Epstein's Legend


Chapter 1

Inquest's Inquest
The first I remember hearing of Edward Jay Epstein publicly was in the Sunday, Memorial Day, issue of the Washington Post of 1966.  It had a story I expected to be of my first book, Whitewash: The Report on the Warren Report.  It was the first book on the subject and the Post had long had a copy.  But I'd been, what I regarded, as double-crossed.  That story was mostly on Epstein's Inquest, which followed mine by almost a year.

Whitewash was finished in mid-February, 1965.  That was less that six months after the Warren Report was published and about three months after its appendix of twenty-six volumes was published.

Whitewash was written pursuant to a contract that called for it to be handed in when it was.  The published since then, deservedly belly-up, was drooling into the till in telling me that with no advertising at all, with only mentions by salesmen, he had an advance sale of thirty-nine thousand hardback copies, very good for those days.  He described the book as a "gold-plated best seller."  Two days later, after his vice-president had made a trip to Washington, he broke the contract.

Then I began the rounds of publishers.  Before I published the book for general distribution myself, I accumulated more than a hundred rejections internationally without a single adverse editorial comment.  I also published it in a limited edition in August 1965 because there were indications of a coming plagiarism in France.

With this history in the summer of 1965, I took the manuscript to our then Congressman who was also a friend, Charles "Mac" Mathias.  He was a Republican and a member of the House Judiciary committee.  After reading the book he tried to get Democratic committee chairman Manny Celler to hold a hearing on it.  When Celler refused, Mathias took the manuscript to one of the managing editors of the Washington Post, Al Friendly, and encouraged the Post to see a story that could open the subject up.

I had carbon copies of the manuscript and I was using them with other publishers but when I needed the ribbon copy several months after Mathias gave it to the Post, I had to drive its star and a liberal reporter, Larry Stern, out to his house to get it.  Stern had a marker at page 47 of the triple-spaced manuscript.  With the manuscript assigned to him, in all that time he had barely begun to read the book.

When I began continuing this work in the Commission's files in the National Archives and discovered an amazing volume of documents that would ordinarily be regarded as the most sensational news I came on a few pages that I believed, despite this record, the Post would not ignore.  My belief came from my own experience as a reporter on a small-city daily morning paper, the Wilmington, Delaware Morning News.

Before then, in my junior year in high school, I was the managing editor of the school paper.  My friend the editor, James Borup, had gotten into scholastic difficulties and was denied all extra-curricular activities.  In practice I wrote much of each issue and did virtual all the editing and the makeup in the composing room of the 1oca1 Sunday paper where the school News was printed Friday mornings for distribution in the school before the end of that day.  For the school the paper I edited won a cherished Columbia University School of Journalism an all-American honor rating award in competition with all the country's high-school papers.

After working on the News, when my father died and the family needed added income in those days of The Great Depression I went to Washington.  There I was an investigator for a Senate committee, the Civil Liberties Committee, and then was made its editor.  After that I returned to writing, for magazines.  I became the Washington correspondent for Click, which was then the third largest picture magazines, and in investigative reporting did a series of exposes of Nazi cartels and their interferences with our preparations for the war in which we were soon involved.  During that war I was in the Office of the Strategic Services, the OSS, forerunner of the CIA.

But despite these experiences in the practical world I believe that what I took to Friendly would interest the Post.  It did.  He took those pages and me into the office of his companion managing editor, Ben Bradlee, Bradlee agreed there was a story in those few pages.  They and a copy of Whitewash were then given to Dan, Kurzman, one of the Post's star reporters.  He was put on the story.

Those few pages gave the managing editors included the only two mentions of the shooting and injuries in the assassination in all five FBI volumes of its report on that assassination ordered by the new President.  The FBI reported on what is a de facto d coup d'etat without mentioning all the wounds known to have been inflected, without mention of all the shots known to have been fired and without even giving the cause of death!  And that minuscule account was in but -two sentences in all those five volumes!

Kurzman read and liked the book and so told his editors.  They then decided that it would be a good idea to pose a few questions to one of their favorites in the criminal division of the Department of Justice, Howard Willens.  I sat down at a newsroom typewriter, gave Kurzman and Larry Stern a single sheet of questions to pose to Willens, who had been assigned to the Commission by the Department, and they went to his office.  When they returned Stern went in to see Bradlee and Kurzman took me to the cafeteria for a cup of coffee.

"Kid, you are in," he told me. "They had no real answer to any one of those questions."

But almost immediately Kurzman left the Post.  I have no reason to believe that his leaving had anything to do with his excitement and approval of the story I'd proposed.  Richard Harwood had the story assigned to him and the few times I saw him while he was working on it he was less than friendly.  When the story did appear, it had great prominence in the Post .  It was the entire top of the front page above the masthead or the paper's name.  It had a lengthy carryover onto an inside age.  And it was almost entirely about Inquest.

Inquest did have a commercial publisher, Viking.  And it was touted as the master's thesis of a college student, what was somehow considered to be more newsworthy than a former Senate editor and wartime intelligence analyst would or could have done.

Whitewash was mentioned, but barely.  Almost all the quotes were from Inquest.

