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PROCEEDINGS

MR, GRAY: The presentation will begin., 1
believe that Generzl Groves is waiting.

General Groves, I should like to ask whether you
would like tn testify under oath. You are not required to
do so,

GENERAL GROVES: Whichever you prefer. It makes no
difference to me,

MR, GRAY: It 1is my guess that most everyome who
appears will be testifying under oath.

GENERAL GROVES: It makes no difference in my
testimony, but I would be very glad to.

MR, GRAY: What are your initials?

GENERAL GROVES: Leslie R,

MR, GRAY: Will you raise your right hand. Do you,
Leslie R. Groves, swear that the testimony you are to give
the Board shall be the truth, the whole truth and nothing
but the truth, so help you God?

GENERAL GROVES: 1 do.

Whereupon,

LESLIE R, GROVES
was called as a witness, and having been first duly swornm,
was examined and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. GARRISON:



Q General Groves, you are now vice president in charg
of advance scientific research at Remington Rand?

A No, I am ngﬁ longer in charge of research, I am
a vice president and director of Remington Rand.

Q During the war, you headed the Manhattan Project
in complete charge and development planning for use of the
atomic bomb?

A That is correct.

Q During the postwar period you were Commanding
General of the Armed Forces Special qupons Project, 1947 toh
19487

A Yes. My charge of the atomic work ended on the lst
of January, 1947. 1 thipy.ypp also should add that during
the period from about March of 1947 until my retirement on
the 29th of February, 1948, I was a member of the Military
Liaison Committee to the Atbmic Energy. Commission,

Q You appointed Dr, Oppenheimer to be the director
of the work at Los Alamos?

A Yes, sir,

Q You devolved great responsibility upon him?

A- Yes.

Q Would you just say a word about the nanre of that
responsibility?

J 4 Complete responsibglity for the operation of Los

Alamos Laboratory, the mission of which was to carry on the
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research necessary to develop the design of a bomb, to
develop the probabilities of whether a bomb was possible, and
if the design would be feasible, and to develop what the power
of the bomb would be. That was so that we would know at what
altitude the bomb should be exploded.

MR, GRAY: General may I internupt? I am sorry.
If it becomes necessary in the course of your testimony to
rofer to any restricted data, I would appreciate your letting
me know in advance that you are about to do so,

THE WITNESS: All right, sir,

Not only design and make these experimental tests,
but to actually produce the bombs which we expected to use in
the war, It should be understood that as early -- certainly
before Yalta, because at that time I so informed President
Roosevelt, or just before Yalta -~ I had concluded that we
only needed two bombs to end the war.

Of course, I also proceeded on the theory that I
might be wrong. For thatreason we decided, or 1 decided
that we would construct the actual bombs at Los Alamos. That
included as mtters developed the final purification of
plutonium at Los Alamos,

Posgibly -- I am not certain -- any finmal
purificati on of U-235 that might be necessary.

In addition to that, as time went omn throughout the

project, I consulted with Dr. Oppenheimer frequently as to
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other prodiems with which 1 was faced, 1 think onz of thosé
iz of such importance that it might bq well to explain i
to give a picture of the responsibilitiegtwhich you migﬁt say
he carried, |

There was a very serious problem as to the
purificatioan of U-235, While this is not secret in any way,
1 would rather not have it talked about by anyone here,
because it reflects to some extent on the wisdom of angthar
scientist,

MR, GRAY: There are no security implications
involved?

THE WITNESS: No security whatsoever, I will watch
out for that, I have been watching out for that for so many
years I don't think I will slip.

MR, GRAY: Thank you, sir,

THE WITNESS: There was'a great question as.to
the electromagnetic process -- how pure did the U-235 have
to be to have an explosion, We could get no advice 6n that
matter frowm the people that were responsible because nobody

knew. All that was known was that the natural state of . 707

N\

per cent of U-235 in uranium that it did not explode. 6‘

e

Various people, particularly those vitally concerned with

the efectromagnetic process, felt that a percentage of

- somewhere around 20 per cent to 14 per cent would be

explosive.

o
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They were greatly influenced by the fact that they
thought that their process, as they had it developed, would

produce material of that purity,

I fe1tﬁiﬁ£%‘6£;"552’ésuﬁﬁ; and| that we would (&?\"

——

have to have ahigha percentage of purity in order to
have an explosive. Dr. Oppenheimer was used by me as my
advisor on that, not to tell me what to do, but to confirm

my opinion, I think it is important for am understaading

of the situation as it existed during the war to realize that
when I made scientific decisions -- in case there are any
questions that come in on that -- that outside of not knowing
all the theories of nuclear physics, which I did not, nobody
else knew anvthing either. They had lots of theories but they
didn't know anything. We didn't know whether plutonium was a
gas, solid or electric. We didn't even know that plutonium
existed, although Seaborg, I believe it was, claimed to

have seen evidences of it in the cyclotron,

We didn't knowwhat any of the comnstants that were
so vital were, We didn't know whether it could be made to
explode. We didn't know what the reproductive factor was
for plutonium or uranium 235. We were groping entirely in
the dark., That is the reason that General Nichols and myself
were able, I think, to make intelligent scientific decisions,
because we knew just as much as everybody else. We came wp

through the kindergarten with them. While they could put
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elaborate equations on the Bbard, whicﬁ we might not be able
to follow intheir entirety, when it came to what was so and
what was probably so, we knew just about as much as they did.
$So when I say that we were responsible fog the scientific
decisions, I am not sayiné tha't we ﬁere extremely able
nuclear physicists, because actually we were not, We were
wvhat might be terﬁed thoroughly practical nuclear physicists.

As a result of this experience, maybe because Dr,
Oppenheimer agreed with me and particularly because of other
questions that were raised, I came to depend upon him
tremendously for scientific advice on the rest of the project,
although I made no effort to break down my compartmentalization,
As you krow, compartmentalization of information was my
chief guard against information passing, It was something
thatll insisted on to the limit of my capacity. It was
something that everybody was trying to break down within the
pxject. I did not brinqur. Oppenheimer into the whole
project, but that was not only because of security of
information ~- not him in particular, but all the other
scientific leaders, men like Lawrence and Compton were
treated the same way -- but it was also done because if I
brought: them into the whole project, they would never do
their own job. There was just too much of scientific
ipterest, and they would. just be frittering from ome thing to

another,
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S0 Dr. Oppenheimer was used in many ways as a
chief scientific advisor on many problems that were properly
within his bailiwick. That included his final advice which
brought up the question of the thermo diffusion separation
process, which was the case, as you know probably by now, that
we made this last ditch effort to bring that into the project.

We were late in bringing it in, because -; again
this is something that is not confidemtial, but I would
rather not have it talked about -- there had ndt been the
proper cooperatbn by certan scientific persomnnel at the Naval
Research Laboratory. There had been suspicion on the part

—

of certain scientists that the figures that were talked abouiéX}&

at the Naval Research Laboratory were not sound,|and to put ‘

e o e e e 5 e N e st/

% it blunff?j that they were jhst plain faked] and we could not

depend 6n them., The reason they felt this way was that the
results were not in accord with scientific theory. It just
gave the wrong answer. They were too favorable. We did not
get into using that, to my recollection -- I am not

absolutely certain -- but I believe it was Dr. Oppenheimer

who suddenly told me that we had a terrible scientific blunder.
I think he was . right, It is one ofthe things that 1 regret
the most in the whole course of the operation. We had failed
to consider this as a portion of the processt as a wholé° In
other words, we comsidered this process as a process that

would take uranium 235 from ,707 Qpito the final purity



instead of saying we will take it from ,707 up to, say, 2 per
cent, and then put that -‘in,

What we had domne, everybody in the project -- this
was brought to my attention by I believe Oppenheimer --
had failed to think about, well, after all, if you started off
with uranium .at 2 per cent instead of ,7 in any of 6ur other
processes, we would be crippling our output,

.

I tell you that not in praise of Dr, Oppenheimer,
but more to give you a picture of how he was used throughout
the process, I think that more or less ansﬁers Mr, Garrison's
question,

If I talk too lﬁng, Mr, Gray, if you will just
tell me to stop, it is §our time and not mine,

BY MR, GARRISON: How would you rate the quality
of his achievement as you look back on it?

A Naturally I am prejudiced, because 1 selected him
for tﬁe job, but I think he did ﬁ magnificent Joﬁ és far as
the war effort was concerned. In bther worde, while he was
under my control -- and you must remember that he left my
coatrol shortly after the war was over,:' :

Q If you had to make the decision again, would you
make it in the same way with respect to the selection of
Lr, Oppenheimer and devolving the requnsibilities on him
which you did?

A I know of no reason whyﬂn*t, Assuming all the
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conditions are the same, I think I would do it,

c You saw him very closely during those years?

A I saw him on the average, 1 would say, of.anywhere
from once a week to~once a month, I talked to him omn the
phdne about arywhere from four to five times a day to dnce
in three or four days. I talked on all possible subjects of
all varieties, During the time I spent a number of days,
for example, on trains traveling where we might be together for
six or eight or twelve hours at a time,

Q You were aware of his left wing associations at the
time -- his earlier left wing associations?

A Was I or am I?

Q Were you at the time you appointed him?

A At the time I appointed him to the project, I was
aware that there were suspicions about him, nothing like
what were contained -- and I might say I read the New York
Times, the letter of General Nichols and Dr. Oppenheimer'’s
letter. 1 was notaware of all the things that were brought
out in Gemeral Nichols' letter at the time of the appointment,
but I was aware that he was or that he had, you might say,

a very extreme liberal background,

I was also aware of another thing th&t I think must
be mentioned, that he was already in the project, that he
had been in charge of this particular type of work, that is,

the bomb computations, and that he knmew all that there was to
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know. about that, In general, my policy was to corsidexr the
fact that the man was already in the project, and ?hat made
it very questionable whether 1 shculd separate him and also
whether I should separate him under what might be termed
unpleasaﬁt conditions, because then you never know what you
are going to do to him, Are you going to drive him over to
the other side or not? As far as what I knew at the time of
his actual selection, I knew enough to tell me that I would
have considered him an extreme liberal with a very liberal
background, Justhow many of the details 1 knew at the time
I don't know, I did know them all later,

Q Based on your total acquaintance with him and your
experience with him and your knowledge of him, would you
say that in your opinion he would ever comsciously commit a
disloyal act?

A I would be amazed if he did.

Q Was there any leakage of information from Los
- Alamos to improper sources for which Dr, Oppenheimer had
in your opinion any responsibility?

A That is a very difficult question, because i%
brings up the fact that thé scientists -- and I would like to
say the academic scientists -- were not in sympathy with
compartmentalization., Théy were not in sympathy with the
security requirements, They felt that they were unreasonable,

I rever held this against them, because I knew fthat their whole
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lives frm the time they entered college almost had been based
cn the dissemination of knowledge. Here, to be put in a
strange enviroﬁment where the requirement was not
dissemination, but not ta lking about it, was a terrible upset.
They were constantly under pressure from their fellows in
every direction to break down compartmentzlization, While 1
was always on the other side of the fence, I was never
surprised when one of them broke the rules.

For example, I got through talking to Nels Bohr
on the train going to Los Alamost for the first time, I think
I talked to him about 12 hours straight on whathe was not to
say, Certain things that he was not to talk about out there.,
He got out there and within five minutes after his arrival
he was saying everything he promised he would not say.

The same thing happened on one occasion with Ernest
Lawrence, after he was told that he was not to say something;
he got up tothe blackboard wikh this group -- it was a group
of smaller size than this of the key peqle -- and said
"I know General Groves doesn't want me to say this, but" and
then he went on and discussed what I didn't want him to say,

You may say what kind of military organization was
that, I can tell you I didn't operate a military organization.
If was impossible to have one. While I may have dominated
the situation in general, I didn't have my own way in & 1lot

of things. So when I say that Dr, Oppenheimer did not
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always keep the faith with respect to the strict
interpretation of the security rules, if I could say that he
was no worse than any of my other leading scientists, I think
that would be a fair statement. It would not be ;ight to say
that he observed my security rules to the letter, because
while I have no evidence of his violating them -- after all,
I am not stupid -- I know he did. I could not say of my own
knowledge that I aver knew him just on the spur of the moment
and I can't recall a case where he deliberately violatgd ny
security instructions,
That is different from violating what he knew that

I would went. That was done by everybody in my organization,
including the military officers because my organization was
a peculiar one, A great deal of responsibility develved on
everybody. They all knew the goal, I kmow I was put in
positions where I had to approve things, things people knew
I didn't want to approve, but they got me im that corner,
That was not limited as I say %o scientific persomnnel, It
applied to engineering personnel, thet applied to military
officers, They were the kind of men I wanted,and they were
the kind of men that mage the project a success. If I had
a group of yz2s wmen we never would have gotten anywhere,

Q The absence of compartmentalization onm the Los
Alamos project, Genmeral Groves, would you say that

represented on Dr. Oppenheilmer's part an honest judgment as
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to what in his opinion would produce the best operating rasults
among the scientists on the project?
A I always felt -- I can't quite answer that -- that
Dr. Oppenheimer was led to that breakdown of compartmentaliza-
tion at Los Alamcs by a number of conflicting factors, Eere
I am just giving my surmise as to what I thought.

First, that he personally felt thaf was right in
view of his background of academic work.

Second, that he felt it was necessary in order to
attract the kind of men that he felt he had to have at Los
Alamos. I agreed that it was a very decided factor and
always thought it was in getting such men, I also felt that
he was very much influenced at that time by'the influence of
Dr, Condon, who was for a very brief time the Associate
Director there, and, as vyou all know, a very complete dis-
appointment to me in every respect.

I would like to emphasize now before any question
is asked that I was not responsible for the exact selection
of Dr, Condon, but I was responsible for his selection because
I insisted when Dr. Oppenheimer took the Directorship that
he hae as his No., 1 assistant an industrial scientist,
and we just made a mistake when we delected Dr. Condon,

Who gave his namnme tﬁe first time I don't know, but Dr., Condon
turned out to be not an industrial scientist, but an

academic scientist with all of the faults and none ofthe



virtues, That was my opinion, He did a tremendous amount of
damage at Los Alamos in the initial setup. How much influence
he had on Dr. Oppenheimer 1 don't know, But he was given
certain responsibilities with my full approval -- in fact,

you might say my very insistent suggestion -- that Dr., Condon
with the industrial background should be the one to establish
the working rules and the administrative scientific rules in
the establishment, while Dr. Oppenheimef was thinking about
how was the actual scientific work to be done.

I could never make up my own mind as to whether Dr,
Cppenheimer was the one who was primarily at fault in
breaking up the compartmentalization or whether it was Dr,
Condon, I don't tc this day know whether it was wise. 1
think it was a serious mistake and felt so at the time to
have the lack of compartmentalizafion go on down the line,

In other words, it was all right bo have the leaders, maybe-
20 to 30, but not to have as many men as were permitted to

break down compartmentalization, {Q}\

The Greenglass and Rosenberg case, which I always \

%

|

felt the effects were greatly exaggerated, that the Russians |
did not get oo much information out of it, that case |
according to the testimony of this sergeant would never !

; have been possible if the junior scientific personnel at Los !
| Alamos had observed the rules and regulatioms. 1
| I eSS e - e e —
They all, of coursj, had given an oath that they

E
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would support the security regulations, but that was not
controlling. They wavered here and there.
I think that answers your question in general.

Q How long was Dr, Condon on the project?

A I think avery short time. The record would show,
but my impression would be only six weeks to two months, I
don't recall, A very short time., His deparfure, of course,
was at his own volition, I°always thought it was because he
thought the project would fail, and he was not going to be
associated with it, His record showed since then he has
never been satisfied anywhere he was. He was always moving.
It was a mistake to get him out there., It is a mistake for
which the responsibility was maybe 75 per cent mine and 25
per cent Oppenheimer's or maybe my share was even more than
that But mine was very heavy, because he would never have
been there ifI had not fold Oppenheimer what kind of assistant
he should have.

Q Apart from the gquestion of compartmentalization as
an operating policy, you had no occasion to believe that
any leakage of information from Los Alamts occurred as a
result of any conscious act of Dr, Oppenheimer’'s?

A Oh, no, I don't sonsider that hiscompartmentalization
was a conscious act that would tend to encourage the leak of
information.

c You had complete confidence in his 1ntegrit&?
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A Puring the operation of Los Alamos, yes, which was
where I really kanew him,

Q And you have that confidence today?

A As far ss that operation went, yes, As I say,
as far as the rest of it goes, I am, you might say, not a
witness, I am really ignorant on that, excepting what I
r2ad in the papers,

Q As the war neared its end, there was an even greater
urgency to produce the bomb in time fto use it, was there not?

A No, because no one in this country conceived of the
Japanese war ending as soon as it did, no omne in
responsible positions today, no mwtter that they say today
or said since, There is not a soul that thought that the war
was going to end within a reasonable time.

Q Did Dr. Oppenheimer work as hard as a man could
to produce that bomb in accofdance with the deadline dates
that you had projected?

A Oh, yes, yes. In fact, he worked harder at times
than I wanted him to, becawwe 1 was afraid he would break
down under it, That was always a danger in ow project., I
think it is important to realize in the case of Dr. Oppenheimer
because I had a physical taken of him when ®&e were tal king
about waking it a mititaiized affair, and I knew his past
physical record, and I was always disturbed about his working

too hard, But I never could slow him down in any way.
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Q Do you recall your conversation with him about the
Chevalier incident?

A Yes, but I have seen so many versions of it, I don't
think I was confused before, but I am certainly starting to
become confused today. I recall what I consider the essential
history of that affair, As to whether this occurred this
time, where I was at the moment, I can't say that I recall
it exactly, I think I recall everything that is of vital
interest, as far as would be necessary to draw a conclusion
as to that affair,

Q Would you say what your conclusion was?

A My conclusion was that there was an approach made,
that Dr. Oppenheimer knew of this approach, that at some
point he was involved in that the approach was made to him - -
I don't mean involved in the sense that he gave anything -- I
mean he just knew about if personally from the fact ghat
he was in the chain, and that he didn't report it in its
antirety as he should have done. When I learmned about it,
and throughout, that he was always under the influence of
what I termed the typeical American schoolboy attitude that there
is something wicked about telling on a friemnd. I was never
certain as to just what he was telling me, I did know this:
That he was doing what he thought was ess8ntial, which was
to disclose to me the dangers of this particular attempt to

enter the project,; namely, it was concerned with the situation
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cit there near Berkeley -- I think it was the Shell Laboratory
at which Eltenton was supposedly one of the key members --
and that was a source of danger to the project and that was
the worry. VI always had the vefy definite impression that
Dr. Oppenheimer wanted to protect his friends of long
standing, possibly his brother, It was always my impression
that he wanted to protect his brother, and that his brother
might be involved in having been in this chain, and that his
brother didn't behave quite as he should have, or if he did,
he didn't even want to have the finger of suspicion pointed
at his brother, because he always felt a natural loyalty to
him, and had a protective attitude toward him,

I felt at the time that what Oppenheimer was
trying to tell me and tell our project, once he disclosed this
thing &t all -- as I recgll 1 had the feeling that he didn't
disclose it immediately., Imn other words, he didn't come
around the next day or that night and say to our security
people, "Listen, some things are going on.,"” I thikk he
thought it over for some time., I am saying what I thought
now, and not what we could prove, because we could never prove
anything definite on this thing, because it all depended
cn the testimony of a man who was concermed in it,

1 always felt he was trying to protect his brother
and possibly in any case to protect “hevalier or to protect

somhody else who was a friend, whom he felt that the man had
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made a mistake and he had adequately takem care of that
mistake and more or less waruned this man off,

I felt that was wrong. If I had not felt it was
important not to have any point of issue on what after all
was a minor point with respect tothe success of the project,
I might have had quite an issue with him right then and
there., As he told me very early in my conversatior with him,
he said, "General, if you order me to tell you this, I will
%ell you,” 1 said, '"No, I ammnot going to order you,"

About two months later or some time later, after
much discussion in trying to lead him into it, and having
then got the situition more or less adjusted, I told him
if you don't tell me, I am going to have to ader you to do it,
Then I got what to me was the final story, 1 think he made a
s:reat mistake in that, I felt so at the time., I didn’'t think
it was great from the standpoint of the project, because 1
felt that 1 was getting what I wanted to know which, #ter
all, I did know already, that this group was a source of
danger to us. I didn't know that this group had tried to
make this direct approach and pinpoint it that way, but I
knew they were thoroughly capable of it, and I knew we had
sources of danger in the Berkeley project.

I think that really was my impressiom of it, that
he didn't do what he should have done. The reasons why were

clesire to protect friends and possibly his ‘brother, and that
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he felt that he had done what was necessary in piupointing.

As far as I was concerned, while I didn't like it, after all

it was not my job to like everything my subordinates did,

or anybody in the project did., I felt I had gotten what I

needed to get out of that, and 1 was not going to make an

issue of it, because I thought it might impair his usefulness

cn the project.

1 think that givew you the gemneral story,

MR, GARRISON: I think that is all that I would like

to ask,

MR, GRAY: Mr. Robb,

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR, ROBB:

Q General, you said this group; wha group did you

bave in mind, sir? The group at Berkeley?

A Ch, no, The group
laboratories. We never knew
group., I didmo't bring it to
Companry at the time, because
I would rather have it there
the war, I brought it to the
the Shell 0Oil Company, amnd I
out in 24 hours,

Q General, 1 fimd in

you, dated November 14, 1946.

at the Shell 0Oil Company

how many people were in that

the attention of the Shell 0Oil

I didn't want to disclose anything.
where 1 kmew it, Of course, after
attention of various friends in

beleve that group was cleaned

the files a letter signed by

I will read it:
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"Army Service Forces,

"United States Engineer Office

"Manhattan District,

"Washington Liaison Office,

"P, O, Box 2610

"Washington, D, C,

"November 14, 1946.,

"Mr. David E. Lilienthal

"Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission,

"Room 6176, New War Dept. Bldg.

"Washington, D, C,

"Dear Mr, Lilienthal:

"I desire to bring to your attention that in the
past I have cmsidered it in the best interests of the United
States to clear certain individuals for work om the Manhattan
Project despite evidence indicating considerable doubt as to
their character, associations and absolute loyalty.

"Such individuals are generally persons whose
particular séientific or technical knowledge was vital to the
accomplishment of the Manhattan Project mission. In some
instances, lack of time prevented our completely investigating
certain persdns prior to their working for the Manhattan
Project; so that in some cases individuals, on whom it was

subsequently determined that derogatory information existed,

had access to Project information.
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"With the appointment ofthe Commission and the
legal provisions for investigatio; of personnel by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, 1 see no reason why those persons
on whom derogatory infommation exists cannot be eliminated,
I unhesitatingly recommend that you give the most careful

consideration to this problem.

"The FBI is cognizant of all individuals now employed
on the Manhattan Project on whom derogatory information exists,
"Sincerely yours, L. R. Groves, Major General}, USA.,"
I find an answer to that from Mr, Lilienthal,
dated December 4, 1946, which I will read:
— "U, S. Atomic Energy Commission,
"Washington, D, C. “
"Major General Leslie R, Groves,
"Commanding General, Manhattam Project,
"P, O, Box 2610
"Washington, D, C,
"Dear General Groves:
"This will acknowledge your letter of November 14,
1946, concerning continued employment of project personnel
whose character, associations and loyalty have been
guestioned by the Manhattan Project but who have been
enployed nevertheless because they were considered vital to
the accomplishment of the Manhattan Project mission. This

maétter will receive the most careful consideration by the
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Commission. It would appear that since the persons referred
to in your letter had been continued womewhat beyond the
accomplishment of the Manhattan Project mission, that you do
not regard their presence a source of critical hazsrd. On
the other hand, if in your opinion a decision in this
connection is urgent, I would appreciate your further views.

