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PROCEEDINGS

DR. GRAY: Gentlemen, we will start. I am sure
this is unnecessary, but I would like to remind the witness
that he is still testifying under oath in the proceeding.

MR. GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, after a superficial
examinatimmof the record, which was not really quite completed,
we reached the conclusion last right, rather late laszt night,
that the questions we had thought had not perhaps becn
sufficiently covered, and that might need amplification or some
further explanation had been covered at one point or anothgr
in the record, and wishing to avoid any unnecessary duplication
or repetition of what has gone past, we decided not to have
any formal redirect examination, but to ask Dr. Opperheimer
to sit where he is sitting this morning and to respond to
all questions which you might wish to put to him upon any
of the subjects of the inquiry.

Of course, he will be'available for your questioning
at any other time, also.

MR. GRAY: The Board zccepts your decision as to
procedure, of course, in this matter. Do 1 undérstand that you
have no questions to ask?

MR. GARRISON: That is right, but we would welcome
questions from the Board at this time or any time.

MR. GRAY: I see. Mr. Robb, do you have any

questions?
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MR. ROBB: I have nothing further to ask Dr.
Cppenheinmer.

MR. GRAY: Dr. Evans?

DR, EVANS: UYo.

MR. GRAY: Mr. Morgan?

MR. MORGAN: No.

MR, GRAY: I don't believe the Board has any questions
at this time, Mr. Gerrison. I wonder if we are ready to
proceed with other witnesses?

MR. GARRISON: I think after a very short recess,
we shall be able, sir. I’am sorr& to waste any time of the
Board, but I think youbwill understand.

MR. GRAY: Absolutely, yes.

MR. GARRISON: Professor Whitman will be shortly
here, I believe, and I thik Dr. Bradbury will also be shortly
here. Ve will see what else we can do so as not to needlessly
waste time.

MR. GRAY: Let us consider ourselves in recess
until your next witnesses appear.

(Brief recess.)

’ MR. GRAY: I think we may as well proceed at the
moment, even in MNr. Morgan's absence, because I am sure he
will return by the time we get to any substantive testimony.

Do you wish to testify under ocath, Dr. Bradbury?

DR. BRADBURY: Yes.



MR. GRAY: Uhat is your full name?

DR. BRADBURY: Norris Edwin Bradbury.

MR. GRAY: ‘Vould you stand and raise your right hand.

NORRIS EDVIN BRADBURY, do you swear that the testimony
you ar2 to give the Board shall be the truth, the whole truth
and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

DR. BEADBURY: I do.

Whereupon,

NCRRIS ELWIN BRADBURY
was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn, was
examined and testified as follows:

MR. GRAY: Would you be seated.

I shall briefly call your attention tothekexistence
of the perjury statutes. MNay vwe assume that you are familiar
that there are such statutes with penalties?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

HR. GRAY: I should like to request that in the
course of your testimony if it becomes necessary for ya to
disclose or advert to restricted data, you let me krow
in advance so we may take necessary and appropfiate steps.

(Mr. Korgan entered the room.)

MR. GRAY: Finally, I should say to you that we
consider these proceedings as a confidential matter between
the AZomic Energy Commission and its officials and Dr.

Oppenheimer, his representatives and witnesses. The Commission
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will initiate no releases about these proceedings. 1In each
instance on behalf of the Board I express the hope that
vitnesses will take the same view.
THE WITNESS: It is understood.
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR, SILVERMAN:
Q Dr. Bradbury, what is your present position?
A I am Director of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Hexico.
Do you also hold any academic position?
A I am professor of physics at the University of
California.
Q How long have you been Director of the Los Alamos
Scientific Laboratory?
A Since October 1945.
Q Dr. Bradbury, you have read the Commission's letter

of December 23, 1953, which suspended Dr. Oppenheimer's

clearance.
A Yes.
Q Have you read his answer, too?
A Yes, at least as I have seen it in the press.

Q I want to draw your attention to that portion of the
letter or direct your attention to the matter relating to
development of a thermonuclear device, the hydrogen bomb as it

has been called.
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First, would you tell us, or would you describe for
us sowething of the nature of the thermonuclear research that
. went cn at Los Alamos. I don't mean for you to tell us what
was dorne, but whether it was a natter that proceeded by Jjunps,
whether there were long periods when there was no ahoernonuclear
research, or whether it was continuous, and so on.
A The possibility of using cheap fuels to make
effec%ive‘military explosion ---
& Excuse me. Could we Lhave dates on this where
possible so it would be clearer to the Board?
A I will try‘to rut dates in this.
. Q Yes, sir, so the Board will follow you.
IR. GRAY: Since you are interrupted, I an sorry,
the security officer iz always properly quite nervous.
THE VITNESS: I will ke equally careful about this.
In fact, I suspect I am as conscious of these things as anyone.
MR. GRAY: I am sure you are.
MR. ROLANDER: I did not mean to suggest that.
THE WITNESS: The possibllity of using cheap fuels
of wich the so~called hydrogen bomb is an example was of interest
at Los Alamos from its inc8ption. there was active research,
investigation and exploration in this field during the war years:
This interest continued zfter the war in a very

active way; not only was basic fundamental nuclear fission

done, in the relevant nuclear field, but experimental groups
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having to do with techniques taat might be applicable were
carried on and carried on actwely. There were a number of
conferences held during the yeérs immediately following the
war. There was actually a system, essentially thermonuclear in
nature, devised shcertly after the war in 1946-47 for which
techniques were then not possidle or appropriate to bring to
fruiticn,

& punber of pesople in our theoretical dwisicn kept
an active interest in this field. Tﬁé basic difficuliy which
confronted everybody at thattime was the calculaticn difficvity,
and indeed, no calculating machines existed that would rermit
sone of the particular problems %o be explored.

This interest in the fileld was continucus and lasted
up to the present time. There were nc gaps in it. I will
say that following the Russian explosion in 1949, the laboratory
on i“s own initiative, of course, actively explored all its
areas of development, arsas o research, to see if there were
any “hat should be given still further attention or more
active attention in an attempt to reestablish the lead which
we thought we had enjoyed in the years following the close of
the wvar.

Certainly the thermonuclear field in general at that
tine offered the only outstanding promise, of reestablishing
the technical lead if indeced it were a possible field to bring
to fruition.

At that time there were, let us say, grave
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technical concerns, not only with the actual nature of the
systems which had been thought of, that is to say, whe ther or
not they would indeed work in an effective fashion, but
whether they would b2 useful in terms of vehicles that might
be expected to employ such devices.

As is the case with any technical development, further
knowledge sometimes brought incressed pessimism or sonctimes
it brought optimism. The thermonuclear field went
through cycles of this sort.

The one thing that was c¢lear at all times was that
unless there was active thought in this field, activs
exploration of it, that potentially useful ways to make such
a dev.ce would not ke found.

Is that encugh to answer your question?

Q I think it does, Dr. Bradbury.

I think it does. Would you say that there was

active thought and aciive exploration of this field corntinuously

at Los flamos both before and after the fall of 19497

A Yes.
0 Was the f£all of 1949 some sort of a crossrcads in that?
A The fall of 1949 was really & crossroads in the

atomic energy business., As I said 1 n my earlier remarks, at
that time it became clear that a step had been accomplished
by Russia,, Naturally we explored our own activities to make

sure that our own technical prcogress was devoted as well as
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we could see it to maintazining the lead which we had theought
we had.

o What would you say as to the cooperation or lack of
cooperation that was evidenced by specifically Dr. Oppenhéimer
and generally by the General Advisory Committee with respect
To the thermonuclear progran?

A Both the General fdvisory Committee and Dr. Oppenheirer,
I always found from my personal knowledge extremely helpful
and cooperative -- I am weeking an appropriate word -~ actively
coopera tive with the Los Alamos Laboratory in this field.

This was, of course, not a unigue thing in the thermonuclear
field. The GAC and Dr. Cppenheimer had always to my knowledge
been an active friend and been active friends of the
laboratory, and had been helpful and had worked élosely with
us in all our discussions relevant to Los Alamos, 6r nany
discussions relative to Los Alamos. They invited the staff

of the leboratory to mmet with them. I met with thém nyself
on many coccasions.

Their comments were always helpful. Their advice
was always helpful. I never knew them or Dr. Oppenheimer to
take a stand oy a position or tc give advice which was other
than useful and helpful to the laboratory.

C By the way, in general did you and the people at
Les Alamcs, perhaps, if you can speak for them, agree or

disagree with the position taken by the GAC in October 19497




A I think that if we disagreed, we disagreed pexrhaps in
flavor rather than in a substantive way. We felt exiremely
strongly that the thermoouclear fi2 1d had to be explored, had
to continue to be explored, that indeed it had grave obstacles
in its way at that time, but that no cdecisions as to the
wisdon or morality of making or stockpiling H bombs could be
nossibly uvndertaken by this country unless there wosa complete
xnewledgs of all the facis.

It was equnlly impertant that this country hknow
what the potentialities were in this field from, let us say,
a defensive poinit of view. In other words, we must know, we
had to know, what the Russians might be able to accopplish in
this field.

Accordingly, the philoscphy of the laboratory was
that we did not wish to enlter intc the debate as to whether
or not this course was wise or noral or politically sound.

Wo regarded ours . the techniéal responsibility to know
as much as it was possible o know and as rapidly as it was
possible to know it, about what was broadly 'called the H bomb.

This is not 2 very satisfactory terminology, but
if it is read as relevant to the thermonaclear field, I think
this will correctly describe our position.

There was, as I have séid, active interest in this

field and had been., It seewmed to us unfortunate that the

vay thz2 issue can: out in the public was that here was a
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crossrcads, and that the coumtry or the laboratory wznt this
way or that way. Frankly it would have been impossibie to

have stopred the active consideratior and exploraton of this
field by any fiat. You cannot svepr povple from thinking. It was
an exciting field, 1t apparehtly viclaed no laws of nature

and inventive aad ingenious scientists are bound to think about
and do thz work which is relevas: to this activity.

We, of course, agreed with the publicly announced
decision that this work should indeed go ahead and go ahead
vigorously. Whether or not this was at variance with the
general flavor of the GAC'svthinking at that tim, 1 would
not want to say.

Q Do ycu recall a meetinz at Princeton in the spring
or summer of 18517

A Yes, X dd.

Q You wers present at that meeting?
A I was present.
Q Would you care to say something about the role played

by Dr . Oppenheimer there, particularly in connection with
what it may indicate to the Board as to his cooperation in the
thermonuclear prozram.

i The meeting of the General Advisory Committee in
June, I bolieve it was, of 1951, was called following an
Eniwetck operation. It was called following, let me say, the

discovery at Los Alamos of sme extremely promising ideas in
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this field, and at that time the exploitation of these ideas
seemed to us at Los Alamos and to others of our consultants
and associated with us in the field warrant some attention
by the Commission to certain decisions, let me say,ci production,
which were extremely important, and couldwell be quite expensive.

We as ihe Laboratory mrade this proposal. Ve found
the General Advisory Committee and Dr. Oppenheimer extremely
enthusiastic both about this idea ancd asbout the general
proposals which were needed to implement this idea, particularly
in so far as they required Commissior action. Indeed, I think
it fair to say that the Generalbﬂdvisory Commit tee and Dr.
Opnenheimer were willing to go farther than the laboratoxry in
suoport of this, let us say, new approach to the problem,
and that their recommendations to the Commission were at least
a3 enthugiamtic as ours, and actually went somewhat boyond,
in terms of support, whatwe had originally drafted.

I would regard this myself as very positive evidence
of the interest and enthusiasm which the GAC was showing and
showed in this field. |

Q You have read the portion of the Commission's letter
of December 23, 1953, which referred to the circulation and
distribution < the General Advisory Committee report?

A Yes,.

Q What was the practice ot the laboratory with respect

to information as to the work recommendation and reports of the
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Generzal Advisory Committee?

A If I may go back to 1946 or 1947, 1 guess, when
the General Advisory Committee was first set up, I believe
it was widely recognized that thes atomic weapons field was
that field in which the Commission had its greatest immediate
ccancern at that time. They were extremely anxious to suppoert
the Los Alamos Laboratery and to make sure its work was in the
rost fruitful directiomns, and had the maximum amount of
gssistance from the Commission.

To this end they asked the GAC to pay particular
attentior to Los Alamos and they requested of me that I léah
to GAC as its recording secretary Dr. John Manley, who was
then my associste director for research,s Manley was an out-
standing physicist and had long experience with ma ny phases,
in facw aimost 211 pﬁases, of the atomic energy program since
its incertion in the early 1940's. His selection was motivated
both by his qualifies as an individual and by the fact that he
vas intimately aware of the activitles of the laboratory and
this intimate awareness was regarded as extremely useful to
the GAC in their deliberations.

In consequence of Manley’s relation both to me and
to the GAC, it was custcomary as I hmve indicated earlier both
for me and memkbers of my staff to meet with GAC when problems
of Los Alamos vere being discussed.

It was also customary for me at least to see in draft
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form thcse portions of the GAC minutes which were relevant to
Los ilamos. I probebly would have beenunable to find any
specific piece of peper which said this is indeed the request of
either the Cormission or the GAC. However, I am quite personeily
certain that it bhad the knowledge and at least the tacit consent
of all concerned.

As ¥ say, it was frequeantly the occasion vhen we net
with the GAC and to see the results of our remarks or
delibers.tions in the draft fornm which were not surprising.

Did you also see them in final form?

A Probably so, becase ifr., Manley's drafts were generally
as good as his finﬁl form.

Q Now, with respect to the GAC report of the reeting
of October 1949, do you recall wikether you saw that specifically,
and if so, whether there was anything unusual about it,
whether it was the normal practice, or what happened?

A I presunme I did. I cannot give any precise date
that I remember seeing this precisze document. But I would
regard it as most likely that I did see it. Certainly we had
met with the GAC in discusszing some -of these matters
either et that time or in the general vicinity of that time,
and I wes well aware of the geveral concern of the GAC in these
matters. It would have been quite natural for me %o have seen
these and discuss em with Marley and for members of my

senior staff tc have seen themn.
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Q So far as you observed was there anything that Dr.
Opperheimer did fo cause, as far 2s you know or ever heard,
any unusual distribution of this GAC report?

L Not to my Xnowledge.

Q Uil he »lay any role ia the‘distribution of the report?

A Not té my knowledge.

@0 . Perhkaps distribution is a word of art. I undershnd
it means giving pzople copies and so on. Did the
circulation, the shovwing, the kaowledge of the GAC report,
shall we say, so far as you know, cause anybody to change his
opinion a2t the Los Alamos Laboratmoy about working on the thermc-
nuclesr program?

A Not to my knowledge. = 7The Laboratory scientists in
genersl, and those who contributed conspicuously to this
field are strong minded individuals and generally reach their
own conclusions about matters of this nature. While I think
that we regretted what scemed {0 be in some degree -- I won't
say obposition, but sore degree of divergence from what
might have been the flavor, let us say, of the GAC approach
to it, I know of 20 senior person directly concenned with the
weapens progrem st lLes Alamos wac left the laboratoiy. Indeed
Dr. Manley did leave the laboratory some time in, I think,
the latter rart of 19250. This could De found from the record,
of course -- to accept'the position of cairman of the department

at the University of Washington, Chairman of the Department of
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Physics. Manley had not beendirectly connected with the
weapon program, and the weapon development program in the
laboreatory. I think his title was associate director-for
research.

Another senlor individual did leave the laboratory
in 1¢51, that was Dr. Edward Teller, but in view of Teliers'
connection with this whole matter, I think you may guess it was
rot because of any'feeling he may have had about the position
of the CGAC.

Q He certainly didn't l2ave because he didrn't want to
vork on thermonuclear.

A This, 1 believe, is correctly said.

Q You have seen the portion of the Commission's
letter din whieh the statement is made, "It was further roported
that youv, Dr. Oppenheimer, were iastrumental in persuvading
other ouvtstandirng scientists not to work on the hydrogen
project, and the opposition of the hydrogen bomb of which you
are the most experienced, most powerful and most effective
mnember has definitely slowed down its development.’

What would vyou say about the statement tlat the
program was slowed down because of Dr. Oppenheimer's opinion
or activities?

A It is not my cpinion that the program was slowed
down, as I have said. Of course, if he himself had been in

a position or wished tc work on it directly and personally,
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this would undoubtedly have been a great help. However, it
is my opinion that the program wert and has gone with amazing
speed, particularly in view of The predictions made regarding
the difficulty of this program <hroughout the years 1945 to
1949 . I know of no case, if you wish me to pursue these
remarks, where Dr. Opprenheimer persuaced anyone not to work in
this field.

As I have remhrked, scientists of tiis caliber
generally make up their own minds about wishing to work or not
to work in fhis field. A number of outstanding people vhon we
would like to have brought into this program felt that their
best contribution to the country vas to remain in university
circles and contribute to the training of graduate students.

With this point of view, cne can hardly differ.

Of courss, Los Alamos Laboratory had a selfish approach to it.

& Would you say that Dr. Oppenheimer's attitude, opinions,
activities with respect to the development of thermonuclear
weapons in any way indicated that there were some malevolent
or sirister motives aboul it?

A Absclutely not. As I have remarked, from 1946 on,

I have ncver known him to act in a way other than was a help
to the laboratory. In one specific instance -~ and doubtless
others if I could recall them -- outstanding young men, this
was in ‘1249, incidentally,jg;tstanding young theoretical

physicist by the name of Conrad lLongmire had been
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offered &n appointment by Dr. Orpenheimer at the Institute.
Thié of course is evidence itself of the outstanding caliber
of this indivicdual. It turned cut he was always willing to
consider coming to Los Alamos, and we were extremely anxious
o have him., Dr. Cppenheimer very graciously extended or
postponed his appointment to the Institute indefiniiely to
pernmit him to come to Los Alamos. Indeed, Dr. Longmire never
did return to the Institute, and even in the last ycar we have
explored with Dr. Oppenheimer the possibility of Longmire taking
& sabbatical at the Institute, and Dr. Oppenheimer has been
willing to ¢onsider this.

He has given us frequently prospects, outstauding
young individuals, whom we might be able to apppoach
pafticularly in the field of theoretical physics to join the
laboratory.

With me personally he has never been other, From
October 1945 on and during the war years, other than encouraging,
helpful, congratiilatory and generally both a personal fiend
end a friend of the 1aboratbry.

Q How long have youjknown Dr . Oppenheimer?

A I knew him as an instxuctor when I was a graduate
student ¢t Berkeley in 1832-31, probably, somewhere through
there. T knew him as Director c¢f Loz Alamos Scienfific
Laboratoxy from June of 1944 until October of 1945. I knew him

thercafter as Chairman of the General Advisory Committee and
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saw him regularly, I would say, several times a year, in that
capacity. He visited Los Alamos, I wmld again say, at least
once a year or perhaps twice, in connection with his
responsihbilities as Chairmen of the General Adﬁisory Committee.

Q flow well do you think you know him as a man, his
character, and so on, the kind of person he 1is?

A I would think I would know him as well as one
knows any'individual with whom one has had friendly and
profess:ional contact over quite a2 long number of years, and
perhaps better than the average having seen him in his capacitiy
as Director of the Laboratory, in which I then had an a@sisting
subordinate position.

Q Do you have an opinion as to Dr. Oppenheiner's
loyalty to the country, and as to whether he would be a security
risk? |

A I do have smch an opinion and it is a very sirong one.

Q Would you state it, please?

A I would regard him from my observation as completely
loyal to this country. In fact, I would make a statement of
this sort, I think, that while loyalty is a very dificult
thing to demonstrate in an objective fashion, if a man could
demonst.rate 1oya1ty in an objective way, that Dr. Oppernheimer
in his direction of Los Aladhos Laboratory during the war year:s
did demonstrate such loyalty. I myself feel that his devotion

to that task, the nature of the decisions which he was called
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upon to rake, the manner in whicih he made them, were as
objective a demonstiation of.personaz loyalty to this countiry
as I myself can imagine.

Q As to this business of a security risk, which I take
it is perhaps a Little different from loyalty, do ycu bave an
opinion on that?

A I do not regard him as a security risk.

MR, SILVERMAK: I bave no further questions.v
MR. GRAY: DlNMr. Robb.

CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR, ROBE:

Q Doctor, Dr. Oppenheimer in his answer at page 25,

"I resigned as Director of Los Alanos on QOctober 16, 1945,
after having secured the consent of Commander Bradbury and of
General Groves that Bradbury shoald act as my successor.”

Would you tell us about whet happened in that
connection? I amsume that is true, is it not?

A This staterment is true.‘ I had been assigred to the
Los Alamos Laboratory as a commamader in the ﬁnited States Naval
Reserve in June of 1844. I had been on active duty since 19241
on leave of absence as professor of physics at Sanford
University. Frankly to my great surprise and equally frankly
still to my surprise, sometime in September -- I don't remember
tte precise date ~- Dr. Oppenheimer called me in and asked if

I would be willing to undertake the direction of the Los Alamos
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Laboratory, that he himself intended to leave and return to
academic work and asked me, as I have said, to undertake this
task.