That was the Sunday of the week of the annual convention of' the American Booksellers Association.  They then were always in the Shoreham Hotel in Washington.  A man, then a stranger and who became a friend, Jerome Agel, publisher of the weekly magazine, Books, who had written a story about Whitewash, suggested that I attend that convention and there he took me around and introduced me to many.  Aside from a dozen or so of the publishers who had turned Whitewash down and expressed their regret and of whom about half confessed they had been afraid to publish it, Jerry introduced me to Tom Gervasi, then public-relations director of Viking.  Tom was friendly and he asked my help.  He told me that Epstein would not lift a finger to help sell his book.  He asked me how I could help with that.  He also gave me an advance copy of the book.  Before reading the book I told Gervasi of some of the documents I had seen in the Archives and told him how to get them.

He did that and they were used to promote Inquest.  In fact, they were added to Inquest when it went into paperback reprint.

One of those documents was what David Lifton was to use as his great discovery and on which he was to fabricate the most outrageously impossible and indecent assassination fabrication from which he did get rich.  His mistitled book, Best Evidence, was neither.

After I read Inquest, while it could be regarded as an impressive work by a college student, I did not have a high opinion of it.  Before long I did not have a high opinion of Epstein.  He chickened out on requests to appear on radio and TV talk shows unless he would be alone on them.

When he refused to appear on the Alan Burke show on New York's Channel 5, then the largest independent TV station in this country, they asked me and, that show broke the subject open.  It ran for two hours and twenty minutes and got the station the best audience ratings it had gotten.

After that the station decided to do a program it would syndicate.  Epstein again refused to appear on that and again the show was a big success when it was syndicated.

Although Inquest was well received by the critics it did not do all that well in sales and was soon reprinted in paperback.

Although Epstein was a scholar and the book was his master's thesis, it was more journalistic than scholarly.  With the considerable help of his Cornell professor he got to interview some members of the commission and some of its staff.  Those Epstein interviewed were all or mostly Republican and of the staff, the conservative who was most helpful to him was Wesley J. Liebeler.  Liebeler pointed fingers elsewhere, away from himself.  Epstein's criticisms of the Commission were not the most serious, which he never got into.  What did surprise me, however, was what I regarded as sensational and Epstein made merely passing mention of rather than what it justified, making further and diligent inquiry.

Essentially, Epstein agreed with the Commission's conclusions, and that alone made him publishable in those days.

As the older and established writer of his Introduction, Richard H. Rovere said for him at the very outset, on the third page of the book,

His concern when he undertook this study was not with the conclusions the Commission reached" (page ix).

In short, the Commission's conclusions were endorsed by Epstein, one of the ways of being published, and by not really rocking any boat.  As Rovere continues with another element of publishability and of evading the real questions raised by the widespread dissatisfaction with the Report,

He [Epstein] discards as shabby "demonology" the views that the Commissioners collusively suppressed evidence [which not so intending Epstein did document in what we come to that he paid no attention to] … He pays the Commission Report the high compliment of close scrutiny.  His concern when he undertook this study was not with the conclusions the Commission reached" {another way of enticing publishing, of avoiding not being publishable] (page ix).

If anything more was required of Rovere to make it without question than that Epstein intended to earn his master's degree, which became the book and made the book publishable, it is the words with which Rovere begins this ringing endorsement of the Commission and its Report, he begins this paragraph saying,

Mr. Epstein does not challenge or even question the fundamental integrity of the Commission or of its staff. (page ix).

These quotations alone make the record: Epstein was lost in his project and never did understand what the Commission and its staff were up to or he did understand from that understanding decided that safest course for him, if not the only one, was the superficial approach this and this small and shallow book represents or being as uninformed, as uncritical of what is unpardonable, and as ignorant of the Commission's actual record which he claims as one of his sources in his Preface.

In any event, it is not a book on the assassination and it is far from a decent book on the Commission and what it did and did not do when faced with what was a de facto coup d'etat.

What Epstein did also was incompetent and inadequate in terms of the Commission's own evidence and how it represented its evidence in that Report.  It was one aspect of this that startled me when Epstein merely mentioned it and moved on.  I was surprised that his professor had not told him to carry it farther and that his publisher had not.  That Epstein had not on his own told us much, very much, about his professor, the kind of man Epstein is, and among many other things, the degree to which what he wanted to be and wanted to say controlled what he did and did not do, see or say.

By what had been traditional news standards that would have been a major sensation in my before-radio and before-TV youth.  That one thing would have justified and would have caused what then were called "extras," special "extra" editions.  Copies of these extras were rushed to newsstands and the paperboys ran around with copies of them crying excitedly, "Extra, Extra!."

It was not that the concepts of what was considered to be "hot" news had changed so much in a single lifetime.  Rather was it that there was a wide understanding of what publishes did not want to publish, what they did not want to do with what they publish or did not want what some publication of some important news could cause.  Some scandals were not wanted.

The First Amendment prevented the government from compelling publishers to ignore what could embarrass the government.  The government could not, by law, punish publication of what the government did not want published.

Like its record when its President was assassinated.

But there was nothing to keep publishers from doing without compulsion, from doing voluntarily, what the First Amendment was enacted to keep government from t preventing, the publishing of what it did not want published.

To give an understanding that this was not by any means unusual in and since the time of that assassination, for all the length the Post has for its exclusive story, it made no big thing of what I'd shown Friendly and Bradlee of the FBI's shameful and shabby record when it was to investigate the most subversive crime in our society, to investigate what was a coup d'etat.

That was in Whitewash, the earlier book, even in facsimile reproduction or those two only sentences in the FBI report, but it was not in the Post.