"Sincerely yours', signed '"David Lilienthal,
Chairman."

I find, then, your response to that letter, dated
December 19, 1946:

"War Department,

"P.O, Box 2610

"Washington, D. C,

"December 19, 1946,

"Mr ., David E. Lilienthal

"Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

"Room 6176, New War Dept. Bldg.

"Washington, D, C.

"Dear Mr. Lilienthal:

"Reference is made to your letter of December 4, 1946,
concerning the presence of certain individuals in the Manhattan
Project whose character, associates and loyalty may be open
to question. They could not be discharged summarily but, as
1 explained, their removal is of necessity a rather slow

process and whenever possible such removals have been
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effected by us through administrative means when the
individuals could be convéniently relieved of such assignments.
Considerable progress inm reducing the number ofsuch
individuals has been made to date,

"It would seem to me that with the reinveséigation
of all Manhattan Project personnel by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation you could find it appropriate to effect the
removal of the remaining individuals of questionable character,

"Sincerdly yours," signed" L, R. Gtoves, Ma jor
General, USA.,"

General, do‘you recall writing the two letters
and getting the answer from Mr, Lilienthal?

A 1 recall writing a letter., You did very wdl, I
didn't recall the other two, I recall writing one. I think
it is appropriate, if I may,gto insert that these letters
were only written because previous verbal discussions which
were very limited had proven unavailing and because Mr,
Lilienthal had made it very plain that he wanted no advice
of any kind fron me, He wanted nothing whatsoever to do with
me. He thought that I was the lowest kind of human being
and he was not going to get anything from me. This was
written becase I felt that it was yhe only way that 1
could adeguately bring to the attention of the Commission

the seriousness of this problem. Knowing government procedure,

1 knew that as long as it was verbal, nothing would be done,
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If 1 put it in writing, that they would always be thinking
about the record. That is the reason that the letter was
written,

I have never made a practice of trying to protect
myself on the record, but I thought this was one time that I
could secure action and it was not written really with the
idea of clearing my skirts for something that might come up,
such as this, many years hence. It was to make him do it
whether he wanted to do it or not.

Q General, was Dr, Oppenheimer one of the 'certain
individuals" to whom you referred in those letters,

A I don't believe so, because Dr, Oppenheimer was
really out of the project at the time, Of course, he was
retained e a consultant, but just what my consultant arrange-
ments with him were;, I am not certain. It was more ofa
personal affair, I would say that hewas not one of those
that I was thinking about., I recall who I was.thinking about
in particular, and he was not the man. I don't think I was
thinking about him.

If I wmay answer that you may ask next, but which is
necessary for my answer, if he had been a member of the
Manhattan Project at the time, he would have been one of
those about whow I was thinking.

Q General, would you have cleared Dr, Oppenheimer in

1643 if you had not believed him to be essential ty the



iy
project ard if you had ndt known that he was already steeped
i1i the project? |

A | I think that I Qould'not have cleared him if I had
rot felt that he was essential and.if‘he-had not already been
€o thoroughly steepeaﬁin the project, ' If the two were
separated, I don't knéw, I can't say.ﬁbecadse i | was'never
faced with that, and it is a%fully hard to try bo recast it,

Q I will show you a ﬁhotostat of a 1ette£ bearing
your signature, dated 20 July 1943, and ask if that is the
letter whereby you did givé clearance to Dr, Oppenheimer?

A It is cgrtainly my signature, because nobody has been
able to forge it yet, and they have tried many timég. Nobody
could ever do it, I don't remember the exact wording, I
do know that a létter of this gemeral tenor was writtenf.
There. is no gquestionbut what it was my letter;

Q 1 might read this into the record, It is stamped

. top secret, but it has been declassified:

"War Department,

"Office of the Chief of Engineers,

"Washington.

"20 July 1943

"Subject: Juiius Robert Oppenheimer,

"To: The Diétrict Engineer, U. S, Enginuer Office,
Manhattan District, P, O, Box 42, Station F, New York, New

York,
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"l, In accordance with my verbal directions of
15 July, it is desired that clearance be issued for the
employment of Dulius Rober t Oppenheimer without delay
irrespective of the information Qﬁich you have concerning
Mr , Oppenheimer. He is absolutely essential to the project.”
Signed, "L. R, Groves, Brigadier Gemera}l, CE.,"
General did your security officers on the project
advise againé;-the clearance of Dr. Oppenheimer? : r
A Oh, I am sure that they did., I domn't recall f
exactly, They certainly were not in favor of his clearance.
I think a truer picture is to say that they reported that ]

they could not and would not clear him, J

Q General;, you were in the Army actively for how many
years?

A I don't know. 1916 to 1948, and of course raised in
it, also,

Q And you rose to the rank of lieutenant general?

A That is right,

Q During your entire Army career, I assume you were
dealing with matters ofsecurity?

A Bever before thig thing started. We didn't deal
wilth matters of security in the Army really until this time.
The Army as a whole didn't deal with matters of security
until after the atomic bomb burst on the world, because it

was the first time that the Army really knew thail there was
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Q Certainly with your work in the Manh&ttan Project
you dealt intemnsively witﬁ matters cfsecurity?

A I would say I devoted about 5 per cent of ﬁy time
to security problems,

Q You did become thoroughly familiar with security
matters,

A 1 think vhat I was very familiar with security
matters,

Q In fact, it could be said that you became something
of an expert in it? .

A I am afraid that is correct,

Q I believe you said thzt you became pretty
familiar with the file of Dr. Oppenheimer?

A I think I was thoroughly familiar wkh everything
that was reported about Dr, Oppenheimer, and that included
as it‘did on every other matter of 1mportan¢e, personally
readiny the original evidence if thqré was any original
evidenrce, In other words, I wuld read the reports of the
interviews with people. In other words, I was not reading
tho conclusions of any security officer, The reason for that
wns that in this project there were so many things that the
sacurity officer wbuld.not know the significance of that I
felt 1 had to do it myself. Of course, I have beéen eriticized

ior doing all those things myéaliilahd not hévihg a staff of
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any kind, but zfter all, it did work amd I did live through it,

Q General, in the light of your experience with security
matters and in the light of your knowledge of the file
pertaining to Dr. Oppenheimer, would you clear Dr. Oppenehimer
today?

A I think before answering that I would like to give
my interpretation of what the Atomic Energy Act requires,
I have if, but I never can find it as to just what it says.
Maybe I can find it this time,

Q Would you like me to show it?

A 1 know it is very deeply concealed in the thing.

Q Do you have the same copy?

A I have the original act.

Q It is on page 14, I think, where you will find it,
General., You have the same pamphlet I have.,

A Thank you. That is it. The clause to which I am
referring is this: 1t is athe last of paragraph (b)d) on
page 14. It says:

"The Commission shall have determined that
permitting such person to have access to restricted data
#ill not endanger the common defense or security" amnd it
mentions that the investigationm should include the character,
associations and loyalty.
My.interpretatbn of endanger -- and I thimk it is

important for me to make that, if I am going to answer your
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question ~-- is that it is a reasonable presumption that

tkere might be a danger, not a remote possibility, a tortured
interpratation of maybe there might be something, but that

there 13 something that might do, Whether you saythat is 5
per cent or 10 per cent or something of that order does not
make any ditference, It is not a case of proving that fthe

man is a3 danger., It is a case of thinking, well, he might

be a danéer, and it is perfectly logical t§ presume that he
would b%, and that there is no consideration whatscever to

be given to any of his past performances or his gemeral useful-
ness, or you might say, the imperative usefulmness, I don’'t
care how important the man is, if there is any possibility
other than a tortured one that his associations or his loyalty
or his character wmight . endanger,

In this case I refer particularly to associations
ard not to the associat;ons as they exist today but the past
record of the associations. 1 would not clear Dr. Oppenheimer
today if I were a member of the Commission on the basis of
this interpretation.

If the interpretation is different, then I would
have to stand on my interpretation of it.

MR, ROBB: Thank you, General, That is all,

MR, GRAY: 1 would like to ask a question, General
Groves., This relates to a guestion Mr, Garrison asked about

the urgencies, whether the urgencles had been stepped up,
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with respect to having these weapons ready towards the end
of the war.

My recollection is that you seid that there was
not any acceleration as far as you were concerned?

THE WITNESS: No. My mission ds given to me by
Secretary Stimson was to produce this at the earliest possible
date so as %o bring the war to a conclusion., Th# was further
emphasized by his statement that any time that a single day
could be saved, 1 should say that day. The instructions to
th e project were that any individual in that project who
felt that the ultimate completion, in so far as he understood
i, was going to be delayed by as much as a day by something
that w;s happening, it was his duty to report it direct to
me by telephone, skipping all channels of every kind. So
that urgency was on us right from the start.

MR, GRAY: And any instructions with respect to
that which went to the laboratory at Los Alamos would have
come then from you?

THE WITNESS: Th$t is correct. I think for your
information, while the laboratory officially was under
General Nichols -- because the whole distri¢ was under Nichols --
by an understanding between Nichols and myself, because that
left me doing nothing but telling Nichols what to do, and
it was beyond his capacity to do everything, in general

a division of direct responsibility was made and Nichols



Gook over ecasentialiy Oak Ridge and the general
adninistration,

With respect %o Los Alamos,it was directly my
raspongibility ih every way, everything that happered, Tke
porders were issued direct. We tried to keep Nichols
informed to such extent as was necessary, So from a practizal
gt2ndpoint, although not en paper, the chain of command was
direct from wme to Dr: 6ppenheimer¢

DR, GRAY: One other question now. Do you recall
any key personpel in thé project wﬁo left the project
because of unsatisfactory record or promise as security risiks?

THE WITNESS: - Oh, yes, There were some that were
gotten rid of, A man named Hiskey, who very unfortunately
happened to be a reserve officer, and was called to active
duty and thus gotten out of it,
| A man named Lomanite's deferment on the drait
was taksn sway, He was eventually drafted, although that
toock the utmost preséure. His draft board refused %o renmove
the deferment, It became a mestter of issue in which
General Hershey had to issue direct orders that this exemption
be rewoved, and that he be drafted: If he was not drafted,
he was going to get rid of the entire state board as ﬁell as
the locel board, which apparectly was controlled by an édement

that were not in accord with what you and I think they should

be, The board insisted .oz thiz man's beimg deferred,
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There were other people that we wished to get
rid of that we were unable to get rid of because of the effect
upon the organization as a whole. Those were men -- I
don't think their names need be mentioned -- about whom I
had suspicons. Also, I think bearing on this there was an
early conversaticn with the Secretary of War's office at the
time before I startod dealing with the Secretary direct,
in which 1 asked if it was possible to intern a particular
foreign scientist, an alien, and I wa< asked what evidence 1
had, and my reply was that I had no evidence other than
intuition, I just didn't trust him. 1 knew he was a
detriment tc the project. I didn't accuse him of disloyalty
or treason, but simply that he was a disrupting ¥orce and the
best way oué of it was to intermn him,

I was told that this man didn't want to take it up
with the Secretary. I insisted on it, He came back and
said, "Gemeral, the Secretary said we can't do that,

General Groves ought to know that., I told the Secretary, of
course, General Groves knew that would be your answer, Heb

just still wanted to make a try." I think that is essential

to realize,

In other cases, one of them at Berkeley, where 1
asked Dr. Lawrence or told him that I waded a man to be gotten
rid of, he said, "If I get rid of him -- don't misunderstaad

me, if you order it, 1 always accept your orders -- I want



to ware you that if he is gotien xid of, there will be po

work done in this laboratory for at least a menth, no maiter
what I %try %o do myself, and the effect may last for six montég
or a year because of the attitiude of the scientific world
which did not appreciate the need of security,"”

J think that attitude was prevalent in ;he-country
as a whole, . 1% was very touchy, and ysu could not run this
" thiogg and say a man is either black or white, If he is
bluck or has any tinge of ift, out he goes, and there is no
question about it%,

MR, GBAY: Does the name "Weinbgfg“ mean anything
to you?

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes,

MR, GRAY: Would you mind --

THE WITNESS: Weinberg was one of -- I think‘some
off the peopleover there could maybe 5mplify it a 1ittle -~
he wes as I recall one of four young scientists at Berkeley,
The other names, if they are mentioned, I think I could
ramember them, |

MR, ROBB: Might 1 wention them to assist: Weinberg,
Bohm, Lomanitz and Friedman,

THE WITNESS: That sounds very familiar, and I think
thay is approximately righi, Egssentially they were a group
about whom there wss a great deal of gestion, 1 never had

any couniidence in them af 211 from the time that we started
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to get reports, They were not essential to the praject.
They were young m2n, and they could be replaced. But
rememhar aft that time there were not very many men ané¢ even
a young man it was difficult to replace, But even o, we
could get alocng without them,

WR, GRAY: You did lpndeed ir some cases.

THI WITWESS: Oh, yes.

IR, GREY: The project was successful, and souwe
of thege men left the project?

THZ WITNESS: Yes, we got rid of them. But each
one it waz a terrible task to get rid of becauge i1t was not
a cas® of ny deciding he should go. First, the suspicicn of
the man, then a dzvelopment enough to convince me, ané then
manipulation and just how were we going to do this thing.
It wa= just as difficult as to get rid of a cabinet officer
in Washington that the country is behind, because you had all
cf the political play in there. Men who would become
vioslently excited about the most minor thing. If I went on
to the laboratory or on to a plant and failed to speak %o
somebody who was there or didn't see him -- even at Oak Ridge
I 2veon had to go back at the expénse of about three hours one
day to spzak to @ superintendent that I had failed to see
when 1 went througzh the plzpt and when he spoke to me, I had
not answered hiw. When Nichols told me about it, I szaid

"Waat is the damage?" He said, "You just got %o go back,”
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ared [ went vack, That was trus, Everybody with the excepiion
# few o us, like Nichels and myself, wbosé physical
registance maybe was better, everyone was worked {o the point
where they were lLense and ne:woum'aud they had to po anothad
all the tiwe,

I say trhat go you get the picture ofwhy certain
pecple were not removed, You say why didan't you rewmove uhem?
Sure 1 wanted %o zrzemove them, but it was not wise, I :hink‘
it ig also importapnt to state - I think it is well known -—-
that there was never Ifrom about two weeks frdém the time I took
charge of This project any lllusion on my part but tha%

Rusgia was our enemy and that the project was conductéi on
%hzt bhasis, 1 didn't go abag with the zttitude of the
covntry as a whole Ghat Rusaia wes a gallant ally. 1 always
had suspicions and the project was conducted cn that basis,
0f course, that was so reported o the President,
Mi. GRAY: One other question about individuals.
 Condwn 2
Yo said th& Dr, ﬁggpton had been unsatisfactory in every
r2apact, Poes that include security? Did you have anything
in mind on security in thaf ragard, or loyalty?

THE WITHESS: 1 would say not in giving any
information, but ip setting up, He set up the rules at Los
Alangg -- at least I always f21t he was the man responsible

for the vules —-- Lhat tended 5o break down compartméntalizatioz,
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FHe was the man who was primarii& responsible for Los Alamos
for the friction whid existed. There would have been
friction anyway. But the intensity of the friction that
existed between the militgry officers who were trying to do
the administrative operations out there so as to enable the
sclentists tc work at science, Condon was the one who built
all of that up.

The fact that he left there as he did and left
thls mess behind him, he left because of the reasons that
he did leave. The fact that he of course later when he
worrked at Berkeley, he didmn't do what I term an honest day's
work, I might add for your clarification that the work he
wasi engaged on at Berkeley was something that required a man
of his capabilities, Dr. Condon was a first rate physicist.
Don't misunderstand me, Lawrence and myself did not feel
that this particular phase of the work was at all interesting
to us, We thought it was just no hope at all. But we also
felt that we could not allow this field to go unexplored
just because of a curbstone opinion which is really what
Lawrence and min® were because we didn't know anything about
it -~ I don't remember what it was now -- it involved
mathematics to sce if this was feasible,

We had Condon working om that with a small
group of jhniors. By doing that we definitely proved that

we were right in saying that we should neglect it. He was
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kept on there at Berkeley on a sort of part time basis,
traveling back and forth. He was very unsatisfactory there,
In other words, he just didn't do an honest day's work in
our opinion,

He would also be going to Pittsburgh for his own
family conweunience, He would be leaving Pittsburgh because
he wanted to get out to Berkoley for persomal reasons, Then
of course the situation came up with his attempts to go to
Russia just before the bomb exploded to that scientific
conference where a member of our State Department kept the
Army from knowing about these invitations., 1 found out about
it because our scientists told me that they had received
invitations. So we checked our project to see that none of
our people would go, and then at the last minute when the plane
was about to leave, we suddenly discovered that sowme industrial
scientists, namely Condon and Langmuir of General Electric
were going, and I then raised the question as to whether
they should go with their top company officials,

After discussion with GE, I withdrew any objection
to Dr. Langnmuir going. Of course, Dr, Langmuir has since
represented that, but that is all right. I did not
withdraw the objection to Condon going. I had the fullest
support from the corporations concerned. Condon's passport
was withdrawn and he made a terrific battle to go. That

battle was so unrealistic and so cmmpletely lacking in
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appreciation of what was the best interest of the United
States that you couldn't help but feel that either he was
such an utter fool that he could not be trusted, cr else that
he put his own personal desires above those of the welfare
of the country and therefore he was in effect diéloyal, even
if it was not a case of deliberately going out to aid the
enemy.

BR, GRAY: One other gquestion about Dr. Condon,

When he left Los Alamos and assumed this other
relationship at Berkelpy, did he have any responsibility for
personnel at either place?

‘ THE WIBNESS: He didn't leave directly for Berkeley.

He was relieved frmm the project, and went back to the
Westinghouse Company. It was later that he was picked up
to go to Berkeley because we wanted to take a man that
would not hurt the project in any way. As to his responsibil-
ities for personnel at Los Alamos, that was one of his big
responsibilities. To assist in recruiting personnel. The
idea was that Dr. Condon, in my concept, and I believe Dr.
Oppenheimer carried out that concept completely in so far as
he felt that it was possiblg to carry it out because we both
found out pretty soon that Condon was not competent --
Oppenheimer was to think the scientific problems and to
establish the schedule of scientific and technical work., Condon

wast to run everything connected with the procurement of
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personnel, the operation of the personmel, their relatioms
with the military, and all that, The military wa< to run
the housekeeping. As I say, Condon failed in that, Oppenheimer
started to move into the personnel thing. Of course,
Oppenheimer still had at the beginning to get the senipr
personcel, but building up and getting all the arrangements
was supposed to be €ondon's responsibility,

MR. GRAY: This is while he was identified with the
project.

THZ WITNESS: Yes.

MR, GRAY: When he left, he had no respoﬁsiﬂlity?

« THE WITNESS: That is right. He had no responsibility.

He left with, I would say -- both Dr., Oppenheimer and myself
-—.we had the utmost distaste for Dr. Condon, There was the
utmost cooperation in getting this thing on a plane where
you might say we had Dr, Condon on the record in a way that
he has never liked to have it disclosed since, that he had
not done a good job out there,

MR, GRAY: My wmext question involves a considerable
change of pace, General,

THE WITNESS: That is all right, sir.

MR, GRAY: Do you think that the Russian effort
to develop this kind of weapon has in -any way, as you loock
back on history, beed accelerated by any information they

may have gotten ome way or another from our own people?



564

THE WITMNESS: Oh, yes, There 1s no question. If
I can go into that a little bit, first they got information
as to our interest essentially through espionage at Berkeley.
These are all conclusions. You can't prove them, of course.

MR, GRAY: I understand.

THE WITNESS: They got the thought that we were
interested there. Theycertainly had gotten before he
ever came to the country -- they must have gotten information
from Fuchs that Britain was interested in this affair and
that we were, too, because up until the time I came into
control, there was a complete interchange of scientific
information between Britain and America on this. If the
British didn't know everything we were doing, it is because
they were stupid, and they were not on the job., I don't think
they did, but they knew most of it,

Thenext disclosure outside of that particular
thing is that whatever Fuchs passed during the war, and ! dou't
think he passed tco much until near the end, they undoubtedly
knew certain things -- they had good espionage -- and they
knew a lot of things that were going on.

For example, when we had trouble at Hanford and
our piles suddenly quit -~ I think that is generally known,
again that is not secret, but I wouldn't like to have it
repeated ~-- we had trouble with our piles. The trouble

existed because this was a sudden disclosure of a scientific
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effect that bobody had anticipated, Thex‘éason we had not
anticipated that was because we had never operatsd our
pile at Chicago, our preliminary ﬁork there, comtinuously,
We had not operated éontinuously becase my orders to the
Chicago laboratory were directly and deliberately disobeyed,
I had said that they will be operated conﬁinuously. We don't
know what will happen, Let us find out, Of course I didn't
anticipate this scientific problem, but after all, any
engineer knows you ought to operate something continuously,

The power worked so well at Chicago that they
operated it only during nice convenient hours. Sp we never
got this effect that was so disastrous at Hanford, My officer
in charge at Chicago failed because he didn't report that
they were nbt carrying out my orders, which-he should have
done 1f he could not get them to comply,

When this thing happened at Hanford, it was known
by people thaf had no right to know it within -- I can't
recall the exact ttme now -- I think it was 48 hours, 1It.was
known in qu'Yprk by somebody who was not in the project.»

To get t§ New York, I had to trace oﬁf.this thing. 1 think Gk

c——

it went from Hanford to Chicago, which wgs,leg;pigggg&_alt

—— ——

went from Chicago to Montreal which was not legitimate, It

went from Montreal to someone else in Candda, and from that

' it went to New York, I didn’'t have to have that diagram,

e—— 5 — —

¥We found out that this man had an inkling that something

]
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had happened, and that wes enough to show the extent of this
kind of espionage,

There was a great deal of loose talk about it by
scientific people, as I say, breaking down my compartmentaliza-
tion rules.

Of course, I always knew that if you have this many
people on a project, that somebody is going to be faithless
and somebody is going to betray you, and that is why we
had compartmentalization,

Then after the war when the May case broke in Canada,
that of course was pure luck, what May had done. Apparently
May gave to the Russians a sample of U-233 and a sample of
something else. I think it was plutonium. I don’'t recall
now. But the U-233 was all important because that indicated
to the Russians thatwe were interested in thorium, which
could only be produced that way. The result of that was
most unfortunate.

Then the next thing that happened was -- I didn't
know this until later--- apparently there was a diary kept
up there with certain names in it. I have mever beenable to
get the truth of that, because people who were involved have
clammed up. They were not people who were friemndly to me
in the main, anyway. They were not people who would
disclose matters to me. But I believe there was a diaryf

I believe Fuchs' name was in that diary, a list of
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acquaintan:ss or addresses, that was in the hands of somebody

in that Cznadian ring, I have always thought it was Fuchs,

It has been told it was somebody else, Fuchs' name was in

that, That list was supposedly disclosed to people in the
United States, not in the project, but outside of the prﬁject,
and the list was never shown to me, the one man who should

have had it shown to him by all means.

There were attempts on the part of our government VN‘

\

to keep me from knowing about this Canadian affair, | I was told

—

bf it by Dr, Chadwick, the British scientific representative,
I should have been told by our top officials whoever got

the first word from Canada., 1 should have been told., 1 was

not consulted about it in any way,

I think that led probably to the damage of Fuchs,

TR

that Fuchs did, Of course, the Fuchs case to me was a very

! bitter affair, because the British Government deliberately

T ———

lied about Fuchs, I said that with emphasis to the fullest.

—— e

Not only did they lie once, they lied three times in writing.