The only specific reason for this, as far as I can see,
was that in the course of my luties fhere from 1944 {o 1945,
I had had contzect with a number of‘activities in the Laboratory.
My background wvas in physics, at least, and partly inanuclear
" physics. 1 did not agree to do this at that particular monent
when he asked me. I asked time to think about it. I wanted to
speak further with General Groves. I wished to consult with
some cof the senior members of the Laboratory, Fermi, Bethe,
and others, and ask them their opinion of my competenée of
this task, and what they foresaw ol the ﬁroblem.

I was personally extiremely concerned -- this is purely
a personal opinion -~ that the laboratory continue its task.
Its task in the war years had been outstandingly accomplished,
but there were a number of avenues that remained to be explored.
There-was certainly my personﬁl conviction that in the
exploration of these avenues still further avenues would be
found that it would be m cessary to go into. I regarded it as
inevitable that with the disqlosure.to the world that such
bombe wvould be made, that other countries would undertake
this activity, and that the United States wmuld have to be the
leader ir this field in so far as it could make itself sure

of this .
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So I had a deep personal conviction that the
laboratory should continue. I ultimtely agreed to undertake
the task fara period of six months or until some nore logical
successor cculd ke found. Apparently no more logical
successor could be induced to take the tésk, and Ivalso became
then convinced that it was impossible for a short time man, a
man on a short time basis, with the announced intention of
leaving, to build a2 permanent and enthusiastic laboratory.
Whereupon I agreed to remain on an essentially indefinite
basis.

Q Doctor, you will forgive me. I am not a physicist
so I don't know too much about such matters, but we have
heard a number of times here reference to work on a thermo-
nuclear device or work on a fission device. I wonder if you
can tell us Without getting into classifiéd detail just what
does a physicist, when he works &n such a device? Does he
just lock himself up in a dark room and think, or what does he
do?

A No. I am afraid to answer your gestion directly

would roquire a detailed discussion of how a laboratory works.

Q I don't want that I am wondering what you do when you

work on these things.

A No one man, I think it is fair to say, works on a
fission bomb. Det me give you just a broad example here.
One group of people, theoreticians, mathematicians, computers,

will be exploring the behavior of a number of, let us say,
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possible systems.

MR. GARRISON: Just flor clarity, you asked about
thermoniclear. He used the word fission just now.

MR, ROBB: I said thormoruclear or fission.

MR, GRAY: Did you intend to say fission?

MR. ROBB: Yes.

THE VITNESS: My}words will be essentially applicable
t0 both., Let us use fission and fusion indistinguishably here,
because I think my remerks would be applicable to hoth.

Working on ﬁesigns for possible systems and computing, as far

as the technigues of the time permit their behavior.

Another group of people, experimentalists, technicilans,

mechanics, shop people, will he making relevant experiments on
quantities which have to go into these calculations.

Still ¢mother group of people will be working on the
techniques of meking the actual parts which will be reguired
and obtaining them in the propor physical form or the proper
purity, or whatever is requireci. All these activities follow
along and periodically come to pyramids of accomplishment.

Another group of peop}e will be doing actual, let
me say, nuclear weapon engineering. That is, making out of
a theoretician's schematic drawing'a practical operable syster,
So when you spezl: of a person working on an atom bomb,
whether it be fission or fusion, you can hardly speaking of

a persor doing this. It is a group of persons whose activities
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have to be correlated, some at the broad base of research
l1ooking toward nroblems in the future: others which are
involved in activities leading to a specific weapon accomplish-
mant.
BRY IR. ROBE:
Q That helps me gwery much, Doctor. 1In other words, the
developnent of arfission device or a fusion device requires
a lot morce than just thinking about it.
‘A This is absolutely true.
Q Doctor, between 1946 ard 1950, how many people at
Los Alamos were working on the thermonuclear as distinguished
from just thinking about it?
- MR, SILVERMAN: I am nct sure that thewitness
indicated that thinking was not a part of working.
MR. ROBB: I think we can define our terms here.
MR. GRAY: This is a very intelligent witrness,
and I am sure he is not easily confused.
BY MR. ROCBB:
Q I an not trying to confuse you, Doctor.
A I am sure you are not.
Q | I am trying to find out, because it haw always been
foggy to me.
A I understand the import of your question, but it
will be necessary to answer it in a somewhat ambiguous fashion

-

for this reason.
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Let me take an example which will certain’y bLe
éhvious, and certalinly unclassified. The hydrogen bonb 1s
videly known 0 pvoientially utiiizs one or more isotopes
of hydrogen. The nuclear cross sections of these isotopes have
to be known in the voarleus en2rgy sp2ctrums with great accuracy
for the computniions. Accordingly, during the warand even
after we2 had active groups, aciively engaged in exploring
the nuclear vropertics of the light elements, the eleoments
vhich might vossibly be effcecitlive or utilizeable in the
fusion of thspenuclear field. Those people were doiiy physics.
They were also cengaged in research which was relevant to the
<thermonuclear weapon.

Another exsmpile which will be difficult for me again
tTo give Decause of socurity reasons, but I will try to guard
ny words -- certain aspects of the so-called fission field
are directly rolevant, intimately related to the fusion field.
If you wish to bave an unclassified example of this, again
1t is widely kncown in the comic strips, thatapparently
some sor!t of primary bomb, trigger mechanism as it is called,
is apparently requirad. How then does one distinguish
developing very unique and specialized skills in primary bombs
as an examnple?

Is this directly related to the fission field vhere
1t is immediately applicable or directly related to the thermo-

nuclear field where it becomes applicable as soon as the




techniques beconsg sufﬁiciently skilled.

I cannot ansver your ogstion as to what group was
engaged in thermonuclear work ard what people were engaged in
fission work. The fielids intermingle to éuch an extent thau
viile we have been zsked this guvestion fof a period of ysors hy 2
variety of bodies, no definite answer is possible without\faing
into detail; this men was deing this and it had that appilcahiliity
and it had that aoplicability.

Q Had you finished?

A Yes.

Q Was there any particular grbup at Los Alamos during
that pericd from 1946 until 1950, or team thatwas working
on the thermonuclear particularly?

A There were o number of people in our theoretical
division supported by computers and computing machinery that
wvere particularly concerned with the exploration of varidus
phenomena that would be relevant to the behavior of thermonuclear
systens.

Q Am I right in your explanation that the fission bomb
is ome step towards the thermonuclear; is that right?

A I am quoting commonly &cceptéd -—

Q Yes, sir. VWere Dr. Richtmyer and Br. Nordheim and
Dr. Teller om that team that was working definitely on the
thermonuclear at Los Alamos?

A Dr. Richtmyer devoted a2 good portion of his time to
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this matier, bﬁt also 2 good portion of ' his time to the fission
"field. At one time Dxr. Richtmyer served as alternate division
leader, s0 he had other interests. One of his major interests

vag a certain type of system vwhich uwav be described properly

as thernoruclear, althouga this shcoculd not be constrvaed to be

Y

Y

a speciille defipitlon ol i1,

Dr. FNordheis vas clse sposifically interested in 2
defialte type cil therzoauwelear systsm, and made very definite
contribulions tc the votential desiin of such systems.

Q And Bx. Teliler?
A PDr. Teller the sane tWing. Dr. Teller had bheen
interested in this #ield very much, and;probably a majoxr portion

of his time during Che war vas dceveted to the exploraticn of

~

. uriquely so, and was not

this tyoe of»sya&emﬂ It was no
during his conteet with Los Aléncs after the war. Fut it was
always one of his enthusiasns.

0 Was znyoody else, if I wey use the expression, during
the period of 1946 tco 1950 nt Los Llamos specializing on the
thermonuciear?

A . Bow should I describe the position of people who

.were msasuring the creoss sections of deuterium?

4} I don't know, Doglor.
A I don't know either. You ask me were they

specializing in thermonuclear.




e

1588

A There were tihose people, if I wish to do so, that
rould be described as onarticvlarly interested in the thermo-
nuclear fielid. I would not e destrike them. They were doing
fmndament@l rescearch ia physios, which was relevant o the
caornonuelesy filold, Apotlther greoup of experimentalizts I prefer
A0t to describe in detail vwno weore doing work‘which pight have
boer underitazken by the: laboratory as general research, but
vias undertaken undoubtadly by the laboratory because ¢f its
probable relevarce at that Time to the technology of thermo-
nuelear devices. Wexe they dolng work in the thermcnuclear
£ield specifically, or were ihey rnot, and I cannot ansver
your guestion divectly.

I am trying to maze it c¢lecr that the thermonucleny field
had active suppert tota in th» thooretical side, and in the
relevant experimental and technological side during the war and
thereafter.

Q Coulad you give us any idea of how long Dr. Richtimyer

devotaed <o the thermonaclear as distinguished from his other

work?
A You mean the perceniage of his persomnl time?
@ Yes.
A sunpoese roughly 5D'pér cent so distributed.
0 How lcong was he down there, sir?
yiy He has been there since the war up until last year.

He is &till on our payroll. e is currently assigned by us



to

going to asmsung the
inforuption,

techrniques of

the Computing Center at New Tork University.

Ho hae

¥e is shortiy

divectorship of that group, iz is ny
weccrs catrenzly interested in the

zonputation.

O Is Or. Yordbelm £till Thsre?

£ D, Hordhelsr woas ig a consultaat to us. e spent
roughly 2 year with we on l2ove obf ahsence from Duks University.

& I wollieve e wee down 218 One sammer.

K He has spenl suvinersz with us. He has sgent one year
and a good part of arcther o leave of absence with us.

Q Vas it durdng tle summer that he was actively

interested in the thermoruvclenr?

& Certainly during the sunrers and during the yveayr he
svent with us. 2 wvas engaged in the computations, let us say,
and trying to forzulste & design fovr & specific typs of
therromuclear svaoten.

Q Did you have sone compuiers vho were working on the
therwonuclear probvlom?

A Corputers are ar sesentlial part of any thermonuclear
computation. They have a very groat task to play because the
computations in this field ars nol things you make with a slide

rule or a skall pad

one of the stumbling
124¢ was the absenc

electronic brains of

of pausy iz I beliieve I remarked cariier,
bloclks i1a the years 1843 or '48 or

of computing mwachinery, the so-called

sufficient capacity and magnitude to handie




1500

the type of computaiions whieh vore involved. Only recently,
with the devezlopment of macl:in3s such as the Maniac, the
conguter at Princetdsn, IDM comiubers, have we had :wchines
which even u2glo To sttack The prrblem waich was confronting
mn turing th: 194449 gro.

DR, BVARS: They cre differential equations that kave
no Iintegrel?

TEL UITHEES: They are only attackable i
essentially calculaiion roethods, By approximation netheds.

BY MR. ROCIE:

Q Doctor, you mentionsed in 1949 Dr. Lomgriie hand an
appointment at Princeton, huﬁ camne down to LOS.AIaHﬂS and
steyed. Did thet talke place before or after the Ruzsian
erplosion?

A His arrival at Log Alamos was in August or Septemboer
of 1949. This is clearly almost coincidental with the Russian
explesion. So his decision to come there I think mwst have
oreceded the actueal knovwledge of the Russian explosion.

Q Doctor, whet was yunr cosition after the Russian
explosion on the guestion of whether or not we should develop

the thermonuclear bomb? Were you for it ar againsi i%?
A I was undey the irpression 1 had made sone remarks
on that subject. ¥hen you say develop the thermonuclear bowmb,

maey ¥ qualilly my rewarks to This extent. I felt, &5 I believe

I xaid earlier, extremncly strongly that the laboratory mmst
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undertake all ﬁossible attacks vpon the thermonuclear system
to see what there was of utility in this field. DNow, it seems
easy now to sy thermonuclesy homb has been developed by
public annovarorant; i seens obvionn that there must always
have meen svch a devizo in {he obions cards. This was not the
cose. The stote ol huowledge of thermonuclear systcms during
the war, anid thexrander, and roalls up until the spring cf 1951,
wis such as to make the pracsical utility or even the workability
in any useful scense of what was tlhen imagined as & thermo-
nuclear wsapon extrenzly guestionsble. This does not mean that --
in fact, it meant very much i us that one must_find out vhat
is there in this £i8ld. Cnly by work in £ will onc fird ocut.
It is possible that we would have explored the field and ocut
it was not, that we coald not find a useful military system
in it. But witlhout this exploretion. it is clear you weuldn't
know.
We felt very strongly that we had to know the fact.
In 1949-50 the state of knowladge at that time would
certainly pernit one tn be very passimistic about the
pracﬁicai utility of wihat was callied a hydrogen bomb.
Q Pid you thint that the Iussians would certainly try
to find out?
A iwes pewsonnliy certein that no group of people
knowing —“he energy whti was available in theso-called fusion

type of reaction would fail to explore this field.
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Q Therefore you thought we ought to also?
A I certainly feel this way, yes, felt and feel.

MR. ROBB: Thank you, Doctor. That is all I care
to ask the Doctor.

MR. GRAY: Dr. Bradbury, you referred to regaining
a lead which we had had. I believe this was.your cxpression
with respect to this kind of thing we are talking about today.

THE WITNESS: Yes. ”

MR. GRAY: I suppose if in that context one refers to
the thermonuclear weapons, it is a question of size. Is that
a fair statement?

THE 7TITNESS: You mean size of bang?

MR, GRAY: That is right, yes.

THE WITNESS: I am afraid it is more complicated than
that.

MR. GRAY: What I am trying to get at, Doctor, did your
approach to this problem involve any kind of moral
consideration or was this purely technical on the ground of
practicability and useability?

THE VITNESS: You are inquiring as to my personal
opinilons in this matter?

MB. GRAY: That is carrect. During this period that
we are talking about from 1946 when you became Director of
the Laboratory up until the present time. I may be making

an effort at distinction which can't be as clearly made as I
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am trying to do it. But let us take a very simple matter.
I suppose any ordinary conventional method, with respect
to that, the question of making it more efficient is not a
moral question atall. If you assume the weapon you have
already swallowed the moral implications, I suppose.

What I am trying to get at is what you meant by
regaining the lead.

THE WITNESS: I meant by this only the fact that im,
I think, the general guesses that people made that the Russians
in the development of both the dctual fact of atomic weapons
and the related pfoduction ehterprises had been expected to
be something of the order of five or more years behind us.
The appearance of a Russian atomic explosion in September 1949 wsas
generally regarded, I believe, as a year or two or three earlier
than one might have reasonably expeted the Russians to reach
}‘this accomplishment. They were clearly therefore working at
a high rate of speed, even granting what I think became
evident later, the treachery of Fuchs.

At the time d course, we were not aware, as I recall,
that Fuchs had indeed passed information on. Perhaps this
made it seem a little more plausible that they had made such
rapid progress. But at any rate it was clear at that time
that -- I am now only quoting my own thinking and opinion in
this matter -- it seeﬁed to me that we were in the position
of two runners in the race, where it was quite clear that

your oppohent was running and running quite fast. It was

S Sl S o
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probably you were ahead of him in actual distance. It was not
obvious thathe was not rﬁnning f#ster than you were. Our own
objectives at that time had to be as far as we could make
them to be sure we were running as fast as he was.

MR. GRAY: And successful work on thermonuclear
weapons might have been considered one of our legs.

THE WITWESS: This I would definitely so ccnsider.
As you.are aware, the thermonuclear field has two obvious
military characteristics. One, apparently that in a single
strike the destructive effort to deliver would be presumably
very great; two, that if the materials that went into this
system were indeed cheap and available, that the cost of such
systems and therefore their number would not be subject to
the same sort of restrictions thatso-called fissions are subject
to. Both these characteristics aregibvious military interest.

There are other characteristics of thermonnuclear
systems or any weapons systems for that matter which have to
do with essentially deliverability. In other words, a weapon
is no good if it is o; such a character that itcan't'be
delivered. Hence any weapons system mustbe looked at in temms
of its net operational worth, in terms of its cost, its effects
and its relation to the vehicle system appropriate to it.

| All offthese questions with respect to fusion systems

had to be explored. They were not known at: any time in 1949,

certainly, and it was possible, I will not guarantee, that
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efHrt in this field would lead to somehhing which would have
military utility. However, I would like to emphasize that
this was at that time a technological question. It was qot
guarantee d by Los Almos or anyone else that indeed there would
be a feasible or effective useful thermonuclear systom.

MR. GRAY: Buton this matter of lead, thermonuclear
weapons certainly were a part of that picture.

THE WITNESS: Very definitely so. There ware also
leads that had to be established in the fission field or were
being established in the fission field This was another part
of the military strength of the country.

MR. GRAY: As a matter of hindsight, suppose there
had been a Presidential directive in 1945 or at some later
date, perhaps, but earlier than January 1950; is it possible
that we night have had the invention or discoveries earlier?

THE WITNESS: My personal opinion in amswer to that
question is in the negative. I would like to say as much as
I can within the bounds of security as to why.

Could I consult just a moment on the question, Mr.
Rolander?

(Consultation)

MR. GARRIOGON: Mr. Chairman, I will leave it to the
Board if the Board would like to, after hearirg what Dr.
Bradbury has to say, explore it in clasd4ified terms. We

would withdraw.
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MR. GRAY: Thank you. I hope that won't be

necessary.

THE WITNESS: I believe I can make my remarks in a
fashion which will be acceptable. The only limeof attack
which had occurred to us on this problem throughout the years
1942 onwards seemed to be a line of attack during 1945-1949
whih would be fraught with enormous technical difficulties,
that is, practical technoiogical difficulties.

There was also a grave question as to whether or
not the systems then thought of would have any behavior that would
be at all, let us say, effective in terms of their probable
complexity, probable size and probable cost. Had we
endeavored to explore those fields in that state of knowledge,
we would have had in my opinion two extremely undesirable
courses, one of which would have beep, 1 believe, almost fatal.
We would have spent time lashing about in a field in which we
were not equipped to do adequate computational work. Ve
would have spent time exploring with inadequate methods ;
syStem which was far from certain to be successful, and we
would not have made the relevant progress which would have
been required in the fission field.

1 am getting here on thin ice, but if you will let
me stick by my earlier reharks thét skill and ingenuity
in the fission field is an essential prerequisite to the

success in the thermonuclear field, the progress of the

i
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1aboratory during the years following the war in the
understanding and development, and indeed, some systems of
very close relevance to the thermonuclear system as we
know them today, were an essential part of the ultimate actual
ability tc make an effective thermonuclear weapon.

Hindsight is a difficult thing. Perhaps the statement
I am makirg is self-serving. But my own personal opinion is
that the course of action pursued by the laboratory is right.
I regret to ﬁake this statement in this fashion, perhaps because
it was'partly I presume my decision. But in retrospect I
cannot see how we couid have reached our present objecctives
in a more rapid fashion by any other mechanism except the
mechanism by which we went.

MR. GRAY: You think there has not been delay in
any event. You reject the notion that there has been delay in
the development of this weapon?

THE WITNESS: I reject this notion. I also think
that it is perhaps correct to say that at any time,
particularly in 1945, '46 and '47, there were certain
fundamentz.l objectives at the laboratory that simply had to be
met. If we had, let us say, retained our 1945 technology in
weapons through the next three 6r four years, with or without
thermonuclear systems, this country would have been enormows ly
deficient in strength compared to what it was actually at tat

time because of the efforts of the laboratory in the fission
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field.b These efforts. = also made possible subsequent
developments in the thermonuclear field.

MR. GRAY: In your conversations wish Dr. Oppanheimer
in 1945 with respect to the possibility of your becoming
Director, did you discuss what policy of the laboratory might
be with respect to this matter we have been talking about, do

you recall?

THE WITNESS: With respect to the development of
thermonuclear systems?

MR. GRAY: Yes.

THE WITNESS: No, we did not discuss this. Let me
say I have no recollection of discussing this. I would like
to make one additional comment in that connection. Shortly
after I assumed the directofship of the laboratory, I had a
meeting of all the staff members then present and one to which
I was essentially talking -- let me say the senior staff
members, the coordinating council of the laboratory, at that
time I dkicussed my own philosophy of the laboratory and
included in that philosophy was the continuation of the
exploration which we had been doing in the thermonuclear field.

MR. GRAY: Do you recall any change of attitude on
Dr. Oppenheimer's part towards the development of thermonuclear
systems at any time during your association with him?

' THE WITNESS: I mentioned earlier the developments,

the ideas in this field which occurred during the spring of
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1951, prioarto the meeting at Princeton in June of 1951. I
think I would be correct in saying that these ideas seemed
technically sound to Dr. Oppenheimer and that he upon hearing
of them, regarded the prospect of success in the field as
extraordinarily more likely. I think his opinions expressed
at the neeting in Princeton reflected this opinion, if you
wish, ©iat here was a technique or an idea which cast a new
light on the practicality of such systens.

MR. GRAY:. But you don't recall anything at the time,
for exanple, of the use of the atomic weapon in the late months
of the war that reflected any changed attitude towaeds
thermonuclear weapons?

THE WITNESS: I dan't believe I ever discussed the
us of any atomic weapon in war with Dr. Oppenheimer. Certainly
not at that time. It would not have been my pcéition in the
laboratory to do so. We probably had discussed the GAC
meetings later on of how such weapons might be employed, what
vehicles might be used for them, the vroblems of vehicles,
questions of that sort.

MR. GRAY: Dr. Bradbury, you mentioned Dr. Teller's
departure from the laboratory. I am not familiar with the
circumstances of that. Could you very briefly indicate what
the circumstances were?

