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PROCEEDINGS

MR. GRAY: The proceeding will begin,

MR, GARRISON: Mr, Chairman, before we begin,

I want to make one procedure question,

When we adjourn this afternoon at half past three,
it would be very helpful to us if we could have copies of all
the transcripts of the testimony to date, whether they have
been cleared or not, to work on, I assume this can be
arranged. In other words, we could work on them in the
other room with the understanding that they will not be taken
out of the building, so that we can do some work on them over
the weekend. I think perhaps this afternoon, this evening
and tomorrow would pretty well do it. Are they still going
the rounds?

MR, ROBB: Frankly, Mr. Garrison, I don't know., I
have had so many other things on my mind, I don't know what
has been happening., 1 know somebody is reading them witha
view to seeing what should be classified and what should not.
Who has to do it and how many times it has to be read, I
don't know., I have not read it myself.

MR, GARRISON: This is ¢&he end of the first week
now, Next week is going to be a very concentrated string of
witnesses. This is about the only timethat we shdll have to
do any work on them., There was smach a jumble of dates and

names that it is pretty hard just from scribbled notes here to--
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MR. GRAY: 1In respomse to the point raised by
Mr. Garrison, I would have to say that I don't know what
the situation is with respect to transcript and I will have
to find out and we will respond.

MR, GARRISON: That is why I raised the point at
this point of time., 1 assume that the only problem is
they are going out of the building, because as far as we are
concerned, we have heard it all,

MR, ROBB: It seems reasonable to me that Mr,
Garrison should have access to them if they are available,
As 1 say, there are higher powers thanm I.

MR, GRAY: We will respond to the reguest.

MR, ROBB: You have heard all the testimomny, so
why can't you read it?

MR, GARRISON: It would be far better if they were
reléased and we could keep them.

MR, ROBB: Yes, but I don't have any control of that,

MR, GARRISON: The next request has to do with the
transcripts of the interviews with Pash and Lansdale. I
have personally not had time to go over them, but my
associates have, and I would like very much to have an
opportunity to go over them myself at the end of the afternonn
session,

MR. ROBB: Surely.

MR, GARRISON: Also, I would like to hear, and I



723
think I should be entitled to hear, the recordings, because

it appears from these transcripts there are places where
they just don't seem to make sense at all. There were quite
a number of gaps and statements when one doesn’'t know which
voice is what, just from the grammatica} structure of the
thing. I don't want to make too much about this at all, but
I am worried about it as counsel.

MR. GRAY: We will receive this reqeest along with
the other, and'we will respond to it in the course of the day.

MR, GARRISON: I am told that the Pash transcript
says in a.littla box at the top of it, some indication that
this does contain errors and is substantially correct, or
words to that effect, I feel this particmlarly om my
conscience because I think it may well be that if we had
the sense of what that transcript was like at the time Dr,
Oppenheimer was testifying, I am not at al} sure his
testimony at all points would have been quite as it was. I
don't want to overdo that point, but I want you to feel
that sense of urgency that I as coumnsel do about it,

MR. GRAY: I would make the obdervation, Mr,
Garrison, that it is emntirely possible that Dr, Oppenheimer's
might not have been the same, but this is his testimony and
not counsel's testimony.

MR, GARRISCN: That is right,

MR. GRAY: I don't know that your having had an
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opportunity to read these transcripts in advance and advise
Br. Oppenheimer, if it had changed his testimony essentially,
it would not have been in the interest ~-- I don't suppose

you meant to imply that,

MR, GARRISON: No , I didn’'t mean having them in
advance and advising him before, but-simply having them
before me as they were read so I might see what these gaps
and garbles were, I did have the sense of the testimony in
cmnnectioﬁ with the Lansdale one had rather a different
quality and the line oé questioning perhaps. But I don't
want to carry the argument any further or push it am inch
beyond what it is entitled to., I just want to express my
sense of urgency as counsel to do a good job.

MR. GRAY: I understand, and I have received the

two requests, and we will respond to them.

Whereupon,

J. ROBERT OPPENHEIMER
the witness on the stand at the time of takimg the recess,
resumed the stand and testified further as follows:

CROSS EXAMINATION (Resumed.)

BY MR. ROBB:
Q Doctor, I have ome or two miscellanceous questions.