I first asked for this gopup of which Fuchs was a member, w

have they been cleared? The answer was yes, they have been ﬂ
cleared, They are perfectly souidd. F
Y , \

I said that is not satisfactory., I have to have more !

. |/

than that, They came back then with.a letter that said these

i S R ——

me:a had been Q cleared by our investigative agencies over
. :
‘ i1 England. 1 thiok they call it,yhat is it, G-5, or somethinog |
{ »

: . . Rl S - - = |
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Y‘#’—;f that kind., In other words, a combination of military

intelligence and %he FBI, I refused to accept that,

Then they ame throughand said that these men, and

they named then, including Fuxhs, have all been cleared on

the same standards which you would use in this country for
wen who were going to know the same things. They brought up ‘

at that time or shortly thereafter or shortly before that some |
1

of the men coming over were of German birth, that they were not
English citizens, that some of them had been made English
citizens by act of parliament. Frisch was related to-

Ellissa Meitner or was at least a nephew of Peierls and

Sir John Simon, either were not Bkitish citizens or were

made British citizens by act of parliament.

In other words, they had not fulfilled the usual -

requiremends.. Never did they mention that Fuchs was German
born or was being made a cttizen or had been by act of

parliament, that Fuchs was a Communist or had a Communist

o S At T

background, that Fuchs had been interned in Canada as a
German, and then released, all of the things that would have

made me say, "Well, leave Fuchs at home."” None of that was

given,

—— e — = - = = - . ‘
= - gz e

As 1 say, it was repeated and they knew what the

!

story was, and yet they brought Fuchs over, Unfortumately
Fuchs was in the delegation of British who came and discussed

with us the gasseous diffusion process which was the one
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process we had that we really took our hair domn and told
them 411 about because the feeling was that they hgd
initiated that process and they could be helpfui.

There was also a very strong qlement, I would say
98 to 99 per cemnt of the scimﬁtific personnel on the project,
who considered the gas diffusion process a mistake, including
the people who were actually responsible for the duvelopment,
Dr. Urey, who was the head, violently opposed it, He said
it couldn't possibl; work, So it was not unreasonable to
let the British look at it,

Of course, as you know and is well known, I was
not responsille for our close cooperation with the British,
I did everything to hold back on it, I would say perfectly
frankly I did the things that I have sort of maybe by
implication blamed on my scientists for doing, 1 did mot cany
out the wishes of our government with respect to cooperation
with the British because 1 was leaning over backwards.

That information that Fuchs gave was all important,
The mistake that was made at Los Alawios in breaking down
conpartmentalization was vital to Fuchs, because %uchs'layer
went to Los Alamos, it was vital to Fuchs, and the information
he passéd to the Russians,

But in doing that, I thipk it is important teo
realize this with respect to Fuchs: 1f we had limited-it to

& small group, say just the top pecple, Fuchs mnight still have
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been in that group. Fuchs would also have worked on the
hydrogen bomb as one of the subordinates, and would have
‘ passed that information,

With the British not being completely under my
control, 1 think it would have been passed on by the British
group to Fuchs, whether we had the compartmentalizaton strictly

- observed there or not. But irrespective of that, I feel that
was one .0f the disadvantages of the breakdown of compartment-

alization.

MR. GRAY: You think there was information, and it

‘r

seems clear that Fuchs was involved in the transmission of
. information, you think it was confined exclusively to Fuchs?-

- THE WITNESS: No, I think the data that went out in

the case of the Rosenbergs was of Qinor value, ;would never
say that pubiicly. Again that is something while it is not
secret, I think should be kept very quiet, because irrespective
of the value of ghat in the overall picture, the Rcsenbergs
deserved to hang, and I would not like to see anything that

would make people say General Groves thinks they didn't do much

- damage after all.

e

PN s On the situation as a whole,'bur reliancé, when we
. first talked after the war about what the time limits were
on the Russians andit is quite possible I talked to you

about it when you were Secretary of the Army -- I don't

recall, I certainly made no bones about it -- our reliance
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or. what the Russiamns could or cquld not do was based on
primarily the supplies of material which I felt woéld be
available to them, that is raw material, and on the basis
tha# there would be no éen?tal relaxation of sqcurity rules
beyond the Smyth report, ahd the declussifieatie study
whibh said shat could be released.

| In that the criterion -- and that criterion was
established by a comﬁittee of eminent scilentists, but like
all committees, it was under pretty rigid contro] by me
because I had the chairman, Dr, Tolman, who was in completige
sympathy with meas far as I know, I had the secretary, who was
an officer and a distinguished chemist handling that end --
and they were told in advance what should be the criterion
and they got the board to agree.to th#t criterion., Nothing
waé recommended for declassification where 1t.was felt that
would be of any assistance to the Russianslin developing the
bomb,

Later, that has been stretched and stretched, -and
there has been a tremendous amount of data published, As you
know I fought the battle, I did not win, The American
people and the Congress and everybody else was opposed to me,
It has always been said, get the information out, and |
there has been a great laxness there,

I think the primary reason was that the Russiams

_ o . ,
got into these materials in Saxony., We didn't know about
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and I mm sure he did. We were never too much concerned

about that, because 1 personally felt tﬁaf the electromagnetic
process was a process, while it was of extreme importance

to us during the war, and we saved at least a year's time

by doing it, that it was not the process we would follow

after the war, Tht is one reason‘why we put silver in those
magnets, because we knew we would get it out,

DR. EVANS: General Groves, I would like to ask
one question that is not very important, and maybe you can't
answer it., There are some things that appear in magazines
that is almost classified information. That article in Life,
do you remember seeing that?

THE WITNESS: No, I didn't read that,

DR, EVANS: 1 think it was Life. It contained a
lot of material that I did not think was unclassified, Did
any of you people read that article?

THE WITNESS: 1 have not read that, but I camn tell
you that I am constantly being shocked by what 1 see. With
respect to that, to clarify a little my previous answer to
Mr. Gray, because I am reminded of this by your question,
during the war there were two things that came out that
annoyed me tremendously. The last one was kind of funny
but it still annouped me. I thought that is an awfully
cheap thing %o do.

As you know, we had the utmost cooperation from the
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That is very definite. Our relationships were genarally
good. But on one odcasidn a newspaper wanted to print news
about Hanford and what a tremendous development wds'out there,
They had their reporter out and they had their stofy written
and it was a bangup story., We found outabout it,and they were
told no, they could not print it., 'Of course, that was handled
through.press censorship, We didn't deal directly with them,
They said there are thousands of people that know it, and
they would not agree with our philosophy which was that
thousands of people couldiknew 1t but that is no sign the
Russihns did, or the enemy -- we could not talk about the
Russians too much then. So that they agreed not to publish it,

About a month afterwards a Comgressman from Oregon,
I think his name was Angell, suddenly made a speech on the
floor of the House appealing for more appropriations for
the Interior Department for, I think, installation of electric
generétors in Grend Cduleeb or something of that ‘kind, and
among other things he said that there was this tremendous
plant with great electrical demand at Hanford, Washington,

The paper came out with this, It was a little squib
cn the interior page. It said the CongressionalVDirethQy
contained tge following today and it just quoted that
absolutely, As I say, I thoughg it was awfully ppoy. 1 knew
it had not been top management., I think it was‘sﬁméﬁddy who

got smart, But there was one very serious break that
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disclosed during the war -- to me, if I had been a Russian
I think if the intelligence of Kapitsa and the background or
the intelligence of anyone else who was working on this
project -- it would have indicated that the way to produce
an atomic bomb was in some way to take care that 1t night be
based on implosion. I don't know if anyone else in the room
gsaw that article. I think I probably dimcussed it with Dr,
Oppenheimer at the time.,

DR, EVANS: I saw it.

THE WITNESS: It was a terrible article. There
just was not anything we could do, I was just a s certain
a3 I coukd be that somebody was just trying to get tat
information out., I don't know who was responsible. We, of
course, did almost nothing about it, because that Is the kind
of thing you don't do anything about. We prevented im this
country the republ{cation of articles appearing abroad,
particularly in Scandanavian papers, that disclosed ideas.
We made no mention, for example, in the press dispatches
when the heavy water plant was finally destroyed in Norway,
They might be described in detail in the Scandanavian press.
We objected and were successful in having them not reprinted
on the ground that would indicate to the Russians some interest,
I don't know how successful we were in keeping the Russians
from realizing what a tremendous effort this was, and how

hopeful we were, and what the effects would be, but judging
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from ftthe Russian attitude, I would say that they did not
appreciate the strength of this weapon until it d<opped
on Hiroshima, and they were told of the effects. They still
did not appreciate it until after Bikini, because the atti-
tude of the Russian delegation at the United Nations, which
nf course was very responsive to Moscow as you know,
changed completely, not immediately after the explosiomn, but
within about 24 houss of the time that the ships returned
to San Francisco,'and the Russian observers who were there °
against my wishes'-- as you know, I did not control Bikini --
got éshore and went to the Russian consulate, Within 24 hours
to 48 hours, the whole attitude of the Russian delegation
at the United Nations changed} and this became a very
serious matter, instead of' just being something, '"Ch, well,
it doesn't amount to much,” That would indicate to me that
they had not been convinced by their espionage of just how
important this ail was,
MR, GRAY: Mr, Garrison,
REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR, GARRISON;

Gl General, Dr. Oppenheimer had no responsibility for
the selection or the clearance of Fuchs, did he? v

A No, not at all, He had no responsibility whatsoever,
as far as I can remember, He had no responsiility for it,

and 1I do#'t recall his ever having asked me to get an
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Englishman at the laboratory in any way, nor did he suggest
%their need. He acquiesced when I said I thought we should
get them there in view of things, and becaw® we desperately
needed certain assistance that those men can give, They
were a scientific reservoir., There was not any use in trying
to keep them out, as I saw the picture. In other words, I
tried to be reasonable about it. I didmn't try to oppose the
administration when I knew I was going to get licked. After
all, I had been in Washington for many, many years,

Q All this talk about espionage, you didn't mean to
suggest by anything that you said with respect to it that
Dr, Oppenheimer had anything whatever to do with espionage
activities with foreign agents?

A Oh, by no means. Dr. Oppenheimer was responsible
as the Director of tg; laboratory for assisting in every
possible way our security and defemse against espionage at Los
Alamos, If you look down the chart, he might be
responsible to a certain degree for operation of the security
officer. ;t was more in the way of assisting that officer
and of advising me or this officer's superiors if he
thought the officer was not doing a good job., But bhe officer
from a practical standpoint did not report to Oppenheimer
excepting as a matter of courtesy.

Q So you would not want to leave with this board even

by the remotest suggestion that you are here questioning Dr.
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Oppenheimer 's basic loyalty to the United States in the
operation of the Los Alamos plant,

A By no means and nothing about the espionage. I
think it is very important if there has been any misunder-
standing that Dr, Oppenheimer was not in any way responsible
for anything to do with the protection of the United States
against espionége,-excepting cooperation which was natural
as' the head of the scientific effort out there. By no means
was there any 1nteﬁt to imply, I hope I did not lead anybody
to think otherwise for anm-instant.

Q After Dr., Oppenheimer resigned as the director of
the project, Qid he remain as & consultant for the Manhattan
District?

A Apparently he did, I didn't realize that until
somebody asked me about it, or something was said here earlier,
I think bhe did. I don't think he was on the payroll imn any
way, But certainly I Qonld not have hesitated to ask him
any questions or to discuss anything that was of a secret
naturq during that period I remained in control, For one
thing, there was nothing that came up with which he was not'-
already thbroughly familiar, There was no possibility of
anything in thai. So tge question never arose. I think also
as ; recall he was a member of this declassification board .
aﬁthough I am not éértatn of that. That would be in the

record and of course he would know. That was the one
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chairmanned by Dr, Tolman.

Q You have given us your interpretatiom of the
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act, General Groves,
Leaving the Act to omne side or supposing that it provided
that the test of the employment of a man in Dr. Oppenheimer's
position should be what is .in the public interest, would you
say that the revocation of his employment would be in the
public interest if that is the way the Act read?

- A The revocation under such extreme publicity as has
occurred I think would be most unfortunate, not because of
the effect on Dr, Cppenheimer -- that I leave to one side --
but because of what might be a very disastrous effect upon
the attitude of the academic scientists of this country
towards doing government research of any kind, and
particularly when there was not any war on., I think you can
refer back to history as to the attitude of the average
academic man in 1945 when the war was over. They were
exactly like the average private in the Army who said to
himself, the war is over, how soon can I get back home to mom
and get out of this uniform. That was the way the average
academic scientists felt., He wanted out. He wanted to be
wvhere he could resume his old acadeﬁic life, and where he
could talk and not have to be under pressure of any kind.
What happened is what I expected, that after they

had this extreme freedom for about six months, they al}
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started to get itchy feet, and as you know almost every one
of them has come back into government research, because it
was just too exciting, and I think still is excitiné. Does
that answer your quesinn?

Q Yes, 1 have, General, a copy of a letter which I
‘am sure you.recall from yourself to Dr, Oppenheiﬁer, dated .
May 18, 1950, I would like to read it, if I may, into the
record, I am sure you have no objection to that;

A No. Anything I wrote I have no objectibn to whatever.

Q‘ This is Bn the letterhead of Remington Rand, Inc.
Laboratory of Advanced Research, South Norwalk, Conn,:
May 18, 1950,

"Dr, J, Robert Oppenheimer

"The Institute for Advamced Study

YPrinceton, New Jersey.

"Dear D?. Oppenheimer :

"If at any time you should feel that it were wise,
I would be pleased to have -you make a statement of the general
‘tenor of that whiﬁh follows:

"'General Groves has informed me that shortly after
he took over the responsibility for the developmenp of the
atomic bomb, he reviewed personally the entire file and all
known information concerning me and immediately ordered that
I be cleared for all atomic information im order that I might

participate in the development of the atomic bomb, General
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Groves has also informed me that he personally went over all
infomation concerning me which came to ligﬁt during the
course of operations ;f the atomic project and that at ne
time did he regret his decision.”

"I don't believe that yo:1 will find any need to make
use of any such statement, but you might, You might wish to
show it to some individual for his use in handling
unpleasant situations, if any arise.

"1 have been very much pleased with the comments
that have been made by various persons in whose judgment I
have more than average faith, such as the reported statement
of Representative Nixon that hehad 'complete confidende in
Dr. Oppenheimer’s loyalty.' This was made in a speech at
Oakdale, California.

"I am sure of one thing, and that is, that this
type of attack, while it is unpleasant, does not in the end
do real damage to ome's reputation.

"I wonder if you saw the editorial in the
Washington Post to the effect that the way to cripple the U.g.
atomic energy program would be to single out a few of the
foremost nuciear physicists and dispose of them by character
assassination. When I remember how the Post has written
about me, it makes me wonder just who wrote this particular
editorial,

"I Ho hope that you are finding life enjoyable and
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not too hectic and that I will have the pleasure of seeing
you again before too long.

"My very best to Mrs, Oppenheimer,

"Sincerely yours" signed "L,R.Groves, Lt, General
U. S. Army (Retired)."

General, if Dr, Oppenheimer had had occasion to
mzke this statement public, needless to say it would have been
the quoted portion as set forth in your letter. But I think
it appropriate in this executive session to put the whole
letter in the record amnd ask you if the expressions of
confidence in him contained in this letter you wrote hold?

A | I think the letter is something that was absmlutely
what I thought at the timé that I wrote it., I think if you
interpret 1t in that light and know what has happened since,
that you can draw your own conclusions as to what I feel todai.

MR, GARRISON: That is all.

MR, ROBB: May I ask another question?

MR, GRAY: Yes,

RECROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. ROBB:

Q General Groves, I show you the memorandum which
you wrote to the Secretary of War under date of March 24,
1947, and ask you if you recall writing that?

A No, I don't recall., Oh, yes, surely I recall

writing this., I know I wrote it because again my signature
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is there, and nobody ever successfully forged it.

MR. ROBB: .I-think it might be well, Mr, Chairman,
so the record would be complete, if I read this in the record,
too.

"War Department

"Washington

"March 24, 1947,

"Memorandum to the Secretary of War.

"Subject: Loyalty Clearance of Dr, J. R, Oppenheimer,

"In accordance with our telephonic conversatiom, 1
express below my views relative to the loyalty of Dr. J, R.
Oppenheimer.

"When I was first placed in charge of the Atomic
Bomb development in September 1942, Iifound a number of
persons working on the project who had not received proper
security clearances, One of these was Dr., Oppenheimer who
had been studying ceetain of the theoretical problems concerning
the explosive force of thebomb, The security organization,
then not under my control, did not wish to clear Dr. Oppenheimer
becauve of certain of his associations, particularly those of
the past., After consideration of the availability and caliber
of suitable scientists, I decided that it would be in the
best interests ofthe United States to use Dr, Oppenbeimer's
services., Prior to this, I reviewed Dr. Oppenheimer's

complete record personally. It was apparent to me that he
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would not be cleared by any agency whose sole responsibility
was military security, Nevertheless, my careful study made
ne feel that, in spite of that record, he was fundamentally a
loyal American citizen and that, in view of his potential
overall value to the project, he should be employed, I
ordered accordingly that he be cleared for the Manhattan
Project, Since then, I have learned many things awplifying
that record but nothing which, if known to me at that time,
would have changed my decision.

"In connection with tﬁe above statement, it must be
remembered that the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946
did not control my actions prior to the enactment of that law,
.My decisions in respect to clearances of personmnel were based
on what I believed to be the best overall interests of the
United States under the then existing circumstances. As I
have long simwe informed the Atomic Energy Commission, I
do not consider that all persomns cleared for employment by
the Manhattan District, while under my command, should be
automatically cleared by the Atomic Energy Commission, but
that that Commission should exercise its own independent
judgment based on present circumstances."

Signed "L. R, Groves, Major Genmeral, USA."
THE WITNESS: Might I ask the date?
BY MR, ROBB:

Q March 24, 1947, 1 thought I read that,
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A Oh, you did,

[y Do you care to comment on that?

A Yes, I would like to comment on that,

Q Yes, sir,

A It is my recollection, and particularly reinforced

by thos e letters that you read previously and something tht
appeared in some paper which I know was true, that it was
about this tiwe that the Atomic Energy Commission reviewed
t+his question of Dr. Oppenheimer's usefulness on theproject.
They apparently, I think at that time that they actually
reviewed it -- and the paper stated it was March 8 that
Lilienthal got a telephone call or that it was taken up by
the Commission in response to a letter or something of
information from J, Edgar Hoover -- 1 believe I was in
Florida at the time, because I had gone down there about that
time to try to get away from Washington, and particularly to
get away so that I would not be in Washington during the
confirmation fight on the Hill on Lilienthal and the other
Commissioners., The War Department insisted on my coming
back, They thought, I think, ten days was enough leave for
me, They exerted all kinds of pressure on the.Surgeon General
and I was finally sort of forced to come back much sooner
than I wanted to come back, It was not health; it was just

a case I wanted to be out of Washington during that time. I

thought it was wise from the standpoint of everybody,
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glad to have had you as a witness,

THE WITNESS: Thank you very much for letting me

come in.
MR. GRAY: We will take a recess now, gentlemen,
(Brief recess.)
MR, GRAY: Mr. Robb, are you ready?
MR. ROBB: Yes, sir.
Whereupon,

J. ROBERT OPPENHEIMER
a witness having been previously duly sworn, was rzcalled to
the stand and testified further as follows:
CROSS EXAMINATION (Resumed)
BY MR, ROBB:

Q Dr. Oppenheimer, yesterday we discussed for a
little bit David Joseph Bohm. Do you recall that?

A I recall most of it, I think.

(A You testified that in accord with your letter of
answer to General Nichols that you asked for the transfer of
Bohm to Los Alamos. Do you recall that?

A Surely.

Q What didyou know about David Joseph Bohum's
academic background? 1In other words, his record as a scholar?

A He was .a good student, a very good student.

Q Where had he been a student?

A At Berkeley,
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Q Do you fecall that his gradas were nof very goond
at Berkeley?

A No. I think the grades he got from w® were probably
goall, He has made a very great name for himself.as a scientist,

Q You testi;ied, as I recall, that you had seen Bohm
and Lomanitz at Princeton before they appeared andmxes;ified
before the House Cammittee.

A This wés pure accident., I was walking from the
barber.

Q Thereafter you read the tramscript of their testimony,

A Yes, I don't know how carefiully I read it, but I.
read it,

Q It was a matter of interest to you, though, was it
not? V

A Naturally,

Q Did you notice that both Bohm and Lomanitz declined
to answer upon the ground of possible self incrimination
when asked whether or not they knew Steve Nelson?

A I recognize that.

Q Did that make any particular impression upon you?

A. I concluded that they did know him,

Q You aBo concluded, did you-not, that the fact that
‘theyknew him might cause -them to be incriminated in some

criminal proceeding?

‘A Right,
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Q It was not an unreasonable conclusion on your
part, was it, thatthe criminal matter might be espionage?
A I had been told in that interview in the spring of
. 1946 with the FBI that the investigation concerned their
Jjoining the Communist Party.

- Q But didn't vou conclude when you read their
testimony refusing to admit or answer whether or not they
knew Nelson that they might have been involved in espionage
with Nelson?

A I didn't conclude that they were. 1 didn't conclude
anything, sir,
Q Didn't you conclude that they might have been?
. A I didn't draw any conclusion.
Q What did you think they might have been incriminated
in by their answers?
A Membership in the Communist Party?

Q Is thatall?

e d

That is all 1 knew about.
Q Did you see Bohm after he testified?
A I am sure I did.
Q Did you talk with him about his testimony?
. A No.
Q You did not cross him off your list of friends
after he testified, did you?

A We were in Princeton not really friends. We were
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acquaintances. I didn't cut him., I didn't run away from
him, I don't believe there was any real problem.
Q Was therg any change whatever in your relationship
with and your attitude towards Bohm after he testified?
A I was worried about his testimony. I didn't like it.
C Was there any change in your relationship with Bohm
or your attitude toward him?
A My attitude I have just described.
Q Was there amny change in your relationship?
A I find it hard to answer that question because the
relationship was not a very substantial one.
Q You said you were worried about his testimony.
What do you mean by that?
A i don't like it when people that I know have to
plead the Fifth Amendment,
Q But you testified yesterday that you would, had he
asked you, given him a letter of recommendation after that,
A A letter of recommendationas a competent physicist.
DR, EVANS: Bohm is publishing scientific articles
pow, is he?
THE WITNESS: He is,
DR, EVANS: What university is he at?
THE WITNESS: University of Technical Institute
or something at Sao Paulo, Brazil,

BY MR, ROBB:
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Q Did you know a man by the name of Mario Schoenberg?
A I thiok that is right. I was there last summer
and I didn't see Schoenberg.
Q Do you know him?
A No., ‘

Q Do you know anything about him?

A He is reputed to be an activ e Communist.

Q You have been told he was?

A Yes.

Q Did you and certain other persons sign a letter

in his behalf in 1952, I beleve it was?

A Schoenberg?

Q Yes sir.

A I don't remember it, I was told he was a Communist
last summer when 1 was in Brazil,

MR, GRAY: 1 would like to ask if this waz referred
to in General Nichols' letter, do you recall?

MR. ROBB: Not specifically, no, but it was covered
in gemeral terms. May we pass on to something else while we
try to find 1t?

THE WITNESS: Let me stipulate. I learmed of
Schoenberg as a rather great scandal gmong the physicists in
Brazil last summer. I don't know what the incident involving
him was, or what the problem involving him was, but obviously

if there is a petition or letter of record, I don't want to



put you to the trouble of digging it up.

MR,

THE

MR,

GARRISON: Yes,
WITNESS: You want to see it?

GRAY: I just want to call attention to the fact

that this letter was not specifically referred to,

MR.