THE WITNESS: 1If I could do so in what I might regard

as administrative confidence. This is not restricted data,




1610
but on the other hand, it has to do with perscnal relationships

hetwzen Teller and myself.

MR.GRAY: I don’'t kncw how important it is tc have
that. |

THE WITESS: Perhaps: I can answer this without any
serious difficulty, but again I would like to say that this is
essentially -- could I make it off the record, if yocu wish?

BR.OBVANGE: I think Dr.Brudbury deoesn’t have to answer.

MR. GRAY: Let us go off the record.

THE WITNESS: I don't cire whether it is in the
record or not. All I would like fo say is that Teller and I
disagreed as- to the most effective method of the
administration of the thermomuclear program at Los Alamos for
its most rapid accomplishient, and ultimately we disagreed on
essentizlly a matter of trivality, that is to say, the
projection’in point of tine in advance, a date for a definitive
test operation. I think for scme time prior to that, Dr.
Teller and I had had some differences of personal opinion not
regarding the importance of the program or the general way in
which it should be going, but we had differences of opinion
regarding the best way to administer it. These were
differences of a rather fundamental nature in the adminiétration
of a latoratory, and since the administration of the laboratory
was essentilly my responsibility, I had to do it in a way that

seemed best Vo me;




Ultimately Teller left. Our relations aré¢ personally
friendly. He was a consul tant to the laboratory theveafter.

e sﬁiil spends cccasional time with us, although his primary
Iinterests are now with another group.

MR, GRAY: At the time of the close of the war,
there were varying views as to vhat should be dorewith the
laboratory, I believe. There were sme who wished teo close it
up, some who wished to continue full speed, some who favored
its removal to some other place. Is thata correct siatement
of the varving views among the staff?

THE WITNESS: I amafraid that I probably wculd not
have a2 complete cross section of 211 the views. My cwn opinion
was obvinusly strong, and my own, that the laboratory should
not be closed up. It is ualikely that very many people came
to argue with me that it should be closed up.

MR. GRAY: Did you ever hear Dr. Oppenheimer express
the view that it should be closed?

THE WITNESS: I never did. In fact, I would probably
be the lust person to have heard him nake sﬁch a staterment
inasnuch as he was instrumental in me taking it over. It
vould be unlikely that he would say at the same time to close
it up. I was aware, and this wese {he proper question at the
time, was Los Alamcs, Nem lexico, the best place to operate
this laboratory. This questiog was actively explored by the

Manhattan District in the year following the war,and the
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ultimate decision was that it was prdhgbly the best place to
operate it.

MR. GRAY: Dr. Eradbuiry, I doan't want you or mmyone
else to misunderstand the next queostion I am going to ask.
It pecints to ao conclusion certainly im my nind abcut anything
at all. It has to d¢o withrzrhaps the most serious underlying
implicatiocon invelved in th2se procesdings. That han {0 do
with loyalty to ccuntry.

I think your statemen: in response to a question
from coursel was that you had ro guesiticn about Dr. Oppeanheimer's
loyalty, and you based it 2t least in part on his very
remarkable accomplisbments during the war years as Lirccior of
the Laboratory. I think there are those perhaps who questioned
L. Cppecheimer's loyalty ind who might argue that an
individunl who mas sympzthztic <o the USSR could very
consistently have gone far Heyond the call of normai duty in
his war work, which was benefic:al to the interests of the
United States, and still havre felt that sympathetic interests
for the BSoviet Union were also being served. That is at least
an argument can be made, aml I zm sure you are familiar with it.

THE WITNESS: Yes:s.

MR, GRAY: In your testimay about Dr. Oppenheimer's
loyalty, are you prepared fn give your judgment to {he war
years? In dher words, do you think that his actions since the

wer are of the same character and nature as to lead you to a




conclusisn about his loyalty?
THE WITNESS: [ ¢o, and I have the sare orinion., I
think it can be supported by the sane sort -- perhass not quite

the sume sort of cbjective 2vidence. I am well aware that it

iz possirle to atiritute ulterlor motives to almost anr hunan

action. It is possivles to avgue these questions in perpetultly

3

elong those lines. Referring to ny sztatement about hi:
bahivwior as Director of Les Alamos Labbpratory, in my oun
cpinion, this to ne constitules as strong objective cvidence
as once can hopefor, c¢f loyzlty. 1 have Tto base this not oaly
upon the technical accomplisbments of the laboratory, hut

upon the way in which these sceomnlishments were done, upon

the mznner in which he sought and made use of advice firom

his senior staff, essentially ujon a sort of‘subjecﬁive
impression which you can cply g2t by sesing a man look worried,
that indeed the success of thic laboratory and ite rolz in

the wor that was then goirg on were objectives which were upper-
most and surpassed all others in his mind. I was not looking
in his rind, and I carnot eay this of cousmse from definite
knowledge. You cam never say anyﬁhing about a man's lovalty
by looking at him except vwhat vou feel. I would feel from
evafy&hing that X could see ¢f his operation at Los Alamos
daring t.he war vears that here is a man who is completa2ly and
unequiocally loyal to the best interests of this country.

I would make the same remart about the associations
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I had with him after the war years. I suppose it iz {rue,
although he can say this bDetter than I, that he had degp versconal
conezrns about the actuval role o atomic weapons 12 the
naticnal security. I think sayone is emtitled and sheuvld have
this sauwe sor? of concern. What personal decisions ore makes in
the long run is of course o personal matter. But certainly
hie chairmanship of {ae G afier the war years never ¢estioned
the fact or never questicred the asscttion that the l.os Alawos
Lakoratory should continue, should be strengthened, shcouid
proczed along lines of endeavor whih were of militery effective-
ness. Ivery decision that I can reczll that the GAC mode
with respect to the laboraiory, with the possible cuception
of what may have been their opinion regarding thermonuclezr
developuwent, seemed to me to be The right decision. Im other
words, there was rever to my hnowledge any degree of difference
of ovinion between myself, my senlor staff, and the positicns
taken by the GAC,

This was particuiarly the case that the
laboratory felt extremely strongly that actual test of nuclear
weapons were a fundamental part of the rrogress in this field.
Ye still feel that way extremely strongly. The GAC supported
us in this. Had they not done so, our progress would have
been enormousliy slower or almost zZero. This ¢ou1d have becen
a.point where one might have tik@n a contrary position perhaps.

The GAC did not do =o.
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I belizve the questicon which I tend to believe was
exagzerated at the time in tiae public press and got into
erroaeous importancs at the tine threhgh the efforts of a

nvmber of people ~- 1T assured an erroreous stature in

.a.{

public debate -~ was on a casw where we might have found
curselves in a differeonce of onirlion with the GAC., VWheikher thi
cdifference was real o not, I am 20t prepared to scy. 2Dull
Lhave stated what the opinicn ol the labkoratory was as sirongly
as I can.

I do not personzlly hellewe that if there wes thin
difference of opinicn, and I presume there was some difference
of gpinion here, that it wzs bhazed on malevolent motives.

I belicved and £till belicve that the apparent
position of the GAC wes basei uvnon & defendable argument altihough
one with which I migh! not persomnlly agree. I might not have
personally agreed with ore of the conclusions of the guestion
of pclicy that some members of the CGAC arrived at. Nevertheless,
I do not regard them as opinions which are either molevolent
or subversive. 1 positively rezard them as opinions which can
‘be held and which were held az matters relating to the safety
of the United States.

The safety of th: Uniser States I am convinced was
uppermost in the minds of 211 goembers, including the Cmairmmr,

of the GAC. VWe may have differed as .o the best methods of

obtaining the safety. I think such differences are an essentia
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vart of any democratic system. I never had then nor do I
now rave the slightes! feeling th: t these diffeﬁences WOre
motivated by any othey than & diroct deep and sincere concern
for the vwvelfare of the country.
That wes only subegtartinted by the acticrs of the GAC
after the Presideont's declgion, whick again were in strong

whele field which we characterize as therno-

support of this
nuclenr. Basically the GAC supported the laboratexry as a
weapons laboratory in all fislds. If there was a diffevence
of opinicon in 1949-80, it kad to do with perhaps tha technical
guesion of amphasi@kon ore crandither line of sttack in the
weapcns field in general.

Does that answer your quegﬁion?

MR. CRAY: Y thisk probnbly it does. I think your
ensver is in the affirmative. 1 think my question was that
you leel that the chavacter and osatuvre and intensity of Dr.
Oppeneiner’s loyalty bhas Leen as great in postwar years as
you <aw 1t in the war years.

TEE WITNESS: Thot iz my feeling.

MR, GRAY: Are there any cuestions?

bR. EVANS: Yes. Drvr. Bradbury, where dld you have
your undergradus itz and grodunts education?

THE WITHESS: I received che bachelor of arts degrze
from Ponona Collegge inm Clalirmont, California, in 1239, X

received the Ph. D. from the University of California in 1932.
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There for two years Ivwas research fellow at MIT. Thereafter I was
on the academic staff at Stanford University, first as assistant
professor, associate, and then full professor.

DR, BVANS: Are vou a Communist?

THE WITNESS: No, sir,.

DR. EVANS: Have vou ever been?

THE WITHESS: No, sir.

DR. EVANS: Have you ever been a fellow traveler?

THE WITNESS: No, sir.

DR, EVANS: There were a lot of organizations that
the Attorney General listel as under Communistic contirol,
Doctor; 4o you know that list?

THE WITNESS5: I have seen that list.

DR. EVANS: Are you a member of any of those
organizations?

THE WITNESS: I sm no:. I think it would be an
awful time to fimd out if 1 wereo.
| DR, EVANS: VWere yocu surprised when the Russians
fired a bomb?

THE WITNESS: 1In 194987

DR. EVANS: Yes.

THE WITNESS: Yes,sir.

BR. EVANS: You were surprised?

THE WITNESS: I was surprised.

DR. EVANS: Do yocu think the knowledge that Fuchs
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might have given them helped them in that?

THE WITHEESS: I now think so. 1 was surprised at
the time that it came so early. It is now my perscnal impression
although I have no evidence to support this, of conrse, that
probably they vere assisted along chese lines by the information
Fuchs appears to have giver them.

DR. EVANS: You do think that scientific men should
be required tolkeep their discoverics secret when they might
affect the country and not publish them?

THE WITNESS: That is a very difficult question to
answer, sir. It is very difficult for a scientist doing
basic research to be‘sure fat in the coursé of time this
particular technical report, paper, invention or discovery
may affect the security.

May I give you an example of this? It would have
been a perfectly normal thing for & scientist to do, although
somewhat difficult, to measure certain neutron cross sections
of deuterium in 1932, '34, '36 and '38, and so on. It would
have been a nice task and perfectly good nuclear science at
that time. At the present time, such cross section measurements
are, of course, carefully guarded secrets because they are
relevant to a thermonuclear problem. How in 1934 or 1936
would one have known that these ¢ross sections are going to
be somthing that would affect national security? I can't giﬁé

yoi an answer to your question. I think if an individual knows
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or believes that his discovery is immediately relevant to
national security, ke has definite responsibility tc the
country in thatconnection.

DR. EVANS: Do you think that scientific men as
a rule are rather peculia;r individuals?

THE WITNESS: When did I stop beating ny wife?

‘MR, GRAY:~ Especially chenistry profeSSﬁrs?_

DR. EVANS: Yo, physics professors.

THE WITNESS: Secientists are human beings. I think
as a class, because their basic task is concerned with the
exploration of the facts of anature, understanding, this is a
guality of mind philosophy -- a sczientist wants to know. He
wants to know correctly ané¢ truthfully and precisely. By this
tocken it seems to me he is more likely than not to be
interested in a number of fields, but to be interest in them
from the point of view of exploratfion. What is in them?

What do they have to offer. What is their truth. I thirk this
degre2 cf flexibility of approach, of interest, of curiosity
about facts, about systems, about life, is an essential ingred-
ient o a man who is going to be a successful research
scientist. If he does nol have this underlying curiosity,
willingness to look into thimgs, wish and desire to look into
things, I do not thirk he will be either a good or not certainly
a great scientist.

Therefore, I think yoa are likely to find among
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people who have imaginative minds in the scientific ficid,
individuals who are also willing, eager to look at 2 number
o7 other fields withthe same tyne of interest, willingness to
examine, to he conviaced and witkout o priori convittions as
to rightress or wrongness, hat this constant or this a that
curve or this or tha fanctlon is ‘atal.

' I ¢think the same scrt of willingness to explove
other arcas of human activiiy is orobsbly characteristic.
1% this makes them peculiar, I think it is probably a desirable
peculiarity.

DR. BVANS: TYou didn't do that, did you?

THE WITNESS: VWell --

DR. EVANE: You didn'f investigate these subversive
organizaticas, did you?

THE WITHESS: No. Perhaps my interest lay along
other lines. I don't thirt one has to investigate 2ll these
political systens.

DR. EVANS: Do you go fishing and things like that?

THE WITNESS: Yes, I have done a number of things.
Sore pezople, and perhaps myseli siong them, I was an experiwmental
plhysicist during those days, and I was very much precccupied
by the reosults of my own investigations.

DR. EVANS: But that didn't make you peculiar, did it?

THE WITNESS: This I would have to leave to others

to say.




DR. EVANS: Younger necole somgtimes make amistales,
don't they?

THE VITNESS: I thinl this is part of pcodle's growing
up.

DR, EVANS: VWe .13 da.

THE WITHESS: That ig, talepactions whihh turn out to
he wrong later on. Whetlzy they were mishkes at the time
hay e @ debatable question.

DR. EYANS: Do vou thint Dr. Cppenheiner made any
mis tokes?

THE WITRESS: My persownal feeling here with regard
to the situwation specifically to thﬂ question of crgarizations
is that these are actioné vhidh ix the light of hictory, in the
light of subsequent developnenits, turn out'to have been
undesirzsble. I would not lilze to say that I regard them as
either right or wrong. I savy that simply they turn out to
have been bad for him to have doxe &t this time. At the time
they were done, I regurd them as potentially at least without
significance. They reflected a certain area of interest, an
interest which as you reéall vas held by a number of people
at that time. _The 8panish war was of ccncern to 2 number of
peopie.

-~ DR. EVANS: Tha" is potentially theyshould have besen
of no interest to this Bourd?

THE WITNESS: WNo, I damnnot say that. I dom'twish to
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make a speech. It is unfortunate that the number of
objective examples which one has of, let us say, pecple who
‘are disloygl is extremely small. Vou can count them on the
fingers of orme bhand. iIn every c¢ase these people seemcd o have
been drawn from a certain type of background in which at least
some degree of interest in liheral,‘left wing or Cormunist
activities was a part. Therefore, I have to agree thot wiere
this background of interest in these affairs occurs, that a
query at least i3 indicated.

It is a fact of 1ife, but 1 think it perhaps
regretitable that because a few people out of thousands have
been discovered in this particular aréa, that thousands Br tens
of thousands are automatically thsreby put potentially in the
seme category. I think the question has to be raiscd
because of the things which Fuc¢lhs, Alan Nunn May, Greenglass
have done. Perhaps it is one of ihe rost serious things they
have done, to cast a shadow of zuspivion.on those whd vere
interested in the se activities for completely humanitarian
or intellectual motives.

I think therefore this question has to be raised.

I myself do not regavrd the mter of membership in such
societies or interest in them as particularly significant in
the light of the times -~ let mo say necessarily significant

in the light of thz times. I think it is a question which must

be raised, must be explored. 17 way turnioht to have meaning.
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It might be in this case it does not have meaming.
DR. EVANS: You spoke o loyalty. Would you out
loyalty to your country above loyalfy to your friernls?
THE WITNESS: X would.
DR. EVANS: Thaat is @11 I have.
REDIRECT FXAMNINATI QN
BY MR. SILVERMAN: |
4] Dr. EBEradbury, from youar knowiedge of Dr. Cppsunheirer,
today, do you think he would put loyalty to his country above
loyalty to a friend?
A I believe he would.
.MR. SILVERBAN: That is all.
. RECROSS EXAMINATTION
BY KMR. ROBEB:

Q Doctor, I have one quoesilon suggested by your
discussion withthe Chairman about what might be the result
had ther:s been a Presidential directive in 1945 or 124G to
undertake all out werk on the H bomb,

1t has beern testified here, Doctor, that something
heppened in the spring of 1951, and that accelerated the.
successful development of tie thermonuclear so that work came
. to a successful conclusion maybs 18 months thereafter.
My question'is, supposing thkat sdmethiﬁg'h&d happened

in 1945 or 1946, what would have been the result? How soon

do you think you would have had the thermonuclear weapon




1624
perfected?

A We had this idea --

Q Is that an intelligent question?

A This is a question that I would answer this way.
Had this idea occurred in 1945, '486, '47 or '48 or almost
any time before it did occur, we would not have known how <o
use it in an effective military fashion. We were already
pursuing 1n‘the years following the war those techniques,
specifically in the fission field, which made the implementation
of this idea a praétical thing. We had already conducted
experiments., I can't describe them for security reasoans. Theyr
were in the fission field, and hore directly upon this field.
Frankly, if I may go back to one of your other potential
questions, had there been a Presiiential directive to proceed
- along thermonuplear lines in 1945, I would almost doudbt
in retrospect that we would have done or could have done any-
thing much different thanwe did. In other words, the active
exploration of the fission field was a necessary and essential
prereguisite known all along to the fusion field. Had there
been such a hypothetical decision, it is impossible to answer.
Had there been, we would have done exactly as we did. Ve
might have been persuaded otherwise, and I think if we had
we would have found ourselves farther behind in 1854 than we are.

Q I am not sure your answer -- and that is my fault

and not yours.




A It is my fault.

Q Your answer about not inowing how to use this
discovery in 1946 or 1947, could you explain that a bit further?
A I would have greati difficulty'in doing so without

going into restricted data. Let me think for a moment to see
if I can find some way around this.

There would be two possibilities. We would not have
been able to make the relevant calculations for mechanical
reasons. We would not have been ahle to make them for let us.
say teéhnological reasons, because only i n the course of those
years did we begin to get some understanding of how to compute
atomic or fission bombs. Thirdly, we would not have been
able to make use of it practically because we would not have
' had the comparable skills, let us say, to make fission
bombs whose characteristics would be appropriate to this
sort of & gstem. Of course;;by that I am implying that there
are certain relatiohships between these things, and that will
have to be a part of this argument.

Q Doctor, in the years between 1946 and 1950, did you
have the staff and the equipment them to do what you did
subsequent to this discovery in 19517?

A Between when did you say, 1945 and 19507

Q Yes, sir. 1In other wcrds, assuming this discovery
in 1945, '46 or '47, did you then have the staff to do wh&t

you did with the discovery in 1251 and 19527
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A As you are doubtless aware, in 1945 the laboratory
of course was partly civilian and partly military. Ve had a
couple of thousand SED, special engineering detachment of the
military personnel. Ve had a number of officers. 1In 1945 and
early 1946, a great part of our civilian personnel léft to
return to school, to their industrial and academic Jjobs. The
size of the laboratory reached its minimum roughly in September
of 1946, at whkich time its size was moughly half, perhaps a
little less than half of its size at the present time. Fram
that time on it has grown steadily up to about the present time.

There were admittedly difficulties in taking the

laboratory through the transition period pdor to the Atomic
Energy Act, while personnel sxraightened themselves out in their
own desires. In 1946, throughofit the entire year, or at least
until the adoptiond the Atomic Energy Act, perhaps we were
lucky to keep ourselves alive. We had the Crossroads
operation to carry out, and 1life was far from easy. I don't
say it has ever been easy, but in those days certainly our task
was not simple. Ve weré devoting, as I have said earlier, our
major directed effort, the effats which come to the peaks of
these pyramids of development, two things which would make
the production capacity of the United States as effective in
a military way as it possibly could be right then and there.
We were also devoting our efforts to making atomic weapons

as they then existed more effective as part of a weapons
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system fcr the country; in other words, an effort to maximize
the immediate potential of the country.

As I hve sald earlier this was not to the exclusien
éf thermcnoslear work fut it was the focus of achievement
which was in the fission field. We would have had a hard time
and unprofitable time and I think in the light of subsequent
events, and it would have been an error and mistake to try to
hésh about in a field for which none of the basic technclogies
then existed, and at a time when there were very clear
things to be done in the fission field.

Q Beginning with the Presidential directive in January
1850, did you thereafter receive additional personnel and
additional funds and additional assistance in your work?

A The laboratory has never lacked for funds. The
actual request for funds has always been supported by the
Commission and the Congress. The growth of the laborabry has
been as rapidas we could make it subject to housing and the
ability to draw personnel into our isolated area, and into the
classified field. There was no immediate change in either
dollars or personnel before or after the President's
recomhendation. It was a mtter of growth. We did at that
time carry out an active campaign to enlist the services € a
number of the senior sclentists of the country who had been
with the project during the war, to see if they could come

back on a year's leave of absence, and we were succewsful in a
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number of these cases, and in a number we were not because
they felt their task was more urgent in the instmuction of
graduate students.

Q Whether it was immediate or not, as a resit of the
presidential directive, was there an expansion in your
facilities and personnel and funds?

