
2
 

min. 
T
R
 

a
e
 

Venn 
te 

n
r
 

JACK 
RUBY 

WAS 
NOT 

EITHER 
AN 

INFORMANT 
FOR 

THE 
FBI 

S
y
n
o
p
s
i
s
:
 

Jack 
Ruby 

was 
c
o
n
t
a
c
t
e
d
 

by 
the 

Dallas 
FBI 

elght 
times 

iin 
1959, 

He 
provided 

no 
information, 

was 
not 

paid, 
and 

was 
not, 

in 
deover's 

definition, 
an 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
n
t
.
 . 

The 
*8I 

was 
less 

than 
e
n
t
h
u
s
i
a
s
t
i
c
 

about 
p
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g
 

the 
Warren. 

C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 

with 
d
e
t
a
i
l
s
 

and 
other 

r
e
c
o
r
d
s
 

m
e
n
t
i
o
n
i
n
g
 

Ruby 
b
e
f
o
r
e
 

N
o
v
e
m
b
e
r
 

24, 
1363. 

This 
memo 

summarizes 
the 

correspondence 
I 

have 
on 

this 
matter, 

*
 

* 
ae 

* 
a 

* 
x 

* 
* 

*k 
* 

* 
* 

ok 
bd 

* 
Ca 

CD 
4, 

the 
first 

c
o
l
l
e
e
t
i
o
n
 

of 
i
n
v
e
s
t
i
g
a
t
i
v
e
 

r
e
p
o
r
t
s
 

s
u
b
m
i
t
t
e
d
 

by 
the 

FSI 
to 

the 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
,
 

c
o
n
t
a
i
n
s
 

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 

items 
m
e
n
t
i
o
n
i
n
g
 

Ruby 
b
e
f
o
r
e
 

the 
a
s
s
a
s
s
-
 _ 

ination, 
dating 

sack 
to 

1950 
(pp. 

155-159). 
This 

information 
is 

prefaced 
only 

by 
the 

r
e
m
a
r
k
 

that 
“the 

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
 

is 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

JACK 
RUBY, 

also 
known 

as 
Jack 

Rubenstein." 
On 
F
e
b
r
u
a
r
y
 

25, 
1964, 

Rankin 
wrote 

Hoover, 
noting 

that 
a 

r
e
v
i
e
w
 

of 
these 

pages 
“
s
u
g
g
e
s
t
s
 

the 
e
x
i
s
t
e
n
c
e
:
 of 

a 
file 

c
o
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g
 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

about 
Jack 

L, 
Euby 

e
d
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 

by 
your 

B
u
r
e
a
u
 

prior 
to 

N
o
v
e
m
b
e
r
 

22, 
1
9
6
3
.
"
 

He 
asked 

for 
“a 

r
e
p
o
r
t
 

on 
the 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

r
e
l
a
t
i
n
g
 

to 
Ruby 

which 
may 

have 
been 

in 
your 

possession 
prior 

te 
November 

22, 
1963,” 

n 
his 

peply, 
dated 

P
s
b
r
u
a
r
y
 

27, 
H
o
o
v
e
r
 

a
d
v
i
s
e
d
 

that 
the 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

in 
C
D
 

4 
"was 

obtained. 
through 

a 
search 

of 
all 

files 
in 

the 
Dallas 

Office 
wherein 

_ 
references 

to 
Jack™2uby 

appeared, 
All 

available 
information 

concerning 
Jack 

Ruby 
containad 

in 
the 

Dallas 
files 

is 
set 

f
o
r
t
h
 in 

the 
report." 

(Zmphasis 
a
d
d
e
d
,
 ) 