GARRISON: This is totally new to us., We have

never heanrd of the man as far as counsel i1s concerned,

MR,

GRAY: I am calling your attention to the fact

that it is probably something new.

ME .,

to it,

s

THE

MR.

remember .

THE

MR,

ROBB: We do not have ithere., I will come back

GRAY: Will you return to this?
ROBB: Yes, sir,
WITNESS: 1I should not stipulate anything,.

SILVERMAN: No, not as to a letter you couldn't ..

WITNESS: 1 don't remember,

GARRISON: Mr, Chairman, I would Lig§~tp

request at this point that subject to check_by ybu with

counsel that this whole matter of Dr, Oppenheimer's relatiomns

if any with this man Schoenberg be not considered a part of

the record until the item has been checked.

MR,

with the fist

GRAY: This portion of the record beginuing

question about Schoenberg at this pointwill

be stricken until you are prepared to read the letter,
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MR, ROBB: 1 have it here now, sir.

MR. GRAY: Was that your suggestion?

MR, GARRISON: No, I would like to make sure it
does have some relation to Bohm or Lomanitz or some one of
the people mentioned here. Otherwise, it is completely new
and I think we should have a little notice of it, if we may,
That is what Imeant by a check,

MR, GRAY: 1 think it would be well for coumsel to
rgad the letter and see whether you wish to make any
suggestions,

MR, ROBB: I will show this photostat to the
doctor, and ask him if he did In fact sign this letter.

I am sorry about the date, Doctor; it was in 1948,

MR. GARRISON: Would you show it to us?

MR. ROBB: Yes, indeed.

MR. MARKS: Why don't you let us take a look at it
first, Mr. Robb?

THE WITNESS: I will identify my signature and the
company, but I will also shut up.

MR. GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, I think strictly
speaking it is not within the purview of the letter but we
have no objection at all to its being read.

MR. ROBB: Very well,

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Doctor, I will read you this letter, or rather a
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photostat of it, At the top it bears the typewritten
legend: '"Despatch No, 743, June 1, 1948, To Depavtment -
EPKeeler/eljg,” Below that in printing, "Palmer Physical
Laboratory, Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey,
May 20, 1948," Stamped "American Embassy, June 1, 1948,"

"The Honorable Herschel V, Jobnson,

"American Ambassador,

"Rio de Janeirs, Brazil

"My dear Mr, Ambassador:

"Professor Mario Schoenberg who was a guest in our
laboratories at Princeton for several months a number of yearg
ago, we have heard to the dismay of all of us, has been
imprisoned at Sao Paulo since March 30th withoqg any formal
accusation or any legal process, Can you do something to
have his case reoviewed? Schognberg has made significant
contributions to mechanics, classical and quantdim electro-
dynamics, astrophysics and cosmic ray physics, He is the
leader of the school of theoretical physics at Sao Paulo, His
imprisonment has stopped not only the work of one of the
leading Brazilian scientists, but also his training of new.
Brazilian scientists, which 1is possibly even more =erious,

We have beentold that Schoenberg is a Communist. It would
appear most unforunate if the apparently illegal imprisonment .
of Schoenberg could be used by communists and fellow‘

tisveleds to make him into a martyr for civil liberties. Both
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on this account and for the sake of science we hope you can
do something either to get him freed directly or to have him
brought to a fair trial,

"Respectfully yours,

"P, A, M, Dirae, Professor of Mathematical Physics,
Institute for Advanced Study.

"S, Befschetz, Chairman, Mathematics Department,
Princeton University.

"J. R. Oppenheimer, Director, Institute for
Advanced 8tudy.

"John A, Wheeler, Professor of Physics, Princeton
University.

"Eugene P, Signer, Professor of “athematical
Physics, Princeton University."

Did you sign that letter, sir?

A My signature is authentic,

Q Had you known Schoenberg before this?

A It is my impression that I had mot. I don't have
an imagé of what he looks like. I was not in Princeton
somé years prior to that letter.

MR, GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Robb is going
to pursue a line of questioning about this which is so far as
we are concerned new matter -- we make mo technical objection
to its being introduced -- I think it would be fair if we

might have a five minute recess to discuss with Dr. Oppenbeimer
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what he knows about this man,

MR, ROBB: Why don't I defer this mattor until
after the luncheon recess.

MR, GARRISON: All right,

BY MR, ROBB:

Q Doctor, do you have before you your letter of answer
to General Nichols again?

A I do,

Q Will you turn to page 7, the middle paragraph,
where you state, "I contributed to various organizations for
Spanish relief" -- can you tell us what they were?

A' I mentioned the North American Committee yesterday
afternoo#. That is the one whose name sticks in my mind, but
there were tthers,

Q Do you recall any others?

A I have forgotten the name of the other or iival
organization. There was something about medical aid, an
organizatioh devoted to that,

Q I believe you said your contributions were mostly
in cash?

A I think so., 1 am net very clear about it,

Q Yo: told us something of Dr, Addis yesterday and
also Rudy Lauﬁeft, who is mentioned in the next paragraph,

Addis was either a Communist or very close to a Communist,

A Yes.
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Q Lambert was a Communist to your knowleRe?

A. Right.

Q You told us that Addis died, I think, in 1950, is
that right?

A I am not sure of that date.

Q Approximately, then.

A Approgimately. |

Q You say here, "Addis asked me perhaps in the winter
of 1937-38 to contribute through him to the Spanish cause.”

Do you recall the circumstances under which he made

that request to you?

A He invited me to come to his laboratory to talk
to me about it.

Q And you went?

A I went.

Q Did you talk to him privately?

A Yes.

(A What did he say to you?

A He said, "You are giving all this wmoney through
these relie¥ organizations, If you want to do good, let
i t go through Communist channels, through Comwmunist Party
channels and it will really help."

Q Is that all he said?

A That is the substance of it.

Q Was there anything said about the amount of your



contributions?

A He said what I could,

Q Did you tell him what you thought you could?

A I don't think I made up my mind at tha; time,

Q Did there come a time when you did? |

A No, except as we went on,

¢ Then you say, "He made it clear that this money,"
uniike that which went to the relief organizatiﬁﬁs, would go
straight to the fighting effort.” What do you mean by
"the fighting effort"?

A I understood that it weant getting men into Spain

.in an international brigaqe and getting equipment for them,

That is what I understood. This was, I believe, an illegal
operation, but I am not suréf

Q Were you so advised at the time?

A I was‘not-aGVised, no,
C Is that why you made your contributions in cash?
A I think itwould have been a good reasomn for it,

I ought to say that I did a great deal of my business in cash,

Q  Was there any other reason for making your
contributions in cash?

A I think I have stated it,

Q  You have stated the specific reason, Wasn't the
?eaSOn 1n‘génera1 that you wanted to conceal ‘them?

A I didn't want to advertise them, certainly,
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Q Reading further from your answer at the top of
page 8: "I did so contribute usually when he communicated
with me explaining the nature of the need.”

.How often would he communicate with you to explain
the nature of the need?

A I would think maybe five or six times during the
time I was in Berkeley. A year.

Q Five or six times a year?

A Yes .

Q What would be the nature of the need that he would
exlain?

A First, it was the war, and then later it was
somthing else. He would telll me about the fighting, he
would tell me that they were hard up. He would paint the
picture of the desperate gsituation aé it rapidly developed
and what momey could do for it.

Q You said later omn it was something else. What
was that?

A That was the problem of getting the Spanish
Loyalists out of the camps in France and getting them
resettled. Don't Risunderstand me. I am not talking of this

in contemporary terms, but in the terms that I understood jp

those days.
Q Wht doyou think now the need was?

A I think probably if the money went through Communist
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channels, the money was to rescue Communists.

Q
A
Q

A

You knew it was going through Communist channels,
I knew it,
For how many years did that go on?

You have fixed the date in early 1942, 1 have the

féeling that is about right,

Q

You mean you think your last: contribution was

probably in"early 1942?

A

Q

Yes, in early 1942,
Starting in 1937 or earlier?
Yes,

In other words, it continued for approximately four

Yes.

What was the average yearly amount that you gave

through those channels?

A

Q

A

Q

I never tataled it up,
I know that,
1 should think more than $500 and less than $1,000,

Doctor, I don't mean to pry into irrelevant m tters

of your personal iite or affairs, but your ipcome during

those. years was probably between 15 #nd 20 thpusand dollars -

a year, wasn't 1t?

A

Q

No, that is on the high side.

Would it have been $15,0007?
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A I think my salary was $5,000, I have not looked
it up. I believe we got about $8,000 or so in dividends and
interest.,

Q Doctor, I am not trying to trap you,

A No, no. It was not under 12,000 and not over
$18,000.
Q I have looked at your income tax return for, I

think, 1942, and it seemed.po me to be about $15,000,

A Good.

Q That was your state income tax return. So that
it would be perfectly possible for you to give him $1,000 a
year or even more, wouldn't it?

A Sure, I was not using the money I had for my
personal needs.

Q You might have given him as much as $150 a month
on the average?

A That is a leading question,

Q Yes, I know.

A I could have as far as the money I had available.

C And you have no definite recollection as to just
how much you did give him?

A I remember once giving $300.

Q In sash?

A In cash,

Q What was the need that he explained to you for thag
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money ?
A I believe that was just before the end in Spain,
that is, of the war,

Q What was the need?

A The need was to prevent defeat,
Q Youn mean mort cartridges or something?
A Mope people,

Q Your testimony is that Addis started you off on
this, or‘rather your answer states that Addis started you off,
and your testimony is, too, and there is a time when he
brought in Isaac. Folkoff,

A Right, He told me he had béen giving the money

to Folkoff and Folkoff could explain things just as well,

Q Was any reasm given to you why Folkoff executed
for Addis?
A None,

Q By the way, where did you usually give him this
money -- in your housEe, or where?

A | Sometimes when he was coming to Berkeley., More
ofteﬁ I went to San Francisco and very often went to visit
him in hié laboratory or in his home, It wasn't a regular
meeting. Sometimes we met casually and he talked to me

and ¥e would fix a meeting,

MR, GARRISON: May I ask the clarification whether

the "he'" refers to Folkoff or Addis?
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BY MR. ROBB:

Q I am talking about Addis. Did you follow the same
system with Folkoff?

A Yes.

Q Was there any difference?

A No, except that Folkoff came less frequently to
Berkeley.

Q Did you ever go to Folkoff's house~or office to
givehim money?

A I don't remember his office or his house, but I
won't at this stage deny it,

Q About when was that when Folkoff came into the
plcture?

A I don't remember. I can make a guess. In 1940,
But it is a guess,

Q You testified that Addis told you Folkoff would take
over, and he would explain things to you, is that correct?

A Yes.

Q What did Folkoff explain to you?

A Hith one or two exceptions it was all the business
about the refugees, the camps in France, the resettlement
problems, and how much it cost and how much it cost to get
to Mexico, and all the rest. This was the campaign.

Q What were the exceptions?

A I remember one, The one I remember was a campaign --=
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this occurred more than once -- to organize the migratory
labor in the California Valley. 1 uﬂderstood that Communists
were involved in that.

Q I was about to ask you a campaign by whom, and the
answer would be by the Communists,

A Right.

Q You say in your answer, '"Sometimes I was asked for
money for other purposes. The organization of migratory
labor in the California Valleys, for instance.” That is what
you have reference to,

A Right .

Q What were any of the other purposes besides that?

A Besides these three I mentioned, I don't recollect.
Q You do recall there were others?

A I have the impression there were others,

Q Was it youn procedure to cash atcheck and then turn

the cash over to either Addis or Folkoff?

A I presume I got the money from the bank,

o You had a checking account.

A I had a checking account.

Q You say in your answer, "In time these contributions

came to an end. I went to a big Spanish relief party the
night before Pearl Harbor; and the next day, as we heard the
news of the outbreak of war, 1 decided that I had had about

enough of the Spanish cause, and that there were other and
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more prassiag crises in the world."
Doctor, the Spanish cause was identified in your
mind with the Communist Party, wasn't it?

A Not as clearly as it has been since, The
International Brigadé, I think in fact was not purecly
Communist, It was certainly Communist organized,

Q In all events, your contributions were strict{ly made
to the Communists.,

- A Absolutely.

Q You did not feel any revulsion against the
.Communists until after Pearl Harbor?

A I don't beiieve this indicates revulsion,

Q ‘Did you at the time of Pearl Harbor feel any
revulsion against the Communist Party?

A That is much too strong a word,

Q You did not?

A Not anything as strong as revulsion, no,

c You were not quite as enthusiastic as you had been
peviously, is that right?

A Yes, I could put if a little more strongly than
that and a little less strongly than revulsion.,.

Q Very well, What was the reason why Pearl Harbor
had any bearing on your attitude towards the Communist Party?

A I think I should gdd something to thgt it says here,

that is, I didn"t like to continue a clandesitine operation of
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any kind at a time when I saw myself with the possibility
or prospect of getting more deeply involved in the war,
Q There was no question in your mind that this was
a clandestine operation, was there?
A I don't think I concealed it frmm friends, but I

didn't advertise it.

Q You didn't conceal it from your Communist friends,
certainly,
A Or my wife or so on,

Q What effect did the Nazi-Russiam Pact of 1939 have
- on your attitude towards the Communist Party?

A I hated the sudden switch that they made. I hoped
that they would realize that this was a mistake., I didn't
understand that the Communistsin this ¢ountry were not
free to think, that the line was completely dictated from
abroad.

Q You didn't cease your contributions at that time, did
you?

A Contributions to this affair?

Q Yes.

A I don't think it had any effect.

(A Pardon? |

A I thionk it had no effect.

Q Doctor, coming to page 9 of your amswer, you refer

to your Brother Framnk, he told you in 1937, probably in 1937,
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probably in 1937, that he and his wife Jackie had joined the
Communist Party, What was the occasion tog'telling you thgt?

A My memory is sharp, but it could be wrong, ’I think
he drove up to Berkeley, spent the night with me, and . toldme
about it then, |

oy | What was the reason for telling you, do youknow?
Did he explain why he was telling you?

A I was his brother, I suppose, and something of
'the fraternal relations was imvolved,

Q Did he ask your advice about it?

A Oh, lord, no. He had taken the step,

Q Was it shocking to you?

A By recollection, which may not be the same as his,
is that I was quite upset about it,

Q You say in the autumn of 1941 they, meaning your
brother and his wife, came to Berkeley,

A They moved to Berkeley,

Q I am reading your answer,
A Yes.
Q ", + '« and Frank worked for the Radiation Laboratory,

At that time he made it ¢lear to me that he was no longer a
member of the Communist Party."
How did he make it clear to you?
A By saying.so,ﬂl think,

Q Just that?
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A It was presumably in a contex. I don’'t remember
the context,

Q You mean he just said, "I am not longer a member"?

A He probably said that he had not been since he left
Stanford, which was some time earlier. ﬁo, I don't think he
did. 1 don’'t think he did, because the Stanford thing I was
not clear about,

Q Did you talk with. him about his left wing friends
either then or later?

A I may have.

Q Why do you say you may have?

A I don't recollect it, I may be wrong about this
conversation with Frank, and it may be that I asked him, did
he have any Party oonmections,.

Q Why would you have asked him?

A Ernest Lawrence had told me he would like to take
Frank on., This was not sdcret work, but it was in the
Radiation Lab. Lawrence had a very stromng objection to
political activity and to left wing activity. When Lawrence
had talked to me about it, he said provided your brother
behaves himself, or some such, and keeps out of these things.
It would have been natural for me to inquire,

Q You knew that if it were known that your brother
was a member of the Communist Party, he could not get the job,

didn't you?
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A Yes. My honor was a little bit involved because
of my having talked to Lawrence.

Q Did you know or did you believe that if it were
known that your brother was a very recent member of the
Communist Party, he might not get the job?

A I didn't know and 1 don't know now what effect
that would have had.

Q Did you inquire?

A No.

Q Did you tell Lawremce that your brother had been
a member of tho Party?

A I think I told him he had a lot of left wing
activity.,

Q Did you tell him he had been a member of the Communist
Party?

A I don't think so,

Q Your homor didn’t require you to do that?

A I didn't think so.

Q You should have, should you not?

A These things were not that way in those days, at
least not in the community that I knew, It wasn't regarded,
perhaps foolishly, as a great state crime to be a member of
the Communist Party or a s a metter of dishonor or shame.

Q Now, continuing with your amswer on page.?9:

"As to the alleged activities of Jackie and Frank in
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1944, 1945 and 1946: 1 was not in Berkeley in 1944 and 1945;
I was away most of the first half of 1946; 1 do not know
whether these activities occurred or not, and if I had any
know ledge of them at the tiwe it would only have been very
sketchy."

Doctor, may I ask you, sir, you say if you had any
knowledge; did you have any knowledge of them?

A If I had known whether I had knowledge, I would
have said so in here, I can't remember.

C You don't know whether you did or not?

A That is right. I can't remember whether Frank
referred to these things or not. I had no knowledge in the
sense of a detailed or clear discussiomn and I didn't think
it right to say that he couldn't have mentioned these
lectures or something like that,.

C Referring to your New Year's Day visit to Frank at
his house, you were at Framk’s house on New Year's day in
19467

A I was. I believe that later in the day we went

out to a reception, but this is my brother’s recollection.

Q Do you recall seeing Pinsky and Adelson there

that day?
A I certainly don't. I have written it here as is true.
Q Do you recall that Mrs. Oppenheimer, I mean your

wife, was ill that day?
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A I remember something which is not very clear.

No, I don't recall, I thought maybe the evening before we
had to come home early from New Year's Eve;, because she was
not feeling wepl.

Q Where were you staying at that .particular time?

A The whole of our family was staying with the
whole of my brother's family., We had not seen each other for
a long time, and we stayed in Berkeley.

Q But you were not saying in the same house as your
brother was in, were you?

A We were in sort of a barn,

Q That is correct, Don't you recall that Mrs.
Oppenheimer was not feeling good, and she stayed in the barn
and you went over to your brother's house and talked to
Adelson and Pinsky?

A I don’t recollect it, no, I have no recollection
of my wife's illness,

Q You say"Pinsky and Adelson, who were at most
casual acquaintancesof mine" -- how had you made their
ayquaintance, casual or otherwise?

A Adelson I met, I believe, for the first time in
his bouse -~ no, in the house of a friemd, or in his house,
I am not clear, That was many, many years earlier. They
woere thinking of starting this union at Shell, and they

asked me to valk about how the Teachers Union had been,
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A I believe he had to do with’the Federation of
Architects, Engineers, Chemists and Technicians.

Q What was Adelson's work as far as you know?

A He was at the Shell Development Company as a
scientist of some kind.

Q Both Pinsky and Adelson you knew to be Communist
sympathigers if not members?

A I ciin't know them to be members and I had so little
contact with them at the statement that they were Communist
sympathizers goes beyond what I know.

Q Do you know a mar named Barmey Young?

A Young?

Q Yes.

A I don't recollect.

C  What did you see of Pinsky and Adelson subsequent
to Hew Year's Day in 1946,

A I dob*'t think I saw them,

Q Did you hear from them?

»

I don'tremember.,

Q Or either of them?

A I can't deny this because it has been a rather
full life, but I don’'t recollect it.

Q Do you recall in March 1946 when Adelson and Pinsky
or either of them sSuggested thatyou rum for Congress?

A In March 19467
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Q Yes.

A March 1946, that I run for Cangress?

Q Suggested to Mrs. Oppenheimer,

A I think this suggestion I heard about,

Q That is right,

A But I believe it was addressed to my brother..

Q You are sure it was not to you?

A Quite sure,

Q How did you hear about it?

A My brother told me, Not Piksky and Adelson, but that
somebody had put it up to him‘that he should run for Congress,
You have a long record of folly here, but not that I ran for
Congress.,

Q I was not insinuating that you accepted the
suggestion, Doctor,

Doctor, you speak on page 10 of your letter of
answer of the fact that your wife "for a year or two during
her brief marriage'to Dallet " was a Cpmmun;st Party uembex.
How iong was her marraige withDallet?

A She will testify andyou will get from her a
real biograpy, The impression I have is that 1f started in
1934 or 1935, that he was. killed in 1937. Something like
two or three years, They were separated a part of this time,
It is quite a‘compiex story, and I don't want po make it more

complbxfﬁy.m& own unfamiliarity with it,
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Q I merely wish to find out what you meant by "brief
marraige".

A Right; two or three years.

Q At page 10 of your answer, "I need to make clear
that this changing opinion of Russia, which was to be
reinforced by the Nazi-Soviet Pact, and the behavior of the
Soviet Union in Poland and in Finland, did not mean a sharp
break for me with those who held to different views. At that
time I did not fully understand -- as in time I came to
understand -- how campletely the Communist Party in this country
was under the control of Russia,"

At that time, I assume you mean 1938 or 1939?

A No, at that time refers to this period of the
Nazi-Soviet Pact,

Q ' I see., When did you come to understand that the
Communist Party in this country was completely under the
control of Soviet Russia?

A I would give more or less the same answer to that,
that I gave to your question about fellow traveling, that it
was a gradual process. Theshift in Communist position after
the German attack on Russia, coming after the Nazi-Soviet
Pact, made a big impression. I guess during the war thinking
about it and talking to people, I got that conviction

pretty deep in me,

Q ‘Maybe. 19467?
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A I think it was earlier than that,
Q 1945, 19447
A Something like that, 1944 would be a good --
MR, GRAY: Excuse me, Mr, Robb, It is 12:30,
if you are about to go to some otﬁer guestion, I think we
ghould now recess for lunch,
MR, ROBB: Yes, 1 did not realize that,
MR, GRAY: Yes. We will meet again at 2 o'clock,
(Thereupon at 12:30 p,m., a recess was taken until

2:00 p,m,, the same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION 2 p.n,

MR. GRAY: The proceeding will begin.

I would like to say with respect to the proceedings
today and tomorrow, I think we will go ahead with the ques-
tioning of Dr. Oppenheimer this afternoon as expeditiously
as possible. We would like to finish, if we can, the ques-
tioning of Dr. Oppenheimer and then put on these thrée wit-
nesses tomorrow that are going to be here.

I understand that will be Colonel Lansdale, Mr.
Glennon and Dr. Compton. At the conclusion of their testi-
mony we will then begin what would be referred to as re-direct
examination.

In this general connection, also, I express the
hope that we can start at nine o'clock in the morning.

MR. GARRISON: I am sure that is possible.

MR. GRAY: I think I would also like to say, Mr,
Garrison, that I assume’in a court that the gmeral procedure
would be that a judge would direct that the re-direct examina-
tion proceed immediately upon the conclusion of the question-
ing on cross. However, in an effort to make sure we are
giving every consideration possible to Dr, Oppenheimer and
his counsel will take these witnesses out of order.

MR. GARRISON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I believe
it to be in the discretion of evenm a trial judge to do that.

I also understand that this is pot a trial but an inquiry.
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MR. GRAY: That is right, sir.
MR. GARRISON: I have not been able to reach Col.
Lansdale yet. His plane is supposed to be arriving at 1 :30.
MR. GRAY: Then he has rot been upset by any
communication. |
MR. ROBB: May I proceed, Mr. Chairman?
MR, GRAY: Yes.
Whereupon,
J. ROBERT OPPENHEIMER
tho witness on the stand at the time of taking the recess,
resumed the stand and testified furiher as follows:
CROSS EXAMINATION (Continued)
BY MR, ROBB:

Q Dr., Oppenheimer, would you refer to your letter
of answer on Page 11, whewe you say: '"After our marriage in
1940, my wife and I for about two years had much the same
circle of fri;nds as I had had before -- mostly physicists
and University people.™

Could you tell us, Dr. Oppenheimer, what names
occur to you as your circle of friends during that period?