You mentioned Mr. and Mrs. Serber yesterday. Did you know
them very well?

A I did.
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Q How long have you known them?

A He came as Natiomal Research Fellow to Berkeley,
I think he held the fellowship twoyears, This may have
been 1934-85. He stayed on as my research agsistant I
think for another two years. 1 got to know them during the
period of this fellowship., I have known them ever since,

Q Did you know his wife, Charlotte?

A Sure,

Q You mentioned that she had a rather important
position at Los Alamos, What was it?

A She was librarian.

Q Did that mean she had charge of all the technical
publications and technical materials in the project there?

A She was in overall charge. The actual documentary

stuff was in the immediate charge of another woman.,

Q Who was the other woman?
A I have forgotten her name.
Q Was Mrs, Serber's position one which would be

described as highly sensitive?

A Yes.

Q She had access to a great deal of important
classified information?

A Yes.

Q What did you know about her background so far as

Communist connections were concerned?



726
A I knew that she came of a radical family, the Leof
family. I saw and heard in the transcript of my interview
with Lansdale that I said she had been a member of the.
Communist Party. I have no current belief that this is true,
I told you that she was very active in Spanish relief and that

she and her husband had strong left wing views.

Q You knew that shen she came to Los Alamos?
A Yes.
Q Ware her activities and her beliefs such as those

that we have déscribed, I believe, as indicia of Communistic
tendencies? Do I make myself plain?

A Only in part. I recollect, for instance, her
expressing concern and dissatisfaction with the purge affairs,
which I think was not a pro-Communist position. On the
Spanish thing she was certainly very, very much engaged.

Q On the left wing side?

A On the Loyalist side, which was also the left wing
side.

Q How did you know about her family in Philadelphia?

A I once met them, When I was in Philadelphia I met
them on another affair. But this is something that over the
years she gossiped about quite a lot, .

Q@  You said you knew she was quite radical, I believe.

A Yes,

(2 Would you explain what you meant by radical?
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A I will try. I believe Leof was an old time
socialist., Probably he was a socialist when the various
factions had no split. I believe that they also were very
- much concerned with the Spanish cause., I believe they also
had left wing friends. But I do not know ay details.

Q What did you mean when you spoke of the factiocns
splitting, Doctor?

A The Socialist Party, the Communist Party, the
Trogskyite Party, the Stalin Party, and so on,

Q  Which faction did you understand that Leof went with?

A I didn't understand.

Q You were more or less familiar with those details of

the factional disputes and debafes in the Party?

A No, I was familiar with their existence.
Q Was Mr. Serber also at Los Alamos?
A Yes, he certainly wss.,

Q What was his position?

A He was head of a group in the theoretical physics
division,

Q Likewise, 1 assume, in possession of a great deal
of classified information?

A Indeed.

(A Did you have anything to do with bringing them there?

A Oh, yes, I was reSponsible.

Q What did you do to bring them thiere?
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i believe that they came to Berkeley for the

summer study in 1942 along with the others that I mentioned.

I think that they were still in Berkeley at the time we

went to Los Alamos. They followed us there shortly after that,

Q

A

A

left wing.

Q

A

At your suggestion?

Yes.

Where are the Serbers now?

At Columbia University,

Do you see them frequently?

Very infrequently, to my regret.

You still consider them your friends,

Oh, yvyes., 1 think they are no longer in any way

When did you last hear from them?

1t is quite some time. Not a year, but they had

personal difficulties this autumn, and we were in communicatio:

with them about that. I had a note from him on recommending

a candidate more recently.

Q

A

Berkeley.

Candidate for what?

A membership in the Institute.

You mentioned a man named Philip Morrison, Doctor,
Yes.,

How well did you know him in 19437

In 1943? I had known bhim well when he was in

He was away, I don't remember quite how many
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years after leaving Berkeley. But I had known him very well
at Berkeley.

Q In what comnnection?

A As a student and as a friend.

Q You saw him socially and shall we say officially?

A Yes., He was a:student and themn 1 believe he could
not get a job, and we made some kind of an arrangement for
him to stay on. 1 think he was probably in Berkeley four or
five years.

Q Did you see Morrison at many of these left wing
functions that you attended?