Cn 
M
a
r
c
h
 

3, 
P
a
n
k
i
n
 

wrote 
H
o
o
v
e
r
 

again, 
p
o
i
n
t
i
n
g
 

out 
that 

the 
r
e
q
u
e
s
t
 

had 
not 

. 
been 

i
n
t
e
n
d
e
d
 

to 
apply 

only 
to 

the 
D
a
l
l
a
s
 

files, 
He 

a
s
k
e
d
 

for 
copies 

of 
all 

r
e
c
o
r
d
s
 

of 
i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s
 

of 
Ruby, 

or 
of 

p
e
r
s
o
n
s
 

m
e
n
t
i
o
n
i
n
g
 

Ruby. 
— 

Hoovet's 
rsvly, 

dated 
April 

7 
(CD 

732, 
with 

attachments), 
provided 

more 
d
e
t
a
i
l
s
 

on 
the 

ten 
items 

in 
CD 

4, 
but 

no 
new 

items. 
Four 

of 
these 

items 
are 

in 
the 

26 
volumes 

(CE's 
1760, 

1761, 
1693, 

1764). 
As 

van 
be 

seen 
there, 

the 
a
t
t
a
c
h
m
e
n
t
s
 

H
o
o
v
e
r
 

p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 

to 
CD 

732 
are 

not 
o
r
i
g
i
n
a
l
 

r
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
 

but 
p
a
r
a
p
h
r
a
s
e
s
.
 

As 
he 

put 
it 

in 
his 

letter, 
“these 

copies 
are 

v
e
r
b
a
t
i
m
 

copies 
of 

the 
o
r
i
g
i
n
a
l
 

Source 
material 

with 
the 

exception 
of 

those 
instances 

wherein 
it 

was 
necessary 

to 
conceal 

the 
identity 

of 
a 

confidential 
source..,.< 

As 
the 

items 
basically 

—~ 
c
o
n
t
a
i
n
 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

p
e
r
t
a
i
n
i
n
g
 

to 
other 

u
n
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
 

i
n
v
e
s
t
i
g
a
t
i
v
e
 

m
a
t
t
e
r
s
 

much 
of 

w
h
i
c
h
 

was 
f
u
r
n
i
s
h
e
d
 

to 
this 

Eureau 
in 

c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
c
e
,
 

it 
is 

r
e
q
u
e
s
t
e
d
 

that 
the 

President's 
Commission 

continue 
to 

maintain 
this 

information 
in 

the 
sane 

c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
c
e
 

that 
it 

was 
i
n
i
t
i
a
l
l
y
 

f
u
r
n
i
s
h
e
d
.
"
 

This 
seems 

like 
a
-
r
a
t
h
e
r
 

odd 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
 

and 
r
e
q
u
e
s
t
,
 

(
i
n
c
i
d
e
n
t
a
l
l
y
,
 

no 
part 

of 
CD 

732 
is 

now 
w
i
t
h
h
e
l
d
.
)
 

Nine 
of 

the 
ten 

items 
are 

of 
no 

p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 

to 
me. 

The 
a
x
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
 

is 
one 

which 
is 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 in 

CD 
4 

as 
f
o
l
l
o
w
s
:
 

"The 
f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
 

d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 

was 
o
b
t
a
i
n
e
d
 

t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 

o
b
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
 

and 
i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
.
”
 

‘In 
CD 

732, 
the 

i
d
e
n
t
i
c
a
l
 

d
e
s
e
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 

is 
p
r
e
f
a
c
e
c
,
 

s
o
m
e
w
h
a
t
 

more 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
v
e
l
y
,
 

as 
f
o
l
l
o
w
s
:
 

"Jack 
L, 

Ruby 
was 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
e
d
 

by 
S
p
e
c
i
a
l
 

a
g
e
n
t
 

C
h
a
r
l
e
s
 

W. 
Flynn 

on 
M
a
r
c
h
 

ii, 
1959, 

at 
w
h
i
c
h
 

time 
the 

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
 

d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 

of 
Jack 

L. 
Ruby 

was 
o
b
t
a
i
n
e
d
 

t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 

o
b
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
 

of 
the 

Agent 
and 

this 
interview, 

Yo 
d4dditional 

information 
was 

f
u
r
n
i
s
h
e
d
’
 by 

Ruby," 
This 

d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 

was 
in 

fact 
o
b
t
a
i
n
e
d
 

in 
c
o
n
j
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
 

with 
an 

a
t
t
e
m
p
t
 

to 
.. 

r
e
c
r
u
i
t
 

Ruby 
as 

an 
FST 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
n
t
.
 