A Many. Ed McMillan; the first n;ght we were back
in Berkeley we had dinmer with the Lawrences; I had relatives
there called the Sterns whom I had brought over from Germany}
the Hands; the Chevaliers; the Edward Tolmans; the lMeikle-

Jjohnss ; Jenkins.
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Q Is that Duvid Jenkins?

A No, that is Francis Jenkins. I cam go on and on,
Q I just wondered whom you had in mind.

A This is not a bad example. The Addis’. ,

Q The Kenneth Mays?

A No, they were not close friends. I am not trying
to name all the people that we occasionally saw.

Q Did your circle of friends include some communists
or communist sympathizers?

A Oh, yes.

Q Who were they?

A Let us see about friends. The Chevaliers I have
mentioned; the Addis' I have mentioned.

Among Communists, I don't think it would be right
to call the Steve Nelsons friends, but we saw something of
them. Whey were acquaintances. We did see the Mays -- at
least Ken May; I don't know that we saw his wife very much.
Almost everybody in the Physics Department. The Hildebrands,
the Peters’'.

DR, EVANS: Latimer?

THE WITNESS: We saw him but he was not a personal
friend.

MR. GAZRISON: Just for clarity =--

THE WITNESS: The Stephen Peppers.

MR. GARRISON : -- when he said almost everybody in
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the Physics Department, would you determine whether he was
referring to communists or communist sympathizers?
THE WITNESS: No, not communists.
MR. ROBB: I understood you to mean you saw almost
everybody in the Physics Department.
THE WITNESS: That is right.
MR, GRAY: The record will show that tlre witness
did not say that everybody in the Physics Department was
a communist.
THE WITNESS: That is right. The Peters'.
BY MR. ROBB:
Q They were communists.
A I told you yesterday that they had no comnection
with the party.
Q They were pretty close?
A I think they had no comnection with the party at
all.
MR. GRAY: There was one mme that I didn't get and
I don't know whether the reporter did, either. Was it Hand?
THE WITNESS: George Hand,
BY MR. ROBB:
Q Doctor, have you ever crossed anybody off your
list or ceased to see them because of their communist party
connections?

A I can't put it that way. Since the war there are
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people with whom there has been a sense of hostility which
I identified with their remaining close to the party.

Q Who were those people?

A This happened with the Peters'. It happened
with a boy who was a doctor and a close friend of my brother's
and used to sperd summers at the ranch long ago.

Q What is his pame?

A If you need his naﬁe I will give it to you. It
is Roger Lewis. This is in a sense an estrangement, but it
is not that 1 know they are members of the party and I no
lopnger have anything to do with them:

After the war I did not wish to have anything to
do with party people in California. You mentioned the
different Jenkins. That is Miss Arnstein's present name

and I did not wish to see them and I didn't.

Q She is the Miss Arnstein you mentioned yesterday?
A Yes.

Q Is she married to David Jenkins?

A Yes.

Q How well do you know Jenkins?

A Not very well.,

Q Did you know him in 1943 and 1944?

A 1944 certainly not,

Q Did you know him in 19437

A I met him and I don't have any recollection of
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seeing him in 1943.

Q But you knew Miss Aprnstein at that time?

A From way back, yes.

Q In what connection did you know her?

A I think I told you she was one of Jean Tatlock's
best friends.

Q Dié you see Duvid Jenkins and Miss Arnstein or
Mrs. Jenkins after the war?

A No.

Q What caused you to be estranged from her?

A This is an example of people in the party. I have
been searching to answer your question.

Q You have searched your memory carefully and those

are the names that came up?

A I am pnot sure if I searched longer I would find
others.
Q You say on the same page: 'We were occasionally

invited to more or less obviously leftwing affairs, Spanish
relief parties that still continued ;"
Doctor, why were they obviously leftwing?

A If Schpneiderman talked they were obviously left-
wing. The Spanish Relief parties I think by then were obvious-
ly leftwing.

Q What was there about them that indicated so clearly

that they were left wing?



621

A I suppose the presence of many of the people whose
names I have told you.

Q In other words, you felt that those people would
not have been at a party unless it was pretty obviously
leftwing? |

A No, no, not at all., I don't think anybody would
refuse to go to a party because it wasn't leftwing; but many
people might refuse to go to a party if it were leftwing.

Q You say on two occasions,"once in San Franscisco
and once in Berkely we attended social gatherings of apparent-
ly well-to-do people, at which Schneiderman, an official
of the Communist Party in C.lifornia, attempted, not with
success as far as we were concerned, to explain what the
communist line was all about."

Where were those parties held?

A One that I talked about yesterday was at the
Chevaliers. One that I did not talk about yesterday was
at Louise Bransten's,

Q Who is she?

A She lived in San Francisco. I think she was
separated from her husband, had some money and was a friend «f
Addis. I know very little about here but I believe she was
a comnunist sympathizer. .

Q Wasn't she a méember of the Communist Party?

i If she was I didn*t know that. I didn't know
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anything about that.

Q

Did you ever hear that she was a mistress of a man

named Keifits who was in the Russian Consulate?

> O » Lo >

> O » O

people.

mind,

Q

A

was therea.

> O > O

No, I never heard that.

How did you happen to meet Miss Bransten?
I don't remember,

This party was held at her house?

Yes.

In the evening?

Yes.

How many people were present?

It was similar to the one at the Chevaliers, 20

Idon't have a clear distinction between the two in

Can you recall about when that was?

No. It was after our marriage because my wife

After 19407

I would say after the end of 1940.

Subsequent, of course, to the Nazi-Soviet Pact?

Yes. Possibly subsequent -- well, I don't remember.
Who was present besides you?

I told you a few names at the Chevalier party,

and I have no further memory or no very different memory aicut

this group..
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Q You think it likely the same group?

A Not identical, but overlapping.

Q Can you tell us anybody who was there at Louise
Bransten's house who was not either a communist or a commu-
nist sympathizer?

A If you use the word "sympathizer" in a very loose
sense, I can't.

Q Have you ever described that meeting at Louise
Bransten's house before in any testimony or in any statement
that you have made?

A Either my wife or I did to the Federal Burcau of
Investigation.

Q When?

MR. MARKS: Mr, Chairman, could we have Dr. Oppen-
heimer's last preceeding answer read, and also the question?
I am trying to be sure I understood exactly what he said.

MR. ROBB: Will the reporter read the question and
answer, please.

(The question and answer were read by the reporter
as herein recorded.)

BY MR, ROBB:

Q My last question was when did you tell the F.B.I.
about the Louise Bransten party?

MR. GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, isn't this an item

not in the Commission's letter?
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MR, ROBB: It 1s in Dr. Oppenheimer's answer. X
think I have a right to explore it.

MR. GARRISON: Did he mention Louise Bransten?

MR. ROBB: He mentioned two parties, and I think
I have the right to find out which they were and where they
were held.

THE WITNESS: I am not sure when. Conceivably the
lasf time was in 1942, But that is easier to check on for
you than for me.

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Gainhg back to the answer that Mr. Marks asled to
have reread, the answer as to whether you could tell us
anybody who was at Louise Bransten's who was not either a
communist or a communist sympathizer, I will rephrase the
question as follows: Can you tell us anybody there who
was not €ither a communist o a fellow traveler as you define
that word?

A I need to say that I cannot really remember who
was there. I had trouble yesterday with the Chevalier meet-
ing. I have a similar trocuble here. I cannot help you out,

Q Of those who you do remember being there, they
were either communists or fellow travelers, were they not?

A I am not sure of Jack Straus.

Q Jack who?

A Straus. I am not sure where he stood. I am not
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absolutely certain whether he was at both of these meetings.
He was at one of them. I think Mrs. Chevalier was not much
of a communist sympathizer. She was certainly at the one
at her home, possibly at the one at Louise Bransten's.

Q When you talked to the F.B.I. agents in 1946, as
ycu mentioned in your answer, is it your testimony that you
did not recall one of these meetings had taken place at
Chevalier's house?

A That is right.

Q And they asked you about certain meetings and you
said that you thought they were completely irrelevant?

A That is my recollection.

Q Doctor, if you didn't remember at that time where
the meeting had taken place, how did you know it was com-
pletely irrelevant?

A I was a sudden change in questioning which had
been about Chevalier and then there was a question as per-
haps in this form: Do you remember attending a meeting
at East Bay at which Schneiderman talked, or something like
that.

Q And you at once said that that is irrelevant?

A I don't recollect. You have the record.

Q My question is, sir, how could you be sure that
the meeting was irrelevant if you didn't recall where it

took place?
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A I couldn't be sure that I thought 1f it were
relevant it would be explained to me. Instesd the agent
sald that "we just do this sort of thing to test your veracity".
Q When did you recall it took place at the Chevaliers?
A I told my wife about this interview and she re-
minded me of it.
Q When?
Very shortly thereafter.
" A day?
I don't remember.

Within a day or two?

> O > O >

Very shortly thereafter.

Q Did you then telephone the F.B.I. to tell them
that you remembered that it took place at the Chevaliers?

A No; because the F,B.I. had indicated that this
was not a substantive question.

Q Not what?

A Not a question of substantive interast.

Q When you recalled it had taken place at the
Chevaliers, did you then think it was relevant?

A Not terribly because I defined as well as I could
Chevalier's political views.

Q Did you think it had any relevance at all after

you recalled where it had taken place?

A I don't believe I put that question to myself.
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Q You were asked about the meeting again in 1950 by
the F.B.I., is that correct?

A Right.

Q At that time you told them about the meeting at
Chevalier's house.

A Right.

Q So you thought then it was relevant?

A I don't remember fhe line of questioning. It
was certainly relevant to their then questioning and they
asked me about it.

Q You next mention on page 11 Kenneth May. You knew
he was an active communist, didn't you?

A I certainly knew it when it was public knowledge.
I don't believe I knew it before that.

Q VWhen did that become public knowledge?

A That is a matter of record, but not in my mind.

Q Didn't you know he was a communist party functionary
at any time of your association with him?

A Yes,

Q You knew that?

A Yes. It was public knowledge that he was a
communist party functionary during part of my association.

Q I see.

A But I don't remember the date when this oecurred.

Q In other words, while you were associating with
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him socially and otherwise, you knew that he was a Communist
Party functionary because it was public knowledge?
A Socially is better than socially and otherwise.
Socially? very well.
Sure.

How did you come to know Dr. Weinberg?

> £ 9 O

In the most normal way. I knew all the graduate
students who studied Theoretical Physics in the Department
of Physics in Berkeley. I believe I called them all by
their first names.

Q Did you have any relationship with Weinbext other
thanthat of protessor and student?

A I think I need to say several things in answer to
that. The first simple answer is no, until after the war
when he was not a student but an instructor and when he and
his wife -~ we saw them once or twice as was proper for dinner
or tea or something.

The second thing is that with most of my students
it would not be an uncommon thing for me to have dinner
with them of to have lunch with them while we were working.
I think my relations to Weinberg were much less close than
with most of my graduate students.

Q What was the occasion for you meeting with him
and his wife after the war?

A He was an instructor in the Physics Department in
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Berkeley. I think we probably had dinner or tea or some-~

thing with every member of the Department.

Q Did he and his wife come to your house for social
occaslons?

A Not more than once or twice.

Q They did from time to time?

A No.

Q Well, once or twice?

A Opnce or twice. I am not certain about this. I

am speculating. We did see them as we saw everybody.

Q You mentioned yesterday recommending coumsel to
Dr., Weinberg at the time of his criminal trisl.

A No. That is a misunderstanding.

Q I beg your pardon.

A That is a misunderstanding. I mentioned recommend-
ing counsel to Chevalier for his passport problem.

Q I see. -

A It turns out that it was the same man or one of
the two people who represented Weinberg in the course of his
trial. I had nothing to do with his selection.

Q Did you see Weinberg about the time of his criminal
trial?

A No, I did not. I saw him once very briefly. I can

fix the time. It was the winter of 1952 at the American

Physical Society meetings. I was with another past-president
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and the president-elect of the Soclety and he walked by,
noticed us, shook hands and we passed the time of day.

Q Did you ever discuss with Weinberg the matter
of his criminal trial either before or after it took place?

A I was represented by counsel.

Q I know that.

A There were no discussion between me? and Weinberg.

Q You counsel and Weinberg's counsel presumably did
discuss it?

A Thatis right.

Q Did you in any way help to finance Weinberg's
defense in that case?

A I did not.

Q When did you first heér thatWeinberg had bedn a
communist?

A At the time of the 1946 interview with the F.B.I.,
the agents told me =-- they questioned me about Weinberg,
Lomanitz and so on -- and I said, "What is wréng with them?"
He said, "There is a questionof their membership in the
Communist Party,."

Q Were you surprised to hear that?

A A little bit but not much in the case of Weinberg.

Q You are quite sure that is the first time you

ever heard or had besan told he was a communist?

A No. I had heard an ear;ier rumor,



Q When?

A When he came to Berkely that he had been a member
of the YCL, the Young Communist League in Madison, but it
was hearsay.

Q Who told you that?

A I don't remember,

Q Did you hear anyting more about him at that time?

A No.

Q Did Weinberg and Lomanitz come to you to talk about
Lomanitz' draft deferment?

A No.

Q Are you sure?

A Let's see. 'The only time this might have been
would have been at the time I talked to Lomanitz at the same
time we talked so much yesterday in the summer of 1943. I
have no recollection of Weinberg being involved in that.

Q Do you recall an occasion in Dr, Lawrence's office
when you talked to both Wginberg and Lomanitz?

A No, I don't.

Q In all events, Doctor, you are sure that until
1946, except for the rumor that you mentioned, you had no
information to the effect that Weinberg was or had been a
communist?

A No. I think that is right.

Q You could not. be mistaken about that?
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A One can be mistaken about anything. This is my
best recollection.
Q You say in your answer, "Hiskey I did not know."
A No.
Q Did you ever meet Hiskey?
A

There is this allegation that I met him at this

party. I have no recollection of it and I don't know whether

I was at the party or not. I didn't know him before the
party; I didn't know him after the party; I am not cleaf
whether I was at the party or not.

Q Were you ever at any party at which eithér Hiskey
or Welnberg was present?

A I never had ary recollection of Hiskey whatever
until this story was bought up.

Q How about Weinberg?

A I am sure I was at parties at which Weinberg was
present.

Q What kind of parties?

A Physics Department, Graduate School parties, I
don't know what else.

Q Leftwing parties?

A I would not be surprised, but I don't remember.

Q You would expect him to be at and to find him at

some such party, would you not?

A I would not have found it strange.
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Q When did you first meet Steve Nelson?

A I don't know whether it was before my marriage to
my wife or not, I think it was. She thinks that it was
after our marriage.

Q When did you think you met him, and what were the
circumstances under which you met him?

A I think it may have been in connection with a big
Spanish party in the fall of 1939,

Q Where?

A In San Francisco.

Q Do you recall talking to him on that occasion?

A No.

Q Whatis there about the occasion that makes Steve
Nelson stand out in your mind?

A He was a hero and there was either talk of him or
I saw him, I don't know.

Q What was he a hero for?

A For his alleged part in the Spanish War.

Q You knew he was a Communist Party functionary?

A I knew he was a communist and an important communist.

Q Thereafter, Steve Nelson was at your home on various
occasions, was he not?

A That was muéh later.

Q When was that?

A The times I remember -- and I think they are the



only times -- were in the winter of 1941-42,

Q

What is the last date that you recall him being

at your home?

A

» O » D

Q
project?

A
and I was

Q

A

I don't recall the dates. It probably was in 1942.
19427

Yes.

Suﬁmer, fall, spring, or when?

I don't know.

Were you at that time working on the secret war

I was thinking about it if it was in the winter,
employed on it if it was the summer.

I beg your pardon?

If it was in the winter I was thinking about it,

- and consulting about it; if it was in the summer, I was

actually employed on it.

Q

In all events whether it was in the winter or

summer, at the time Steve Nelson was at your house you had

‘some connection with this project, did you not?

A

Q
A

Q
A

Oh, yes.

How many times did Steve Ne¢lson come to your house?
I would say sevexl, but I do not know precisely.
Did you ever go to his house?

I am not clear. If so, it was only to call for

him or something like that.



Q Call fox him?

A Ty,

Q Why would you have called for him?

A To bring hia uyp to owr house.

a] Who olse was present at your house on the occasions
when Helsou was there?

A I have po wonory of this., These were very often
Sundays and pccple would drop in.

Q The oscasions when hs was Theérs were mnot occasions
when thore was a large group of people?

A o, We woeulid bs out in the garden haviong & picnic
or something like that. I¢ is guite possiblie that my brother
and sister-ia-law would couwie, but I have no memory of this,

Q Can you glive us any idgea how long these visits

were with Negl=zoa?

& A 2ew Lours.
Q Bach tilue?

i The ones I s thinking o, and I think they ave
the ones you are ir¢lferring to, &ud the ouly ones that

occursed, a2 whern he and his wife and his baby would come up.

Q Whkat did you have in coumou with Steve Nelson?
& Nothing, oxcept au afiscction for my wife.
Q Dig vou £find his coaversation interesting?

A Tho parts about Spain, yes.

Q Was he a man oi any education?
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No.

What did you talk about?

We didn't talk about much. Kitty and he reminisced.
Reminisced about what?

My wife's former husband, psople they had known

in the party.

> O >
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about it,

o

A

Q

Communist Party activities?
Past communist friendships.
Did Nelson tell you what he was doing in California?

No., I knew he was connected with the Alameda

organization.

Did Nelson ever ask you what you were doing?
No.

Are you sure?

Positive. He knew I was a scientist.

He knew that?

Yes.

How did he know that?

It was well known in the community and we talked

Did you call him Steve?
I think so.

Did he call you Oppy?

I don't remember.

Probably?.
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A I don't remember. EHe and my wife -- she will
tell you about it. They had close affectionate relationships
and I was a natural by-stander,

Q Doctor, you knew a man named David Hawkins, did you

not?
A Yes.
Q You speak of him on Page 21 of your answer.
A Right.

Q How did you meet him?

A I know that I -- well, I better be careful because
I never am quite clear or very seldom clear how I first
meaet people.

I believe we met him and his wife at my brother's
at Stanford. I think it likely that I was at least acquaint-
ed with him on the Berkeley Campus before that time, though
I doubt I met his wife,

Q Was the occasion that you think you met him at
your brother's house at Stanford the occasion of some left-
wing gathering?

A No. It was a few people on the porch, or some-
thing like that.

Q You say that you understood that Hawkins had left-
wing associations?

A Yes.

Q How did you understand that?
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I understood it in part from the conversations we

had and in part from my brother. I am not sure where I got

this information,

Q
A

Q
A

Q

When did you have that understanding first?
I don't know.
Prior to 19437

Prior to his coming to Los Alamos.

-What were the leftwing associations that you

understood that he had?

A

> O > O

far left.

= O B O PP OH

Q

Well, my brother was a good enough example.
Whatothers?

He and the Morrisons were closely acquainted.
Who are the Morrisons?

Phillip Morrison was a student of mine and was very

He was very far left?

Yes.

Was he a communist?

I think it probable.

Did he go to work on the project?
He did.

With your approval?

With no relation to me.

Did you ever make known to anyone that you thought

that Phillip Morrison was probably a communist?
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A No.

Q Why not?

A Well, let me say he was on the project in another
branch quite independent of me. VWhen he came to Los Alamos
General Groves let me understand that he knew Morrison had
what he called a background and}was satisfied that the
truth was known about him.

Q Morrison came to Los Alamos?

A That is right. When he came to Los Alamos we had
this discussion.

Q He was so far leftwing that you thought that the
mere fact that Hawkins was a friend of his stigmatized
Hawkins, too, did you not?

A Not stigmatized him; gave him a leftwing associa-
tion,

Q What did Morrison do at Los Alamos? I don't mean
in detail but in general.

A He camé late and he worked in what was called the
Bomb Physics Division. He worked with the reactor we had
there. Then after the war he built a quite ingenious new
kind of reactor.

Q Did Phillip lorrison go over to Hiroshima to
witness the drop?

A He was over there. I think he was in Japan. He

certainly was not: at Hiroshima.



I B »

A

G40
Did you designate him to go to Japan?
I don't know. I don't believe so.

Was your advice asked about him going there?

I am afraid to say to that I don't know the answer,

X don't believe I would have interposed an objection.

Q
A

Q
the House

A

Q
A

Q

You would not have?

But I don't believe I was asked.

Had you read Phillip Morrison's testimony before
Committee?

I have.

Was it House or Senate?

Senate.

Are you satisfied from that testimony that he was

a communist?

A

» O > O

Q

Yes.

Were you surprised when you read that testimony?
No.

It accorded with what you previously knew?

With what I believed. .

Yes. What else did you know about Hawkins' left-

wing associations?

A

you.

Q
A

I don't think I knew much more about it than I told

Did you know anything about his wife?

I think he had a brother-in-law of whom I heard

it. said he was a communist.



Q Did you know a man named Parkman?

A Yes.

Q Did you know that Parkman was discharged from the
Air Force because ofhis communist leanings?

A No.

Q Did you ever hear that?

A No.

Q Did you know that Hawkins was a friend of Louise

Brantsen?

A No.

Q ¥hat was Hawkins' training?

A He was trained as a mathematician and philosopher.

Q What was his major?

A I don't know. I suppose philosophy.

Q Philosophy?

A I think so.

Q Don't you know that?

A He was a professor of philosophy. I didn't know
him as a student.

He was not a physicist?

No. .
By the way, how old was he, do you know?

No.

Comparatively young, wasn't he?

» O » O > L

Yes. I think he was an instructor teaching
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nathematico at that time.

Q You said: "I suported the suggestion of the
Parsonnel Director that he, Hawkins, come to Los Alamos."

A Yes.

Q How did you support that sugpgestion?

A Lot me give a word of background. A commnittee of
which Richard Toman was a member, possibly he was chairman,
had come to review the state of affairs at Los Alamos in the
spring of P43, Ope of their recommaendations was that we
gaet a personnel director. There were a great many that I
wlll not here record. Ome of their recommendafions was
that we get an aide to help the Pérsonnel Director and me
in the relations between the military establishment and the
laboratory. The Personnel Director was William Dennis, a
professor of philosophy at Barkeley. He did not stay
terdbly long but he came to help out in an emergency. What
I heard indicated that Dennis proposed that Hawkings come as
his aide and I approved it,

Q How did you approve 1it?

A I said I though it was a good idea. However, I
have relied somewhat on Hawkinn® own testimony of how he
got to Los Alamos because I have very little -- I have almost

no direct memory of it.
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Q At the time you approved that suggestion you knew
what you have told us about Hawkins' background and b
connection, didan't you?

A I did,

Q I find in the minutes of the governing board at
Los Alamos for May 3, 1943, this ent;y: "Dr, Oppenheimer
said he was going to try to get Lt, Col, Neil Asbridge
added to Harmon's staff, He said Mr, Smith was leaving.

He proposed to get David Hawkins from Berkeley to handle
our relations with the post.,”
"Do you recall that?

A Obviously,

Q So you rather heartily approved of the suggestion
that Hawkins come?

A Oh, sure,

Q What did Hawkins do when he got there?

A I don't have the records available, but his first
jobs were two. One was to handle the draft deferments which
got to -- and this was a job for the personnel division.

He was a New Mexican. He knew the local head of the draft
board.

The second job was to take up the complicated
negotiations between the military authority and the scientists
on the acceptance of a building, the installation of

equiipment, the completion of housing. That was the way it
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started out,
I also asked him to serve, along with Manley and

Kennedy, on the Laboratory Security Committee, which had
largely to do with physical security. I asked him after
discussing the thing with General Groves to write the
technical history of the laboratory, That was much later.
By that time I knew him quite well and had come to have a
sense of confidence in him -- of great confidence.