A As a result of the Presidential directive, I can't
say there was. I wéuld say there has been an expansion and an
increase of our funds continuously in the years from 1945 on
onward. I would have to look at a graph of the actual dollars
per year spent. I don't have it with me. I would doubt if
such a graph of dollars spent would show any significant
fluctuation in the period we were talking about, except as a
result of a test activity occurring in this year or not in
this year. By this I do not mean that we lack suppof;. Ve
have always received from the Commission and the Commission
from the Congress as much support as we could see our way clear
to use in a justifiable fashion,

MR. ROBB: Thank you, sir.

MR. GRAY: 1 am sorry, Dr. Bradbury, that I am not
through with my questions.

When did you go to Los Alamos?

THE WITNESS: I arrived July 4 or just about July 4
of 1944. I first visited there some tikhe in June 1944 when

I was about to be transferred there. Prior to that I was at
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the United States Proving Ground at Dahlgren, Virginia.

MR. GRAY: I have forgotten at what time some of
thése people whom we discussed in earlier proceedings, such
as Lomanitz, left. I guess he left before you arrived?

MR. ROBB: He was not at Los Alamos.

MR. BECKERLEY: He was at Berkeley. Did you know

that man?

THE WITNESS: No.

MR. GRAY: Did you know David Hawkins?

THE WITNESS: Yes. .

DR. EVANS: Weinberg?

THE WITNESS: Weinberg, no.

MR. GRAY: What were some of the other names?

MR. SILVERMAN: I don't believe Weinberg was at Los
Alamos.

DR. EVANS: No, he waan't.

MR.GRAY: You knew Hawkins?

THE WITNESS: I knew David Hawkins, yes.

. MR. GRAY: Did you know anythiné about his sympathies?

THE WITNESS: At that time, no. I was unaware of
his background until it was about to appear in the public
notice. |

DR. EVANS: That is, it is perfectly possible to be
abcut a man quite a long time Qnd not know anything about his

background?.
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THE WITNESS: It is perfectly possible. I knew
David Hawkins in a friendly fashion. I presume I have had
cocktails with him. I presume I have been to dinmer with him.
I never discussed politics with him and found him a very
loyal supporter of our activities there.

MR. GRAY: VWere you surprised when you read or heard
that he had been a member of the Communist Party?

THE WITNESS: I would say I was surprised, yes. I
don't wish to have this interpreted that I was shocked. I have
no idea of this. I had no reason to have any idea.

MR. GRAY: Did you know Philip Morrison?

TBE WITNESS: Yes.

MR. GRAY: Do you know anything abmt his sympathies?

THE WITNESS: I would say my personal contact with
him was the same as with David Hawkins. I had more‘technical
contact with him because he was very active in the design
of one of our research tools, the so-called fast reacta. We
valued his professional advice extremely highly. I never
recall discussing with him political problems. I was, I think,
indirectly aware that he was not entirely sympathetic to
the development of the atomic bonis . But I don't think he was
"unique in this feeling among people who were about to leave Los
Alamos.

MR. GRAY: This would indicate that you could imow

an individual and see him frequéntly, as Dr. Evans said, in



completg ignorance of membership in the Communist Party?

THE WITNESS: I am sure this is certainly t{rue. 1
knew Fuchs well.

DR. EVANS: You did know him?

THE WITNESS: I wouldn't say well. 1 am sure Fuchs
has been a guest at my house, and has had cocktails =t
my house or perhaps even eaten dinner at my house.

MR. GARRISM: 1In Los Alamos?

THE WITNESS: Yes. 1 must say in that case I was
deeply shocked by what appeared to have been Fuch's activities
at the time. This was a great shock to all o £f us a2t Los Alancs.

DR. EVANS: It was a great shock to everybody.

MR. GRAY: There seems to be no question that he had
a commitment to a foreign power, does there?

THE WITNESS: I perhaps might have a slightly different
interpretation of it. I think it must be said in fairness to
Fuchs that he worked extremely hard and effectively for los
Alamos and this country. He appears to have a divided or
double loyalty. I think his accomplishmentsat Los Alamos it
must be said were very effective.

MR. GRAY: This was the point I was trying to make
in the cquestion I asked you earlier, and when I asked you not
to misdndgrstand the import of the question, that here is an

example, Fuchs, himself, who at the same time could want

Los Alamos to be a marvelously successful laboratory, and still
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have loyalty to another country.

THE WITNESS: I never saw in Fuchs anything other
than to indicate a hardworking, effective, skilled physicist.
I think it is agreod that his accomplishment at Los Alanos
did asiist the laboratory in the‘attainment of his objcciives.

DR. EVANS: He was a Dr. Jeckyl and Mr. Hydc.

THE WITNESS: I have to admit a complete failure to
understand Mr. Fuchs, |

MR. GRAY: Thank you very much, Dr. Bradbury.

(Witness excused.)

MR. GRAY: We will take a little recess.

(Brief recess.)

(Tke following portion of the transcript, pages
numbered 1633 to 1677,1nclusi¢e, is classified and appears in

a separate volume.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION 2:30 P.M.

MR. GRAY: Mr. Rowe, do you wish to testify under
oath? You are not required to do so. I should tell you that

all the witnesses to this point have. |

MR, ROWE: I would prefer to.

MR. GRAY: Would you be good enough to stand and raise
your right hand? What is your full nawe?

MR. ROWE: Hartley Rowe.

MR. GRAY: Hartley Rowe, do you swear that the
testimony you are to give the Board’shall be the truth, the
whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help yov God?

MR. ROWE: I do.

Whereupon,

HARTLEY ROWE
was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn, was
examined and testified as follows:

MR. GRAY: VWould you be seated, please, sir.

It is my duty to remind you of the existence of
the perjury statutes. I trust we need not discuss those here.
You are famiiiar with them?

o

THE WITNESS: I have read them several times, yes, sir.

MR. GRAY: In the event, sir, that in the course of
your testimony it becomes necessary to disclose restricted data,
I should like to ask that you notify me in advance, so that

we might take appropriate steps.
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Finally, I point out to you that we consider these
proceedings a confidential matter between the Atomic Energy
Commission, its officials on the one hand, and Dr. Cppenheimer,
his representatives and witnesses on the other hand. The
Commission will take no initiative in releasing material to the
press about these proceedings, and on behalf of the Board, I
express the hope to each witness that he will take the same view.

Mr. Marks.

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. MARKS:

Q Mr. Rowe, will you please identify yourself for the

record?
A In just what manner?
Q Yonr present position.

A ’ I am vice president and director of the United Fruit
Conmpany.

Q What is your profession?

A I am an engineer.

Q Will you describe very briefly your professional
career in just a few sentences?

A I started after graduation from college as an
engineer with the Isthmian Canal Commission, which was later
termed the Papnama Canal Commission, and served there 15 years.

I came back to the United States at the end of that

time and entered in consulting service witha firm by the name
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of Lockwood, Green and Compay, first in Detroit and t@en in
Boston. I was with them about seven years, and then went to
the United Fruit Company as their chif engineer, and I have
been with them ever since.
Q When did you become a vice president of United Fruit?
A 1928.

Q Will you also describe briefly your original connection
with war work, that is, World War II, and what it consisted of?
A In 1940 I was connected with the National Defense

Research Committeé, headed up by Dr. Vannevar Bush, Dr. Karl
Compton and Dr. Conant. That was later made into the Office
of Research and Development.

I was chief of Division 12, which handled robile
equipment and naval architecture from 1940 dntil the
conclusion of the war, and the conclusion of our reports in
1946. I was also a consultant to the Secretary of War. I
was a consultant on the Rubber Division of the War Production
Board and several other short time jobs thatI don't recall at
the moment. |

Q What developments did you have a share in while you
were with the NDRC and its successor?

A The one that gained the most ndtoriety was the Buck,
from that to the Weasel, which was a very light snow vehicle
traveling over snow and over marshy ground.

Q In your capacity as a consultant far the Secretary
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of War, did you bave any overseas assignments?

A Yes. In May 1944 I was asigned to General Eisenhower's
staff as a technical advisor primarily for the purpose of
bringing to the #ttentior of the field ;ommanders and the
troops there the military things that had been developed by
OSRD up to that time. I served with him for about scven months.

(o} Served with him?

A With SHAEF for about seven months.

Q What were the conditions under which you took that
assignment?

A There were two. One ordinary condition is that I
requested I be introduced to General Eisenhower and his staff
by a general officer, and second, that I thought 1 could be
most effective operating out of channels and directly by
a pipeline to Washington.

] Why were you interested in that latter?

A Principally because I don't know how to opcrate
through military channels. Secondly, that I felt I coulibe
more effective and save a great deal of time -- time was of
the essence -- and be much more effective to the field
commanders.

Q What were some of the things with respect to which you
had any influence in that assignment?

a Radar and radar controlled guns, the proximity fuse,

and its introduction to conbat the buzz bomb, the infrafred
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ins truments that were used by the paratroopers to collect
together after a drop.

Q You have any difficulties persuading them to adopt
these measures?

A None whatever.

Q After your assignment with SHAEF, what was your
next connection with war work?

A As soon as 1 returned to the United States from that
work, I was notified that they wanted me to go to the Pacific
and do the same kind of work for General MacArthur. It had
all been arranged with his consent under the same conditions.

Before I could get away, Dr. Conant and Major General Leslie
| Groves came té me and said they had a job they wanted done
and I told them I was afraid I couldn't do it, because I had
already signed up, and they said this takes priority over
everything you have been assigned to, so you better do what
we want you to do.

The only question 1 asked was whether ar not the
assignment would be in the continental United St&tes or
whether it would still besbroad.

Q What was that assignment?

A I was assigned as a consultant to General Groves and
Dr. Oppenheimer in theprocurement of materials in the
development of the A bomb, trying to be qf what assistamce I

‘could to bring it to a conclusion én a predetermined date.
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Where did you do that work?

- ]

In Los Alamos.

Q How much time did you_Spend on it?

A I spent a greater portion of my time commuting
betwean Los Alamos and my office in Boston. 1 usuclly spent
the weekends in Boston and spent from Monday to Friday in los
Alamos, or in some other city in connection with the work.

Q During that period how well did you come to know Dr.
Oppenheimer?

A I was reporting more to him than I was to 2nyone elsc.
I became very well acquainted with him.

Q I take it during all of this period you continued
your connection with the United Fruit Company?

A Yes, sir. The only time I had a leave of absence
was when 1 was in Europe.

A After the war what connections did you have in any
role with the government?

A I was made a member of the first Genmeral Advisory
Committee in 1946, I beligve, and served for the four year
term to which I was appointed, from 1946 to 1950. I think the
initial date was August or September and it ended in August or
Sep tember.

Q That is the initial date of the term was August 1946?

A Yes.

Q But you actually began your service early in 1947?
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A No. As soon as I was appointed, I think we met within

the next month. I am quoting entirely from memory, because 1
kept no papers of any kind covering any of this confidential a
secret work that I dd.

Q In connection with your work bn the General Advisory
Committee in those first four years of its existencec, did you
again work closely with Dr. Oppenheimer?

| A After the conclusion?

Q No, in that four year period.

A We met once a month for two or three days and
two or three nights.

Q Do you recall the meeting of the General Advisory
Committee at the end of October 19497

A Yes, sir

Q That would havé been not long after the announcenment
of the Russian explosion of the atomic weapon?

A I don't know whether they had their first atomic
explosimor not, but your recads must show.

Q To refresh your recollection, the announccment of |
the Russian explosion was at the end of September 1949. In
all events, do you recall the session of the GAC at which the
subject of a crash program for the hydrogen bomb was the
subject of debite?

A Cuite vividly, yes.

Q Do you recall how the question came to you, how
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the question came to the General Advisory Committec?

A My recollection is that it was brought up by the then
Chairman of the committee, and asked for --

Q The then Chairman of the Committee?

A Of the Commission, asking for the advice oi the
General Advisory Committee on whether or not we should cnter
into a crash program looking toward the development of the
H bomb.

Q Do you have any recollection whether that would have
been an oral or a written request from the Chairman cof the
Comnmission?

A I couldn't say. I never saw the written request
that I know of.

Q Would you give an account, as far as you can on the
basis of your memory, and without geting into classificd
materials, of thaf meeting of the GAC, of its discussions
and of your own views on the subject of the crash program for
an H bomb?

A My recollectionis that it was a pretty soul éearching
time, and I had rather definite views of my own that the
general public had considered the A bomb as the end of all
wvars, or that we had something that would discoufage'wars,
that would be a deterrent to wars. I was rather loaih fo
enmter into a crash program on the H bomb unfil we had more

nearly perfected the military potentialities of the A bomnmb,
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thinking that it would divert too large a portion of the
scientific world aad too large a portion of the money that
| would be involved to something that might be good and it might
be bad.

Q As far as you yourself were concerned, did you have
any qualms about the development of an H bomb or thc usce of
it if it couldbe daveloped?

A My position was always against the development of
the H bomb.

Q Could you explain that a little?

A There ar:2 several reasons. 1 may be an idealist
but I can't see why any people can go from one engine of
destruction to another, each of them a thousand times grcatef

in potential destruction, and still retain any normal

perspective in regard to their relationships with others
countries and also in relationship with peace. I had always
felt that if a comnensurate effort had been made to come to
some understanding with the nations of the world, we might have
avoided the develooment of tﬁe H bomb.

Q Did you oppose the actions that the Atomic Energy
Commission was taking and with respect to which the General
Advisory Committee was advising during the period beciween 1947
and 1950 to realiz: the full potential of the A bomb?

A Will you state the quaestion again?

0 Did you oppose the efforts that were made to realize
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the full potential of the A bomb during the period 1947 onwaid?

A Not knowingly, no. We were in that, and my earnest
opinion was that we should make the best of it.

Q If you cin, would you explain why on the one hand
you supported the (evelopment of A bombs to their fuli
potential, but at ~"he same time held views that were in
opposition to the ! bomb?

A I though’. the A bomb might be used somewhait as a
military weapon in the same order as a cannon or a ncw
device of that sor:, and that we perhaps could use it as a
deterrent to war, and if war came, if we had all the notenticl--
ities of it developed, we would be in a stronger position than
if we only had the bomb itself without any of the other
characteristic military weapons that were developed iabr.

Q Why did vou distinguish between that and the H bomb?

A Purely as a matter of the order of destruction.

The H bomb, accord:ing to the papers, this is not classified,
is a thousand times: more destructive than the A bomb, and
you haven't yet reiched the potentiality of it.

Q I am not clear whether you are saying that veu felt

that the B bomb was big enough for our needs.

A I think the A bomb was exploited to its full capacity,

yes. I don't like to step up destructiveness in the order of
1,000 times.

Q There has been talk that the H bomb had unlimited
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capacity for stepping up destructiveness.

A I believe that to be true. Whether it was portable
at that time or not is another question.

Q Could you describe, if you have ay recollectian,
what influence othor members of the GAC had on your thinking
about the H“bomb?

A Very litile, if any.

Q Did any of them have any particular influcnce?

A I think I arrived at my conclusions even before the
discussion came be’ore the committee.

Q After the President annoupced his decision in January
1950 to procéed with an all out program to develop an H bomb,
you served on the General Advisory Committee for souc months?

A Yes.

Q During that period can you state what your attitude
was and what the GiC's attitude was about cooperating in this
program which the I’resident had announced?

A I can only state definitely what my attitude was,
and that was that e had received a directive and we had to go
ahead. From my cbservations of the other members of the
committee, I don't think there was any lag dnywhere in cither
thought or deed. ""here were great sciéntific discussias which
must neceesarily tike place before you can organize a procedure
and ask for funds Ior the development of something thatwas as
obscure at the moment as-that was ,

)
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Q Did you ever notice anything that Dr. Oppenheimer
did that was contrary to the course you have just deccribed?

A No, sir.

Q I would like to turn now, Mr. Rowe, to a quite
different subject. Have you had any experience with Comnmunism?

A You may b> getting me into trouble, becausc I don't think
so. I have had for many years, and recently renewed, was my
Q clearance. One of the questions I was asked at thot time
wvas whéther I ever ktnew or associated with Communists:. My
answer was that I kaew Communists in Central America, but I
had nof associated with them. 1 didn't either know c¥ associate
knowingly with any Communists in the United States. Knowing
that, I can answer your questbn.

Q Let us coafine the question to Central America.
What experience havz you had in Central America? How often
have you been down there? |

A I went to Central America first in 1904 and served
15 years in those countries, and then came back and later wenf '
with the United Fruit Company in 1926, and I have made an
annual trip to the tropics, with the exception of two war years
-- one of them was 1944 and the other was 1946.

Q When you nale this annual trip, how much time do you
spend in the various Central American countries?

A I have to cover seven or eight countries, and it is

usually two or threz weelss in each country.
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Qb Don't answer this question if there is any reason
frrom your own standpoint vhy you eéhould not. Let me ask you:
Is it a matter of husiness interest to you to know whnot is going
on in these €entra. American countries politicall&?

A Oh, abso._.utely.

Q Would you say that‘you are familiar with the situation
in Guatemala.

A I amn familiarwith all of the principal things that
have taken place there. I don't know of the every day detail
in the country. I do know their pattern and that is, it
follows a very distinct pattern. In my experience in other
countries it always follows the same pattern. They start out
by wanting to do something for the common people, and they
usually pass what tley call an agrarian law, Shich allows the
government to take up any lands that are not being uscd for
other purposes for distribution among the population.

Q Do you think you know in a general way what is going
on in Guatemala anc how the Communists are manipulating affairs
there?

A Yes.. You will find that there are very, very few,
if any, in elective office. Theyare always appointed, and
they are in the policy positions only. Not often are the
presidents of the countries Communist or Communistically
inclined until they are in so deep that they can't get ogt of it.

DR. EVANS&: Would you say that again?
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THE WITNESS: None of the countries with which I am
familiar are any of the out and out Communists thet report to
the Internationale in Moscow ever elected to offk:e.z They
don't run for offlice excepi very, very seldom. In
Guatemala especiaily there is not a one of them thati Z1 in an
elective offiée. They get themselves appointed to peolicy
control officers lower down than the Congress. You will fiﬁd
them appointed as judges very frequently. So that they can
control the judicial and also the labor.

BY MR. lIARKS:

Q Mr. Rove, I think it fair to say that the prcblem
before this Board is one of formulating advice to the Aiomic
Energy Commission on the question of whether it would
endanger the common defiense and security if Dr. Cppornhoimer
vere permitted to continue to have access to restricted data.
In formulating th:.t advice, the Board has to take account of
the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act, which stated thet the
determination should be made on the basis of a man's
character, loyalty and associations. Do you have an opinion
on this subject?

A Yes, 1 do.

Q Would you state what your opinion of Dr. Oppenheire
is in the background of the question I have asked?

A I can only sveak from my acquaintance with Dr.

Oppenheimer during: these years that I have outlined to yau.
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So far as I am personally concerned, and so far as my own
observations go, Ii'. Oppernheimer 1s no greater risk than any
other American cit:.zen except for one thing, and that is he
has a greater know .edge of atomic fisgion than anyone else
that I know of in ‘he country. If you are put in a position
of knowing secret and top secret 1nformation, the more you know,
the greater risk yﬂu become, if you are ever in circunstances
where you, as our hoys have been in Korea -~ I don't lLnow
how I would react, and I don't know how Dr. Oppenheimer would
react to brutal trcatment., But in the course of his associations
in the United Stat:s, I would have no reservation whatever.

Q Are you saying that you have no question as to the
loyalty, character or associafions?

A None wha tever, based on my associatio n with him.

Q Have you taken into account in expressing this
personal opinion the fact that at least up to some time in the
early forties ther:> is what is described technically as
derogatory informaiion, which means that there is an coxtensive
record of associations with left wing and with Communist
perscnalities and 1£ffairs?

A I haven': reviewed that testimony thoroughly. 1 have
only read wha is in the papers. I have never discussed it
with Dr. Oppeanheimzr at all. Uniil I knew some more of the
sﬁrrounding facts and reasons and the climate of public opinicn

at those times, I would not modify myfsfatement.
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Q Would it surprise you if he had such associations
and engaged in sucl: activities as I have indicated in thit
period that the mar you know, Dr. Oppenheimer, is a changed man?

MR. ROBB: How as that again?

(Question read.)

THE WITNISS: There are really two questicns there.

MR. MARKS: I think if is not a good question. Would
you strike it out.

MR. ROBB: Mr. Chairman, I am not objecting and don't
intend to, but a thought does occur to me that somctimes the
questions are a little bit leading.

MR, MARKS: I think I have asked enough questilons,

Mr. Robb. |

MR. GRAY: You are not making any objection?

MR, ROBB: I am not making any objection. I am
~ Just calling attention to that fact for whatever itmay be worth.

I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.

MR. GRAY: Mr. Rowe, I was very much interested in
your description of your feelings in late 1949 about the
development of the H bomb. I think you made it very clear how
you felt about it.

I would like to ask you whether you ever, in thinking
about our problem #nd what we should do in this country,

whether it was a source of concern toc you that the Soviet Union

might be working ard pe rhaps successfully, towards the
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development of this kind of weapon. Perhaps my questiion is
does that make any dif ference to you atall?

