adler revisionism long after she had been wised up by surprise, is not the only conclusion of Inquest, as Adler says.  Epstein also concluded that in spite of all the Commission's conclusions, that Oswald was  the only assassin, was correct.

That assumption, and it is Epstein's as well as the Commission, caused Epstein to let his under-informed and prejudiced mind run wild:

In 1978 Epstein renewed his exploration of the events leading to the Kennedy assassination in Legend: The Secret World of Lee Harvey Oswald.  Having accepted the premise that Oswald was indeed the assassin, explains Hugh Thomas in the Times Literary Supplement, the author "deals with a different question: who was Oswald?  Epstein [works] hard, from interviews with Oswald's acquaintances and by examining papers of the FBI, CIA and other agencies of the United States Government under the Freedom of Information Act, to give a picture of a man more intelligent than the one-dimensional 'loner' whom ... the informed public ... has come to accept."  M. Stanton Evans elaborates in the National Review:  ‑ [The author] traces Oswald's many connections to the Communists, including his early conversion to the Marxist creed, his dealings with Communist agents in Japan, and his carefully planned defection to the USSR."

As originally announced by The Readers Is Digest the book had a different title and the book, revised, re-titled and published does not deal with the question, "who was Oswald."  It deals with the Epsteinian concept of who Oswald was, the Oswald Epstein wanted him to be, but not the young man he really was.  In his limited and angled examination of the records referred to, Epstein was quite selective.  He began looking for records that could seem to confirm his belief, a belief that had no basis in fact or in reason.  He ignored all else or all that he could not contort to seem to say what he wanted to say and did say after he was taken over by the CIA's disreputed and fired former chief of counter-intelligence.  Angleton was a madman, a man so mad with such crazy beliefs that he actually accused the head of the CIA of being a Soviet mole, a spy for the reds inside his own spookery.

Epstein had only the slightest contact with the cited official records and none not intended to enable him to conclude what he had begun wanting to conclude.

Those "many" Oswald "connections" with Communists did not exist.  Except in the Epstein, Angleton and similarly prejudiced minds which began with that conviction.

Oswald did say he was a "Marxist" but those who knew him believed he did not really know what Marxism was.  In any event, we will see that the Oswa1d Epstein began determined to label a Communist spy was actually anti-Communist, strongly and for the dropout that he was, eloquently anti‑Soviet, anti-Soviet Communist and against United States Communists.  All of this was in Epstein's hands but it was not in the interest of his prejudicial preconception so it is not in his book.

With nothing here omitted in this quotation from Contemporary Authors, its next paragraph, the last we cite, is:

A number of reviewers express frustration with Epstein's failure to commit his opinion on some of the issues raised in Legend.  "Epstein deserves credit for some arduous and valuable research, but he damages his work by his odd reluctance to say what he thinks his evidence shows," says Kenneth Auchincloss in Newsweek.  Buckley writes: "His narrative is always pregnant with possibilities and implications.  His arrangements of certain facts often seem to suggest frightening conclusions.  But Epstein refuses to state them.  Is he a tease?  Or has he simply provided a stout defense to any charges that he has gone off half-cocked?  The answer must be as ambiguous as much of the material."  Nevertheless, Buckley believes that "at the very least, this book demands very serious attention."

If the author of this nonsense read the reviews of the Epstein fiction about Oswald he would have understood that Epstein was taken to have said what it is suggested he did not say.  He did not have an "odd reluctance to say what he thinks his evidence shows."  He said it his way.  Knowing he was on the thinnest evidentiary ice.

It is childish nonsense to say of this that Epstein feared to say what he thinks his evidence shows.  It is a childish assumption to regard this fictional account of what Epstein wanted to be true even if it wasn't true as what "his evidence shows."  His was no evidence.  It was baseless, irrational conjecture of political origin.

Epstein was not being a "tease."  He began with a belief that, despite the great effort made at great cost to substantiate it remained no more than his impossible belief.  But because he still believed it and for his own political reasons wanted it to be believed by others he over-wrote it, based on what he pretended that he had, and that is why, when they read what he did write about his impossible belief with which he began, Auchcloss and Buckley wrote as they did.

He did not have the evidence.  He had no case.  And this without regard to the publicly available disproof of what he wanted to be true no matter how untrue it was.