Q Hawkins wrote the'manual of security for Los Alamos?

A I don't remember that, but it would have been
likely, I discussed security ®#ith him many times. His views
and mine were in agreement,

c Hawkins became more or less your administrative
assistant, didn't he?

A For a while, The only person who had that title
was David Dow,

Q Wasn't Hawkins in fact, whether he had the titlt

e
of not, pretty much your administrative assistant?
A On the matters I have discussed,. yes,
Q Did Hawkins have access to all the secret information

on the:project at Los Alamos?

A Most of it, I should think; yes.

Q When he wrote the history, he had access to all of
"it, didn't he?

A Most of it. I stilIl think that some things like
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production rates, and so on, would not have come his way.

Q Did his wife come to Los Alamos with him?

A Yes.

Q You knaw she was extremely left wing, if not a
Communist, didn't you?

A I didn't have that impression, but I may be wrong.

Q You knew that her brother was, anyway?

A Yes, I heard that.

Q Did you ever make known to any security officer
what you knew about Hawkins and his wife?

A What I knew was not very substantial, When the
question sf the repor t came up I asked Gemneral Groves whether
he regarded Hawkiﬁ%' background as a season for not d?ing
this, I also discussed it at one other time 1n.conneétion
with a protest Groves made about one of his actioms,

Q You asked General Groves?

A Right .

Q‘ Did you tell him whst you knew?

A I knew nothing beyond what was obvious that he had
a left wing background.

Q Did you tell him what you knew?

A I don't remember.

Q You say you don't remember?

A No, I imagine I didn't in the light of the record

in the other cases but I don't remewber. I kaow we talked
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about it,

Q What was there in Hawkins ' background whibh led
you to believe that he was qualified by training or experience
to be an administrative assistant to you at Los Alamos?

A For the jobs that I had in wmind he had impressed me
as a reasonable, tactful, intelligent persomn, interested in
science, familiar with it, As far as 1 know, he was in fact
very good.

Q He was teaching philospphy; wasn't he?

A No, he was teaching mathematics at that time, He
knew a great deal about science, Hié‘philosophical interests
were in science, 1 may add that he was certainly not the
only person in the country for this job,

Q Doctor, we spoke yesterday of your interview with
Colonel Lassdale. I want to read you some extracts from
the transcript of that interview, sir. Colonel Lansdale
s#id to you, according to this tramnscript --

MR. GARRISON: May we have the date?

MR, ROBB: September 12, 1943, This is the inter-
view that took place at the Pentagon, Colonel Lansdale
said to you:

"We know, for instance, that it is the policy
of the Communist Party at this time that when a wman goes into
the Army his official connections with the Party are thereupon

ipso facto severed. "
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You answered: "Well, I was told by a man who came
from my -- 2 very prominent man, who was a member of the
Communist Party in the middie west, that it was the policy
of the Party there that when a man entered confidential war
work, he was not supposed to remain a member of the Party."
Who told you that?
A I have no recollection at all, I will think,.if
you wish,
Q I wish you would, sir,
A From the middle west.
MR, GRAY: Read that again.
MR, ROBB: "I was told by a man who came from my --
a very prominent man who was a member of the Communist Party
in the Middle West that it-was the policy of the Party there
that when a man entered confidential war work he was not
supposed to remain a member of the Party.”
BY MR. ROBB:
Q Who was that man?
A I recollect notping about it, I will be glad to
think about it.
Q Do you want to think now?
A 1 would prefer not to. If I can think abou{ it and
tell you tomorrow, It simply rings no bell.
Q You don't recall anybody ever told you that?

A No, I said yesterday I didn't recollect.
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Q 1 know you did., Does this serve to refresh your
recollection in any way?

A Quite to the contrary, From the middle west?

Q You then spoke about your brother.

MR, MARKS: May I inquire, Mr, Chairman, if these
transcripts are taken from recordings, just so we can under-
stand what is being read?

MR, ROBB: Yes, 1 have every reasom to believe it
is accurate,

MR, MARKS: I didn't question that, I just wondered
what the origin was,

MR, ROBB: 1 domn't think that 1is necessarily a
question counsel should have to answer,

MR, MARKS: 1I asked the Chairman, sir,

MR. GRAY: My answer is I don't kmow. If you wish
to discuss it further I would be glad to,

MR, MARKS: I thought it was a matter that could
be answered simply.

BY. MR, ROBB: -

Q You spoke of your brother and said, "It is not
only that he is not a member, I think he has no contact."”

Do you recall that?

A No, I don't recall it, but that I can imagine
saving.

Q Lansdale said: "Do you know about his wife, Jackie?"
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You answered: "I know I overwhelmingly urged
about 18 months ago when we started that she should drop
social ones which I regarded as dangerous, Whether they
have in fact done that, I don’'t know.

Lansdale said, "Well, I am gquite confident that
your brother Frank has no connectionwith the Communists, I am
pot so sure about bis wife,"

You answered, "I am not sure either, but I think it
likely some of its importance has left here. Also, 1 believe
it to be true that they do not have any -- I don't know this
for a fact -- but if they had, I didn't know it, any well
established contacts in Berkeley. You see they came from
Palo Alto, and they had such contacts there. Then my brother
was unemployed for three vewyy, very salutory months, whibh
changed his ideas quite a lot, and when they started in
Berkeley it was for this war job, I do not know but think
it quite probable that his wife Jackie had never had a
unit or group to which she was attached in any way. The thing
that worried me was that their friends were very left wing
and I think it is not always necessary to call a unit meeting
for it to be a pretty good contact.”

Doctor, who were the friends and social contacts
that you might have had in mind when making that statement?

A My sister in law in Berkeley?

Q And your brother.
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A I am not sure who I did have in mind, My sister in
law had a very old friemnd called Winona Nedelsky.

Q Who was she?

A She was the wife of a physicist who left here --
gquite Russian -- who had once been my student. She was a
good friend of Jackie's., She earned her living in some
Federal‘ﬂousing Agency or Social Security Agency,

Q Was she a Communist?

A I believe so,

Q Was she a friend of your sister in-.law in 19437

A I would think so, She was a friend. I don't know
how much they saw each other,

Q@ But in all events, you thought it éause for worry,

A I would not have thought that a special cause for
worry, I am having trouble in remembering what I could have
had in mind and what I did have in mind,

Q Can you think of anyone else that you might have
had in mind as dangerous social contacts of your sister in
law and your brother?

A I don't know much about the 1ife in Berkeley, 1 am
afraid I can't.

Q Lassdale said again, "To refer agdin to this
business concerniag the Party, to make it Tlear the fact
a person says they have severed connections with the Party,

the fact that they have at present no apparent interest or
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contact in it does not show where they have unquestionably
formerly been members that they are dangerous to us,"

You said, "I agree with that."

You still agree with that, do you?

A Yes.

MR. GARRISON: Mr, Chairman, I repeat the same
request I made with respect to the previous transcript, that
we would like to see a copy of the full tramscript.

MR. GRAY: May I say with respect to that that Dr,
Oppenheimer will be given an opportunity to see documents
reflecting coneversations. They cannot be taken from the
building.

MR. GARRISON: We appreciate that. When may wehave
that opportunity?

MR. GRAY: When the Board and counsel have finished
with the guestioning.

MR,GARRISON: You mean this afternoon?

MR. GRAY: Whenever this is concluded.

BY MR. ROBB:

C Lansdale said to you, according to this traanscript,
speaking of your reluctance to disclose the name of Professor
X: "I don't see how you can have any hesitancy of disclosing
the name of the man who has actually been engaged in an
attempt .0of espionage in time of war. I mean ay mind does

not run along those channels. "



652

You said, "I know it is a tough problem and I am
worried about it a lot."

That was a correct statement of your attitude, wasn't
it?

A I would assume so.
& Lansdale, referring again to your reluctance to

disclose the name, says, "Well, if you won't do it, you
won't do it, but don't think I won't ask you again, Now I
want to ask you this.,And again,for the same reason which
implies you're here, you may not answer. Who do you know on
the Project in Berkeley who are now, that's probably a
hypothetical question, or have been membmrs of the Communist
Party?”

You answered, "I will try to amnswer that question,
The answer will, however, be incomplete. I know for a fact,
I know, I learnmed on my last visit to Berkeley that botk
Lomanitz and Weinberg were members, 1 suspected tﬁat before,
but was not sure., I never had any way of knowing, I will
think a minute, but there were other people. There was a,
I don't know whether she is still employed or was at one
time a secretary who was a member."

vLansdaile: "'Do you recall her nameg'

"Oppenheimer: Yes, her name was Jane Muir, 1 apg
of course, not sure she was a member, but I think she was.

In the case of my brother it is bbvious fhat 1 know, In the
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cases 0f the others, it's just things that pile up, that 1
look at that way. I'm not saying that I couldn't Lthink of
other people, it's a hell of a big Project, VYou can raise’
some names.”

Doctor, havinz hesrd me read those lines, will you
now concede that you knew at that time thai both Lonanitz
and Weinberg had been members of the Communist Partv?

A Evidently, Was I told by the security oflicers?

Q I don't know, I have just read what you siaid,
So when you wrote that letter of October 19, 1943, Zorwarding
Lomanitz2's request to be trensferred back to the project fron
military service, you knew that he bhad been a Communist Parfy
member ,* didn't you?
A S0 it appears.,
{ Q And you kmew as early gg 1943 that Weinberg had
been, too.

A So it appears.

Q Yes, sir.

MR. CGARRISON: Mr. Chairman, what troubles me abcut
this whole method of examinztion is that counsel is reading
from a tramscript bits apnd paris without the full course of-
the conversation which Scok place to a witness whose memory
at best, as znyone of ours would be, is very, very liazy upon
all these things, and picking here a sentence and there a

sentence out of context, and then holding him to the answer,
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I do think that this is a method of quéstioning that seems to
me to be very unfair.

MR, ROBB: Mr. Chairman, I don't mean to make any
argument about the matter; but I assume that this Boeoard is
following this transcript. If the Board feels I am .being
unfair at any point, 1 suppnse the Beard will interpose,

. MR, GARRISON: Why shouldn't counsel be allowsed to
follow as any court of law, and this is not evem a trial?

MR, ROBB: As you no doubt know, I have tried a good
many cases, and I don't think it would be in the ordinary
course of a trial,

MR, GARRISON: I disagree with you,

MR. ROBB: I resent counsel's statement that I am
trying to be unfair with this witngss, because 1 assure you
that I have made every atempt to be fair with him. 1In fact,
were I trying to be unfair, I would not ask this witqess any
of these questions, but would leave it in the file for the
Board to read. I am giving this witness a chance to make
whatever explanation he wishes to make.

MR, GARRISON: I still think that the fair thing
would be to read the whole conversation and ask him what
parts you want, instead of to pick isolated questions{

MR, GRAY: On the point of picking isolated
questions, without trying to look at this whole question at

this moment, 1 think it is clear that this interview comncerned
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itself with matters which are involved in the questions Mr,
Robb has been putting to the witress, and which are generally,
I think, not new material, General Nichols' letter of
December 23, and #r. Oppenheimer's reply of March 4, I think
both address themselves in one way or another to these
individuals, Lomanitz, Weinberg, Bohm;, which have been the
subject of these gquestions,

I would say, Mr. Garrisomn, that I don't think it
would be helpful to you at this point to hé&e the transcript.
I have said, however, that Dr, Oppenheimer and his counsel
will be entitled to examine it and certainly after examinatior
if you wish to reoper any of this testimony, you will be given
every opportunity to do so. 1 think it is the feeling of the
Chairman of the Board that things are not taken here out of
context in a way which is prejudicial, I think also that the
Board has heard Dr. Oppenheimer say that with respect to
some of these matters he has no recollection, which at least
to me is perfectly understandable, many of these things
having taken plac¢ many years agoc. I do notthink that it
is the purpose of counsel to develop anything beyond whd& the
facts are in this case, At least that is my interpretation.

MR, ROBR: That is my endeavor, Mr. Chairman,

BY MR, ROBE:

Q May I ask you whether or not you recall this Jane

Muir?



A I remember her, not well,
() How did you happen to know her?
A I met her and her husband through the Chievaliers

some time before the war,

MR, GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, I don't want to be
captious or legalistic, but this is the example of the
kind of problem, Jane Muir is not mentioned in the
Commission's letter. Are we to be given a chance to rememﬁer
ali there is to remember about particular individuals? Now
Dr, Oppenheimer is being read aloud out of things that it is
said he said a great many years ago, and 'new names come out
which are not in the letter, and which we have never heard,
and now he is asked all about them, That seems to me I submit
not in keeping with the spirit of the letter.. If he had
volunteered the name of Jane Muir in testimony, that would
be another matter. But this is something that is a complete
surprise.

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, is it Mr, Garrison's
position that he wishes time to consult with his client
about the Jane Muir matter before we go into it?

MR, GARRISON: With respect to any new name that
is brought into this without any warning at all, we should be
given a chance to have Dr,'Oppenheimer reflect on what'he
remembers about it, and for us to have a chance to talk about

it.
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MR, ROBB: We will let the Japne Muir go and come
back to it at some future date if counsel feels that would be
fair.

MR, GARRISON: I think that would be fair with respect
to every new name,

MR, ROBB: We will go on to something else, then,

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Then you were asked by Colonel Lansdale:

"-w= can you tell me the names of anyone at Los
Alamos that hgve been or are now Party members?"

You answered: "I can't tell you the numbers of
any who now are" -- I assume that means nawes ~-- "but I
know that at least Mrs. Serber was a member, She comes
from the Leof family in Philadelphia."

A To the best of my knowledge this is not true,

MR, GARRISON: That is the same question,

MR, ROBB: Ithink not,.Mr. Chairman. I think this
is certainly in the scope of the letter of notification
which Dr. Oppenheimer has challenged. Dr. Oppenheimer has
said in his answer that he knew of no former member of the
Party at Los Alamos except his wife., He said that with some
emphasis and repeated it here., I think I have the right to
ask him whether he did know that Mrs., Serber was a member,
I asked about Mrs. Serber yesterday.

MR. GRAY: Mrs. Serber's name has appeared in this
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proceeding;
BY MR, ROBB:

Q Don't you know that you did know in 1943 that Mr;.
Serber had been a member of the Party?

A I don't know that she was a member of the Party,
I don't think she was a member of the Party.

Q You testified yesterday you would be méry much
surprised to find if she ever had been.

A That is right, I would still be today,

Q Have you any idea how this statement got in this

transcript?
A No,
Q Do you know that Mrs . Serber came from the Leof

family in Philadelphia?
| A That I know,
Q When did you know that?
A Long ago, 15 years ago.
Q Beg pardon?
A 15 years ago.
Q How did you find that out?
A She told me, My wife also knew her,
MR, GRAY: Are you at a breaking point?
MR, ROBB: Yes, sir,
MR, GRAY: Let us téke a recess,

(Brief recess.)
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MR, GARRISON: Mr, Chairman, forgive me for coming
back to the same point, but during the recess I discussed
this problem with my partnmer, Mr, Silverman, who has spent
his 1life trying cases in the State of New York -- 1 am not a
trial lawyer, sir -- our practice 1 am informed up there
universally is that when counsel is cross examining a witness
on a transcript he has never seen, counsel for the other
gide, if he asks the oourt for a copy, so he may read along
with it, that regquest is granted. So if nothing else -- I would
not think of impugning this to Mr, Robb, and I hope he‘won't
misunderstand me -- I thinkit is the basis of the rule. That
is the only reason I mention it. In other words, to make
sure that the questions are in fact being read accurately
from the transcript, and there are no interlineations or
marks or matters of that sort that might perhaps raise a
question as to the accuracy of what is there quite apart
from the method by which the tramscript was arrived at, and
also to understand what the thread and continuity of the
matter is. I merely report that to the Chairmeaa. 1 don't
want to put this on the basis of rules of law, because God
know, it is the rule here that this is not a trial, but an
inguiry, and I should suppose that a fortiori, what is
proper in court of law would be accorded to us here in an

inguiry, I do not labor the point. 1 present i to you and

1 will rest upon it.
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THE WITNESS: May I make a comment?

MR. GRAY: o>Surely.

THE WINESS: This last quotation about Mrs, Serber
strikes me as so bizarre that I am troubled about the accuracy
of the document, I am not certain --

MR, GARRISON: Do you know, Mr, Robb, whether this
was taken down by a stenographer or was it from a tape?

MR, ROBB: Colonel Lansdale will be here., I might
ask him, He is the one who conducted the interview.

MR, GRAY: I would like to be excused with counsel
for the Board for a moment, if you please,

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, I don't agree at all
with the statement of law which has been made by Mr. Garrison
although I -confess 1 am not a New‘York trial lawyer, It
has always been my understanding that when a witness is
questioned about inconsistent statements, he is read the
statements and he is asked if he made them. Howe&er, it is
entirely immaterial to me whether counéel follows this state-
ment or not. If the Chairman wants to have counsel have a
copy of it, it is all right with me,

MR. GARRISON: We would appeciate that.

MR. ROBB: Very wel,

. MR, GRAY: I am about to make the ruling that Mr,
Robb follow reading this tramscript as Mr. Robb reads it.

Have you got a copy of it, Mr. Rolander?
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MR, ROLANDER: I jutt went out and asked the
secretary to try to locate a copy from the original files,
I thought that might be most helpful.

MR, ROBB: May the record now show, Mr, Chairman,
that we are handing to Mr. Garrison the photostat copy of
the interview with Dr. Oppenheimer by Lt. Col., Lansdale,

12 September 143, consisting of 26 pagesor

MR. GARRISON: Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

BY MR. ROBB:

C I am reading from page 10. The transcript shows,
Doctor, that you were asked this question by Colonel Lansdale:

"Now, do you know, was Mr, Serber a member of the

Party?"
You answered: "I think it possible, but I don‘'t know,"
Do you recall that question or answer?
A No.

Q Did you think at that time, think it possible that
Mr. Serber wa a member of the Party?

A That he was then a member of the Party?

Q Yes,

A No,

Q Did you think it possible that he had been?

A Possible but unlikely.

Q Were both Mr. and Mrs. Serber then at Los Alamos?

A Right .,
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Q What did you know about their background?
A I knew them quite well,

Q Did you know that bhey were leftish?

A Yes.

¢ Did you know that they were at least fellow travelers?
A I would say at most fellow travelers.

Q At most fellow travelers?

A Yes.

Q How did you acquire that informationmn?

A They were good friends of mine.

Q From things they said to you and from activities
you observed?

A That is right,

Q What activities?

A Mrs. Serber was .extremely active in Spanish relief
at the time they were in Berkeley.

Q What else?

A Talk.

Q What talk?

A Just talk about affairs and politics,
Q Communism?

A Not as such,

Q Had you seen the Berbers at these left wing
gatherings that you mentioned?

A Oh, yes.
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Q Frequently?
A At the Spanish things very frequently.
Q Along with the other people that you mentioned?
A Right.
Q What was Derber doing at Los Alamos?
A He was a very pominent and comnstructive member

of the theoretical physics division.

Q Did he have access to classified informatiomn?
A Indeed he did., He created it.
Q Now, skipping down, you were asked: "How about

Dave Hawkins?"
And you said, "I don't think he was, 1 would not say
Ss0," Meaning "I dont think he was a member of the
Communist Party". Do you recall that?
A No, X clearly am not recalling this conversation
at all,
Q Was that your view in 1943 that you didm't think
he was a member or had been?
A I wish I knew what my view on these things was,
MR, MARKS: Mr, Chairman, I think we ought to give
the witness the question and the answer as it appears here,
MR. GARRISON: It reads: "I don't think he was, I woud
not say so."

MR. ROBB: That is what I read.

MR . MARKS: You interpreted it.



MR, ROBB: Very well, If you don't want me to
give the witness the benefit of an interpretation, I won't
do it,

BY MP.., ROBB:

c The next question and answer:

"Now, have you yourself ever been a member of tﬁe
Communist Party?"

You answered, "No,"

"Lansdale: You've probably belonged to every front
organization on thd coast,

"Oppenheimer: Just about,."

Doctor, do you recall that question and answer?

A No, I don't, I don’'t recall this interview.

Q If you said that to Colonel Lansdale, were you
joculer?

A I don't think I could have been jocular during this
interview.

Q "Lansdale: Would you in fact have considered
yourself at one time a fellow traveler?

"Oppenheimer: I think so. My association with
these things was very brief and tery instemse."

Do you recall that at all?

A I am not recollecting anything. You may find a
phrase that I do recollect.

Q In all events, Doctor, your answer, "I think so,
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My association with these things was very brief and very
intense", it is now your testimony that was a correct statement
of fact?
A 1t was very intense; brief is a relative word,
Q Ceolonel Lansdale said: "1 should imagine the latter

anyway."

Now, on page l1, you said, "It was historically
quite brief and quite intense, and I should say I was --"

"Lansdale: Now I have reasom to believe that you
yourself were felt out, I don't say asked, but felt out to
ascertain how you felt about it, passing a little information,
to the party.

"Oppenheimer: You have reason?”

"Lansdale: I say I have reason to believe, that's
as near as I can come to stating it. Aw I right or wrong?

"Oppenheimer: If it was, it wasso gentle 1 did not
knew it,

"Lansdale: You don't know. Do you have aﬁyone
who is close to you, no that's the wrong word, who is
an acquaintance of yours, who may have perhaps been a guest
in your house, whom you perhaps kmew through friends or
relatives who is a member of the Communist Party. By that
I mean --

"Oppenheimer: My brother, obviously,

"Lansdale: Well, no, I dan't mean him.
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"Oppenheimer: 1 think probably you mean someone
who just visited for a few hours,
"Lansdale: Yes,
"Oppenheimer: Yes, certainly, the answer to that is

certainly, ves,

"Lansdale: Would you care to give me any of their

names?
"Oppenheimer: There is a girl called Eldred Nelsomn,"
Do you know a girl called Eldred Nelson?
A No, I know a map by that name.

Q Who was . he?

A He was a student of mine, At the risk of finding
I said something else ten years ago, I would say he was not a
Communist.

Q Having heard Colonel Lansdale's question about
whether you had any acquaintance of yours who might have
been a guest in your house, whom you knew perhaps thrmgh
friends and relatives, is it now clear to you who Colomnel
Lansdale was talking about?

A I don't know, It might well be Steve Nelson,

Q Isn't shat pretty plain?

A Yes,

Q Why didn't you mention Steve Nelson?

A 1 seem to have mentioned a Nelsom,

Q. Eldred..
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A Eldred Nelson is not a girl. He is not a
Communist., I think this only adds to my confusion about it.
¢ Very well, I will continue:

"lansdale: Suppose 1've got a bunch of names here,
some of them are right and some of them are wrong, you don't
mind treating it that way, do you?

"Oppenheimer: No.

"Lansdale: Did you know William Schneiderman?

"Oppenheimer: I know who he is, He is the
secretary of the Communist Party. I have met him at cocktail
parties,

"Lansdale: You have @0 real persomal acquaintance
with him?

"Oppenheimer: No.,"

Now, you had met Schneiderman at these meetings

where he lectured, had you not?

A Yes,
Q Were those cocktail prties?
A Drinks were served.

§ Were they cocktail parties?

A No, I think they were evening parties.

Q Did you tell Lansdale about that?

A I don't know what I told him,

Q If I tell you that the transcript shows you didn't,

would you accept that?
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"Lansdale: Do you knova fellow named Rudy Lambert?

"Oppeitheimer; Il not sure, do you know what he

iooks like?

"Lansdale: No, I've never seen him, He's a member

of the Party, Do you know a Doctor Hannah L, Peters?"

Q

You knew what Rudy Lambert looked like, didn't you?
Sure,

Why did you ask Lansdale what he looked like?