THE WITNE3S: It makes some difference, yes, but I
would place more reliance on the proper use of the A bomb
without the H bomb unless it developed as i didlater that
we had to g into it as a deterrent. I don't think it will
ever be used against our enemies. I am quite concerncd as to
whether we would ever use the A bomb or the A bomb artillery
or other military w2apons.

MR. GRAY: Some withesses who have come before this
Board have testified that the news of the Soviet succegs in
early fall, whenever it was, September, announced in
‘September -~

THE WITNESS: Yaimean last year?

MR. GRAY: No, I mean in 1949 , the A bomb of the
Soviet.

THE WITNESS: Yes.

MR. GRAY: Some witnesses have testified that at
that point they felt that we should do something to regain our
lead, is the way it has been expressed, I believe; that we had
a margin of advantage we thought over a possible enemy, and
the one with vwiom we would most likely be engaged in conflict
if we became so engaged, that with the announcement of the
Soviet explosion it appeardd that the lead we had might dwindle

and perhaps not continue to be a lead, and therefore somthing
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siould be done to regain it. Do I understind your testimony
correctly in thinking that you felt that proper exploitaticn
of the wéapon we already had and the knowledge we already had
woukl have enabled ﬁs té maintain the 1ead} or was that
important?

THE WITHGESS: I wasn't thinking so much o the
lead, but I thought it would 5e more effective, and wo would
have a better balanced military arm, the Army, the Navy and
the Air Force. Vhatever you take away from any one of those
three is going to unbalance them. A trade of the cffort
being put on the H bomb would detract from the things that
needed to be done to get msmw weapons so that in the next
world war we would not be fighting the war with the weapons
of the previous war, as we have in the last two. It seemed to
me we had a much better chance militarywisebin perfecting
our A bomb weapons . You understand what I mean by the
different kind of weapons?

MR. GRAY: Yes, sir.

THE WITNESS: Thap it would be to devote that cffort
to producing some thing that was a thousand times worse in
explosive power at least, and can only be uséd in my opinim
in retailiation. I don3t_think it has any place in a nmilitary
campaign a2t all. Then if you used it in retaliation, you
are using it against civilization, and not against the

military.
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I have that distinction very clearly in ry mind.

I don't 1like to see women and children killed wholesale
because the male element of the human race are so situpid that
they can't get out of war and keep out of war.

MR. GRAY: I would like to turn to something else
for a moment. You have read General Nichols' letter and Dr.
Oppenheimer's reply?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

MR. GRAY: Do you reel that your present c¢onviction
almt Dr. Opperheimer's character, loyalty and associafons
would be the same if you knew that the information contained
in the Nichols letter by early associations was true. Vould
your reply still be the same?

Let me repeat, Hr. Rowe, I am not saying that it is
or is not true. Can you assume this derogatory information
and‘still arkive at the answer you gave to Mr. Marks' question?

THE WITNESS: I think my answer to that would be I
would make it just that much stronger because people make
mistakes and people in the climate of public opi;ion in those
days which was quite different than it is now -- we knoﬁ a
great deal more than we did then -~ I think a man of Dr.
Oppenheimer's character is not going to make the same mistake
twice. I would say he was all the more trustworthy for the

mistakes he made.

MR. GRAY: Let us not use Dr. Oppenheimer's name




in the next quest:ion or ip reply to it. Do you fecl that

& man might have been in the late Thirties or early Foxrties

a member of the Communist Party and in 1954 not be a security
risk with respect to the most highly classified information?

THE WITIHESS: That is rather hard to answer
categorically, bu: a great many men would be a betier risk.

I would not say that they would all be a better risk.

MR. GRAY: What you are sging is that it is possible
for 2 man to have been a Communist and to have so completely
renounced that that he would not be a security risk in later
years?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, that is what I am trying to
say. NRemember we all had an opinion durimg the depression
days that our government was lacking in some respects. It
vas discussed in almost every meeting of men that got together.
We did not seem to know how to cope and cope qu;ckly with a
condition that was facing us. There were all sorts of
opinions, that we should follow the British constitution,
that we should do this, that we should do that, we should do
the other. One characteristic solution that I heard was
that you should arm every other man with a pistol and let him
go out and shoot one man, and that would cure the unemployment
in very short order. Those points don't come from the heart
or from the mind. They are just discussion.

MR. GRAY: I believe you indicated that you felt
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that a man who had had no Communis t associations might
lcgically be expected generally speaking to be a betiter

security risk than one who might have had such comncctiions. 1
den't want to make a statement that does not represcnt your vicw
at all.

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that for everybody.

MR. GRAY: I think you were careful to say that it
woculd be important to know who the individual was.

THE WONESS: And how he reacted to a mistake,.

MR. GRAY: I think I can ask my next question which
will cover whatl am driving at. You would urge that the
government would take whatever chance there was in o dituvation
twith an individual who might have had these associations and
who apparently had renounced them. You would say if thcre is
any chance the government ought to take it?

. Excuse me, Mr. Rowe, I am really trying to get what
your view is. Thils obviously is the kind of question thaf this
Beard must ask itself,

THE WITNESS: I understand your predicament.

MR. GRAY: I am doing a very poor job of putting my
questions. I am nct experienced in this kind of procedure.

THE WITNESS: In a great man& instances the man would
be a better risk knowing more about the Communist ic Party.

I think if I bhad known more about i% in 1930 and 1240, I would

L]

have acted quite differently in my business in connecton With
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my company and in treatment of government officials in these
countries which have now become Communistic. I would have a
better understanding of what the thing was all about.

MR. GRAY: Again, without asking you to ccnzider
that this refers to Dr. Oppenheimer, would ycur reaciion 0S8 a
citizen of the United States be necessarily unfavorable if you
knew that the United 3tates Goverment had given access to
classified material to a former Communist if you were
satisfied with the individuvual?

THE WITNESS: No, sir, that wouldn't worry rec a hit.

MR. GRAY: I think yvou have answered the question
which I have had quite a time putting to yaua. Dr. Evans.

DR, EVANS: I have just one question. You ungderstand
the position that this committee is in, don't you?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I believe 1 do.

DR. EVANS: 1 hope you do. You are a man thnt has
had experience, and you know what you are talking about.
I bave just one question to ask you. It is not quite the same
as the Chairman was asking you.

If you had a lot of secret information in yow ming,
and you had some friends that were Cpmmunists, would you be
in a more dangerous vosition than if you diddt' have those
Communist friends? .

THE WITNESS: You probably would, yes, sir.

DR. EVANS: That is all I have to ask.

1
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MR, GRAY: HMr. Marks, do you have any ciror cuestions?
BY MX. MARKS:
Q ¥You used the expression, Mr. Rowe, in ansver to

some questions that were asked by the Chairman "beiicr securily
risk."

I am not sure I understood what you meani hy the
term "better security risk." Let wme puw it this way. Viat is
the difference between a man who is not a security risk i

vour opinion and a man who is a better security rick?

A His cheracter.
Q Which of those two men would you trust rmoot?
A The man I thought had the best character.

E»]

What I am trying to get at is -- it is quﬁ that
T don't quite understand the sense in vhich you arc uzing the
erm --— would you trust most the man that you regard o a
better security risk or the man whom you simply regarded as
not a security risk?

A What I was tryiang to bring outis that there are
dif ferent degrees of security risks. The more secrc’ informa-
tion a man has, the more likely he is to get im difliculiies
if then it came fo a point where he was subject té torture.
That is what I mas trying to distinguish between a smnll
amount of secret information and a large amount of cecret
information.

MR. GRAY: A man with the %reater amount would
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involve a greder security risk, that is what you said?
THE WITNESS: That would be his personal risk.
BY MR. HMARKS:

Q Do you ¢1iink based on your experience with Dx.
Oppenheimer he would have any difficulty, as you kroy him today,
in evercising discretion not to reveal secret inforration or
irsiormation he ought not to reveal to unauthorized‘imdividvals?

A I certainly €@o. I trust him implicitly.

MR. ROBB: I have no questions.

MR. GRAY: Thank you very much, Mr. Rowe.

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

(Wit ness excused.)

MR, GARRISON: May we have ashort recess?

MR, GRAY: Yes.

(Brief racess.)

HR., GRAY: Do you wish to testify under oath?

DR. DuBRIDGE: As you wish; whichever you prefer.

MR. GRAY: You are notrequired to, but every witness
who has come has done so.

DR. DuBRIDGE: Yes, I will be glad to.

MR. GRAY: VWiat is your full name?

DR. DuBRIDGE: Lee Alvin DuBridge.

MR. GRAY: Lee Alvin DuBridge, do you swear that

the testimony you are to give the Board shall be the truth,

the whole truth ard nothirgbut the truth, so help you God?
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DR. DuBRIDGE: I do.
Whereupon,
LEE ALVIN DuBRIDGE
was called as w witness, and having beenfirst duly sworn, was
examined and testified as follows: |

HR. GRAY: Would you sit down, please, sir.

I must mention to you the existence of thc perjury
statutes. I assume you are familiar with them and it is not
necessary to reviewbthem.

THE Wi’l‘l‘l@ﬁ&: Yes.

MR. GRAY: I should like to ask that if a% any time
during your testimcny it becomes necessary to refer to or
disclose restricted data that you will notify me in advance
so that we might take certain appropriate and necessary ctieps.

THE WINESS: Yes, sir. You wish the answer even
if it does include restricted data.

MR. GRAY: Yes, that is correct. If you cananswer
a question without referring to something of thatrsort, let us
krow and then we will find out whether to put the question or
nct to put it. I should point out to you that we consider
this proeeeding a confidential matter between the Atomic
Erergy Commission and its officials on the one hand, and Dr.
Oppenheimer ard his representatives and witnesses on the other.
Thé Commission will undertake no initiative in release ol

information about these proceedings. On behalf of the Board,
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1 express the hope to each witness that he will follow the
same course.
My, Garrison.
DIRECT EXAMINATICN
BY MR. GARRISON:
Q Dr. DuBridge, will you state your present position?
A I 2am the president of the California Institute of
Technology in Pasadena, California.
Q ﬁould you tell the Board what government positims
you have held and now hold?
A The 1list that I have held is sorewhat iong.
Q Just the main ones.
A I don't have the oomplute list before me, Dutl among
them, the ones I would consider pertinent are thafqllowing:
I was appointed by the Presiddnt im 1946 2s a member of the
General Advisory Committee of the Atomic FEnergy Comiission for
a six year term whkich ekpired in 1952. This term was
coincidental with the term of Dr. Oppenheimer and Dr. Conant.
I am now Chairman of the Science Advisory Committee
of the Office of LCefense Mobilization, a committee whih
was established under the chairman ship of Dr.vOIiver Buckley,
some two or three years ago, and I succeeded Dr. Buckley as
chairman a little over a year ago. Dr. Oppenheimer has heen
a member of this committee also.

I was for a term a member of the Naval Research
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Advisory Committee of the Department of the Navy and o memher
oi the Advisory Parel of the U. S. Army.
For a teim I was also a member of the Scicnce
Acvisory Board to the U. S. Air Force.
Those I ‘hink are the principal advisory penitlons
I have held since the war in the government.

Q What has been the general nature of your acquzintance
with Dr. Oppernheimcr? About when did you First mee: him?

A I met hin first some time in the Thirties an a
physicist{at Physical Society meetings and seminars. Ny first
clear recollection is hearing him talk at a seminar at the
University of Minnmsota. I saw him occasionally during the
Thirties at Physic: 1 Society meetings, but was not intimmtely
acquainted with hin,

In 1839 I spent the summer doing research at ihe
Radiation Laboratory at the University of California, just as
a summer period of relaxation and refreshment, and work and
became a little bi; better acquainted with him personally at
that tim@. Aﬁ leaston one occasion I was invited tc his home.

Duw ing tle war I was at MIT in the Radiation Laboratory
there which hadknothing to do with the Radlation Laboratoxry of
the University of (alifornia. Ve were working on radsy. I did
not see Dr. Oppenhcimer during that period very much, sime he
was at Berkeley and later Los Alamos.

The beginning of what I would call our closo




friendship, howaver, occurred in May 1945, when he rcguested
that I come to Los Alamos with one of the members o7 our
Radiation Laboratory to consult with the Los Alamos ctaff on
some of the electreonic and production problems which vore
being faced by the Los Alamos group, and particularly to
discuss which members o the electronics group at MIT rizht he
transferred to Los Alamos to assist in their work. i =zpent a
weak at Los Alamos 2t that time.

Following the war when we both became members of
the General Advisory Committee, we also became what I counsider
to be good‘frieﬁds, and our friendship has continued since that
time.

During the last years since 1946, I have freoguently
been a guest in his home and have seen him in Washington,
of course, af many mneetings where we have spent long hours
tcgether in the meeting room and outside. He has visited
Pasadena. He was incidentally a member of the facultily cf'the
California Institute ot Technology when I arrived there as
president in the summer of 1946. However, shortly thercafter
he left to assume his present position at the Institute for
Advance Study. So for a short‘time we were associated in
Padadena. Does thatcover the situation?

o Yes. Of course, he has been with you on the Science
Advisory Committee, I think you said?

A That is correct, yes.
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Q I want t¢ ask you a little about the work ¢f the
General Advisay Comiittee from its inception up to the October
1949 meeting. I wont to ask you a few questions about that
meetingvand zhen 2 :'ew questions about what happened in the GAC
after President Truian gave the go-ahead on the all ~ut program
for the H Bonb,

We have had a good deal of testimony already ca ﬂ;ese
subjects. I don't oxpect an exhaustive discussion fron you,
but I would lize you to tell the Board a few of the things
that stand cut in vour memowry during the period from the
beginning of the GAC up to October 1949 in the way of
recommendations made by the GAC to the Commission and what part
D». Oppenheimer played in that effort.

A As you'are aware, this is a very large subjcct, and
I can only repeat a2 few things that come to mind thnt would
seam tc me to ve pertinent. if I may say so, Mr. Chairman, it
is my understandirg that the object of this hearing is o
secure information that casts light on Dr. Oppenheimer as a
loyal citizen of the United States, and as a good sccurity risk.

Some of the things that might bave happened in GAT
arguments back and forth, I think are irrelevant to th:t
queséion. |

MR. GRA Did you say irrelevani?

'THE WITNESS: Irrelevant to the question of scecurity

risk and loyalty. 3Dut I will start back with the beginning




and hit a few poinus that occur to me.

When the General Advisory Committee firs+t wos
assembled,'at its 'irst meeting early in 1347 it was opparent
to us largely fron the reports which Dr. Oppehheimecr prosented
to the General Adv:..sory Committee, but also reports o réceived
d:imctly from the Director of Los Alamos, that the Los filamos
Laboratory was in . state of very considerable disyruntiion., The
end of the war ha ¢ brought about the desire on the part of the
scientists there, o lage number o them, to return in itheir
uﬁiversities or th@#r industrial positions, and to rczume their
normal scientific careers and a very large number of course
did that.

This lef the top level positions of Los Aluncs,
many of them vacani. They were quickly filled by bringing
up youngér nen, but these were men with lesser expericuce and
i2ss maturity. The departure of many key scientistis of course
12ft the laboratory in a state of demorelization.

There Ikad been a year's lag between the end of the
war and the passage of the Atomic Energy Act, a year iun whih
uacertainty a»out the future of Los Alamos and the atondce
energy project was current. The members of the Los Alamos
Laboratory did not know what their future was to be as
individuals or their function in atomic energy work. This was
true of otker laboratories, too. Therefore, the General

Advisory Committee comnsidered this as an important function in
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geting started and this came in a question asked by Tino
Atomic Energy Comrission: How can we restore, reesisblish,
strrengthen the lLos /lamos Laboratory as an 2ffective vieapon
development laboratory.

It was evident at that time the most imporinnt thing
that the Atomic Erergy Commission faced was how to bring the
atomic weapons work back to full strength. It was eovident to
us that peacetime applicationt of atomic ensrgy were somowhat
remote, would be sorewhat difficult to proceed with zt thnat
time and that in view of the shortage of raw materials, the
shortage of scientists, it was clear that the weapons prozran
was the most important program-to push forward, and tl:¢ major
joh was how to streagthen Los Alamos, get better men there,
-and give themen who were there the maximum amount of scientific
help.

Repeatedly this guestion came before the Gemeral
Advisory Committee 1in session after session during those two
years. It was alwaysevident that the Chairman of the General
Advisppy Committee was among the most insistent, that this
was ocur job, to help Los Alamos and strengthen the weapons program
at Los Alaihos.

A spzial veapons committee vias appointed, a
suoccrmittee of the GAC, which I was nota member of, vhich
paid visits to Los Alamos following the weapon.program. Dr.

Opoerheimer and Dr. Rabi and Dr. Conant were on the ccmnmittee,
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and bave or will tellryou more about the wrk of that committece.

The objective of all members € the General Advisory
Committee, especia’ ly under the leadership of our Chairman,
was the strengthen .ng of the U. S. military position in the
Zleld of atomic we :.pons, and doing thisby uasing ow ccientific
oxperience and tec mological work in process in Comission
laboratories beariag on the weapons program especianlly at Los
Alamos.

It was a'so evident to us that a critical Lotilencck
in the proliction o more and better atomic weapons was tho
availability of ra'7 materials, plutonium pattichlarly. S0 we
discussed and made recommendations to the Commission ot various
times at various mretings for the expansion and improvemeont
o? the production acilities at Hanford. We felt it was quite
important to incre.se the rate of production of plutonium and
to expand the nevt:'on yield of the Hanford reactors, and to
increase the piutoiiium production there.

At variois times we made recommendations, some of
which eventually wore adopted; others were not.

These ma:ters of improving our weapons position and
our fissionablie ma:erials position engaged a very large
section of the attontion of the General Advisory Committee
during those days. We discussed also how the general
scientific picture of the country would be strengthened

especially in the 2uclear physics and nuclear sclence areas
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through the Atomic Energy Commission support of scienﬁific
activities, through a fellowship program and so on. [utnever
far beneath the su:r'face of our discussions was the question
off military sirergih of the United States in the atcmic weapons
fleld.

I may say that thraghout the discussion on the i
General Advisory Committee we had many long and earncsl
discussions. Ve usually met for threce days at a time and
ofteh went through the evenings, always informally in tho
evenings if not formally, and it was a very hardworling
committee. Always was the feeling of urgency and ol concern
that we should advise the Commission properly in woays that would
strengthen the Urited States.

There vere disageements at times, of coursc, ameng
nembers of the ccrmittee. That is the reason you have a
committee rather than one person, so that different points o
view can be represinted. These points of view were hreought
forward frankly ani given full discussion in all cases. But
in the end almost :nvariably the recommendations of cur
committee were uranimous.

There we''e occasional minority reports. These were
never suppressed. But tﬁey were also written up when they
scemed important and wished Dy the minority members and
sent to the Commis:ision along vith the majority report ci the

noembers of the Comaiittee.




This is “he ge2neral tone and tenor of the discussions
of our committee. | |
Q Do ycuba 'e any comegent on Dr. Oppenheimer's part

in all this?

A Even if 'r. Oppenheimer had not been officianlly
elected chairman e:..ch year, and if I may say so, he resigned or
a:tempted to resig) each year, feeling that a new chalrmnn
should be electied, the committée unanimously rejectcd his
rocommendation eve:'y year, and asked him to continue i serve
a3 chairman. He wns so naturally a leader of our group that
i was impossible 0o imagine that he shoukl not be in the chair.
He was the leader of our group first because his knowiedge of
the atomic energy work was far more intimate than that of
any other member o:' the committee. He had obviously becn
more intimately involved in the actual scientific work of the
Manhattan Project ©han any other person on our commlitee,

He was z natural leader because we respected his intelligence,
hils judgment, his personal attitude toward the work ol thé
Commission, and th: committee. Of course, without saying

we had not the faintest doubt of his loyalty. More than thét,
we felit, and I feel that there is no one who has exhibited his
loyalty to this couantry more spectacularly than Dr. Oprpenheimer.

Howas a natural znl a respected and at all times a loved leader

of that group.

At the same time I should emphasize that at no time
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did he dominate tha group or did he suppress opinicns that did
not agree with his cwn. In fact, he encouraged a full and
free and frank exchange of ideas throughout the full history
of the committeef That is the reason we liked him as 2 leader,
becawse though he did lead and stimulate and inform uve and
help us in our decisions, he never dominated nor supprcssed
contrary or different opinicns. There was a free, full, frank
exchange, and it was one of the finest committees {=i{ I evor
had the privilege to serve on for thatreason.

Q Coming row to the October 29, 1949 meeting ot
which the quéstiom of the crash program for the H hicumb was
discussed at great length, do you recall how the tcpic of the
socalled crash prcgram for the H bomb came up to the GAC?

A This is a matter of recollection of a particular
thing that happencd. I will hdve to tell 1t in rather reneral
terns though I am sure the records of the cémmittee st be
available to you.

It is my recollection that as the committec azsembled
- for this meeting, we were informed by the Chairman that o
question which was before us for consideration was whethor a
large undertaking should be initiated by the United States.
| Q You say the Chairman?

A The Chairman stated to .the committee.