As did Epstein and his professors and publishers, the Post also did not carry farther what Epstein merely mentions and let drop dead, what is referred to above as a major scandal.  Obtaining what else I believed was necessary for the most obvious of uses that I did have in mind took more time for me than it would have for one without my handicaps, particularly a lack of funds, official stonewalling and official withholdings in violation of the law, but I did not let it drop as Epstein and all others, including all who read his book, let this lie.  We come to what I was able to do with what ordinarily would have been a major scandal of the Warren Commission, of the crime and of all other official investigations of it.  So this can make sense and yet not take the edge off of a longer story, three members of the Commission did not agree with the Report's most basic conclusion and despite the efforts of two of them to make and leave a record of their disagreement for the record, for history, they were flimflammed into agreeing with what they were told and led to believe was a compromise and was no such thing.  It was merely a rephrasing of what they refused to agree with, refused to sign the Report over.  And then the record they did make was memory-holed by the Commission so that it would not exist as a record of history.

The dishonesty of this and its deliberateness are well documented , it was done by those of the Commission who were in a position to do it in direct and intended violation of the Commission' s own rules and of proper procedures.

This incident was informative.  It announced what kind of investigator Epstein was or could be, in the end would be.  He could and did use what was fed him, what those of the Commission's staff he spoke to intended for him to use, especially Liebeler.  But a Hercule Poirot who went out and dug up his own information Epstein was not except when later he pursued his political notions that had no applicability and then got a worse than worthless book from what he made up; a book that was a major deception; a book that in the end was what was wanted by the CIA's disgraced former chief of counterintelligence, one who by his paranoia tore the agency apart until it finally had to dump him.  When Epstein pretended to be an investigator he became the literary serf of the disgraced James Jesus Angelton.

Inquest represents no real investigation.  Rather, despite the Epstein claim to have used the Warren Commission published and unpublished information in his book, he is ignorant of most of it, of most by far, as despite the pretenses of his book and the raves it got from so many reviewers who were impressed by the fact that he was still in college, highlights Epstein's ignorance of what is in those records and what it means that is the opposite of what his book says. It says what he was led to believe by some Members and staff of the Commission.  In a simple book now more than thirty years old, a book that avoids addressing what the Commission did and did not do about the assassination itself, one that cops out by pretending to limit itself to what Epstein regards as the Commission's procedures, which it does not do in propagandizing in support of those conclusions, there is now no need in trying to document all that is factually wrong with this "scholarly" evasion of the basic facts.  Here, a few will suffice.  But that what he wrote is what some of the Commission and its staff favored, wanted him to write, becomes clear at the very beginning of his Preface.  So also is his propaganda line, that all who do not agree with the Commission's conclusions and with what he says are "demonologists".  That he reflects what he was wanted to reflect is as explicit as is this "demonology" fabrication of all who disagree with it and with him in his Preface:

With regard to the Commission, most of the writing on the assassination to date falls into two diametrically opposed categories: demonology and blind faith.4  Writers in both groups seem to subscribe to an assumption of governmental omnipotence -- i.e., that the government can do whatever it sets out to do.  Thus the demonologists reason that as all the facts were not revealed, the Warren Commission must have been party to a conspiracy to suppress evidence.  The blindly faithful reason that as the Warren Commission would not be party to a conspiracy, all the pertinent evidence must therefore be known.  It should be noted that this study rejects both lines of reasoning because it rejects the common assumption on which they are based.

The research for this study was based on four main sources.  The first source is the Commission's Report5 and the twenty-six volumes of testimony and exhibits upon which the Report is based.6

The second source is the investigative reports in the United States National Archives.  Although a portion of the material is not yet declassified, most of the pertinent investigative reports were unclassified and available for this study.7

The third source is the working papers of the Commission supplied by a member of the staff.  This material, and especially his chronological file, were of particular importance in understanding the mechanics of the Commission.8
The fourth, and most important, source was the interviews conducted for this study between March 23, 1965, and September 29, 1965.  Among those interviewed were five of the seven members of the Commission: Senator John Sherman Cooper,9 Representative Hale Boggs,10 Representative Gerald R. Ford,11 Allen W. Dulles,12 and John J. McCloy.13  Also interviewed were J. Lee Rankin, the Commission's General Counsel;14 Norman Redlich, Rankin's special assistant;15 Howard P. Willens, the administrative assistant;16 and Alfred Goldberg, who, together with Redlich, had editorial responsibility for writing the Report.17

Six of the assistant counsel who conducted the investigation were also interviewed: Francis W. H. Adams,18 Joseph A. Ball,19 Melvin A. Eisenberg,20 Wesley J. Liebeler,21 Arlen Specter,22 and Samuel A. Stern.23 (pages xvii-xviii).

The first five of the sources he cites for his Preface are articles by others.  The rest are a fair reflection of his sources throughout his book.  They are Commission sources, what he was told, largely, when it is obvious if that in any controversy what anyone says can be expected to serve his interest:

5.  Report of the President's Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy (1964) Washington, D.C. (hereinafter Report).

6.  Hearings Before the President's Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy (1964) Washington, D.C. (hereinafter Hearings). Vo1s. I-V comprise testimony given before the Commission, Vols. VI-XV comprise testimony given before members of the legal staff of the Commission, Vols. XVI-XXVI comprise exhibits introduced in the testimony.

7.  Material from the U.S. National Archives will hereinafter be cited by the Commission Document number listed in the U.S. National Archives index.

8.  The chronological file was made available by Assistant Counsel Wesley . Liebeler, and will be hereinafter cited as Chronological File.