Earlier there was reference to the extraordinary amount of help Epstein had on his pre-conceived project.  He refers to this help at the end of his Preface:

This book has benefited enormously from the research and fact checking done by Pamela Butler.  As chief researcher for this project, she has worked for two years, arranging interviews, organizing the chronology, doing historical and newspaper research, and carefully scrutinizing the final manuscript.  I am also indebted to Rhoda Leichter, who meticulously resolved problem areas in Oswald chronology and did much of the original research on his early history and defection to the Soviet Union.  Lys Chuck, Nina Georges-Picot, and Marilyn Reeves have all assisted in the interviewing of witnesses.

One of the most difficult tasks in this project was locating the Marines who had served with Oswald in Japan and California and the employees of Jaggars-Chiles-Stovall who had worked with him in Dallas.  Without the help of Henry Hurt, who found and interviewed dozens of these missing witnesses, this book could not have approached some of the more vexing issues of Oswald's defection.

I would also like to thank John Donovan, one of the officers under whom Oswald served in the Marines.  He served as a technical advisor on Oswald's Marine Corps activities.

Invaluable assistance was given by Colonel James Granger of the U.S. Marine Corps in tracking down witnesses, interpreting Marine records, and arranging my visits to the bases where Oswald had been stationed.

The records of the CIA and FBI investigations of Oswald could not have been reconstructed without extensive use of the Freedom of Information statute, and I am grateful to David O. Fuller, Jr. for filing these actions for me.

Marion Johnson and the staff of the National Archives worked tirelessly to provide copies of documents in the Archives' Oswald file; they allowed me to develop and print many of the photographs that Oswald had taken.  I would also like to thank William Gunn of the FBI for locating documents on Oswald in the FBI's archives.

The index of the Warren Commission's hearings and exhibits done by Sylvia Meagher was an invaluable guide to the labyrinthine twenty-six volumes.

I am thankful for the professional assistance of Thea Stein Lewinson, who did a psychological assessment of Oswald's handwriting, Joseph McNally, who identified typewriters that Oswald had used, and W. David Slawson, who advised on procedures which the Warren Commission used in its investigation of Oswald's life.  I also benefited enormously from the insights and experience of Jones Harris, especially as they pertain to Oswald's service in Japan.

I am deeply appreciative of Dorothy Pratt for her intelligent typing of the manuscript, and of Rosalie Joy, who administered the finances for this project.

Nancy Lanoue undertook the formidable task of coordinating the research and the manuscript.  She also resolved many of the most difficult research problems and made substantial contributions to the text, footnotes and appendices.  For such invaluable assistance, I am deeply grateful.

The research for this book could not have been done without the unstinting support of the Reader's Digest.  Edward T. Thompson has supported this project since its inception both as a perceptive editor, and by making available whatever resources I needed.  John Pinitza and Ursula Naccache conducted background investigations in Europe, as did Ko Shioya in Japan.

In turning a rough manuscript into a finished book, I am indebted to the sage editorial advice of Steven Frimmer.

The one person whose support for this project has been constant is Fulton Oursler, Jr.  He has contributed to almost every phase of the project, including research, interviewing, and organization of the book.  By far, however, I am most indebted to him for his deeply perceptive editing of the manuscript (xiv-xvi).

What a staff for a single book and a book that made no sense at all to those whose minds were not captive to the political insanity of Epstein's that he shared with the Digest people and others who helped him.

What an investment this involved for the wealthy Digest, which shared Epstein's political beliefs and his imagination of the politically impossible from which he and the Digest hoped to make a political statement of significance in the cold war whose creature he also was and of which the Digest also was a partisan.  The Digest did not sink the kind of money and the costly time all the people, including its most important this required in a book that had no real prospect as the runaway best-seller it had to become for the Digest to hope to be able to recover the extraordinary investment this was for a book.  Or, the Digest had its own political, rather than literary, purposes, which coincided with Epstein's.