I don't know that I did,

1f you did, Doctor, would it mean that you were

ducking the question?

A

Q

’

I would think so.

The and of the question by Lansdale: '"Do you

know a Doctor Hannah L, Peters?

close, 1

party is?

me mber .

"Oppenheimer: Yes, I know her quite well.
"Lansdale: Do you knmow that she's a Communist?
"Oppenkaimer: I certainly knew that she was very
did not know she was a member,

"Lansdale: You don't know what her position in the

"Oppenheimer: No, I didn't even know she was= a

"Lansdale: Do you have any more tham just an

écquaintance with her?

"Oppenheimer: Yes, 1 know her quite well. Her
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husband is on the Project."
That was true, wasn'’t it?
A Yes.
Q "Lansdale: How about a fellow by the name of
Isaac Folkoff?
"Oppenheimer : I don't know, I knew a Richard
Folkoff who was a member of considerable importance,"

A Of what?

Q I am reading you what the tramnscript shows.
A i member of considerable importance?
Q You knew that Isaac Folkoff was a member of

considerable importance, didn‘t you?
A Yes. I think that is a garble in the transcript
again. Richard Folkoff was a member of Consumers Union as
I told you yesterdafo
Q "Lansdale: How about a man by the name of Steve
Nelson?
"Oppenheimer: He was a professional Party member,
He's an organizer. %
"Lansdale: Did you know him well at all -- under
what circumstances did you koow him?
| "Oppenheimer: He was a friend of my wife's
former husband who was killed in Spain. I have a thoroughly
unprofessional acquaintance with him,"

Do you recall saying anything like that?
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A I recall telling Lansdale about my wife and Nelson,
Q "Lansdale: How about Haakon Chevalier?

"Oppenheimer: Is he a member ofthe Party?

"Lansdale: I don't know,

"Oppenheimer: He is a member of the faculty and I
know him well, I woulddt be surprised if he were a member,
he i1s quite a Red,"

That is true?

A He was quite a Red,

Q  You would not have been surprised to find he was
a member of the Party, would you?

A I think I would during the period I knew him,

MR, ROBB: Now I will skip over to page 14, Is
there anything else in connection with those particular
questions that you would like to have me read, Mr., Garrisomn?

MR. GARRISON: I have not read all in between,

MR, ROBB: I did mot leave out anything'for a couple
of pages.

BY MR, ROBB:

Q At the top of page 14:

"Lansdale: Now, I want to ask you to go back to
Lomanitz., You told me when 1 was down there that when yo u
broke the subject to, what do you call him, Rossi?

"Oppenheimer: Rossi.”
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What do you mean by ''down there"?
A Lomanitz was never at Los Alamos,
Q No. "You told me when I was down there".
A I guess he means Los Alamos. 1 domn't know,
Q "When you first broke the subject to him about

going on the place you stated that he was uncertair, he came
up to your house and did what you characterized as a good deal
of soul searching., I would like to know whether that soul
searching or discussion of his own feelings had any

relation to his work in the Party?

"Oppenheimer: None whatever, I did not know he
was a member of the party.,

"Lansdale: Until just recently.

"Oppenheimer: Yes. 1 knew he was extremely Red,
but frankly I thought he was a member of the Trotskyite
faction.

"Lansdale: Which would ipso facto prevent him
from --

"Oppenheimer: Being a member of the Party.

That's what I thought at that time., What he said he wanted
at that time was to be a soldier and be one of the American
people in that way and help mold their feelings by being a
soldier, and wasn't that more worthwhile tham working on this
project. I told him he obviously had a lot of talent, he had

.t¢aining that he was throwing right away and that if he could
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make up his mind and it was a clearcut decision to use himself
as a scientist and nothing else, that then that was the
right thing to do.

"Lansdale: What led yod to exact from him a
promise, or to make the condition of givinmg up political
activities?

"Oppenheimer: Because he had distributed leaflets
and because it was just generally obvious that he was a
member of the union and radical societies."

Does that refresh your recollection as to what you
knew about Lomanitz's background -and what you said to him
before he went on the project?

A The union I guess is the FAECT, The leaflets

I don't remember,

Q Do you recall having any such conversation with
Lansdale?

A I didn't remember our discussing Lomanitz,

Q Do you now recall that you did have a discussion

with Lomanitz about his activities before hewent on the project?
A I think the substance of the conversation 1s that

if he could be a scientist ﬁe should and he should do just

that,
Q Do you now remall laying down the comditions to

him about’giving up his previous politicai activities?

A I don't recall it. We discussed it yesterday.
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I am not likely to recall that matter today. I don't mean
to deny it, sir.

Q "Lansdale: Now, you have stated to me and also 1
think to General Groves that in your opinion membership in
the party was incompatible with work on the project from a loyalty
standpoint.

“"Oppenheimer: Yes.,"
That was your viewpoint, wasn’t it?

A Yes.

Q "Lansdale: Now, do you also go so far as to
believe that persons who are not actually members but still
retain their loyalty to the party or their adherence to the
party line are in the same category? |

"Oppenheimer: Let me put it this way. Loyalty
to £he party, yes, adherence to the party line, maybe no,
In that it need not necessarily, although it oftem is, be the
sign of subservience, At the present time I don't know what
the party 1ine is in too much detail, but I've heard from
Mrs. Tolman, Tolman's wife, that the party line at present is
not to discuss postwar affairs. I would be willing to say
that anyone who, well let me put it this way, whose loyalty is
above gll else to the Party or to Russia obviously is
incompatible with loyalty to the United States, This is, I
think, the heart of it. The party has its own discipline.”

Do you recall saying that?
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A No, I don't recollect much about this, This,
however, sounds like what I thought,

Q You have no doubt that was your view at that time?

A Substantially that was my view.

Q Is there any difference between what I have read
and what your view was$ at that time?

A I don't know., It is a long couple of paragraphs,
It is a long time ago. I thnk it is substantially what I then
thought,

Q Lansdale then continued: "Now, I was coming to that,
I would like to hear from you your reasons as to why you
believe, let's stick to membership in the Party, is
incompatible to complete loyalty to the project. When, to
state something a little bit foolishly membership in the
Democratic Party certainly wouldn't be,

YOppenheimer: 1%t's an entirely differemt Party.

For one thing . . . I think I*'d put it this way. The
Democratic Party is the framework of the social customs , . .
of this country, and I do not think that is true of the
Communist Party. At least, I think that there are certainly
many Communists who are above al 1 decent guys, but there are
also some what are above all Communists. It's primarily that
question of personzl honor that I think is involved. I don't
know whether that answers the question but by idea is that

2imng a Democrat doesn't guarantee that you're not a
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floorflusher, and also it has no suggestion just by virtue
of your being a Democrat that you would think it would be all
right to cheat other people for a purpose, and I'm not too
sure about this with respect to the Comminist Party."

Do you recall saying anything like that?

A I don't,

Q Would you say that did represent your views at that
time?

A I find nothing incompatible between it and what I
remember, This is for me not a very easy line of questioning
because I don't recollect what I said and I remember what I
thought only in general terms,

MR, GRAY Before you turn the page, 1 think that as
a matter of record at the end of the fourth line, the
party, as you read it, I think, "The party has its own
discipline', at least this copy seems to say '"The party has
its own disciples."

MR. ROBB: Disciples, that is right. 4

MR, GRAY: 1I domn't think it is material.

MR, GARRISON: I think this indicates the problems
of accuracy, because it would probably make more sens e as
Mr . Robb read it.

MR. ROBB: There seems to be a pen and ink
interlineation.

MR. GARRISON: The word "floorflusher" is not quite
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correct.

MR, ROBB: Now I will turm to page 17. Mr,
Garrison, is there something you want read?

MR, GARRISON: Afterward, after 1 read it over,

BY MR, ROBB:

Q Lansdale starts on page 16 and makes quite a little
talk which I won't read because it is not essential to the
context, At the bop of page 17, he says:
| "Here we are, we know that information is
streaming out from this place every day, We know about some
of it, how much of if is there that we don't know about?

"Oppenheimer: Places other than the West Coast?

"Lansdale: Sure, we know that definite efforts
are being made to find out, they wouldn't be going to these
efforts unless they really wanted it, Now, what shall we do?
Shall we sit back and say well, my God, maybe the guy recanted,
maybe he isn't at all,

"Oppenheimer: Hard for me to say because of my own
personal trends, and as I say 1 know that the Serbers afford
a good illudstration of this I would hesitate to say to a
stranger ., . . about another closeup . . . person whose
history was the same as that of Mrs., Serber's, sure she's
all right but I know the Serbers and I am confident of them,
Now I have worked on rather a personal basis. I don't know
the Woodwards are members, I did not know that until General

Groves mentioned it the other day that there was some
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questién of it. I feel that in the case of the Serbers I
could understand that very well. But I just don't know in a
general case, it's impossible to say. I don’'t know any of
these people in Berkeley, I don't know Weinberg and Lomanitz
well enough to swear , . .

"Lansdale: Why is he moving heaven and earth %o
keep out of the Army?

"Oppenheimer: He told pe he thought he was
being framed, and I said I think that's nonsense, why would
yoube framed, and he said, 'Well, part of the gemeral
scheme, ., . maybe they're after bigger game than the Party.'

"Lansdale: Did you ask him what the bigger game was?

"Oppenheimer: He said he thought you were after
the union,

"Lansdale: We're not.

"Oppenheimer: Well, I suggest you kepp your eyes
open. . . . I persuaded him, I think, that he should not try
to stay on the Project there."

Do you recall that portion of your sonversation
with Lansdale?

A No,

Q Would you deny that took place?
A No,

Q Your answer is no?

A No.



675

MB. GABRISON: Do you know whether these dots
represent words that the senographer didn't catch?

MR, ROBB: I don't,

BY MR, ROBB:

Q Now, we go to page 22, Lansdale said:

"Can you tell me any more, did Weinberg, it was
Weipberg and Bchm who came to you, wasn't it?

"Oppenheimer: Yes, they came to me in Lawrence's
office.

"Lansdale: Yes. Did Weinberg and Bohm say
anything?2 What did they sayabout the Party?

"Oppenheimer: They didn't sayanything about the
Party.

"Lansdale: They didn't? Did they talk about the
union?

"Cppenheimer: They talked, well they didn't e§en
talk about the union, They talked about, I think I've
given you a fairly good, I don't know what they might have
said 1f we had met in the woods some place, but we met after
all where there were two secretaries in the room,

"Lansdale: Oh, they were there?

"Oppehheimer: 1 don’t know whether the door was
closed or not, but it was extremely open interview. I saw
Lomanitz more or less, well I saw him first et one of the

offices of a man, and we walked out to telegraph . . . but
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his discussion was a little bit more uninhibited than the

others, These two fellows were concerned with only one thing,
they said the y had worked closely with Rossi, they thought
he was a good guy and that they thought he was being framed
for his activities in the union and his political sympathies,
and they thought that because of this they were also in danger
of such a nature that they should get out of the Project into
some other useful work or were they likely to be treated
the same way.

"Lansdale: Now let me ask you this, From what you
stated to them, if they were in fact not fulfilling
the conditions whibh you mentioned to them, which you said
to them would have been tantamount to telling, then if you
are doing that you'’d better get out.

"Oppehheimer: Yes,

"Lansdale: That is correct, isn't it?

"Oppenheimer: Yes, that is if they were violating
any of the three rules which meant active in union,
maintaining any contacts with Reds, not maintaining
discretion, they were usepless to the project."

Doctor, does that refresh your recdlection about
laying down some rules for Lomanitz, Bohm and Weinberg?

A It refreshes to the extent that these three

things said to them in the summer of 1943 would have been

natural for me to say. I don't believe these were rules
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established by me long in advance. I think this refersto
this conversation.

Q Don't you recall now that you had a coneersation
with at least Lomanitz in which you had told him prior to
his coming on the projectthat he would have to abide by these
rules?

A I don't remember those three rules at all, I think
it natural that I talked to them at this time in those terms,

Q 1 see, Your mind is a blank of any talk you might
have had with Lomanitz prior to his going on the project?

A No, it is not a blank, I have told you a little
about it here, and I testified to the extent I can recall it.
Q Aside from that, you could not recall amything?

A Right.

c And your memory is not refreshed by what I read you?

A No, on the whole it is confused by it.

Q' Very well, Doctor, did Haakon Chevalier tell you
he had been interviewed by the FBI about the Eltenton
Chevalier incident?

A He did.

Q When did he tell you that?

A June or July of 1946,

Q Shortly after hezwas interviewed?

A Fairly shortly after.

c Did he tell you how long before that he had been
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interviewed?

A I don't remember,

c Did you get the impression that it had been very
recent?

A I don't recollect the time interval, It was not a
year or a month crmomnth or anything -- ®r a half yagar,

Q What did he tell you about the interview?

A He told me that he and Eltenton had been interviewed
simultaneously, that they had questioned him about his
approach to me.

Q What,islse?

A That they had asked him if he had approached anyone
else, and I think -- well, that they picked him up at Stinson
Beach and had taken him into headquarters.

Q Anything else?

A That they pressed him about whether he talked to
anyone else.

Q Did he tell you what he sai®?

A Not in amny detail.

C How did he give you that information -- in person
or by telephone or by letter, or what?

A What I recollect is that he cameto our home,

o In Berkeley?.

A Yes .

Q Was that before or after you were interviewed by the
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FBI?

A It was quite a while before.

Q So when you were interviewed by the FBI you knew
substantially what Chevalier had told them?

A Not in great detail,

Q I said substantially.

A Yes, I think so,

Q Didyou also learn ¥hat Eltenton had said?

A No,

Q Did you attempt to find out?

A No,

Q Now, you recall that you were interviewed by the

FBI again. in May 19507

A Yes.
Q That was at Princeton, wasn't it?
A Yes.

Q Did you tell the ageunts on that occasion that you
didn't know Weinberg was a Communist until it became a matter
of public knowledge?

A 1 may have said I was not certain, My own
recollection of it is contrary to this interview with
Lansdale which is that the first timI was alerted to it
was by the FBI in 1946, But it is clear that 1 learned
ssomething about it or it may be clear that I learned something

about it during the war,



683

Q Didn't you tell the FBI agent on that occasion
that you did not know that Weinberg was a Communist until it
became a matter of public knowledge?

A I don't remember,

Q You don't remember whether you told them that or not?

A No.

Q When did it become a matter of public knowledge?

A It is still not,

Q Long after 1943, wasn't it?

A He still denied it and I don't guite know what this
refers to,

Q Doctor, did you know prior to the time I begamn to
read them to you that there existed transcripts of your
interviews with Colonel Pash and Colonel Lansdale?

A I imagined that,.

Q You think so?

A Oh, yes.

Q How do you think you found that out?

A I didn’'t know‘it. I said 1 imagined it,

Q You imagined it?

A I thought almost certadn that there would be a
transcript of security talks.

Q Had you asked anybody about it?

A I don't think so.

Q Were you interested?
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A I should have been, I don't think I was.

Q In that same interview with the FBI in May 1950,
did you tell the agent that you had made a big mistake in
not dropping your Communist Party friend long before you did?

A I certainly don't recognize that.

Q Would you say you didn't tell them that?

A I need to know more of the context and when this
was and what is was about,

Q It was may --

A ‘T don't mean the dete of the interview, but tﬁe
contéxt of the interview, and what time we were referring to.
Taken in this bald form --

Q Did you say anything to that effect?

A I don't know.

Q Doctor, there came>a time in 1949 when you testified
before the House Unmmittee on Un-Americam Activities
concerning Dr, Peters, didmn't you?

A Right .

Q Your testimony was thereafter reported in the public

press, wasn’t it?

A Yes.
Q Do you recall what paper it was that it came out in?
A It was the Rochester paper.

¢ Did you see that item in the Rochester. paper?

A I1t. was. sent. to me,.



Q Who sent it to you?

A Oh, many people. Peters, probably Condon, several
other people.

Q Was your testimonv accurately reported in the press?

A As 1 remember, it was fairly accurately reported
in the press. 1t was supposed to be secret testimony.

Q I have before me 2 photostat -- I am sorry I have
not a copy, Mr. Garrison, but I will read most of it ---
a story of the Rochester Times Union, Rochester, New York,
June 15, 1949, The headline was: '"Dr, Oppenheimer Once
Termed Peters 'Quite Red'."

The lead off paragraph is: "Dr. J. Robert
Oppenheimer, wartime director of the atom bomb laboratory at
Los Alamos, New Mexico, recently testified that he once
‘termed Dr. Bernard Peters of the University of Rochester
'a dangerous man and quite Red," The Times-Union Wasﬁingfon
Bureau reported today."

The story then continues after some explanatory
paragraphs,

MR, GRAY: Let we interrupt to say, have you
another photostat of this news story?

MR, GARRISON: I would like to see it if we could.

MR, ROBB: Surely.

MR, GARRISON: 1Is this guestion to be about

Bernard Peters or Hannah Peters?



68

MR. ROBB: Bernard,

MR, GARRISON: The letter mentions Hannah Peters,
and not Bermnard,

MR, ROBB: Are you sticking to that techrnicality,
Mr. Garrison?

MR, GARRISON: I was asking you if this was an
‘inquiry intc Bernard Peters' background,

MR, ROBB: Imn Dr, Oppenheimer's testimony we
have been talking about Bernard Peters for a couple of days,

BY MR. ROBB:

Q The newspaper story continues after some
explanatory paragraphs, "In his testimony, Dr, Oppenheimer
said he became ‘acquainted’ with the existence of a
Communist cell at Berkeley 'by disclosure of the intelligence
agencies of the govermment. Thequotes are not closed,
but I assume they should be there,.

"Concerning Dr, Peters, Dr. Qppenheimer said he had
known the scientist :as a graduate student in the physics
department in the lte 1930's,

"Said Dr. Oppenheimer:

"Dr, Peters was, I think, a German national. He
was a member of the Gemman National Communist Party, He was
imprisoned by the Nazis, and escaped by a miracle. He came to
this country, I know nothing of his early periocd in this

country, He arrived in Califorumia, and violently denounced
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the Communist Party as being a ‘'do-nothing party.®"

"Dr, Oppenheimer said he told Major DeSylva he
believed Dr, Peters' background was filled with incidents
that would point toward 'direct sctiomn,’

"Asked tc explain this point, Oppenheimer observed:

"*Tncidents in Germany where he had faght street
battles against - the Nation al Socialists on account of
Communists; being placed in a corcentration camp; escaping
by guile., It seemed to me those were past incidents not
po¥nting to temperance.’

"Questioned specifically on his reference to
'direct action’', Dr. Oppenheimer said of Dr. Peters;

"'T think I suggested his attack on the Communist
Party as being too constitutional and conciliatory an
organization, not sufficiently dedicated to the overthrow of
the government by force and violence.,'

"Asked the source of his information that Dr,
Peters had been a member of the Communist Party in Germany,
Dr. Oppenheimer replied:

"'It was well known. Among other things, he told
me."'"

"Dr , Oppenheimer said he could 'affirm that there
is no connection between his (Peters') work and any
application of atomic emergy that falls withinm the jurisdiction

of the (Atomic Energy) Commission.,. . . I would believe that



if Dr, Peters could teach what he knows to a young man capable

of learning it, the country wouldbe better off, because if

Dg. Peters cannot‘be employed by the War Department, at least

the young man could be employed by the War Department,'"
Doctor, are those quotations from the news story I

have read you an accurate summary of your testimony?

A Ihey are fairly accurate, 1 didn't have the
transcript atlthe'time. I believe that a collation was made
by Mr, Volpe, who had the tramscript, to see how accurate
they were,

Q In other words, you checked it at tha time to see if
it was an accurate statement?

A Somewhat later, It is not a very imaccurate
statement,

Q It 1is substantially accurate, ismn't it?

A I think so.

Q Is there anything in there that you could point
-to and say that was out of line or inaccurate. or incorrect?

A Not without the transcript and perhaps not with the
transcript.

Q Did you at thst time find anything to complain
about in the accuraci?

A No, not in the accuracy. The fact of the
publication,

Q Yes, you objected to that, Following the publication
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of that story, did you hear from Dr. Peters?

A I did,

Q How did you hear from him?

A He wrote me -- I was on the way west, and I learned
that he had called my office at Princeton and my secretary
reported to me what was bothering pim;when I got to Berkeley
there was a letter from him,

Q ‘What did he say?

A He said that he was appalled and how could I have
done him such harm. I don't remember the words of the letter.

Q How long after you appeared and testified was that?

A About two weeks,

C Did you hear from anybody else about this story?

A I did indeed.

Q Who?

A Professor Hans Bethe, Condon, my brother, Weiskppf,
perhaps other people,

Q What did Condon have to say?

A He said I should not have hurt an innocent and
loyal American in that way, that I must take him on at the
Iﬂstitute if he lost his job, that if he lost his job, it
would be wholly my doing. That I wust try to make
resitttion, and that he hated tc believe that I could have
said such a thing, and in an attempt to protect myself,

I knew very well if my file were ever made public, it would
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Q Was

that by way of a letter?

A Yes, sir,

Q Where was Dr, Condon at that time?

A In Idaho Springs.

Q What business was it of Condon's what you said

about Peters?
MR,
of derogatory
MR,
didon't, .
MR,
MR,
MR,
information,

MR,

GARRISON: Mr, Chairman, isn’t this a2 new item
information that is being produced here?

ROBB: Dr, Oppenheimer brought the name up; I
GARRISON: Not in %this connection,
ROBB: Certainly he did,

GARRISON: Not as an item of dexogatory

ROEB: Mr, Chairman, I don't think .we have to

gift this through such a fine sieve as that,

MR, GRAY: What is the objection, Mr., Garrison?

MR .

GARRISON: This is a wholly new tramsaction

it seems to me. I don't know what Mr,., Robb is leading up

to, but it seems tb be embarking on a course of discussion

of Dr, Oppenheimer's relations with Dr, Condon. If that

is to be regarded as an item of derogatory information

whatever may be said of it, which I don't know, I should

think that we

should be entitled to somenotiée'of it,
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MR. GRAY: I had not gathered, at least up to this
point, that the discussion of Dr. Condon was of a derogatory
nature., I believe Dr. Oppenheimer mentioned Dr., Coridon's
name, Do you need to refer at this point to Dr. Condon?

THE WITNESS: I don't mind answering the question
unless my counsel tells me not to,

MR, GARRISON: I withdraw it,

THE WITNESS: 1 don't know what business it was of
Dr, Condon's, except that he was outraged at any harm_ brought .
to a scientist,

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Is that the same Dr., Condon that wrote you bbout
Lomanitz?

A Yes, sir,

Q And protested his draft deferment?

A Yes, the same Dr., Condon about whom Gemneral Groves
spoke this morning.

Q Was €ondon still on the project whem he wrote
about Lomanitz?

A 1 don't know., He was cleared for it., He was an
employee of Westinghouse, and I don't know his exact status.
He was not parf of the Los Alamos.

Q Is that the same one as quoted as voicing
absolute confidence and loyalty and intgrity of Dr. Oppenheimer

in the Printeton paper?
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1 would oot be the Ileast bit astonished bhut I

don't know.

A

You received that letter at Berkeley.

Right,

At the same time did you see Peters at Berkeley?
Paeters came to see nme,

Where did Peters come from?

He came from Idaho Springs.

He went out with Condon?

There was a conference of physicsts, 1 was

suppesed to go., 1 could not meke i%, W went straigh% €to the

West Coast,

Q

A

A

Did your brother go?

No,

Did Peters come alone?

His parents live in Berkeley.
What did he say?

The general substance was: Was there any way in

which I could help him to keep his job at the University.