9.  Interview with Senator John Sherman Cooper in Washington, D.C., May 5, 1965 (hereinafter Cooper Interview).

10.  Interview with Representative Hale Boggs in Washington, D.C., June 11, 1985 (hereinafter Boggs Interview).

11.  Interview with Representative Gerald R. Ford in Washington, D.C., May 5, 1985 (hereinafter Ford Interview).

12.  Interview with Allen W. Dulles in Washington, D.C., September 29, 1965 (hereinafter Dulles Interview).

13. Interview with John J. McCloy in New York City, June 7, 1985 (hereinafter McCloy Interview).

14.  Interviews with J. Lee Rankin in New York City, March 29, 1965 (hereinafter Rankin Interview I), and September 23, 1965 (hereinafter Rankin Interview II).

15.  Interview with Norman Redlich in New York City, March 23, 1965 (hereinafter Redlich Interview).

16.  Interview with Howard P. Willens in Washington, D.C., May 3, 1965 (hereinafter Willens Interview).

17.  Interview with Alfred Goldberg in Washington, D.C., May 5, 1965 (hereinafter Goldberg Interview).

18.  Interview with Francis W. H. Adams in New York City, July 8,1965 (hereinafter Adams Interview).

19.  Interview with Joseph A. Ball in New York City, June 24, 1965 (hereinafter Ball Interview).

20.  Interviews with Melvin A. Eisenberg in New York City, March 24, 1985 (hereinafter Eisenberg Interview I), and September 5, 1965 (hereinafter Eisenberg Interview II).

21.  Interview with Wesley J. Liebeler in Newfane, Vermont, June 30 -July 1, 1985 (hereinafter Liebeler Interview).

22.  Interview with Arlen Specter in Philadelphia, Pa., August 25, 1985 (hereinafter Specter Interview).

23.  Interview with Samuel A. Stern in Washington, D.C., June 10, 1965 (hereinafter Stern Interview).

How typical this is, is obvious, from the notes for his first chapter.  The first note is to the Texas Court of Inquiry report, which is a grim joke, and all the others are to the Commission.  All hundred and forty-seven other notes in this first chapter.

1. Texas Supplemental Report on the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy and the Serious Wounding of Governor John B. Connally, pp. 1, 8, 20, Austin, Texas, 1964 (hereinafter Texas Report).

2. Report, Foreword, p. x (1964), Washington, D.C.

3. Ibid., p. 471 (Executive Order 11130).

4. Report, Foreword, p. x.

5. Dulles Interview.

6. Report, Foreword, p. x.

7. McCloy Interview.

8. Ibid.

9. Texas Report, op. cit., p. 4.

10. Ibid., p. 5.

11. Ibid., p. 6.

12. Ibid.

13. Rankin Interview I.

14. Ibid.

15. Ibid.

16. Ibid.

17. Goldberg Interview.

18. Ibid
19. Liebeler Interview.

20. Report, Foreword, p. xi.  A fifth volume, the Supplemental Report, was submitted on January 13, 1964.  See Appendices.

21. Rankin Interview I.

22. McCloy Interview.

23. Rankin Interview II.

24. Dulles Interview.

25. Rankin Interview II.

26. Dulles Interview.

27. Report, Foreword, p. xiii.

28. Rankin Interview II.

29. Report, Foreword, p. xii.

30. Ibid., p. xiii+.

31. Ibid., p. xii.

32. Willens Interview.

33. Ibid.

34. Stern Interview.  Also Goldberg Interview,

35. Rankin Interview I.

36. Redlich Interview.

37. Eisenberg Interview I.

38. Rankin Interview I.

39. Redlich Interview.

40. Rankin Interview I.  Also Liebeler Interview.

41. Willens Interview.

42. Report, p. 476+.  Rankin later decided to drop the distinction between "senior" and "junior" lawyers, and all were called "assistant counsel."

43. Liebeler Interview.

44. Rankin Interview I.

45. Rankin Interview I and Willens Interview.

46. Ford Interview.

47. Willens Interview.

48. Ibid.

49. Rankin Interview I.

50. Willens Interview.

51. Ibid.

52. Liebeler Interview.

53. Adams Interview.

54. Ball Interview.

55. Liebeler Interview.

56. Redlich Interview.

57. Ibid.

58. Stern Interview.

59. Willens Interview.

60. Ibid.

61. Liebeler Interview.

62. Ibid.

63. Rankin Interview I.

64. Liebeler Interview.

65. Dulles Interview.

66. Report, Foreword, p. xiii.

67. Infra, p. 21

68. Report, Foreword, p. xiii+.

69. Ibid., p. xiv.

70. Hearings, Vol. XXIV, p. 445.

71. Rankin Interview I.

72. Report, p. 501+.

73. Rankin Interview I.

74. Gerald R. Ford and John R. Stiles, Portrait of the Assassin, New York, 1965, p. 13.

75. Rankin Interview II.

76. Ford and Stiles, op. cit., p. 14.

77. Ibid.

78. Ibid.

79. Ibid., p. 25.

80. U.S. National Archives.

81. Hearings, Vol. V., p. 141.

82. Specter Interview.

83. Rankin Interview II and Stern Interview.

84. Rankin Interview II.

85. Ibid.

88. Hearings, Vol. I, pp. 1:

87. Eisenberg Interview II.

88. Ibid.

89. Willens Interview.

90. Ball Interview.

91. Liebeler Interview.

92. Ibid.

93. Eisenberg Interview I.

94. Rankin Interview I. .

95. Ibid.

96. Report, Foreword, pp. xiv-xv.

97. Liebeler Interview.

98. Willens Interview.

99. Rankin Interview I.

100. Eisenberg Interview I.

101. Ball Interview.

102. Liebeler Interview.

103. Ball Interview.

104. Hearings, Vol. III, pp. 140270, passim.

105. Hearings, Vol. II, p. 33.

108. Ibid., p. 58.

107. Specter Interview.

108. Liebeler Interview.

109. Eisenberg Interview I.

110. Liebeler Interview.  Jenner was to do Oswald's preschool life, Ely his education, and Liebeler his military and work record.