To a much lesser degree Henry Hurt chased the same chimera in his Reasonable Doubt, which was to have been a Digest book but was published instead by Holt, Rinehart and Winston in 1985.  By the time Hurt, a Digest roving editor, finished his book it had much too little on this political line to suit the Digest and the little Hurt had to toe this line, the version that Castro did it, was on the face of it without credibility at all.  (The rest of his book is a decent summary of what of what had been published before then, a competent rehash.)  Hurt was not without assistance in the searching out of former Oswald Marine mates and his time and their time, travel and accommodation costs indicate a kind of cost that spreads throughout this in the salary, travel and accommodation costs of others, costs that Epstein had no intention of stating or reflecting in his expressions of thanks.

Two decades later Fulton Oursler, Jr., who is singled out by Epstein for special praise and thanks, was still chasing that same chimera that the Digest had never caught up with when he phoned me in January, 1992.  Oursler, who told me he had been the Digest editor on both the Epstein and Hurt books, also told me the cold-war assassination book project on which he had been engaged centered on the defected KGB minor executive Yuri Nosenko who the CIA had made available to Epstein.  (A bit more on this later.)

As Epstein does not say, the W. David Slawson "who advised on procedures which the Warren Commission used in its investigation of Oswald's life" had been one of the Commission's counsels.

Epstein also says nothing about Jones Harris in saying that he "benefited enormously from," Harris' "insights and experience … as they pertain to Oswald's service in Japan."  Harris was the son of the great actress Ruth Gordon and the Broadway producer Jed Harris.  By "insight" Epstein could be referring to almost anything and what "experience" Harris could have had that made him an expert or an authority on "Oswald's service in Japan" is neither apparent nor stated.

For many years Harris posed as a liberal critic of the Warren Report.  He said he was a Robert Kennedy man and supporter and was close to Kennedy's people.  He was then in touch with me and he never indicated anything that would justify the language with which Epstein thanks him.  Meanwhile, in those days, Harris was making much trouble, spreading much false information, until, at a Georgetown University symposium on the assassination's fifth anniversary, I provoked him into an angry confession that rather than having been a Kennedyite, his pose, he was a firm Nixonian and he hated Kennedy.

Harris had told me that it was he who had arranged for publication of Inquest.  I then had no reason not to believe him.  Until I met the lawyer to whom Epstein also extends thanks in his Preface to Inquest, Arnold Krakower, and Krakower told me that it was he, not Jones, who had Inquest published.

In neither book did Epstein express any thanks to any literary agent.

In the foregoing we get a glimpse of Epstein's operations and what he may or may not mean and include in his extensions of thanks.

It simply is not possible that Harris had any special "experience" (and Epstein does not say in the Marines) relating in any way to Oswald's service in Japan.

There were other Digest people working on these projects and I remember one young woman fact-checker who was as good as the best of those in this new and valuable profession.  She knew what to do, how to do it and then she did it, and I do not remember a single instance in which I had any reason to question her conclusions.  She was also invariably pleasant and correctly informative.)

In thanking Rosalie Joy for "administering the finances of this project" Epstein is saying that there was enough of this to require administering.  This again indicates that it was a major Digest project.

This cursory examination of the thanks part of the Epstein Preface to Legend, while leaving much unexplained, without explanation or without any real meaning apparent  in it, is not for literary purposes.  It is clearly intended as thanks but it is not clear that the thanks are for specific knowledge or that what knowledge might be.  In this and in its inadequacy Epstein does indicate, if less than fully, his financial and other indebtedness to the Digest and to others.

He may not intend this as that but it is not unreasonable to believe that Epstein's Preface acknowledges his enormous indebtedness to the political, cold war motives of the Digest that he shares, otherwise they would. not have lavished on him and his their project what surely came to a small fortune.

Epstein suggest that he obtained secret official information via FOIA and, until he obtained it, it had been withheld.  There is no reason to believe this and from his book and his lack of a familiarity with how what is expressed there is every reason to doubt it.  He wrote that "The records of the CIA and FBI investigations of Oswald could not have been reconstructed without extensive use of the Freedom of Information statute and I am grateful to David O, Fuller, Jr. for filing these actions for me."

This suggests, is written to state, that, through Fuller, Epstein took the FBI and the CIA, to court under that law in order to obtain what was withheld – and not withheld from him only.  There were many requests, the language of the Act, rather than "petitions," the word Epstein uses, and once any information is disclosed under the Act it is available to all, not only the requester with whose request there was compliance.  I then had about a dozen FOIA lawsuits filed and critics like Paul Hoch had numerous requests that often were for the same material and did include what Epstein says was disclosed to him only and then after litigation to request it, litigation that remains secret if it happened.