He also said 1., had misunderstood him about his being =

member of the Communist Pariy in Germany. He worked with the

Communists, he was not ashamed of i, but he was nct actually

a member and nobody could prove he was. He gaid, "You don't

know my views about the American Communist Party" and I should

not have quoted him,
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Q You were sure he had told you he had been a member?

A I felt quite sure.

Q You were sure he had told you he had been a member?

A But I am not infallible in these things as is being
made very clear in these proceedings.

Q What did you do after you received the letter from
Dr. Condon and talked to Dr, Peters?

A I did a lot of things. I consulted Mr. Volpe
over the phone who accompaniedﬁzo these hearings.

Q Who is Mr. Volpe?

A General Counsel of the Atomic Energy Commission. He
had accompanied me to the hearings. I told him of the
great disturbance and I then'wrote a letter to the Rochester
papers which you no doubt have, the purpose of which was to
undo any injury that I should not have done to Peters, I
think I also wrote or communicated with the officials of the
University saying that I would be glad to.talk to them
when I got back.

Q Did you see Dr. Peters at Princeton before you saw
him at Berkeley?

A I believe I did.

Q Did you tell him on that occasion that you had

testified but that God had guided the gquestions so you

didn't hurt him?

A I certainly didmn't,



Q Or anything of that sort?

A . No.

Q Did he come %o se e you at Pripceton?

A Yes, he dicd.

Q Abouwt what?

A I don't remember, He had been down to tustily

before this same commitiee, I imagine it was in Thed
coaonection,

Q He came to see you about your testimony urd his
testimony, didn't he?

A I don't -- I am sure he came to see me in connection
with the testimecny,

W And you discussed it?

A I don't believe ! discussed mine, It was ia
executive session,

Q Did you discuss his? You didan't tell hiu ia
substance that God Buided the questions or that fortunately
the questions were such that you didn't do hip any danage?

A That would cartainly rot have been an accurate
stateﬁent, and I don’t remember making it,

Q Tou then wrote a let%ter afier you saw Peters and
received Dr, Corndon'’s letter to the paper.

A Yes, sir,

Q And ip that letter you refracted some of ths testimony

you had given, did you aci?
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A Right. I had that letter shown to the committee,
c Just for the record, I will read the letter, Do you
have it there, Mr. Garrison?

MR. GARRISON: No, but that is all right,

MR, RCBB: This is a photostat from the Rochester,
New Y?rk Democratic Chronicle, July 6, 1949, The letter is
dated June 30, 1949, hmaded "Dr, Oppenheimer Explains.

"Editor, Democrat and Chronicle:

"Recently the Democrat and Chronicle published an
article based on reports of my testimony before an executive
session of the House Committee on Un-American Activities,
which it seems to me could be damaging to the good name of Dr.
Bernard Peters, of the University of Rochester,

"I first knew Dr., Peters about 12 years ago during
his student days in Califormia. I knew him, not only as a
brilliant student, but as a man of strong moral principles
and of high ethical standards, During those years his political
views were radical. He expressed them freely, and sometimes,
I thought, without temperance. This seemeqd to me not unnatural
in a man who had suffered as he had at Nazi hands, I have
never known Dr, Peters to commit a dishonorable act, nor a
disloyal one,

"Dr. Peters has recently in}ormed me that I was
right in believing that in &éhe early days he had parﬁicipated

in the Communist Movement in Germany, but that I was wrong



irn believing -- as the article giated -- that he hLal ever hoid
a membership in the Communist party, That he has {oday no
regrets for his sctions in Nazi Germany he himseli nadae
clear in his statement that acccuapanied the publiceoiion of
the article,

“From the publishod article one might conclude thad
Dr, Peters had advecated the viclent overthrow of the
constitutional goveromant ofi the United States. 72 has given
an eloguent denial of this in hic published statemant, I
believe his statement,

"As indicated in the article, the questice which
ware put to me by the House Committee wkh regard 4o Diy. Peters
arose in part because of reports of discussion between
me and the Intelligence Officers at Los Alamos. These Los
Alamos consultations took place in connection with confidentizl
wartime assipnments. I wislh tc wake public my proifcunc
regret that anything sa2id in the context should bhave been so
misconstrued, and 3o abused; that it could damage Dr, Foters
and threaten his distinguished future career as a scientist,

"Beyond this specific issue, there is ground for
another, more genmeal, and even greator concern, Political
opinion, no matter how radical or how freely express2d, does
not disqualify a scientist fwra high career in science; it
does not disqualify him as a teacher of science; it (oes not

impugn his integrity nor his honcr, We have seen in other
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countries criteria of political orthodoxy applied %o ruin
scientists, and to put an end to their work. This has brought
with it the attrition of science. Even more, it has been
part of the destruction of freedom of inquiry, and of political
freedom itself, This is no path to follow for a pecple deter-
mined to sty free.

"Robert Oppenheimer, Berkeley, California, June 30,
1949."
BY MR, ROBB:

Q Doctor, is that the letter you sent?

A It is.

Q How has your remark or testimony been wisconstrued
or abused? .

A Well, for one thing thay were abused by being made
public. This was an executive session. I should not have
talked in executive session without thinking what they might
do publicly.

Q How had your testimony been misconstrued?

A It was being misconstrued to mean that he should
not keep his job. I had explicitly said that I thought it was
good he keep his job,

Q The report of your testimony was accurate, wasn't it?

A Yes.

Q And you have just told us that this letter was

intended at least in part to repudiate that testimony, isthat
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A To repudiate is a little strong.

Q .Is it now your testimony, Doctor, that your testimony
before the House committee to which we have referred was not
true?

A No, it is certainly neot my testimony that it
was not'true. As to Peters' membership in the Communist Party
in Germahy, I have only really his word to go on. I am fairly
sure of my initial recollection, I am very clear of his
later denial, I domn't think --

Q Doctor, when you testified before the House
committee, you knew for you to say that Dr., Peters told you
that he had been a member of the Communist Party was a matter
of great seriousness, didn't you?

A Right,

Q You would not have said that, would you, had you
not been absolutely sure it was true?

A I was convinced it was true, or I would not have
said it. |

Q Beé pardon?

A Iwas convinced it was true.

Q And yet when Peters came to see you and you reccived
a letter from Dr, Condon,yoﬁ in effect repudiated that
testimony, didn't you?

1

A Does it say that I don’'t believe he was a member



of the Party?

Q I have just read it to you.

A I have forgotten,

MR. GARRISON: Do you mind if I show it to him?

MR, ROBB: Not at all,

THE WITNESS: 1 don't say I believe his denial,
I just say he denied it.

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Very well., 1Isn't the implication of your letter
tht you were wrong in believing that he had been a member of
the Party?

A I think it leaves the ma tter open.

Q Was it your intention to conwey that impression
when you wrote the letter?

A I think the sum total of my intention was not to
get this guy fired from the University of Rochester because
of intemperate remarks I made before the House Committee,

Q You thought your remarks were intemperate?

A Ithink somewhat.

Q You thought the truth was intemperate?

A I think the phrasing of it was intemperate,

Q Was it intemperate for you to testify, believing
it to be true,that Peters had told you he had been a member

0f the Communist Party?

A No.
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Q Wasn’'t it your intention in writing this letter
on June 30 to convey to the pub}ic the impression that you
had been mistaken in saying that he told you he had been a
member of the Party?

A I simply gave his own statement.

Q I know you did., But wasn't it your intention to
give the public through the prescs the impression that you
were mistaken? [

A I had no specific intention,

¢ When Dr, Condon wrote you about: your own file
what do you think he referred to by that?

A I should think the material before you,

Q Do you think you were being placed under any
pressure by eifher Peters or Condomn to retract what you said?
A No, the real pressure came from people who were

not belligerent at all, but who were regretful,

Q Who were they?

A Bethe, Weiskppf, my brother, They wrote very, very
nice letters saying, YThis guy was being put -- was suffering
for something because I had done it and he should stay on his
job,

Q And you were influenced by that pressure; were you
not?

A Of course, I was,

Q Where is Peters now?
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A He is in Tata Institute in Bombay.

Q When did you hear from him last?

A I had a note from him about physics, just an off
print, about a year ago.

& Did you help him get that job?

A No.

Q Did he --

A Let's see. The man he works for -- I didmn't help
him get the job, I know the man he works for,

Q Who is that?

A Bhabha is the namw,

Q . Has he any Communist cmnnection?

A No, I don't know., He is an Indian, he is a
millionaire., I don't know what he is.

Q Do you hear from Dr. Peters frequently?

A Very infrequently. I think the communications have
been scientific papers, and one question, because I said
he made a mistake and he wanted to know what I meant. I
didn't answer it,

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, I have a subject that
will take a few minute., Would the Chair want me to continue
or would you want to adjourn?

MR, GRAY: It is now 25 minutes past four, I believe,.
We usually sit until 4:30, I should like to inquire of

Dr. Oppenheimer, and counsel, whattheir wishes are? The
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DR, EVANE: 1 read that last night. 1 wondered
about it.
MR, RCBB: They must have been clairvovant,
Could we proceed, Mr., Chairman?
MR. GRAY: VYes,
BY MR, ECBE:

Q Doctor, I would like %o talk with you a bit akout
for convenience what I should call the Kenilworth Court
incident. Are you familiar with what I am talking about?

A I do indeed.

Q You are quite familiar, are you not, wiil the
testimony of Paul Crouch and Mrs. Crouch concerning that
episode?

A I have read it, 1 bhave gone over part of it with
counsel, Iam certainly familiar with its general import,.

Q I am not Txuing to trap you or anything, but
merely tr ‘ing to save time. I you are familiar with it,

I won't need to rehearse it,

A There may be pointa that I will be unfamiliar with
but let we raise those.

Q Yo recz2ll that they ftestified in substance that
they had been present at a closed €ommunist Party meeting
in late July 194]1 -- was it?

A  Right,

Q At a house which you were the lessor at 10



Keni lworth Court, Barkeley, ‘California, Crouch had addreseed
the meeting, explainad the Communist RBarty line, aund I believe
they said that Joseph Weinberyg was also present, I3 that
abbuﬁ it?

A That is at least part of it,

MR, GARRISON: The word is "lessea',
MR, ROBB: I saic¢ lessor; Lhe lessee,
BY MR, RCBB:

Q I belleve, Doctor, that the substance of your
response in your apswer at page 30 is that you were &he
lessee of tho house at thalt time, but that you were in New
lexico, and did not attend such a meeting, is thai correct?

A That is part of wy answer, The rest of it is that
I dlso didn't attend such 2 meeting at any time,

Q Yes, sir, You state in your amswer, I Lelieve,
that you attempted to establizh your whereabouts and with the
asgistance of counsel had fourd you were in Kew Mexico, is
that correct?

A I stated that, My 2aswer, 1 think took -- we will
find the words, as near toc July 23 as the central date,

Q That is page 30 and 31,

A 1 thought probably that at that time of that meeting
which by then had been fixzed by Crouch as approximately July
23, wy wife and I were away from Berkeley. Shorily after

with the aid of counsel .-
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Q Is it your testimony now; Doctor, that yopu d4id
not attend that meesing or any similar meeting at tich
Crouch made a talk?y

A Yes, -Aclosed meoting of the Communist Party in
my house at which people were introduced at which Crouch
talked, I did not attend. |

MR, SILVERMAN: At which people were not
introduced.

THE WITNESS: Wers not introduced,

BY MR, ROBD:

Q Had you ever atteaded a closed @ommunist Party
meeting of any kind?

A I told vou of the meeting at my brother's, which
was not cleosed, because we were guests, buit where cverydody
else I understood to be a Communist, 1 know of no okher,

Q Except for the identity of the speaker, Doctgr;_
was Ghere any substantial difference between the meeting at
&our brother 's which you described and the meeting which Croych
described,

A There wés averything d.fferent, Crouch described
a lecture, No one was introduced. It was at my house,

It was to discuss, according to his description, high
Communist policy., The meeting at my brother's house was
a meetiné at which people were introduced, at least Lo some

extent, fery friendly and no%t a lecture, They had
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literature, There was no talk of literature at the Crouch
description. Everybody at this other meeting knew everybody
else, except the two visitors, who were introduced asc
visitors. No similarxrity that I can see.

Q What about the meeting at Louise Bramsten's house?
Was there a spealker there?

A There was.

Q Who was that?

A Schneiderman,

Q He was also the speaker at Haakon Chevaliler's
house, wasn't he?

A Right,

¢ What wa=z the difference between those two
meetings and the meeting that Crouch described, of course
leaving out the fact #ht €rouch deacribed a meeting at your
house which we know.

A I had no impression and I know that.the meetings
at the Chevaliers and the Branstens were not intended as
Communist Party meetings.

Q But at bhoth meetings, both the Chevalier and
Bransten, you had a talk from a high Communist Pariy
functionary about the Communist Party line, didn’'t you?

A Right, absolutely,

Q So at least to that extmat those meetings were

similar to the one described by Crouch.
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A Right,

Q And they were both at night in a private house,
is that correct?

A Yes,

Q And the one described by Crouch was at rnight and
in a private house?

A | Yes,

Q 1 believe you told us that so far as you recall
most everybody at the Brensten meeting and ths Chevalier
meeting was either a Communist or a fellow traveler,

A | I said taking sympathizer in a broad sense, a
sympathizer,

Q So that the Bransten meeting and the Chesvalier
meeting and the one described by Crouch were all meetings
where a high Communist Party functionary was going to explain
and expound the Communist Party line, is that correct?

A In that respect, correcst. 1 believe there is
a difference, because Crouch's description indicates that
he was telling the comrades what to say and do. There was
none of that quality im these other meetings.

Q You mean Schneiderman didn't tell the comrades
anything?

A He said the Party stands for this, the Party
Gacides, and so on, as a sort of exposition.

Q Do you have any doubt that any comrade.there present



would have gathered from what Schneiderman said what
Schneiderman was, what he was supposed to believe and say and
do?

A I can testify that it had no such meaning for wme,
because 1 was not a comrade.

(o Thatwas not quite my question, Doctor, Would you
read my question back to the Doctor?

(Question read by the reporier.)

THE WITNESS: I have a little doubt. I had more
the feeling that this was a2 public relations show on
Schneiderman's part.

BY MR. ROBB:

Q You thought it was necessary for a Communist Party

functionary to engage in public relations with comrades?

A No, they weren't all comrades.,

¢ A sbbstantial number of them were, weremn't they?
A I don't know.

Q . Doctor, when you first heard about Crouch's

testimony before the California committee,did you immediately
denycategorically that you had been present at such a meeting?
A I first heard about it from the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, not from the testimony.
Q When you first hear about it from the FBI, did you
immediately categorically say, "No, I was not present?”

A I said it pretty strongly. It took a long time.
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The investigators produced more and more detail and the more
detail they produced, the more convinced I was that it had
not occurred,
Q Whese investigators?
A The FBI investigators. I have forgotten their

names,

Q You mean it was not until after an investigation

had been made --

! No, the FBI came %o mee me about this matter before
the Califonnia testimony.

Q Yes, sir,

A They started interrogating me, As their account
of the details of the meeting, the suggested details of the
meeting, developed, I became quite clear that it had not
occurred., I promised to talk it over with my wife and
see if she had any recollection of it, and I saw them a few
days later, and said by then I was sure it did not occur.

Q It took you a little while to make up your mind whe-
ther you had been present or not, didn't it?

A I didn't know what it was that they were talking
about, , It did not come out in terms of a closed Communist
meeting. You probably have the record of the interview,
and I don't remember the details, But I remamber that it
wasn't until the thing had some shape that I knew what they

were talking about.



716

Q As soon as you were told that the question was
whether you had been at a closed Communist Party meeting
and Paul Crouch had made a talk --

A I was not told about Paul Crouch,

Q As soon as you were told by anybody that the
question was whether oo not you ha=d been at a closed Communist
Party meeting where somebody had made a talk, did you
immediately say '"No, it couldn't have been true; I was not
there"?

A I don't remember, and 1 don't know that is the
form in which the incident occurred in the FBI interview.

Q Was that prior tothe time when Crouch testified?

A Yes, 1 am sure that as a result of these two
interviews with the/FBI I did deny it. But I do not know in
what sequence the/étemization of this meeting occurred.

Q - But, Doétor, isn't it a fair statement to say that
it took you some little time before you finally denied that
you had been at such a meeting?

A I don't -- it probably took me some time, but I
don't know what the facts withheld from me were until I
denied it, This isavailable to you, but it is not
in my memory, I will say one thing. 1 pelieve it was late
in the interview that I said this didn't happen. But 1 don't
know in what order things occurred.

Q Do you recall telling the agents that you 4:d
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recall somebody asking you to''give us your house for a
meeting of young people'?

A I have that in my answer,

Q Do you recall telling the agents that?

A No, I don't,

Q Do you recall telling that the person who requested
such permission could have been Xenneth May, but you didn't
recall that it was?

A Yes, Now I recollect. 1 said that to somebody.
Vhether it was to the U. S, Attorney or the agents, I don’'t
remember, |

Q What I am askig you sbout is an interview with two

special agents of the FBI,

A Right.
Q I believe at Sak Francisco.
A No.

Q Pardon. Wasn’t it? Was it Princeton?

A If it is the one 1 am thinking of, it was at
Princeton,

Q Do you ;ecall making that statement about possibly
loaning your house to some young people, possikly Kenneth
May being involved, making that statement in May 1952,
to perhaps the United States Attormney's office here?

A Yes, In fact, I say that in my answer,

Q  Did:you categorically deny everhaving been at such
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a meeting, Doctor, until after your representatives had
made the investigation in New Mexico?

A 1 categorically denied it to the FBI in these
two tnterviews,

Q Doctor, your position is that you could not have
been there because you were in New Mexico, is that right?

A No, My position ls a little more complicated tham;
that, It is first that I recollect nothing about it ,and
that the circum&tances are such that I don't believe I could
fail to recollect it., It is second, that if I were there,
it could not have been a closed meeting of the Communist
Party, because I wasnt. It is, thi;d, that at the time it
is alleged to have occurred, and for a considerable time
before and after that, we were not there.

The first point is inmportant, I forget a lot, but
the notion that I would forget a meeting in my own home
at which a lecture has been given, I think that has never
happened, is a little hard. The notion that I would forget a
meeting in my own home filled with people at which no
one was introduced is a little hxd.

Q Doctor, you purchased your house at one Eagle Hill
there from a Mrs. Damon?

A I did.

Q Those negotiations were going on during July of

"1941, weren't they?






MR, .,ROBB: It will take quite a while.

MR, GRAY: It is not yet five. Maybe I can ask
two or three miscellaneous questions, if I may,

THE WITNESS: 1Is there just one other major line
of questioning?

MR. ROBB: Ithink so, Boctor, but don't hold me
to that,.

MR. GRAY: 1 was interested a while ago, and I suppose
this is more curiosity than anything else, when you referred
to being accompanied by counsel o the House Un-American
Activities Committee, you mentioned Mr. Volpe,

THE WITNESS: That is xight.

MR. GRAY: And identified him as General Coun;el.

THE WITNESS: Right,

MR. GRAY: Was he at that time Geﬂeral Counsel?

THE WITNESS: He was. And I was Chairman of the
General Advisory Committee.

MR, ®RAY: 1t was in that capacity?

THE WITNESS: 1 think the Commission agreed or
decided that this was a proper arrangement.

MR, GRAY: I don't know whether you know the answer
to this question, Dr. Oppenheimer, but in reading the files,
there appear references to clogsed meetings of the Communist
Party. There also appear many references to meetirgs of

people who were Communists or fellow travelers, which were
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referred to as social gatherings. Without imply i ng that
you are an expert in these matters, but from conversations
with your brother, perhaps, or Mrs; Oppenheimer and otheré,
is there any real difference between a closed meeﬁing and a
social gathering if the same pmple are involved?

THE WITNESS: @Lef me %2ll you by what 1 @msan Ly
the words, The words '"closed meating" mean to me one %o
which only members of the Communist Party cancome, I.think
that is a rather sharp distinction if you are tfying to
identify who is and who isn't a meﬂber of the}Communist Party,
I should suppose that the difterenée between a meeting and
social gathering was rather wide. In a meeting it was
business and it was fransacted and there was probably a
chairman and there might be di#es collected and there might be
literature, Anyway, this happenad at the-fittle meeting
I saw at my brothers, I should think that a social gathering
would be a lot of talk which could indeeé be very bad talk,
but which would not be organized or programatic, This is
the sense in which I would interprgt the words.

MR. GRAY: So these %two ;eetings which have been
the subject of some discussion at both of which I believe Mr,
Schneiderman spoke, in the terms of the definitions which
you have given, they wouldreally have been social gatherings?

THE WITNESS: ‘I would say they were neither, They

were social gatherings ornamentced by a special feature, namely,
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this lecture or speech, An ordinary social gathering 1 don't
think has a lecture even in Comrunist jargonmn,

MR. GRAY: 1 just had the impressiom about these
functions that many of those that we referred to were social
gatherings may have been mdetings. That doesn't conceru
your attendance at all,

There is one question I have which relates to the
security of the project itsclf., Very early im your testimony
in some discussion about procedures or security measures
which were taken after very careful thought, you made Che
observation obviously they did not succeed. Again this is
not a direct quote., Do you mind amplifying on that just a
moment ?

THE WITNESS: Yes. I thiomk of the knomn leakages
of information, Fuchs is by far the most grave. It occurred
out of Los Alamos, I won't attemptto assess responsibility
for the surveillance of personnel who moved around there,
Facilities for surveillance were available, and they could well
have been used in following Fuchs rather than somebody else.
That would not have prevented his prior espionage ,
but it would have prevented the espionage at that time. I
can't imagine any more pinpointed leakage tham if Fuchs had
simply communicated what he was working on. I don't mean
that this was the only secret, but I can't imagine any single

little point that would be more helpful to an enemy than the job
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interview,
Q Have you been interviewed since 1952?
A Only minor omnes, not proteacted ones,

MR, GRAY: Again a shift of subject, and you may
have answered a guestion about ghis, Dr., Oppenheim2r. 1 am
sure you testified that your brother Frank had told you that
he joined the Communist Party,

THE WITNESS: Yes.

MR, GRAY: Were you gquestioned about your knowledge
about his severing connection with the Communist Party? 1
don't want to plow over some old ground,

THE WITNESS: Was I questioned-here? 1 think I was,
I think it is in the tramscript. As to the facts, I feit
assured by tﬁlking to him in the fall of 1941 he was no longer
a member, Whether that is because I asked him or because he
told me --

MR, GRAY: Yes,;, I do remember that was covered.
Were you also asked about Mrs. Frank Oppenheimer? Did she
follow the same course?

THE WITNESS: I understood this went for both of
them, but perhaps.not quite so sharply.

MR, GRAY: One other unrelated question., We talked
yesterday about your having dinoner or at least a social
visit with Dr. Chevalier in Paris in Nevember or December.

There was in the morning press astatement attributed to Dr.
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Chevalier which had a 8%, Louis date line, I believe,
THE WITNESS: Yes.
MR, GRAY: Which indicated to me that he is in thie
country. Were you aware of the fact that he was back in
this country?

THE WITNESS: No, 1In fact, I :.am skeptical of it,

| 5

MR, GRAY: 1 gather you are saying that you havae
n¢ reason %o baliave tha%t he is aot still in Paris?

BHE WITNESS: That 19 vight.

MR, GRAY: 1 don'%i wani to clutter up tha record
with the quotes of Dr, Chevalier, but am I right in thinking
I road that in today's press?

MR, ROBB: You are correct.

MR, GRAY:; It is now a couple of minutes after five,
We will meet at nine in the morning at you will proceed
with the guestioning,

{Thereupon at 5:03 p,m., a8 recess was Ltalken until

Friday, April 16, 1954, at 2:00 a,m,)