111. Interviews with Goldberg, Willens, Ford, Liebeler, Eisenberg.

112. Ball Interview.

113. Liebeler Interview.

114. Eisenberg Interview I.

115. Willens Interview.

118. Rankin Interviews I and II.

117. Liebeler Interview.

118. Ball Interview.

119. Liebeler Interview.

120. Specter Interview.

121. Goldberg Interview.

122. Liebeler Interview.

123. Ibid.

124. Specter Interview.

125. Liebeler Interview.

126. Eisenberg Interview II.

127. Rankin Interview II.

128. Ibid.

129. Ball Interview.

130. Liebeler Interview.

131. Goldberg Interview.

132. N.Y. Times, June 8. 1984, p. 21:4

133. N.Y. Times, June 19, 1984, p. 13:1.

134. N.Y. Times, June 30, 1964, p. 2:5.

135. Liebeler Interview.

136. Ibid. Eisenberg came on weekends, and Stern was available when he was needed.

137. Redlich Interview.

138. Goldberg Interview.

139. Liebeler Interview (and unpublished colloquium).

140. Liebeler Interview.

141. Goldberg Interview.

142. Liebeler Interview.

143. Interviews with Dulles, McCloy, Ford, Boggs, and Cooper.

144. Liebeler Interview.

145. Ibid.

148. Report, Foreword, p. viii.

147. Liebeler Interview. Also Eisenberg Interview I.

148. Report, Foreword, p. xv. All the Commission's documents and working papers were committed to the U.S. National Archives.

This is a book on the Commission and its Report, which means on the official conclusions about the assassination.  These sources emphasize what is clear in the book; Epstein says they were right because they say they were right.  It also makes clear how simple Epstein's approach made it for the Commission to cover up what could embarrass it and to have Epstein say what they wanted him to say:

certainly, if the rumor was true, it was possible that the FBI would have admitted it.  But, since such an admission might severely shake "the nation's faith in its own institutions" and jeopardize the future effectiveness of the FBI, it was in the national interest, as well as the FBI's interest, to deny this allegation in any case.  As Rankin pointed out to the Commission, the FBI had an interest in ending the rumor.

Despite the fact that the Commission had agreed to approach the allegation from "both ends" and to hear Alonzo Hudkins, the source of the story, [which it wasn't] Hudkins was never called as a witness or questioned by the staff.  Instead, Leon Jaworski, Special Counsel for the State of Texas, was asked to speak informally to Hudkins about the rumor.39  According to Rankin, Jaworski reported back to the Commission that "there was absolutely nothing to the story" and that it was "sheer speculation based on nothing but Hudkins' imagination."40  It was thus decided it was unnecessary to call Hudkins as a witness or to pursue the matter further from that end.41

There was, however, other evidence that suggested that Hudkins did have an actual source for his information.  On January 24, three days prior to the Commission meeting, the Secret Service submitted about thirty investigative reports to the Commission.42  One of these reports, carrying the control number 767, contained a Secret Service interview with Hudkins.  Hudkins told the Secret Service agents that his information came from Allan Sweatt, the chief of the criminal division of the Dallas sheriff's office.43  According to Hudkins, Sweatt stated:

Oswald was being paid two hundred dollars per month by the FBI in connection with their subversive investigation [and] that Oswald had informant number S-172.44
Allan Sweatt was never questioned by the Commission or its staff.  The Commission apparently never attempted to ascertain Sweatt's source for the information or whether he had direct knowledge of the FBI's subversive investigation in Dallas.45  In addition, no effort was made to clarify the nature of the FBI's subversive investigation or to determine whether there was any relationship between the Cuban exile groups which Oswald had been trying to infiltrate and the groups which interested the FBI.46  Also, no check was made of the FBI files to see if number S-172 (or l79) possibly could have been assigned to Oswald.47

In short, no efforts were made by the Commission or its staff to investigate the rumor itself.

The Commission thus did exactly what it agreed not to do in its meeting; it relied entirely on the FBI to disprove the rumor.

The important question is not whether or not Oswald was employed by the FBI.  Even if he had been an FBI informant -- and no evidence developed to substantiate this possibility -- this fact might not be particularly relevant to the assassination itself, although it might have explained Oswald's movements prior to the assassination.  However, the important question is: How did the Commission choose to deal with a potentially damaging rumor?

Two courses of action were open to the Commission.  It could have investigated the rumor itself and called as witnesses the persons known to be the immediate sources of the rumor.  This approach quite probably would have exhausted the rumor, but it might have revealed information damaging to the national interest.

On the other hand, the Commission could have turned the whole matter over to the FBI.

This approach would not only have served to dispel the rumor, but would also have ensured that no damaging information would be revealed in the process unless the agency concerned itself chose to reveal it.