Q The chairman o -~ ‘

A

The Cha:rman of our Committee, Dr. Oppenheine:r,




stated to the Adviwory Committee thata matter we shouid

consider was the guestion of whether the United States should
embark upon a large production program aimed at the rroduction

cf hydrogen weapon»s, and the particular version of {he

hydrogen weapon wiich was then called the Super. Tiiz production
program involved first --

Q May I gc back a minute to ask you whether the yembcys
of the AEC me% with the GAC before you went into your wmeeting?
Fet me ask you the question, are you talking now akbout the
meeting of the GAC members themselves, er are you to’king
‘about the beginnirg & the session whiéh, as I undercuand it,
the practice was that the members of the AEC met wiih the GAC.

A I am sorry I don't recall that particular mooiing.
Sometimes we met wihthe memberg of the Atomic Energy Commissicn
at the beginning c¢f our session, sometimes in the middic dr
at the end, or son:times several times. I just simply co not
recall whether in this particular session we met with t{he
Comnmissioners first. I am sorry I do not recollect that. I do
have a vivid recollection of Dr. Oppenheimer presenting to us
the question, wher the Commissioners were not present, cnly
the committee was assembled. Dr. Oppenheimer presented to the
‘committee this question: Shall we advise the Commissiorto
embark vpon this program? This proposal involved the

cons truction of lzrge reactors designed for the production of

tritium.
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At this point, Mr. Chairman, I am not sur? whether
what I want to say contains restricted materizl or no%.

¢ 1 think [ could perhaps just ask you a few questions
that will avoid that, because we have had quite a 1i{ile
testimony wbout wihat happened, and I want to bring Guf just a
f2w points.

I woulc like to ask you a few quéstions abcuti the
repert itself. I understand about the report, but viai ¥ want
t3 ask you about is the two annexes, one signed by vourself
and Dr. Conart and Dr. Oppenheimer and Mr. Rowe, as I rccall,
and the other by D:. Rabi and Dr. Fermi. Perhaps I Love left
out somebody of the majority. Do you recall who draitcd the
so~-called majority annex?

A I think it went something like this. Moy I go back
justa moment? Aft:r this question was posed by Dr. Cppenheimcr
to the committee f3r its consideration -- and I will nrot attenpt
to state the full technical content of that questimat the
moment -- Dr. Oppenheimer asked the members of the ccmmittee
if they would in taran around the table express their views
on this question. The way in which the committee hhpnened to
be seated at the tible, I was either the last ar the next to
last to express ny views.

The Chairman, Dr. Oppenheimer, did not express his
point of view on this question until after all of the rest of

.the members of the committee had expressed themselves.




K i )
It was clear, howevar, as the individual members did express
their opinions as w2 weant around the table, that while there
weee differing poirts of view, different reasons, difforent
methods of thinking, different methods of abproach to the
problem, that each member came essentially to the same conclusicn,
namely, there were better things the United States could do
at that time than o embark upor this Super progran.

Q Thesie dircussions I take it ranged oer scveral
deys.

A This paricular phase was in one session in ono
half day. Lafer a:'ter we had gone around the table and
expressed our opin’on, we then elaborated and explorced,
wirote up drafis, a:'gued aboui them, redrafted and so on, for
at least two days. But to get the problem before us, the
Chairman simply as:ied each memher of the committee to malie a
brief statement, and I suppose each person tock five %o ien
minutes or thereabouts to ekpress his views.

After th:y were all on the table, the Choirman said
h2 also shared the views of the committee. We then discussed
the question of hov to stale our views and our recommendations
most éffectively t> the Commission.

It wass o2 this subject of how our general conclusions
could be most effe:ztively and clearly stated thata very
subStantial discussion went forward for the next day or two.

It is my recollection that Dr, Conmant and myself
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and possibly at lei.st one other were on one commit:cc #%n make
a draft, and that r. Rabi and Dr. Fermi were aske: o make
another draft. Those two groups retired and preparc? tholir
rospectie drafts, aund came back to the committee mceting and
road then.

We criticized each other's draft, made svggeocied
changes and discusced the question at greater lengil aml
eventually came out with these two versions.

- Q There has been testimony here as to the vicus o
different members of the GAC. I don't want to ask you i3
attempt to reconstruct in detail the majority anrc:r: vhich is
not in the record, but I would like to have ycu staie to the
Board as simply as you can your recollection of tho puoliion
which you held at the time on this abject, how you Zelt about
it, and why.

A Recalliry as nearly as I can, projecting ry thoughts
back five years or four and a half, it went something lilke this:
First, though I was not intimately familiar with the technigue
of the atomic and hydrogen bomb design, it was my impresgion
that the Super design, which was then being considered, vas
a design which i was not clear would be operable. At lcast
it was in too earj a stage to embark on:a large ard expensive
peogram. In other - words; there were technical reasons why
a\crash program at that time seemed unwise.

Secondly, it was clear in my mind that the fiscion

"
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veapon program was pregessiﬁg quite well, that bettcr designs
ol fission weapors had been developed over the two ov three
years immediately vreceding that time, that beth lergor lina
point of view of energy and smaller fission weapon: hod heen
evolved, and were designed and still further progrers wais
rapidly being made. That we were, in other words; rardly
attaining a position of great strength in the fiss o venzon
fileld. That some of thesé fission weapons were very Luch
larger in their energy relezse than the original filzslon weapons
exnloded over Japan. That very much more =2fficient waxpn of
using our fissionzble material had been found so thnt ou
stockpile with a given number of pounds of fissionoblce mnterial
had greatly multiplied, and was in the process of helnp Jurtier
miltiplied.

Therefore, itvwas to the best interest of ihe Uuited
States to vroceed 23 rapidly as possible talcon&nue this
development and improvement of our fission weapons so that our
stockpile would be more offectively used, and our veavon
strength would be further increased for a variety « milifiary
vurpvoses. Small weapons for tactical purposes,and very large
veapons for strategic purposes.

MR. ROBB: Is this the majority report?

CTHE WITVESS: This is ny view as I recall it at the
time.

ME. ROBE: This is theé separate opinien of Dr. DuBridge,
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and the other gentlemen who joined with him?

MR. GARRISON: I am not asking him to recollect in
detail the precise order of 1anguage and so forth in the
majority report.

MR. ROBB: I understand. I want to have it clear in
the record if we can which particular report he was talking
about.

THE WITNESS: As I.understood the.qnestion, it was
to give my own views as to the hydrogen weapon at the time.
To some extent these were reflected in the teport, to some
extent they were not. |

MR. ROBB: 1 see.

THE WITNESS: 1f we made any mistake in our
reports, the mistake was in not amplifying and giving our
views. 1 think we made our reports too brief, and therefore
they were not understood. Therefore, much of what I am saying
is opinion 1 held as I recall it, and I am not sure just how
much was written down. Only a small part of that actually.
Therefore, there were technical reasons for not thinking that
the Super was ready for production. There were 1mportant‘
reasons for thinking that there were more fruitful things at
Los Alamos, and the other laboratories could proceed m the
fission program.

The fission weapon program was that such that a

very large destructive power was in our hands, and it was nd




clear to me that the thermonuclear weapons would add in
significant ways {o that destructive power.

Firally, thefe was a question of whother il United
Staites could not {ind a better way of strengtiening, rather
than deteriorating its moral position with the res@ of the vorld.

It secnmed to mz and to some other members -- 1 thini 211

‘the members cf the commiittes -- that if the United "inior,

instead of making & unilateral announcement that i vwoas
proceeding with this new and terribly destructive wconoaor, shovid
instead say to the world that such a weapon may be noasible,

but we would like o discuss methods of reaching a;ircorcnis
where no nation would proceed with the design and cowirveiion

of such a weapon.

It seemed to me at the time that the mornl sos5ition
of the United Statzs in the face of the rest of tho world woeldd
be better if we took that kind of a stand rather thon rwollirg
a unilateral announcement that we were proceeding viila this
new weapon of mass destruction. That as I recollect 1% was the
background of my thainking af that time:

I must =2y that I cannot claim credit for criginality

in these thoughts. These thoughts evolved fraom my

discussions with the other nembers of the comnittes. Rri as

nearly as 1 can reconstruct my thoughts at that tire, that ds I%.
BY MR. CIRRISON:

Q After this October meeting you kad anothor meeiing In
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the first week in December and resumed the discuséiong, did you
not?

A Yes.

Q After Presiknt Truman's direction to prceced with
the program, did the GAC under Dr». Oppenheime:r's cl.nirmanship
cooperate and try to carry out the President's dircctive, and
if so, in general what did it do?

A During the October meeting and during ol the {ime

red

immediately following that before our next meeting, cheula
nake 1t clear that the only objective of the commi icc -~ and

I am confident, of its chairman --- was to increase the serenghl
of the United Statss. All of the arguments and reccomupeniniiors
were aiﬁed at that end. There was not the slightent guecstion
about that in any of our minds. If there were diffcronces of
opinion, these werz honest differences of opinion o scientists
and had nothing o do with our objectives in improving the
position of the United States morally and physicel’y. Though
our recommenda tions as transmitted to the Comnmissicuwere not
accepted by the President of the United States, whon wo nexnt
met the announcene:t of the President of the United Siates wac
made, as I recall, during our meeting, and it was then clear
to us that the decision of the United States had bcon mide,
that it was our job‘then to collzborate and ccoper:ice fully

in carrying forward this decision.

From that time forward I recall of no arzument within




the committee bhut that we had ornly one duty, and ' was to
implement the decision of the government in proceciing with
this project.

o Did Dy. Oppenheimer asree with that?

A Fully aidéd complectely.

Q Do you want to say anything more about vihni {1
zemmittee itseilf actually did to help implemsnt tl.c nvosram?

A This wa: a matter mostly of technical au: ' inace fc
the l.os Alamos labaratory in which I personally wi: 108
2ompetent to participate. By discussing the mrograxm with the
members of the Lo: Alamos Laboratory and others 1:7:¢ in.
Hans Bethe, I think substantial assistance was o' orad by
members of our coimittee individually and collectively td Hho
arogram. I think a conspicuouvs piece of assistéﬁnn To the
therrmonuclear program was a conference which Br. ooonhaimer
called at Princeton, I believe in June of 1851, al viiich tinme
the purpose of thils conference vas %o review the cntilirce
technical status of the thermonuclear program.

The sembhers of the General Advisory Commitice were
211 invited to this conference, and the members of the
Commission. iIn addition, a numier of the key stalf romders of
Los Alamos inciuding Dr., Bradbury, consultants of Los Alamcﬂ,
or Chwee

including Dr. Bethe and Dr. Teller. This conferenco lazfted twx/
days, I have forgotten which, and was a long ard c:iensive and

irtensive exanmination of the technical problem of tiw thormonuclanr




program.

There were many technical ideas which bad been
consicdered which wore then bz2ing considered and belus
examired, and thes: were alllaid out, and discussc! ‘i great
d2tail, with an attempt to find cut vhere is the bl and most
nronicing line of srocedure with what was knowrn at 203 tire.

I believ: that this conference was a held ol o
critical time and vas & critical and important asaié;amce to
clarifying ideas ol the technical problems involve:!, anid
illustrating'the nzxt steps in the theoretical ard e:raechenind
program of the laboratory. At various times durin- 4 months
and years that followed, we were asked to give tec::iecal
opinions on various aspects of the thermoruclear propranm
and wve did this as earnestly and carefully as we ccild.

Our obje:xtive was always to help the Com.lisiicn in
its work and since its job was to carry fomward th':z rosranm
we considered it oixr job to help. In this, as in cvery other
matter, the Chairmin was our leader in this effort.

© Mr. Waltzsr Whitman testified this mornin: about
visiting SHAEF in :onnection with the Vista Report. I bzlieve

you were the head >f the Vista Project?

. And you iccompanicd Mr. Whitman and Dr. ipronhkeines
and Dr. Lauritsen o>n this trip to Europe?

A That is correct.



Q ' I don't vant to go intc the details because theve
was a good deal of testimony about it. I would jus : caok you
in a general way wiether 2r. Oppenheimer contribuic: in aay
respect to the use 'ulness of this prcject?
A I think £ I may, ¥ wovld 1like t o say a woud
about the Vista Froject. This was a project whicn the Air
Force, the Army anl the NMavy asked the California Ianziiitute
of Technology to undertake, to exaine some of the rrolilans
being faced by tke Air Force and the Army, particul =iy Tho
collaboration betwieen the Air Force and the Army in Trellical all
operations. It was broadeoned to include the general cporations
of the Army‘amd Ai» Force »nroblens.
A substantial group was assembled at the Californias
Institute of Téchmalogy during the summer of 1951 o
examine‘these prchk .ems. We made extensive trips to Avwy,
Alr Force and Navy installations, had a very large nu:her of
*my, Navy and Air Force officer& visit the. Instituic to
discuss and give u; inforamation and background on thooe

pirroblems. As the .ate summer came along, the group viich hau

boen assigned under the chairmanship of Dr. Recbert Ducher, thea
2 member of thé Cal.iforria Institute staff, tc examine the

se of atomic weapons in Army and Air operations and hkad
mide substantial p-ogress in their thinking about the

tactical uses of tiem.

This was on the potential battle of Western Nurcpe.
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In order to make ou:r problem definite, we examined et 1ight
haﬁpen in Western furope in case of a Russian invagicn i117%0
that area and what weapons and techniques the‘Army, Tavy and

Air Force could use in combaiing ach an invasion.

One grour, as I say, urder Dr. Bacher had tic

way and under what conditions would atomic weapons ¢ uzcful
in such a betiie. 3y the ernd of the summer & fair s coupleto
chapter of our finzl report had bzen prepared on th» rublect.

Dr. Bacher and Dr. Christle and the other: cu Nis
group suggested to‘me that i% would e useful to tihomid .
Oppenheimer could b2 invited to come out amd spend n 1it:le
time with the Viste group to consult further on this siljlect.
A7 our invitation Dr. Oppenheiper did come to Pasadens, :.ad
we discussed this subject at grect length. He was of asuistance
in taking the cdraft of the chapter wiich had already beon
prepared and discussing the boast nethod of nresenting 1%, and
threshing out further ideas and assisting the group in
clarifying thils idea and preparing a firal draft.

Duing the course coff the Vista discussioﬂs, Dony
problems came up ir regard to the battle of Western Lurope
where we did not hewe the information about organizution, forces,
the NATO structure and the MATO problems, and we thought it
would be helpful, after assembling our own ideas, if wo could

go over to Europe &nd consull the leaders, General Eisenliicwer
- ‘



and the other leaders, of the U. 5. Forces in Euxrope, to et
the information which they had available and to discuss with
them their thoughts about the batitle of Western Eurcope, if it
should occur,

I think itwas durirng a discussion at which Du.
Cppenheimer was preuent, at vhich we were exploring llcas wiih
John McCone, who ei’her at that time still was or hod [us’
retired as Assistan' Secretary of Air Force under M. Linlotter,
John Mc@one urged this trip and oifered to assist us in
arranging it, and i7" was finally arranged tiarough the Fecvoetary
of Defense, Mr. Lovatt, that a group of the Vista Projoct
people headed by my«elf and after some discussion ile vithor
members of the groun to include Dir. Oppenheimer and Dz.
Lauritsen, to go to Europe, and Dr. Lovett offered ikwe
facilities of the Dopartment of Defense to make this fvip
possible, appointed Mr. Whitrman, who was then Chaipann of the
Research and Develonment Board, to malke all the adminiriritive
arrangements and to adcompany us on behalf of the Sceraitary of
Delense.

The four »f us then went to Paris in the fall of 1831,
I think November. ile went toPariz. We saw General Eisemhowe§
on two occasions anil we wont up to Weissbaden and met with
General Norstadt an?! Air Force officials. We went %o
Heidleberg and met with U. S. Army commanders, returncg -—-

I am sorry, General Norstadt has headquarters not ai Yeissbuder,




located,and we discissed things with him there.

Through all these discussicons with the Arry as {o
their problems with tanks, mines znd the possible m .ponvers
‘which they would ﬂn&ergn to avo;d atconic attacks by i)
Russiané, the ways in whibh they would try to focus and funncl
ahd channel an eneny attack =0 that it would be a gred atimic
target, the problems which the Arny faced in laying nine Tields,
and s0 on, the problems which the Air Force faced in haviog
enough air planeﬁ,bthe right kind of airplanes, cocrorniizng
with the Army and s> on, in all these discussions all Icur
of us took an active part. 1 feli these discussions wore very
illuminaéing. They helped us firm our own ideas th:at went irto
the final Vista report.

éeneral Elsenhower's thoughts were particularly
helpful. Ve had Iuach with him and a long discussicn with: him
on the general problem of the defense of Western'Eurspc. it
was obvious that the group was well picked, I felt. .
Lauritsen and Dr. Cspenheimer and Mr. Whitman were .11
important contributcrs to the effzctiveness of our dizcussions,

Q To whati ertent, if you now, and if you dcn'%, tell
us, have the récommendations of the Vista Report becn put
into effect?

A To what eixtent have they been?

Q Yes.
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A It is racher interesting that Dr. Laurituen is at
this moment engagecl with a committee whih has been o~tihllshed
2t the request of ‘he Chief of Staff of the Army i cranine
into this questicon of how eflectively the Army is ‘oplenoating
the recommendaticn: of the Vista Report. He is now viciiing
Fort Monroe and Fo't Bragg, .| believe, in an attemps U Jind
out, which of ihe Jista Report recomiendations are Dboliug
implemented and kov effectively. A report is te bc mode to cho
Chief of Staff of the Army on this subject within the nout
two weeks.

’Q In gener:al has there haén a movement toward Lho
equipment of the forces in Vostern Europe with atoulc wonsonsy
A I think n the field oi atomic weapons Lho Vioua
Report was one of “he first rrepowts strongly to ernihncine
the potential impo:’tance of atomic weapons in tactival nlx

operations. There had be2n many in the Army and in (he Jidp

Force who advocated the use £ aztomic weapons for tlvs
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purpose and a nunbor of officers discussed the use of atn:
woapons with the moumbers of the Vists staff. We booane
convinced that atoiiic weapons were available and more of
different varietie:; would e available in the future cumall
enough to be carricd by small airecraft, and therefcre uazcabls i
tactical operaticni:, close~in apmraticns against enonr

tactical installat .ons, troo) concentrations, tank colunne,

supply dumps, tact.cal air #lelds, and so on.
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We strongly advocated that the Air Force nnd the Avmy
sxamine more carefully this potentiality of using thc crelier.
type of atomic weavon, smallor in physical dimensicn, as well
as in yield, for tliese tactic:al air cperaticns. Ve woie not
allowed to say in he repori how much fissionablg robernel
the United States possesszed nt that time, though z. .o renlers
of our group knew. We were therefore not able to [ liuvaiznio
gquantitatively the argument which we felt was sounc, Lol zhe
time had approached or would soon be here when there wus
sufficient fission:ible material so that the strategic reads
could be met and a so material be made available fo tachionl
uses. That fime i certainly here now.

Webfelt that it was here in 1851, at leas: vien
plans should be macde for asing scme of our supply o=
fissionable materic.ls in tactical operations. This woir one
of the features of our regsort, that is, advocating ' con2
detail how it could be done, and under what conditiore and how
nust econonmically ond effectively our fissionable ratcrinl
could be used in asisisting in the defense of Western lurage.

Q Without going into details and without touching
upon classified maerial, hove tlhose recomnendation: been
carried out to any extent?

A To the best of my iinowlege, and I anlnot»faily avare
of the present plans -- I will be in Paris again ncxt weok

and may find out more about it -- the idea of the tacticnl use



of atomic weapons has now long been accepted as an irportant
and essential tactical idea and operation. I belinve thaft the
Vista Report had some influence on this. Whether 't did or
not, at least by now tactical 21 operaticn with tio usc of
atomic weapcons ist 1n accepted te:hnique and doctzi .

Q You lmive read Cencral ‘lichols' letter of Docomior 28,
1953. Y u have reid the items of derogatery infor at.on Zn 41,
Assuming that tnos: items of derngatory Iformstion werc lrte
and without saying whether they :re or not, what w uid your
opinion be as to tae loyalty of v. Oppenkeimer, ecent for

the hydrogen bomb i1llegation which I left out for urnoszta of

this question.

A You pref:r to leave th>m ocut.
Q Yes. I think that is of a different characioer.

& It Iss alvays been, ever since reading th.z loiler
of General Nichols, difficult for me to see how zuv of’tﬁe
allegations therei: had any significant felevance co shie
question of the loy:lty and integrity of Dr. Oppenh- imor.
Some of the statem:nts rede in that letier havimg o do with
acquaintances and issociationa a0d friendé Dr. COpporiolimor hone
said vere, of course, true.