Hoch and I forced enormous FBI disclosures, including of its entire headquarters Oswald file, and in CAs 78-0322 and 0422, under the Act, I compelled the Dallas and New Orleans offices to disclose their Oswald files.  Among others.

Epstein's index includes only one reference to FOIA other than this one.  It is on page 48.  It refers to an FBI report on Nosenko:

… the Warren Commission met in executive session to discuss the vexing problem raised by Nosenko.  The minutes of this meeting are still classified as secret.  It was decided that Nosenko wouldn't testify or be interviewed by member of the staff.  The FBI report on him would remain - but as part of the unpublished record of the Commission that would be filed away in the National Archives.  (Indeed, this report only surfaced after a Freedom of Information Act petition in 1975.)

Here we also get a notion of how strange to Epstein is so much while he writes about it as an unquestionable authority.

The Commission did have an executive session that later was disclosed.  But the records of those executive sessions were not "minutes,"  whatever Epstein may have in mind by that.  They  were verbatim stenographic transcripts taken down and transcribed by the official court reporter.

There was no "FBI report on Nosenko."  The FBI interviewed Nosenko on several occasions and after each it filed an investigative report on the FBI's FD 201 form.  Those are the reports, plural, not any one report "on" Nosenko, that were disclosed in 1975.  I do not recall the cause of the disclosure but I do recall that I used them in Post Mortem, which was published that fall, and that Daniel Shorr had mentioned them on radio and TV that year.

That information was within a rather large number of requests, but there was no lawsuit that made those records public.  The fact is that the FBI not only did not classify them, it stated specifically that there was nothing in the content that justified classification.  (I have read everything I could on Nosenko, all the disclosed records that had been withheld and then were disclosed to me, and I do not recall a single word in any of them that justified even the lowest level of classification.

Epstein does suggest that he brought withheld information to light by FOIA but the fact is that he did not and that he did not use most of what was freely available to him through the efforts of others.

As we get into the text of this Epstein irrationality that he truly believed, that Oswald worked for the KGB, if we return to the first few words of Epstein's Preface we know what to expect of his book.  He begins with what ranges from overt and deliberate lies (that are no less lies because in his mind that is twisted politically he believes what he says) and deliberate misrepresentations.

The very first words are "This is a book about Lee Harvey Oswald …"  It is not that at all.  It is a book about the man Epstein imagined Oswald to have been.

That first sentence, as we saw earlier, continues referring to Oswald's "relations with the intelligence services of three nations."  This too is what Epstein believed, and could never prove because it is not true.

His third paragraph on that same first Preface page (xi) begins with another deliberate lie that perhaps Epstein believes, "The KGB's involvement with Oswald traced back to 1959, when he defected to the Soviet Union ..."

Oswald had no "involvement" of any kind with the KGB. It wanted nothing to do with him for its own reasons, including that he was believed to be flaky.

And as Epstein also knew, regardless of what he writes, Oswald did not "defect" to the Soviet Union.

We did not give as much attention to what is not in accord with the fact of what Epstein writes as was easily possible but the volume of this kind of taking advantage of the readers' trust is too great for all of it to be addressed, there is no need to address all of it, and aside from all other considerations, it is inevitable when he starts with the conclusion that neither he nor anyone else could prove and then he writes as though at the outset he had presented that proof and that there is no question when it is all imagined and all false.

This is also commentary on the media, which made Epstein, and on that extraordinarily wealthy, right-wing element of the media, The Reader's Digest.

The Warren Commission began with its conclusions, the conclusions that were desirable politically, and it never proved them. Epstein, who criticized the way the Commission worked, begins Legend with a false, an impossible conclusion, and makes himself subject to the criticism he and others laid to the Commission. It was not wrong for the Commission and right for Epstein.  Because he was aware of where the Commission's methods made some of its trouble inevitable and more than justified the criticisms of it, he should have been aware that he begins guilty of the same offenses and that puts him in the same position no matter how confident he may have been that the media would extol him as it had in the past.
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