In the end, the Commission took the second approach.  The entire matter was turned over to the FBI, to affirm or deny, and the Commission relied solely on the FBI's word in concluding that "there was absolutely no type of informant or undercover relationship" between Oswald and the FBI.

The way the Commission dealt with this problem cannot be explained simply in terms of its explicit purpose of making known to the President and the American public everything that went on before it.  Nowhere, not even in the "Speculations and Rumors" appendix, does the Report mention the allegation that had so preoccupied the Commission.  Nor does the information Carr and Wade furnished on January 24 appear anywhere in the Commission procedings.48  Furthermore, the Secret Service interview with Hudkins has been withheld even from the National Archives.49  And details of the problem were kept secret even from the staff, lawyers.50  Quite clearly, the Commission handled the problem in such a way that it would not be made known.

The Commission's treatment of this problem was, however, consistent with the purpose of dispelling damaging rumors.  If the Commission had called Hudkins and Sweatt as witnesses and fully investigated the allegation, the result very well might have heightened doubts and suspicions.  If the Commission had disclosed the information furnished by Wade, Carr, and the Secret Service reports, the disclosure most probably would have led to new rumors and speculations.  The surest and safest way to dispel the rumor was not to investigate it, but to keep secret the allegations and publish only the affidavits of denial.  The Commission's course of action in this case can thus be explained only in terms of the purpose of dispelling damaging rumors (pages 39-41).

This long and uninterrupted quotation from Epstein is to be fair to him and at the same time present a fair and an accurate self-portrait by him.

Imagine what he says of himself and of how he regards the assassination and his scale of importances when the entire system of government is nullified by an assassination, which is a de facto coup d'etat, when Epstein says, quite literally says, that if someone working for the FBI killed the President "it was in the national interest," as well as the FBI's interest, to deny the allegation.  If there was any FBI or any other governmental connection with the most subversive crimes it is more important to protect them and the FBI from reaction to it and then going a step farther, it also is more important that solving this most subversive of crimes to keep the solution, the truth, from the people.

In the summer of 1966, I got that Secret Service's Hudkins report that Epstein says was withheld.  There is and there was proper and improper withholding but it should be understood that despite the terribly dishonest government record of withholdings, there are legitimate reasons for withholding some.  Those that are considered for withholding do require processing to determine whether they will be.  That alone delayed some records that were disclosed fairly promptly.

Oswald made no effort to infiltrate any anti-Castro groups in Dallas as he had not in New Orleans.

Epstein actually repeats that "The important question is not whether or not Oswald was employed by the FBI", to which he adds that if Oswald had worked for the FBI "this fact might not be particularly relevant to the assassination itself."  He does not postulate that maybe the alleged assassin did work for the FBI.  While most people probably believe that solving the crime was an urgent national need and punishing those responsible for that most terrible of crimes, that was not as important to Epstein as how the Commission chose to deal with a particularly damaging rumor".

Epstein even states that the investigation of an alleged FBI participation in the assassination should be turned over to the FBI so that it could investigate itself!  In fact, he approves that "to assure that no damaging information would be revealed."

In this Epstein certainly tells much about himself. About what he thinks is important and what is not important.  About what to him is right and what is wrong.  And perhaps most of all, that he believes many things are more important than the truth about the assassination of a President, even than learning what can be learned about it and who did it.  As long as some government agencies are protected from embarrassment.  Even if guilty!

Here we also see Epstein as a scholar, as a researcher and as an investigator, and as a man.

Another and in some ways similar an illustration of how this worked in practice, which is not an illustration of honesty by either Epstein or the Commission, his handling of the rumor said to have been reported by Lonnie Hudkins, that Oswald had worked for the FBI.  After Epstein says that if the Commission merely accepted J. Edgar Hoover's denial of this report, that would be no more than accepting a self-serving denial, we quote beginning inside the sentence that states the impossible, that it was possible that the FBI would have admitted it if the only candidate for Presidential assassin had worked for it:

It is not true that Leon Jaworski spoke to Hudkins about this.  He did not!  Jaworski, later of Watergate fame, instead wrote the man he thought was Hudkins' boss, asking him, in Jaworski's words in a later letter to the head of the Texas Court of Inquiry, to which Jaworski was counsel, to wipe this out.  As Jaworski then wrote Rankin under the date of May 5, 1964, he asked the man he thought was Hudkins employer, that he get an affidavit from Hudkins denying what Hudkins had written and he had published more than four months earlier.  The threat to Hudkins if he did not comply is inherent, but as Jaworski did not know, Hudkins had left the Houston paper and was on the Baltimore News-American.  (Jaworski also got the offer from his friend who was executive editor of the Houston Post to write a story denying even more than that Oswald had not worked for the FBI but that "Oswald was not in the employ of any federal government agency.")  While Epstein gave the impression that Jaworski had spoken to Hudkins when he had not, what Epstein, knowing it was false, here quotes Rankin as saying that Hudkins just made it up.  Rankin, too, knew that was false.

The Jaworski letter I quote was in the Commission's files and I published it in facsimile in Whitewash IV, page 146.

Those are the files Epstein boasts as his source but his "research" seems to be what the lawyers referred him to.

What Epstein does not say is that W. P. Hobby, Jr., the paper's executive editor, was also its vice president; that his family had established a foundation that was later exposed as a CIA front; and that Jaworski was counsel for the foundation that was a CIA front.  Thus the expansion of the denial to cover the CIA, too.

(Scholar that he is, Epstein does not even mention the Hobby names in his book, as his index establishes on page 222).