The 
a
b
o
v
e
-
c
i
t
e
d
 

l
e
t
t
e
r
s
 

fron 
R
a
n
k
i
n
 

raise 
B
a
a
 

oy 
MO 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

about 
this; 

what 
f
o
l
l
o
w
s
 

is 
the 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
,
 

a
p
p
a
r
e
n
t
l
y
 

~., 
W
i
t
h
o
u
t
 

p
r
o
d
d
i
n
g
,
 

by 
H
o
o
v
e
r
,
 

a 
As 

noted, 
CD 

4 
does 

not 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

the 
source 

of 
the 

d
e
s
e
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 

of 
Ruby, 

In 
Ais 

F
e
b
r
u
a
r
y
 

27 
letter, 

H
o
o
v
e
r
 

wrote: 
“For 

your 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

Ruby 
was 

"
c
o
n
t
a
c
t
e
d
 

by 
an 

A
g
e
n
t
 

of 
the 

Dallas 
O
f
f
i
c
e
 

on 
March 

11, 
1959, 

in 
view 

of 
his 

p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
 

as 
a 

n
i
g
h
t
 

club 
o
p
e
r
a
t
o
r
 

who 
m
i
g
h
t
 

have 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 

of 
the 

c
r
i
m
i
n
a
l
 

. 
element 

in 
Dallas, 

He 
was 

advised 
of 

the 
Sureau's 

jurisdiction 
in 

criminal 
m
a
t
t
e
r
s
,
 

and 
he 

e
x
p
r
e
s
s
e
d
 

a 
w
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 

to 
f
u
r
n
i
s
h
 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

along 
these 

‘Lines, 
He 

was 
subsequently 

contacted 
on 

eight 
occasions 

between 
March 

11, 
1959, 

-and 
O
c
t
o
b
e
r
 

2, 
1959, 

buts 
f
u
r
n
i
s
h
e
d
 

no 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

w
h
a
t
e
v
e
r
 

and 
f
u
r
t
h
e
r
 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
s
 

with 
him 

were 
d
i
s
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
,
 

Ruby 
was 

n
e
v
e
r
 

paid 
any 

rioney, 
and 

he 
was 

n
e
v
e
r
 

at 
_any 

time 
an 

informant 
of 

this 
Bureau." 

Rankin's 
letter 

of 
March 

3 
did 

not 
ask 

for 
any 

substantial 
clarification 

of 
this 

rather 
startling 

revelation, 
iioover's 

letter 
of 

April 
7 

repeated 
in 

e
s
s
e
n
c
e
 

the 
a
b
o
v
e
-
q
u
o
t
e
d
 

p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
,
 

with 
some 

e
x
p
a
n
s
i
o
n
:
 

“He 
was 

s
u
b
s
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y
 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
e
d
 

by 
an 

Agent 
on 

A
p
r
i
l
 

28, 
June 

S
,
a
n
d
 

13, 
d
u
l
y
 ? 

and 
21, 

s
u
g
u
s
t
 

6 
and 

31, 
and 

O
c
t
o
b
e
r
 

2, 
1959 

.,.. 
These 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
s
 

were 
r
e
c
o
r
d
e
d
 

only 
by 

date 
along 

with 
n
o
t
a
t
i
o
n
s
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
i
n
g
 

Ruby 
had 

not 
f
u
r
n
i
s
h
e
d
 

any 
i
n
f
o
r
w
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

Yhere 
is 

no 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

r
e
c
o
r
d
e
d
 

that 
was 

f
u
r
n
i
s
h
e
d
 

by 
u
b
y
 

in 
c
o
n
n
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

with 
any 

of 
t
h
e
s
e
 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
s
,
 

R
u
b
y
 

was 
n
e
v
e
r
 

p
a
i
d
 

a
n
y
 

m
o
n
e
y
 

a
n
d
 

he 
was 

n
e
v
e
r
,
 

at 
a
n
y
 

t
i
m
e
,
 

an 
informant 

of 
this 

Bureau,” 
o
O
 

Some 
o
b
v
i
o
u
s
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s
,
 

Why, 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y
,
 

was 
Buby 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
e
d
 

at 
that 

time? 
‘(One 

p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e
 

clue 
is 

that 
the 

“
d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
”
 

of 
Ruby 

o
b
t
a
i
n
e
d
 

on 
the 

first 
visit 

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 

that 
fact 

that 
Ruby 

was 
an 

a
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
 

of 
James 

R
o
b
e
r
t
 

Todd, 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
d
 

as 
a 

“known 
Dailas 

area 
c
r
i
m
i
n
a
l
.
"
)
 

is 
it 

c
u
s
t
o
m
e
r
 

to 
r
e
c
o
r
d
 

a 
p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l
 

d
e
s
e
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 

of 
such 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
n
t
s
?
 