Q May I just for a mwomeni remind you that the Atomic
Energy Act requires the Bbard to considexr characte:,

assocliations, and loyalty. Haviug this frame of roferene

that the Board her: must consider, the character, zosocintions
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and loyalty of Dr. Oppen&eimer,bim detem ining whe ' or o net
his continuvance of his clzarance would endanger'thc miLoloral
safety, having i 1ind the past associations set foorth in the
letter, having in i2ind what rou kknow about Dyr. Coponboinor's
caaracter, having n mind whit you say that the co: tlizance

o his clearance would to any derree endanger the : 2 licpnl

safety?
A In no dei'ree whatsoeve:r .
9 Cn what <o you dase this judgment?
A  In the f.rst place, those associatics thol ero

nentioned were thosie of many, many years ago. As I vooorsiond
it, they have largaly lonz since been terminated, 12 ot ‘eact
one case by death. In the s2cond place, these werc rathor
natural associstions of a person who had stropg hunan insorents,
interests in human rights arnd human libertlies and Iion “reifars,
wvho had strong revulsions againsi the growth of dicinitorahip

in Germany, Spz.in uﬁdltaly, and vho wanted to empro:s o
opposition to s®ch violation: of human liberty as !'2» rcgorded
these dictatorship::. Fe therefoire found himself arong n%herﬁ
o like minds, sow: of whom .t turned out were possibiic

members of the Comiunist Parcy. But this was only 2 natural
exhibition of his deep interest in human beings and in hnuran
liberty and had nothing to ¢o with his devotion to this
country, or nothing adverse 7o do with this country.

v .
In the sccond placa 1t‘seems to me that to questilon
’




the integrity and loyalty c¢f 2 person who has worked hoxd

and devotedly for his country as Dr. Oppenheimer ho on such

trivial grounds i

Fa

s against all priasciples of human jrotice.

I3

seems o me whatever his icdess and associations wera i 123§,

is quite irrelevant in view «f the last years since 1041-40,

during which he has shown smch a deveted interest o Lhe weliare,

securlity and strongth of the United Staes. Whateve: misciankes,

if they were nistakes, and I do pot suggest that they weve, vhot

were made in the Thirties have well been washed out znd The

value of a man lllke Dr. Opperheiner io his country ias Bbeon

adequately and rencatedly proved.

It would be in my c¢pinion zgpinst all princinles of

justice to now not recognize the way in which his icyal{y

“h -
~AELE

been proved in a pocsitive wvay through positive cont . ibuilions.

Furthermore, this country necds ren of that kiad, ard shounld

not denrive itseli of their services.

Q I think I should pit this cuestion to you bLecauvse

it is something that I want you to bear in mind whe: I ask you

tc give me your fimal judgmert.
You are familiay with the Chevalier incideoni o
recited in the Comission's letter.

A That is ny owly fanilisrity, what I read in ti:c

Q Supposing that it lad tzen shown here tho uiter

latto:.

Dr. Oppenheimer had had the conversation with Dhevalier that

for several months he did not report the incident to cecurity



1723

officers, that affer he had heard from the securitr officers
at Los Alamos that they were concerned about espionage ot
Berkeley that hn his next trip to Berkeley he told the zecurity
cfficers about Elteton, did not feveal the name of Cheovalier
and declined to do so. Supposing it was further
established that he told the security oficers that iz friend
whose name he would not reveal had contact with thc Runcian
consulate and that there were microfilm facilities for itrang-
mpitting information, and that the friend had appreocchod
three different persons, two or three, three, I thini, ahd
suppose that these were untrue statements about the consnlate,
the microfilm and the three persons, suppose that he was
again urged after having been urged by the security ciflcers
at Berkeley to reveal the name of his friend, he was agzain
urged by Colonel Lansdale and again declined, he was again
urged by Gereral Croves and said he would not do s¢ unleus
ordered; General Groves said he didn't want to ordey him to
do it, asked him to think it over; General Groves suw him agair
and said he would have tc order him if he would not wrecveal
the name, and at that point Dr. Oppenheimer révealed the nane
of Chevalier.

I a2m not trying to ask you now to do anyilhinz mnowrc
than to assume that you had that set o facts beforec you. Voull
youwr oonclusion still be the same as you hae expressed it

here to the Board?
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MR, ROBB:. Mr. Chairman, I don't object tc thoe
question, but I wish it to be recorded that my failuro wo
otject does not imply or impcrt that I endorse the complete
accuracy or fullmness of the Lypotiesis stated Hy Mr. Carrison.

MR. GARRISON: I quite understand that. To carry
it further I would have to read tie whole testimony.

%%. ROBB: I understand. I don't waat to Jchate it.

MR. GARRISON: I want to give Or. DuBridge the
nature and character of the problem.

THE WITNIESS: May I ask one question on vour asamstion?
In what year was tliis supposed to have taken blace?

BY ME. G/RRISON:

o 1943. You would regard thet seriously, I {inle it?

A I would viant to exumine this situation very sorviously
and what you said deut the assumption obviously does not
include all the facts. I assume therefore you wish me to
answer this from the point of view of my knowledge of DLr.
Oppenheimer's char:iacter and integrity, and my statement would
be without hesitation that I would say that these acts which
. he is supposed to have commi:ted in no case stem f£rom any
disloyalty t¢ the Vnited States, but possibly a mistcken
but nevertheless a sincere and honest belief that %his was the
best thing to do a: the time. I just know that Dr. Oppenheiner
iz loyal to his friend and loyal to his country, that le is

honest, but has z humarefeeling, that if he did these things
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it.was with a serns: that a loyalty to a friend was immortant
bat was not in con’llict wih any loyalty to the country at tint
time.

c Do you t:iink that today if He were ashked Ly scourity

~officers to reveal Information which they beliecve tv Do ixportant

for the security of the country, that he would decliue io do o
even if a friend were involved?

A I am sure® that at any time if he had felt a lovalty
to his country was involved, he would hav? done whoi zecened Lo
be the proper thing to reinfoece that loyalty.

Q | I am asking you teoday, leaving aside whellier ko
thought that his friend was innccent or not, if he wvere told
by security oficers that in their judgment the intoeresis of
the country requiresd knowledge which he had about  Iricnd,
wvould he put the interests ¢f his country ahead of ihz
friendship?

A I am confident that he would. We have all Icarned
a great deal about security problems in the last ton years.

MR. GARFISON: That is all.
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. LEOBB:
Q Dogtor, do you think that loyalty to a friend

Jjustifies the giving of Ifalse information to a security officer?

. - . - -
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A I would not wish to do that myself.

Q You would noﬁ do it, would you?

A I don't t1iink so.

Q In fact, you can't conceive of any circumsiances
under which you would not?

A I wouldn': say that

Q@ 1t is lard to think of any?

A First, it is hard to project ourselves baciz Ten
years as to what tho situation was like then. None oe us hod
any very keea appreciation of the problems of security ol
secrecy at that tirme or what was involved. I cannoi sey undey
no circumstances would I b2 reluctant to give away ox givé
information about a friend if I were personally convinced that
this information had ndthing to do with the country’s veliiare.
I would try to cooperate with security officers underr all
conditions but I cainot say that under no conditions would I
be reluctant to give such information.

Q That was 1ot qu#tenw question. My question vas
whether or not you vould fe¢1 that loyalty to your fiend justi-
fied you in lying tc a security officer.

A No, I would not feel so.

Q The standards of honesty were the same in 1943

Ay
a
L1}

they are now, werernt'they?

A Presumably.

]

(&) Doctor, I was interested in your discussion cf {he
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Vista matter, As I underétand it, what was it called -- 2

committee?

A It was called a project.

Q That orojesct tocok ¢lace in the summer of 1LCH1.

A That is correct. (ur report was completed Lo coriy
1852.

Q You said D, Oppenﬁeimer was not there vhon Lho Dro-

ject commenced, is that 11?7

A That is right. Fe was a member c¢f the stofi of the
project only for a relatively short period.

Q I beliove he caﬁe out in about November?

A I believe it was bzfore that, but I do not ronember
the dates.

Q I don't know exactly either.

A I think it was the latter part of the summor,
Septaber.

Q Do you recall it was Chapter 5 oif the report that

dealt with atomic komb metters?

A ?hatlis correct.

Q Did Dr;'Cppenheimer prepare an introduction to that
chapter?

A Dr. COppenbeimer collaborated wih the ofther members

of the committes “hat were responsible for Chapter > in
developing Chapter 5. He did not write either the Iirst or

the last draft of that chapker. He assisted in the ﬁfepafaﬁjgn
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of one or two intermediate drafits.
Q Was there a time in November wien the group was

reviewing the report as a whole with you presiding?

A Immediately after our return from Europe?
Q No, sir, [ am talking about before you went to Europe.
A We had weckly meetings reviewing various chapiers aal

various parts of the report. I don't know which one you are
referring to.

Q I realize it is hard to project yoursell back.

A Ve had many meetings and I was Chairman of most of them.

Q Perhaps I can refresh your memory. I am informed
that on November 13, 1951, when the group was reviewing a
draft of the report that you announced that Dr. Oppenheimer had
prepared a portion of the introduction to the report. Do you
remember that?

A I don't recall the exact incident but it is quite
possible I did, because he did prepare a draft of a part of
Chapter 5 at that time. It was not the final draft, but it
was an intermediate one.

Q I ah informed that you stated thai you considered
that to be a great document, and you felt confident it ﬁould
be acc8pted without amendment.. Do you remembér that?

A No, I ddén't.

Q I am not trying to lead you into something, but

trying'to find out whether that coincides wth your memory.
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A I don't romember that nfeting or the statoment.
At the time I certainly did bave the opinion that the draft that
Dr. Oppenheimer helped prepare of the introcductory porticn of
the chapter was a fine contribution to the Vista work. 1
believed that and I still belleve it.

(Al Was that dicaft whizh Dr. Oppenheimer helped to
prepare incorporated in the draft which gou took to Europe?

A It ceriainly was irncorporated in it, but ¥ am sure
there were probably changes in ths wording between that tine
and the time we went to Europe. 1In other words, there were
continuous chkanges in the wording of all parts of the report.

Q By the way, at those meetings in November. was General
Queszda present?

A General Quesada particinsated in soﬁe meetings.

Q Did Gemner:al Quesada undertake to make available %o
your group his repor: on the so-called Greenhouse tost?

A I don'{ r=ecall,

Q In the draft Dr. Ovpenhi2imer helped ™ proepare,
the introduction to the report, was any reference to
thermonuclear weapons made?

A In the introduction to Chapter 57

Q Yes; sir.

fa This is & matter of reesnrd whether there was or
was not. I don't rzcall. Certainly in some drafts, and

I believe in the final report there was a reference to
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thermonuclear weapons.

MR. ROBB: I might say, Mr. Chairman, I an undertaking

to do this on an unclassified basis for the benefit of counsel.
1 suppose ultimately I will 2ave %o ask the Doctor some
questions on a claszified bkasis aand read scmeextracis I have
here, but I don't want to do it i? I can help it, because 1 want
Mr. Garrison to hear it.

THE WITESS: Do you have notes on it?

MR. ROBB: Yes, I DTave.

MR. GARRI> ON: 1 don't want anything withheld from
the Board.

MR. RUBB: No, but I am’trying to keep out of the
classified area.

MR. GRAY: Let us see if you can do it unclassified.

TEE WITNESS: Did I make clear ir my answer to that
question I don't recall st what wtage or what draft reference
to the thermonuclear weapcens came in, but there was a
reference and oaly a passing one, as I recall.

BY MR. R(BB:

Q Do you wecall tkhat subsequent to the Novenber mecting,

that draft of Chapter 5 orthe introduction to it was amerded?

A It was arended many tines.
a Was it ansnded subszquent to thati meeting in November?
A Since I don't recall the particular meeting, I can't

anuwer that specifically. 1 can not even recall at the wmoment
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the date on which w: departad on our trip to Europe. IMay I
ask if that date is available? I don't have that date.
MR. GRAY: MR. Robb, do you have it?
MR. ROBB: I am looting now to see if I can find it.
THE WITNE3S: These wer: matters of continuous
study and drafting i:nd redrafting and changing and finally we
got a version-which we tock to Europe. We redrafted pilzces
of it on various chipters while w: were in Europe as a result
of our discussions. We came back and redraifited many parts
again in the light >f what we had learned, and finaily got a
report which we all agreed was thas best we could do, which was
submi tted then to the Defense Dep:zrtment.
BY MR. RC?2B:
¢ I have a note here, Docfor, which may assist you.
that you returned from your visit to Paris and reported to the
Vista group 4n the 18th of Decemboer, 1951. That might help
you fix the date whan you went to Paris. At your meetings in
California in the summer and fall of 1951, did you confer with
General Quesada?
A Yes, we asked General Cuesada to come and discuss
these variosws matiters with us and at our invitation he did come.
Q Did you haive any report from General Quesada on the
Greenhouse test?
A As I 3ay, 1 justdon't romember. We certainly talked

viith General Quesad2 about atomic ests. Whether the
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Greenhouse test was specifically reported on as suth, I don't
recall.

Q Was the Greenhcus: test exclusively atomic or
wasn't that thermwcnuclear in pari?

A I don't know.

MR. BECKERLEY: Tae public record is that i% includec
experiments in thermonuclear.

MR. ROBB: The answer was that he didn't know.

(Record read by the repa ter.)

THE WITNESS: One reason for not recalling is that I
never can remember the code words for these various tests.

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Ican't either.

A Whether General Quesada reported or not, ve
certainly knew through vericus channels because I was still
a member of the General fAdvisory Committee at the time aboﬁt
the Greenhouse test.

Q Doctor, do you remember -- I don't expect you o
remember the date, but I will give it to you to assist yon --
on April 3C, 1952, having lunch with Dr. Rabi, Mr. David
Griggs, Mr. Garrison Norton and ir, William Burden at Mr.
Burden's house here in Weshington?

A Yes. I cailt confirm the date, but I rewcmber
approximately that time and I have only had lunch there oace

with that group.
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Q Do you recall Cthat you and Dr. Rabi on that
occasion expressed some opinions concerning H bomb dev2lopment?

A We had a very vigorous discussion of this question,
yes.

c WOﬁld you undertake, plrase, sir, to give us the
orinions that you and Dr. Rabi expressed?

A It is a little difficu]ﬁ to try to reczll a
conversation of two years ago. If I do recall, they were not
substamtially different from the ones I have already expressed
here previously in regard to whether or not the thermonuclear
wea pons were importamt additions or were not to the military
potential of tha2 Irited States, and questions, if so, under
what conditions they could be used. If you have any speéific
questions about the statemenits 1 made --

Q I can understand how hard it is to remember. Do ym
recall you and Drr. Rabi ssying in substance that you thought
that there were twc things that weore more important than
H bonb developm2nt, the first being a concerted effort of Tthe
best minds in this country toward peace with Soviet Russia. Do
you recall something like that?

A | That is guite consistent with what I might have said.

Q Do youa recall Dr. Rabi saying togethef with Dr.
Oppenheimer and Dr. Lauritsen that he, Dr. Rabl, would press
for action in accorilance wita plans that they were preparing,

and that they were already in touch with the State Dersrtment




..w
o
=N
(3]

on the subject.

A I dorn't raecall that.

Q | Do you recall anything like that?

A I have a faint recollection at this time that
there was a commitiee at wori: in the State Department on
enploring new approaches to :n agreement wih Russia. I had
nothking to do with that coma: tte«. Theough it is quite possinle
that Dr. Rabi said something about it,ll am inclined to feel
that I probably did not expross &ny opinion about i% since I did
not have persoral lncwledpe ¢bout it.

Q I was not suggesting that you did. I was asking
if you recall Lr. Fabi saying sonething about going tc the

State Department on the subjcct.

A It ie not impossiklie that he made such a rerark.
Q Do you recall that was Dr. Rabi's feeling at the tims?
A I think it probably was , namely, that becauce of tae

Fa

torrifying implicaficns of & bombis and thernmonuclear veapons,
it was desirable to make amoﬁher attempt to find awvay to
avoid using them.

c ‘Do you recall edlckor you or Dr. Rabi or bothk of

you expressing an opinion tl:t tle second thing whichk was more

inportant thaa B boamb develcopmeni was more emphasis or having

a good air defense?
A We certainly empha:silzmed the importance of am air

defense, yes.
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Q I believe at that luncheon meeting jyou said you had
quite a go-around with these gentlemen.

A We had ¢ very vigorous discussion with [r. Griggs.

Q Yes, you pu t it 1ore delicately than I did.

A I didn't mean 17 “hat way. Our discwsion was
primarily with Dr. Griggs. vho disagreed with Dr. Rabi aad By~
self very violently on sone points.

Q Dr. Griggs coninded thatDr. Opperheimer had got the
GAC to soft pedal the thermonucliear development, didn't ke,
and you said that was not so?

A That is correct.

MR. GARF.ISON: Mr. Chairman, could I just ask
wvhat is the gener:l nature of the document that Mr. Robb is
reading from?

MR. ROBE: I am sorry. it has top secret stamped
2ll over it, Mr. Garriscna.

MR. GRAY: Do you wish to make any point of this?

MR. GARLISON: Tlo.

BY MR. L.CBB:

Q That was: the bone of contention between you in
general, that Dr. Griggs said Drr. Oppenheimér and the GAT had
not fully supportcd work on the thermonuclear and you and Dr.
Rabi contended th:.t the GAC had oonszistently supported it and
emphasized it?

A Essenticlly that is correct. Griggs made vhat we
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considered to be false staterents, that the GAC had iwmpeded
thermonuclear development. Ve both emphasized strongly
that nz2ither Dr. Orpenheimer nor the GAC hed impeded the
develooment of thasrmonuclzer weapons. Cn the contrary, from
almost the opering day of the GAU's existence, its Chairrmon and
its members had recommendezd o th2 Commis sion that thermonucleay
research proceed ard be implementoed &nd‘strengthened’at Los
Alamos. We did not feel atf the {time that the time 1230 was
ripd for the production effort, but we always advocated thz
research and develcpment 2ffcrt. Our difference of point of
view with Dr. CGriggs, as I rcealli, was thet he felt that the
thermonuclear weapcn developrent and production was No. 1
priority for the ccuntry. Ve felt that 1mproving'ouy Tission
weapon program and improving our defeonses vere just as
inportant, if not nore important at @Hhat time.

Q This was 18527

A Yes.
6 Was that the view of Dr. Oopenhe:mer at that tima,too?
A It is a little hord to speak as o what his opinions

were at any particvliar mowment. I think in éeneral we bhave
asrecd with each other. These were tedhnical/mattexs of
griority and I must insist that 2t all times Dr. Oppenheimar,
myself, Dr. Rabi ard the othcrs had only one objeétive in
y@nd; that was strengthening the moral and physical and

military position ¢£ this country. We had no other thought .
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M. GRAY: Ezcuse ne. At one point I am grinz to ask
for a recess, but I don't want to cut you off in tho middle
o:! orne thing you wint to puracue.
‘ MR. ECEB: I have sne guestion aad then I think we
might take a reces:.
BY ME. RORB:

c Doctor, irou testified that the recommendaticans of
the Vista Report wore carried out and are still being corried
out, is that right”

A In so farr as the ®t:ctical use of atomic wezpons is
concerned. There are some otiher recommendations wiiich were
not. There are others that had 2othing to do with atomic

‘ weapons which are Deing carried osut.

& Were those recommendations to which ycu referrec
the szme as the recommendations in the draft whith Sr. Oprenheirer
helpeﬁAprepare in the fall of 1951 a2t Pasadena?

yil I believ:? so.

VR, ROBB: This is a good time to stop.
MR. GRAY: Let us take a few minutes reccss.

(Brief racess.)

{ (The following portion of testimony, numbered pages
‘ 1747 through 1758, s classified, and appears in a separate
volume.)
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BY MR. ROBB:

0 Doctor, I want to ask you a couple of questions and
I want to assure you that wéen I ask you, I have not the
slightest intention of being offensive or suggésting the
slightest impropriety on your part. Did you volunteer to be
a witness here?

A I am trying to recall how it came about. I would
have been glad to volunteer. 1 think I probably said to Dr.
Oppenheimer or his counsel that if there is anything I could
do to help, I would be glad to do so.

Q Did you in that connection with helping undertake
to raise a fund to assist Dr. Oppenheimer in this matter?

.\ The newspaper reports in that connection are
mistaken. As near as I can tell, the origin of that statement
was that at the Cosmos Club here in Washington one day a few

weeks ago, several friends said, "Vould it not be nice if

Oppenheimer's friends chipved in $100 each to raise a fund to

assist him in the expenses ¢! his hearing?" We agreed that
this would be nice, and maykbe somebody should see the best wéy
of doing it. The matter dropped there, and tha¢ is the last I
heard of it until I saw the statement in the paper. I do not
know where they got that information that I was organizing a
fund. I did not and was nct and am not. After the thing
appeared in the paper I received mahy kttgrs, however, with

checks from individuals who read it ih the paper and sownh in




their contributions.

Q I was sure you wanted to have the record clear on it.
A I returred all these checks to the donors.
Q Were the friends you were talking to any of the

other witnesses who appeared here?

A Some were and some were not .
Q Who were the ocnes who were witnesses?
A I do not know who else have been witnesses, as a

matter of faét.

h) Could you tell us who the friends were?

A Dr. Rabi, I believe, was present at the time the
discussion went under want, and Dr. Bacher.

Q Dr. Fermi?

A‘ Dr. Fermi was not present. Mr. Trevor Gardner.

Q Who is he, sir?

A He is the Assistant to the Secretary of the Air
Force for Rescarch and Development. I believe that is his
title. He is a civilian engineer who was formerly associated
with the General Tire and Rubber Company.

Q Was that the €roup?

A Dr. J. R. Zacharias of MIT was another member. I
thiink it was actually Dr. Zacharias_who raised the question.

2 Was fhat luncheon for the purpose of discussing this

case, if we can call it such?