What Epstein did not report, depending, as he did on what the Commission's general counsel, who had every reason to lie to him about it, is that the story that Oswald had worked for the FBI did not originate with Hudkins and was known by the Commission, which chose to ignore it, until the Texas Court of Inquiry let Rankin know that it had heard the rumor and would have to look into it.  At that point, which was almost two months after the Hudkins story appeared, the Commission could no longer ignore it so instead it held a hurried executive session with representatives of the Texas Court of Inquiry.  Epstein makes no mention of this.  Rankin reported later to the Commission that Oswald was allegedly identified by the FBI with the symbol S179.  That is not an FBI identification of any kind.  But in reporting this Rankin withheld what the Texans had told him, that the Oswald identification number was 110669.  That also is not an FBI number but it is consistent with CIA numbering.

(From his nine years in the Department of Justice, eight of them as Solicitor General of the United States, the man who takes cases to the Supreme Court, cases that made him familiar with the FBI and its procedures and numbering systems, Rankin had to know when he passed it along that S172 or 179 was no FBI number.  As Epstein also should have known -- and he makes no mention of this, either.)

Another such story, also known to the Commission, was written by Joseph Goulden, then of the Philadelphia Inquirer.  Goulden's story was published December 8, 1963 or a ha1f year before the Rankin/Jaworski cover-up alone Epstein refers to.  Also before the Hudkins story appeared and also known to the Commission before that Hudkins story appeared was a similar article in The Nation, but Epstein makes no mention of it.

Or, if he had done any real investigating or if he had done any real research, as he boasts of doing in the Commission's records, he could not have missed what I found and published in Whitewash IV beginning on page 141.  Included are five different and earlier FBI reports, all earlier than what Epstein endorses that was wrong.  In this he misses the point, that when Oswald was the alleged assassin of the President and when the Commission knew about it, it first tried to cover it up and then never did any more then accept a pro forma denial from those who had every reason to deny any Oswald association if they had had any.

Also unreported by Epstein is the fact that the Commission was so anxious for this report not to be credited, to be played down in its own Report, it was careful not to have any court reporter present when in secrecy it heard the representatives of the Texas Court of Inquiry so that there would be no transcript of what they said and so that what they said could be put the way Rankin and the Commission wanted to put if that was their desire.

(I interviewed Henry Wade, who was then Dallas District Attorney, and Dean Robert Storey, then Dean Emeritus of the SMU law school, and both told me they believed there had been a court reporter present.  That, however, had to have been a staff stenographer Rankin had there to seem to be the court- reporter.  He did not call any court reporter and none was there.  There is another case of this that Epstein does not mention and to which we come.  And that, too, was a case of the most acute embarrassment for the Commission and for Rankin.)

After saying that if the man who allegedly assassinated the President "was employed by the FBI," that was not the important question, Epstein says that what was important is "how did the Commission deal with a potentially damaging rumor?"  Aside from, as we have seen encapsulated above, Epstein did not really report what the Commission did or did not do.  He did not even report similar stories that were published before Hudkins wrote his story.  He actually says it was not "the important question" if the alleged Presidential assassin had worked for the FBI!  To put this another way to highlight what this says about what was in Epstein's mind, how his mind worked and whether his judgment can be taken, what he is really saying is that it is not important if anyone working for the FBI killed the President.  Not compared with how the Commission handled it, which Epstein then reported only partially and in the way least unfavorable to the Commission and all federal investigators of the crime.

Epstein's research and investigation does not disclose, as he says it did, that the only Texans who met with the Commission on January 24 were State Attorney General Waggoner Carr, Dallas District Attorney Henry Wade, and Dean Storey, also of the Texas Court of Inquiry.  I interviewed Storey and Wade.

Another illustration of Epstein as investigator, scholar and researcher begins under the "The Autopsy Report" on page 45 with another such illustration I used before it:

… Since an oak tree's foliage obstructed the line of fire between film frames 166 and 207 (see map on facing page), and other evidence shows that the President could not have been shot before film frame 166, the Commission concluded that the earliest point that the President could have been first hit was film frame 207.2  Medical experts, including Connally's doctors, established with certainty, and the Commission agreed, that Connally was not in a position to be hit after film frame 240.3  Thus the maximum time that could have elapsed between the times both men were first shot was 33 film frames or about 1.8 seconds.

However, it was also established that the minimum time in which the assassination weapon could be fired twice was 2.3 seconds (or 42 film frames).4  This minimum figure was based on the length of time required to open and close the bolt of the rifle (and did not include the aiming time).5

Thus, according to the established facts, it was physically impossible for the assassination rifle to have been fired twice during the time period when the President and Governor Connally were first wounded.  Either both men were hit by the same bullet, or there were two assassins (page 45).

That was not just any old oak tree which lost their leaves in November.  It was a live oak, which keeps its foliage.

The only way the President could have been shot before frame 210, which the Commission held, rather than 207, and after frame 166, was if the shot did not come from that sixth-floor window.  But that was at the least possible and like the Commission, Epstein has no real evidence that any shot came from that window.

It was not "established that the minimum time in which ''the assassination weapon could have teen fired twice was 2.3 seconds."  Not so and not in duplication of the conjectured conditions of the assassination firing.

The FBI's top rifle shot, Robert Frazier, when prone, in a better position for firing a rifle than was possible behind that large window with so low a sill, did, once, get a shot off in 2.3 seconds, but the conditions were vastly improved, the rifle had been overhauled, the distance was ever so much closer as Frazier fired at a 25 foot range in the FBI's basement shooting gallery.  That time did not include the time required to get ready to shoot.  Timing begins with the sound of the shot, it could not.

