





I genuinely appreciate this opportunity to
appear before your Committee.

My purpose in being here is to be as helpful as
I can in your efforts to resolve serious questions Liat
have been raised about the FBI -- questions arising from
one of the gravest tragedies of our time, the assassination
of President John F. Kennedy at Dallas, Texas, on November 22,
1963.

We welcome th: opportunity because 2 sincerely
believe in the integrity of the FBI, and that integrity
requires an honest and complete statement of the facts for
the American people.

We hope, as well, that these proceedings will
help assuage at least some of the rumors and conjecture
and doubts that have multiplied and spread so rapidly in

this 1l2th year following President Kennedy's death.






»inquiry to determine the truth of these allegations; and
he ordered the Assistant Director of our Inspection Division
to personally take charge of this matter.

The first step in our inquiry was to conduct an
extensive review of all file references to Oswald at our
Washington Headquarters and in the Dallas Field Office to
determine if they contained any information concerning the

alleged visit by Oswald and/or the threatening note.

They did not.

The second step was to identify. locate, and
interview those p¢ s3ons within and without the FBI who
logically might be able to shed light on this matter.

Since July, 1975, nearly 80 interviews,
including reinterviews of some persons, have been conducted.

The purpose and the thrust of those interviews
was to determine the answers to these important questions:

(1) Did Lee Harvey Oswald in fact visit

the Dallas FBI Office prior to the
assassination?

(2) 1If so, did he leave a note -- and what

were its contents?

(3) What action was taken regarding the note?

(4) Was the note destroyed; and if so, by whom

and at whose instruction?







about a week or 10 days before the assassination an individual:
appeared at the reception desk and asked to see one specific
Agent by name. Upon being told that the Agent was out of
the office, this individual left an envelope for the Agent.
According to the receptionist, t 2 envelope
contained a note which she read and believed was signed "Lee
Harvey Oswald."
She stated that she recognized the person who
had called at the office as Oswald when she saw pictures
of Oswald in the newsovapers following the assassination.
Another person who was employed at the Dallas
FBI Office in November, 1963, recalled that while entering
the office about midday sometime before the assassination
she saw a slender, dark-haired young man whom she later
could assume was Oswald with the receptionist.
A third employee was alleged to have seen Oswald
at the office, however, upon interview, denied that she did.
As to the wording of the nc¢ :@: hat was left at
the Dallas Office, accounts vary. The receptionist recalled
its contents to be somewhat as follows: "Let this be a
warning. I will blow up the FBI and the Dallas Police
Department if you don't stop bothering my wife."
She recalls taking the note to the Assistant

Special Agent in Charge. It was her recollection that he
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The Agent has told us that he complied with these
instructions and destroyed the note and the memorandum.

The Supervisor has told us that he had no
knowledge of the disposition of the note.

The Special Agent in Charge, who retired prior
to tt tpt of the al. jations in this matt :, he ¢ 11 1
having any knowledge of Oswald's visit to the Dallas Office
or of Oswald's leaving a note there. He maintains that he
did not issue any orders to destroy the note. In fact, he
claimed to have had no knowledge of this entire matter
until July, 1975.

The personnel who were assigned to the Dallias
Office in November, 1963, and who have admitted personal
knowledge of the Oswald visit and note, have denied having
any knowledge that the facts of this matter had been brought
to the attention of FBI Headquarfers.

One employee did state, however, that she heard
from an unrecalled source that a meeting was held one
evening to decide what to do with the Oswald note. She
named the purported participants, including an Inspector
from Washington. She qualified this information by saying
that she had no firsthand information, that it was hearsay,

and that she did not desire it included in her sworn statement.

That Inspector, now retired, as well as the other alleged









the Dallas Office and that they be reported to our Headquarters

to be furnished thereafter to the Warren Commission. \

o

—_
reported in full to the Department of Justice. The

The facts disclosed by our inquiry have been

Department has concluded that this is not an appropriate
case for criminal prosec 1 S "ne.’:]

We are at this very »sment making our own
assessment of the facts with a view toward instituting
appropriate administrative action.

The Committee has also expressed interest in
allegations indicating that Jack Ruby was a paid informant
of the FBI.

The best answer to such assertions is to quote from
letters which Director Hoover sent to the Honorable J. Lee
Rankin, the General Counsel of the Warren Commission in 1964.

In one such letter, dated February 27, 1964, Mr. Hoover
called attention to background information contained on pages
155 through 159 of a report dated November 30, 1963, prepared
by ¢ .1 5 C"%7ice in the Kennedy assassination case. This
information, he told Mr. Rankin, "was obtained through a search
of all files in the Dallas Office wherein references to Jack L.
Ruby appeared. All available information concerning Jack Ruby
contained in the Dallas files is set forth in the report.”

Mr. Hoover's letter continued, "For your information,

Ruby was contacted y an Agent of the Dallas Office on



March 11, 1959, in view of his position as a night club
operator who might have knowledge of the criminal element in
Dallas. He was advised of the Bureau's jurisdiction in
criminal matters, and he expressed a willingness to furnish
information along these lines. He was subsequently contacted
on eight occasions between March 11, 1959, and October 2,
1959, but he furnished no information whatever and further
contacts with him were discontinued. Ruby was never paid

any money, and he was never at any time an informant of

this Bureau."

In another letter to Mr. Rankin dated April 7,
1964, Mr. Hcover again called attention to the fact that
information on Jack Ruby had been furnished the Commission in
the Dallas Office's report of November 30, 1963. This
letter stated, "Copies of all of the records located wherein
mention is made of Ruby prior to November 23, 1963, have
been prepared and are being forwarded to you."

There was nothing in these Bureau records indicating
that Ruby furnished information to the FBI as an informant or
was ev - _1iid any money.

As you can tell, this question was thoroughly
explored by the Commission, and nothing to the contrary
was developed.

You have also inquired concerning reports that
Jack Ruby was involved in a union killing in 1939, which

fact allegedly had not been furnished the Warren Commission.
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We also interviewed the former clerical employee
involved. This time, he insisted that a teletype reporting
a possible assassination attempt on the President was, in fact,
received at the New Orleans Office while he was on duty
there November 17, 1963. He claimed that other clerical
employees of the New Orleans Office knew of the receipt of
this teletype, but he refused to furnish their names.

When specifically questioned as to whether he
had a copy of this or any other Government documents, he
gave an emphatic denial and also denied ever having made
copies of Government documents.

At the time -~ in 1968 -- we fully advised the
Department of Justice of the allegations which the former
clerical employee had made, and of the results of our
extensive : jquiry : jardir 7 1.

Now, more than seven years later, the story of
the "phantom teletype" has surfaced again. This time it
has a new twist.

One of the newsmen who contacted us last month
stated that our former clerical employee made available to
him the text of the alleged teletype, claiming that he
had an actual copy of the teletype but was afraid to

furnish it for fear of being prosecuted.