A No. This was just an informal grouping at the Cosmos




Club. The occasion was the last meeting of the Advisory

Committee, ODM, of which I am Chairman. These others that I
have mentioned, except Mr. Gardner, aremembers of thatcommittee
and we happened to be in town together. Gardner had at our
request appeared before the committee that day to discuss

some rattérs so he joined scre of us at the Cosmos Club for
dinmer, { believe. This wie a friendly discussion, wouldn't

it be nice if we could help our friend.

C Yes, certainly. About when was that, Doctor, in
March?
A May I refer to my diary?

¢ Yes, sir,
A 1 think I can give you the exact dates of that last
meeting. I believe it was the 12th or 13th of March.

G Did you see or tilk to Dr. Oppenheimer about that time?

A Did I see or talic to him?
£ Yes.
A I believe I c¢alied him on the telephone just to

ask hcw things are going aind to w sh him‘well.

C Was he in Vashingzton?

A He was in\Princeton. I am sorry, no. I called him
at Princeton, but they fouird him somewhere in Washington and
I talked © him on the phone. |

Q Did you see him?

A I did not see hin.




2 Vihat was the suistance of your conversation?

A I just said"Robert, how are things going?" It was
ocnly a friendly ccnversation, attempting tc express confidence
in hin and chesr him uo if poszible.

Q Did Dr. Oopeanheimer tell vou how things were going?

A He only said it was noi a very pleasant experience

tha< he was going through.

A Anything mora?

A Rothing more relating to the substance of this case.
D That is what I mean. Substaoce?

A That is right.

a Whiat was said slout the case in addition?

A Just what ¥ said, as 7 recall. It was not a very

pleasant experience for him to e going through.

Q Would it be on that occasion that you suggested fo
him that you testify or had you previously?

A I had already previously discussed testimony with
his counsel wefore that time.

Q lave you since discussed yvour testimony with

counscel and with Dr. Opperheimer?

A flave 1 discussed the itestimony?
Q Yes.
A I have not seen Dr. Oppenheimer jusi before I came

here tocay. I have discussed of course the testimony with his

counsael.
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Q You understand 1 am not trying to pry into your

affaire, but I think these wre matters which the Board ought

. to have »sn ths record.

A Yes, sir.

c 2id you dizcuss toe cise alter that with M. Gardner?
A Jid I discuss the Opoenhelmar case?

o Tes, aix.

A After that time”

Yes, sir.

0
4 I have not seen . Gardner -~ I think he did come to

i1

Pasadenz shortly afterwards -- wves, 2 dicd, on another business

(

trip, and I think we prob:bly dild discuss it. Iir. Gardner has
een very much irtarested Lo it, very auchk disturbed tat

a man s2 fine sand 30 loyal should be sceused, and he has been
very awsious to discuss the case. Ve 4id discuss it.

Q Has he Deen active in assisting Dr. Oppenheimer,

do you Linow?

& As Mr. Gardner keen active in assisting?
Q Yes, sir, in any way.
A I do not krow whether he bas sceen Dr. Oppenheimer or

L

rot, or his counsel. I Just don't know.
. ¢ Has he ever told you that he was doing some work for
Dr. COppenheiner?
A No, e never has.

MR. ROBE: That is 11 I care to ask.




¥R, GRAY: Dx. LuBridge, ¥ am going back now briefly
te Ociober 29, 1949. Would you congider the two annexes to

the GAC repcrt in conflict wibh‘nne another?

TEE WITFESS: Cerisz iy not., Their conclusions were

the same. They were sligl diiferent approaches to these

conclucsions. Do, Rabil oud Dr. Form® ecuphasized one aspect of

.3ized another aspect.

the argument, and Ths vaesl

It wvas nyw feoliaz thst thems inltely not in conflict,

at

but onlv bringiag oat Iifierent pol

s of view, which led
essentinlly to tae samz conslusieon ond recommendation.,
ME. CRAY: Taere in szowmething in your testimony

that led me to ask whether rould mwake this kind of

53

waat we have been calling the crash

disqineti@n with resperl {o
program. Yeu hknow what i nzsan whon I say that.

THE WITHRSE: Yes,

Wh. GRAY: I dhiad this kiad of distinction has only
perhane Just com2 clear fo xe. Coulld tkere be a distinction
between o ecyrash prograqa foy the Jdovelopment of a thermonuclear
weapon a3 distinzdished fyow o cresh program for the production
of sane?

THE WITHESS:  Of conrse, vag.,

Your position wizs that there should be
no erash nrogran Sor the production?
THE WITNREIS: Thal iz corrscet.

w5, GRAY: did ymfavor 2 crash program for



development?

THE WITYESS: e
resanecl ond development nro
it owas poing olooy wwetty en

time a erash Fewr

.
develornont L uzo Lopetihon

- . oy b 9 .
But vhe resesrch ave develop

Alamos .
ME.

could?

THE

WITIERE: Ve

MR, Thaere

Rty

avorald the sontinustior of the
oy at Los Alames.  We Telt that
11, Ve wecommended agalnst at tihmt

speed wp Wt teo gel into g oruw
trying to get it clear in »yr o3

coniused by the difllerest
about this thimg. L 280 v

GZistincion.

THE

progran begar away e 1
nucleay programs Jdaving tre
I wes not preseal H i
wroprans was ot o osoegsiaon In

was in charge in whicn

were discussed. Then I

Was

thermoniiclear exploslions

SR

LR

o3

this case rezearch

e involved.
y ress at

maing sm fast as it possibly

was going aleny reasonably.

Y.imr that could be d@m{ to

¥
%

& o pnodacstior program? I oam

ovcause I am still 2 little

o ond vinw that are expressed
nad it better if this is a wvalid

it de. ‘fhe reseawch

i3 oues soms talk about thermo-
as vou know., I am informed though

neion of thermonucleay

Oppenheimer

rmonuciearreaction

Los Alamos in 1945, the idea of

fener

(S Hieg

described to me in the




general nature of the kird d ruaction one might have.

variosw times we received
General Advisory Committs
rescuarch on’ﬁherm@nmcieax
that tais research was go

difficalt technical obsts
development was moving f«
least in making this recc

research and development

17595
At

revsrts from Los Alamos in the

2 meziings a3 to the progress on

easiions. It was my impression

F:S

ing Jorward, that there vere sore very

zles, but that the research and

rrard. It was pot my intention at
nrend i

ior and signing it that this

effor: should in any way be slowed

down, but should be conbtinued -

MR. GRAY: At ihe saine pace?

THE WITNESS: 41 tho same pace, and if possible,
expandzd if additional poopls 2ould he found. We did not at

any time recommend stoppl

MR. GRAY: That

stop it.

THE WITNESS:

P

MR. GRAY: Or
it was 2a mtter of discu:
sonething more might be
of production than was ke

THE WITNESS:
project the opinions bach:

T

VY

my own views on it they

procceceding satisfactorily

g lowine

“gain,

tiver effort at Los Alsmos.

ng

slear to me that you didn't

wwing it down.

b4
>

it up. I am wondering whether

»

sior. in the GAC as to whether

tone i1 research and development short

ing done.,

it is a little difficult to

to

fas

wmt tinme, but as I recollect
gsre itiat the thermonuclear program was

that it was a difficult decision of

?
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priority as to whether additicnal effort -- that means men --
should be transferred into the tihermonuclear program as
compared to the fission progran, which was also proceeding
b2autifully, and was resuliing i n substantial improvements in

e

cur stockpile position on fioslion veapons.

There ves o deiiﬁaﬁe?mla;ce there as to whether
more good peopie -- it tcocok very good people at that time
to make any good contribution to the thermonuclear program --
should be asked to transfer frocm the fissionto the‘thermo—
nuclear progran. I think it shoild also be made clear that
these two programs arz by no means independent; that a thermo-
nuclear =ziaplosiorn is guite impossicle without an extremely
effective and large fission explosion initiating it. The
thermonuziear and fissior poorams were very closely related,
and goiny forward hand in hand as they must necessarily do.

In our opinion 1% vas ndt a matter of realkconflict
butthere was a matter of balarce. We felt that very important
fission prograns were under vay that should not be‘slowed down.

BRY MR; CRAY: ‘

Q And they might have keen slowed down by more
emphasis on research and development with respect to the
other wezpons?

A They could have been,

Q I want to discuss & little bit with you, if I may,

your views with respect to loyalty. This follows some direct

questions put to ya




It is my recollection that you stated at one time
in the day that you felt that former associations were
irrelevant. If that is nct a fair summary, I wish you would
correct me. In any 2vent, you felt that in this particﬁlar
situation they are not relevant.

A ¥ was confining my remarks to the particular
associations mgn%iomed in the allegation in this case and to
the individuwal in thils case.

Q Dr. DuBridge, Cal Tech has a lot of goveramont

sponsored research.

A Yes.
Q Is some of it classifiod?
A There are two parts tc our research, if I may esdain.

Cne large project which is operating off the campus about five
miles at the governmentvowned installation. Cal Tech operates
it. 7That is a classified pwoject on rockets. .

On the campus where our students are, we have
essentially no classified work in progress. We avoid it on
the campus. There are one or two pieces of equipment, wind
tunnels, to which classified models are occasionally bovought
for test and so for a whils a classification screen has t be
set up around. But by and large, we do not have classified
rosearch going on the campus.

G At the off campus center, which does have classified

vork, you must have certain employment policies with respect
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to people there. 1 assume you don’t knowingly employ a person
who is currently a member of the Communist Party?>

A Obviously not.

Q That would be pretty clear, I think. Are the
prospective employeces or personnel on that project asked if
they have ever beenmmbers of the Communist Party?

A I am not sure I can arswer that. I don't know what
questions the personnel ocfficer asks, No one is employed on
that project, however; until we have received from the Army
a clearance saying that this man is cleared for confidential
work. This is a project under the sponsorship largely of the
Army Ordnance Corps. There is a local ordnance office in
Pasadena. All prospective employees are referred to them for
screening and cleavance. I am sure that they would not clear
anybody who was a member of the Communist Party.

0 Currently.

£ Yes.

4] Would {hey clear anybody who had been a member of the
Commurist Party?

A We had one case 2 few years ago where they did clear
a person who had been a member of the Communiét Party. When
they found it but, however, they withdrew his clearance.

(o Would you make a distinction between the type of
clearance needed for someone who is going to join the fdculty

on the campus where there is not classified information and
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someone who would join the other project where tiere is
classified?

A Yes.

Q ° You would apply a more rigid test on the off campus
center?

A Yes. Further, on the cff campus center, we say as
a university we are not competent to judge the security risk
of prospective employees. We therefore refer these questions
to the Army.

Q So, as president you don't take responsibility
securitywise for the people employed on that project?

A That is right. We naturally are careful in our
émployment policies to not get pospective employees referred
to the Army that are obvious security risks even to us. Ve
would not employ anyone until we were sure first he was an
honest man, second he was an able scientist or enginecer, and
third, that his former employees and associates felt that he
was a good man to work in such a groﬁp. Ve would give this
kind of general screening of ability and integrity first. But
we would not asttempt an ¥BI investigation.

A] I understand. You get applications for employment
2t that center, and if you think the individual is a goal
prospect for employment, you ask the Army to clear him.

A That is right.

Q If you knew that a man was a2 member of the Chmmunist
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Party, would you e€even send his name over?

A I would not consider it at all.

Q If you knew he had been a member of the Communist
Party, would you send his name over? '

A If he was an applicant for a job at the
classified reszarch laboratory, thatis a little difficult,
tecause it would depend a litile on the circumstances as to
what the man had domne in the meantime. ~Whefher he had‘told us
honestly he had been a member and had resigned, or whether he

had hididen it and we had found it out in some other way.

Q In the latter case, there would not be much question?
A Yes.

Q But you are not sure about in a case --

A If a man came to us and said, "I was a member of

the Communist Party 20 vears ago, I resigned for the following
reasons'", we would probably say. "Well, everything clse being
acceptiable, we will not putyou a2t work, but we will pdt your
name in for clearance, and we will see what the Army thinks of
your cocnnection.”

Q In testifying abtout associations earlier toéay, you
indicated ar understanding that in a particuhr cas8 the
associations ceased. 1 believe at least that was true.

Let me say that this Boaz;d has reached no conclusiorn,
and I want to make clear that I am trying t6 establish your

philosophy, and not to ask you {0 pass judgment on any set of




facts.
Suppose some of these associations continued, would
that ckange the answers you gave?

A If they had continued in an active way, and if the
associations, the individuals involved had continued themselves
an active association with the Communist Party, I would think
this wes a proper matter to be further investigated.

Q So in that case associations would be very relevant?

A That is correct. If they were continuing, and if
the individuals involved were continuing their associaiion with
the Party.

Q I have just one final question which relates to your
disbusaion of the atmosphere and times in the late Thirties and
early Forties when pmople were concerned with what was bhappenirng
in Germany and Spain. ¥You indicated that at least part of this
deep concern was & reaction to dictatorship and therefore
some people turned to the Communist Party in reaction to
revalsion against dictatorship. Wasn't it pretty well under-
stood in this country at that time that the Soviet Union was
" a dictetorship?

A It is a rather curious situation that the most active
verbally opposition to Hitler at that time came from members
of the Communist Party. It is now obvious to all of us that
this wes a piece of hypocracy, since their own regime was a

dictatorship all ¢he time. I think, however, in the early
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1930's it was not so clear as it now that the Communist Party
in the United States was really a part of the Soviet Government
apparaius, nor was it so cleaf that the type of dictatorship
was the same I think thcse who thought that were wrong and
mis taker, but it was nevertheless true. Wasn't it half a millim
people voted for the Comwmunist candidate for President in the
Thirties, apparently under the illusion that the Communist
Party had a solution to the depression problems, or something
and we were not aware of the nature of the world conspiracy which
was developing at that time. But it is certainly true that I
believe many people joined the Communist Party, or becane
associated with those who were members because the rembers
did exoress an active opposition to Hitlerism, to Naﬁigm, to
Fascism generally and a support cf the Spanish Loyalists.

o I don't pose as an expert. You asked me‘a question.
I thinst you will not find that we ever had a time in the
politicel history of this country where a half million people |
voted for the Communist Party candidate. 1 believe that
you woald find that in the depression years, to use the words
of the Democratic candidate last yeaf, almost a million
people voted against capitalism. Again just to make sure I
don't accept that statement of the situation, the vast majority
of those were votes for Norman Thoms, the Socialist candil ate,
and I am gunessing -~ I don't know whether 1 aﬁ sworn here -—-

I am guessing that very considerably less than half a million
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every voted for the Communist Party. I think we are engaged in
an excursion.
A Yes, I think so. I hope my figures there will not
be taken seriously. But there was a substantial vote for
the Communist Party.
«  Yes, certainly more fhan would be true today, I think,
L Yes.

MR. GRAY: Dr. Evans, do you have any questions.

DR. EVANS: Dr. DuBridge, let us go back again to
that Chevalier incident. You remember about it. I want to ask
you this question. Vas it Dr. Cppenheimer's job to decide
whe ther the security of his country was involved, rather than
to report the incident?

THE WITNESS: Would you repeat that?

DR. EVANS: Yes. WVWas it Dr. Oppenheimer's job to
decide for himself whether the security of the country was
involved rather than report th incident immediately?

THE WITNESS: 1 think possibly Dr. Onpehheimer
was mistaken in his judgmeht at that time. I am sure it is
a mistake he will not repeat.

DR. EVANS: You woukli not have done it the way Dr.
Oppenh2imer did?

THE WITNESS: Hnowing what I do now, today, I would
not. %Yhat I would have done in 1940, I cannot say.

DR. EVANS: That is all.
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MR. GRAY: Mr. Garrison.
REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. GARRISON:

Q I have just one question to clear up what may or may

not be a misunderstanding.

When you vere being asked about the luncheon, 1
think 2t Mr. Burden's in Washington, and the discussion with
Mr. Griggs, and so on, I think the question was put to yocu
whether you said anything at that lunchedn to the effect that
you regarded the development of continental defense and oif atomic
weapons;, fission weapons, as more important at that time than
the H homb. I wanted to ask you whether you jeant to comwey to
the Bo:rd -- if you did, you should say so -~ that you had
in min¢ at that timz or in&eed at any time that there should
be any lessening of the effort fo produce the H bomb, or
any lessening of cooperation with the letter and spirit of
President Truman's "go-ahead’.

A It was not my undersknding then or now that President
Truman's decision meant that no other military program should
go fcrvard other than the H bomb program, or that even that
the H bomb program would have overriding priority over all
others. It seems to me then that of more immediate concern
to the strength of the country was the continued development
of our fission stockpile and the methods for delivering it,

plas the continued development of a method  defending this
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country against a fission bomb attack which then wasas now
certainly possible on the part of the Russians. It was not our
thought: that giving attention and effort to the fission
program or especially to the continental defense program
reed in any way detract from the essential part of the effort
on the E bomb program.

I think what we were trying to get across at that
time there were many people, it seemed to us, who were of the
'opimion that the only thing that could save this country was
to get an H bomb right now, and that all other things would
sink into insignificance by comparison. I felt that was not a
fair evaluation of this country's military situation. That it
was important that the fission program go ahead and the
continental defense go ahead. The cont inental defense is
now going ahead on a large scale, and it is recognized that it
is an important enterprise, and indeed its importance has
increased by virtue of the H bomb effort on the part of the
énemy.

In other words, we were trying to get a proper
balance in the military program of the United States, and
arguing for a proper balance.

Q You said H bomb development on the part of the
enemy. You don't know personally that they are working on
the H bomb now?

A I meant the H bomb because it is my understanding
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that the Atomic Energy Commission has_detected evidence of a
thermonuclear explosion in Russia.

DR. EVANS: Thank you.

BY MR. GARRISON:

Q ‘Is it unclassitied to say when?

MR. BECKERLEY: It was announced.

THE WITHESS: It was announced.

MR. GARRISCN: VWhen was it announced?

MR. BECKERLEY: August 1953.

THE WITNESS: That is, of course, the time
this was being discussed. What I was referring to was also
after. I was saving that the continental defense now that
is gbing ahead was even more important because of the thermo-
nuclear explosion by Russia in 1933.

BY MR.VGARRISGN:

Q I think when I was asking you about your opinions
regarding Dr. Oppenheimer's loyalty, when I put to you a very
long question about the Chevalier incident, I also asked ya fo
assume that all the derogatory intformation in the December 23
letter of the “ommission was true, leaving aside the items
about the H bomb, and you answered the question leaving
asjde ths items about the H.bomb.

I just wanted to make sure -~ and I think it
is probably sure by now, but perhaps not -- that with respect

to the items of information about the H bomb in the Commission's
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letter, do you hzve any opidon with regard to those particular
itenms?

A Yes. In the first place, I think --

Q Let me refer to it a little more explicitly. Wimt
I have reference to are the suggestions that Dr. Oppenlicimer --

A May I refer to a copy of that letter?

MR. ROBB: Surely.
BY MR. GARRISON:

Q He caused to be distributed and so’forth, copiesof
the report, that he discouraged people from ﬁorking on the
project, and that he delayed the production of the work om the
bonmb. I am paraphrasing it. You bave the exact language there.

A In the fist part of this paragraph, which is on page
6 of the original letter, the paragraph starting, "It was
reported that in 1945, you expressed the view' and so on,
certain statements are made about Dr. Oppenheimer's opinion
on the feasibility and desirability of an H bomb program.

Q What I have reference to are the reports at the top
cf page 7.

| A I would 1like to make a report about the first part.

- Fisst, it seems to me that those statements about
his opinioms, even in so far as they are true, could perfectly
possibly and indeed I beliesve were the opinions of a perfectly
loyal Ansrican seeking to increase and not decrease the

military establishment of his country.
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"Further reported that even after it was determined
as a matter of nationai policy to proceed with the development
of a hydrogen bomb, you continued to oppose the project and
not cooperate fully in the project.”

To the best of my knowledge that statement was false.
"It was reported that you départed from your proper role in
the distribution of the reports of the General Advisory
Committee for the purpose of trying to turn such top personnel

"against the development of the hydrbgen bomb." To the
best of my knowledge that is false.

I think it is quite probable that copies o GAC
reports did reach the top people of Los Alamos as all our
reports did by normal channels, but that the Chairman of the
Committee departed fromrhis proper role or did this with the
purpose of trying to tarn persannel against the hydrogen bomb
is in my opinion false.

"It was further reported that you were instrumental
in persuading other cutstanding scientists not to work on the
hydraogen project, and your opposition to the hydrogen bomb
of which you are the most experienced and most powerful has

~definitely slowed down its development'", that is also false.
Quite the contrery, I believe Dr. Oppenheimers efforts and the
ell{forts of the GAC were intended solely to improve the
puosition of this country, with no other objective, purpose or

result.
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MR. GARRISON: That is all.
RECRCSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. ROC3B:
. Q Just to have the record clear, what you have done
is to give your opinions without knowing definitely the facts?
A I said to the best of my knowledge in each case.
MR. ROBB: Thank you.
MR. GRAY: Thank you very much, Dr. DuBridge.
(Witness excused.)

MR. GRAY: VWe are in recess until 9:30 tomorrow

morning.

(Thereupon at 6:10 p.m., a recess was taken until

' Friday, April 23, 1954, at 9:30 a.m.)