if 
auby 

p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 

no 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

w
h
a
t
e
v
e
r
,
 

why 
was 

he 
r
e
p
e
a
t
e
d
l
y
 

c
o
n
t
a
c
t
e
d
?
 

v
e
n
 

if 
he 

was 
not 

paid 
in 

cash, 
did 

Ruby 
at 

that 
time 

have 
any 

r
e
a
s
o
n
 

to 
seek 

other 
forms 

of 
c
o
m
p
e
n
s
a
t
i
o
n
?
 

N
i
g
h
t
 

thera 
be 

any 
S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e
 

to 
the 

fast 
that 

the 
| 

: 
c
o
n
t
a
c
t
s
 

with 
Ruby 

b
r
a
c
k
e
t
e
d
 

his 
S
e
p
t
e
m
b
e
r
,
 

1959, 
trip 

to 
Cuba 

(WR 
370, 

«02 
it 

is 
u
n
f
o
r
t
u
n
a
t
e
 

that 
H
o
o
v
e
r
 

did 
not 

five 
the 

C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 

p
h
o
t
o
c
o
p
i
e
s
 

of 
th 

o
r
i
g
i
n
a
l
 

r
e
c
o
r
d
s
,
 

which 
p
r
e
s
u
m
a
b
l
y
 

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 

files 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
 

and 
other 

such 
u
s
e
f
u
l
 

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

why 
did 

the 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 

show 
no 

great 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 

» 
or 

huve 
i 

just 
m
i
s
s
e
d
 

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
?
 

(i 
am 

not 
aware 

of 
any 

s
u
b
s
e
q
u
e
n
t
 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 

by 
the 

C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
,
 

after 
CD 

732 
was 

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
d
,
 

but 
ZT 

have 
not 

c
h
a
c
x
s
d
 

the 
r
e
l
e
v
a
n
t
 

r
y
 of 

A
r
c
h
i
v
e
s
 

files 
or 

made 
a 

t
h
o
r
o
u
g
h
 

cheek 
of 

the 
26 

v
o
l
u
m
e
s
.
)
 

Paul 
La 

Har 
J
a
n
u
a
r
y
 

&, 

(
C
o
p
i
e
s
 

of 
the 

d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
s
 

cited 
are 

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 

from 
mé, 

Ry 
d
u
t
e
r
e
s
t
 

dn 
this 

mette) 
Was 

i
n
i
t
i
a
t
e
d
 

when 
H
a
r
o
l
d
 

w
e
i
s
b
e
r
g
 

sent 
ma 

a 
copy 

of 
H
o
o
v
e
r
'
s
 

l
e
t
t
e
r
 

to 
R
a
n
k
i
n
 

or 
F
e
b
r
u
a
r
y
 

27, 
1964, 

w
h
i
c
h
 

was 
d
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
e
d
 

in 
the 

A
r
c
h
i
v
e
s
 

by 
(i 

think) 
Gary 

Sehoener 
and/or 

Hal 
Verb.) 

To 
fill 

out 
the 

page, 
here 

is 
an 

e
x
c
e
r
p
t
 

from 
the 

n
o
n
e
x
i
s
t
e
n
t
 

t
r
a
n
s
e
r
i
p
t
 

of 
4? 

& 
s
e
s
s
i
o
n
 

which 
the 

C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 

did 
not 

hold 
on 

eune 
32, 

1964; 

Mr, 
H
O
C
V
E
R
,
 

Ruby 
was 

never 
paid 

any 
money, 

and 
he 

was 
never, 

gh 
any 

time, 
informant 

of 
this 

Sureau, 
, 

The 
COMMISSION 

(in 
unison). 

What, 
never? 

ir, 
H
O
O
V
E
R
,
 

No, 
never, 

The 
STAFF 

(in 
u
n
i
s
o
n
)
,
 

What, 
n
e
v
e
r
?
 

“ry 
H
O
O
V
E
R
,
 

Well, 
h
a
r
d
l
y
 

ever, 

fo 
Po]