As Epstein does not say, and the testimony reporting it is in the hearings he says he studied, when the army tried to duplicate the shooting attributed to Oswald at the Edgewood (Maryland) Proving Grounds, also under vastly improved conditions.

That also was with the rifle overhauled further, including its sight; also not from sixty-six feet in the air but half that height; with all the time in the world for the first shot; as they shot from an open platform rather than from over a windowsill only a foot from the floor; and all shooting at still targets that were planted, not at a moving car.

When all those shooters were the very best, provided by the National Rifle Association; yet, although they were at the very top, rated as "masters," not one was able to duplicate the shooting attributed to the officially "rather 'poor' shot" the Marines said Oswald was.

And this, too, is in those hearings Epstein said he used as source material.

It cannot be repeated too often and it is not true that if "Either both men were hit by the same bullet, or there mere two assassins."  It is not merely that each be hit by one bullet for the made-up solution to be possible.  That one bullet had to have inflicted all seven non-fatal wounds on both and in the course of it exercised maneuvers omitted in the official conjecture because those maneuvers alone eliminate the possibility.

The autopsy could not "find" that the bullet entered the President's back and exited through his neck.  It could offer that as its opinion and no more.  And here again Epstein suffers the ignorance he imposed upon himself by taking the words of those who had so much reason not to be truthful or even fully informative.  Epstein also formulates it incorrectly, knowingly incorrectly, and in this he again covers up for the Commission and the FBI.  He says that if the bullet entered the President's back and exited his neck "then it was possible that the bullet continued on to hit Connally."

This misstates what is absolutely essential to the Commission's Report and is impossible, that that one bullet, which came to be called "the magic bullet," inflicted all seven non-fatal wounds on both men without fragmenting, indeed, without any visible scratch on it and in almost pristine condition after smashing bones (as the Report and Epstein do not say) in the President's chest, and in Connally's chest leaving a fragment there in the right wrist also with fragments and then leaving a fragment in Connally's left thigh.  Three inches down in it and just under the skin.

That this imagined bullet, for that is what it is from the evidence unknown to Epstein because it served no Commission or staff interest to tell him, only to "hit" Connally, a large man, that leaves his wounds without any explanation, those wounds in three different parts of Connally's body, three parts that could not easily be arranged in either a straight line relationship or, if that imagined single bullet is not held to have traveled in a single line, to manipulate the parts of Connally's body to make it possible for that one bullet to have caused all five of Connally's wounds, with the unfragmented bullet depositing fragments that remained in Connally's chest, wrist and thigh.  And, as Epstein also does not say, with all the doctors who saw Connally's wounds in Dallas and the autopsy prosectors in Washington all testifying that more metal was deposited in these wounds than was missing from that bullet.

What was missing when they saw it was two specimens removed allegedly for lab purposes by FBI SA Robert Frazier but there is no proof at all that this bullet was used in the shooting or had any metal missing from it before the FBI took what it took.  These are hardly all the substantive criticisms that can be made of Epstein's Inquest.  These and those that follow provide a background on Epstein and his writing and the focus of his assassination writings.  It helps in understanding those who have been influenced by the high praises he has received.  It helps them understand that for the most part those praises came from those who believe as he does, about the assassination or those who agree with him politically.

Lest it be assumed that I have an Epstein axe to grind, when he was subject to unfair criticism in one of the then largest audiences available, I defended him.  To the best of my recollection nobody else did when Look magazine got Fletcher Knebel to chop him up.

Look was the picture magazine that was second in circulation in 1966.  As I recall each issue averaged about seven million copies sold.  That meant more than seven million people saw it and could have been influenced by Knebel, who was one of the most liked and widely read writers of that period.  Here, an authentic subject-matter ignoramus, Knebel did what Look wanted him to do.  He was severely critical of Epstein and of Inquest.

My exposure of Knebel begins in Part II of Whitewash II.  This defense of Epstein begins on page 71.  (Among those whom I heard nothing after this appeared at the end of 1966 were – Epstein and Knebel.)

The intelligentsia of that period, as well as the journalists, did not perceive that in his own way Epstein supported the impossible official "solution" to the assassination and was as partisan to the FBI as he dared be.  It took even the FBI a little time to recognize that he was their boy who agreed with their "solution" to the assassination and with the FBI in general.  In one of his later books that was not about the assassination, but was as steadfastly of the political far-right, he did an FBI job in which he hewed to the FBI line as he was critical of black activists.  Politically that fit in with his own beliefs perfectly.  Whether he got information for it that came from the FBI we have no way of knowing.  What is conspicuous and suggestive is the fact that then Attorney General John Mitchell, later of Watergate fame, crime and incarceration, plugged Epstein's attacks on blacks before it was published and he did that on coast-to-coast TV.

Those are far from all the criticism I noted when I first read Inquest and only a few more follow.  All have the purpose of providing a view of the real Epstein and his writing and the political view he gives of himself in his writing.

It is also another view of the major media of that period, the major media that made a hero of him without the slightest understanding of what he had written or why he had written it with the political slant few spotted, the major media which duplicated this non-journalistic approach with his book that soon becomes of more interest to us, his mistitled Legend.

The accuracy of his writing in Legend is inferior to the low standard of Inquest and his inaccuracies in Inquest are very considerably more than the few to which we give attention here.
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