A No¢ so many, I should think. He was not a person
who was going to give much money to the Spanish cause, He had

no momney.

e What did you know about his political beliefs and

affiliations in 19437

A As of then, or as of an earlier time?

Q Beg pardon?

A As of then I knew nothing.
Q As of an earlier time.
A As of an earlier time I knew that he was very

close to the Party and would have presumed that he might have

been in the YCL or in the Party.

Q I believe you told us that yesterday., 1 believe

you said yesterday that you either kmew or assumed that he
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vas a member of the Young Communist League, is that right?

A No, I didn't say that yesterday.

Q Did you read Dr. Morrison's testimony before the
Senate Committee on the Judiciary?

A I did not read it carefully. I think I was away
when he testified. I am not sure. I know the substance of it,

Q You know that he testified that he had been a
member of the Communist Party.

A Right.

Q That didn't surprise you?

A No,

Q It was in accord with whatyou previously had known
about him in gemeral, is that correct?

A It was,

Q Morrison was a man who I believe you said yent
over to Japan before the drop on Hiroshima?

A Not before, 1 think after.

Q For what purpose did he go there?

! I think to inspect damage. There was a team under
General Farrell, and he wanted to see what the mess was that
we had made.

Q In other words, they wanted to see how the thing
you made had worked.

A Yes, and whether there was radiation; to make a

good observation of the comsequences.
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Q Who else from Los Alamos went over at that time?
A Serber was also in Japan because he brought me a

bottle from Nagasaki. I don't remember who else. Alvarez,

I think.

Q Did you select Serber and Morrison for those
missions?

A I don't recall how the selection was made. I would

cettainly not have been without responsibility for it, no
matter how it was made. There may be a record of that

Q They would not have gone had you not approved it?

A They would not have gone if I disapproved, that is
certain,

Q How recently have you seen Philip Morrison?

A I think it may be a year ago.

¢ What were the circumstances?

A I gave a lecture at the Rumford Bicentennial in
Boston., 1 am not completely certain ofthis. I have not been
in lthica, and he has not been in -- well, I have not been
in Ithica, and he has not visited me at Princeton for
something like a year,

Q Has he visited you at Princeton since the war?

A 4+ don’t recollect. It would have béen very
natural that he should have.

Q Why do you say it would have been very natural?

A Princeton is a place that almost all physicists
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visit. He and I are old friemds. 1 mean no more than that.

8 And what?

A I mean no more than that, He hms not spent the
night at our house or anything like that.,

Q B;t I assume that you had the occasion arise
when you would have been happy to have offered him your
hospitality for the night?

MR. GARRISON: Mr, Chairman,

THE WITNESS: This is not a question I feel capable
of answering,

BY MR, ROBB:

Q You still comsider him your friend?

A Yes. I don't feel very close to him. 1 suspect
that though he is no longer at all close to the Communists,
his views and mine do differ, and perhaps on matters omn which
he feels rather strongly.

c You sa2y he is no longer at all close to the
Communists?

A That is my understanding.

Q Where did you get that understanding?

A We have many common friends.

Q Who told you that he was no longeyx close to the

Communists?

A I don't think it is any one man. He worked at MIT

last year, and several of the professors there talked to me
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about him and several of the people from Ithica have talked
to me about him,

Q Did you base that understanding in any part upon
Morrison's testimony which he gave before the Senate Committee
in May 19537 |

A No, Perhaps 1 should have, but I didmn't,

Q You have gone over that testimony?

A I have gone over it this way (gesturing).

MR, GARRISON: What was the answer?
THE WITNESS: 1 have gone over it not in great
detail,

BY MR. ROBB:

Q 1 believe you said, Doctor, that you didn't think
Morrison had visited you at Princeton during the last year.
Was that your testimony?

A That is my recollection, yes, sir.

Q Had he visited you at Princeton prior to a year
ago?

A You asked me the questimand I said I supposed it
was likely. I have no recollection of a visjt,

¢ Have you visited him or lunched or dined with him

either in New York or Princeton or Ithica or wherever since

the war?

A Yes. I had one dinner with him which I"remember

vividly. I think Mr., Marks --



Q Mr. who?

A Mr, Herbert Marks, Mr, Bacher, he and 1 had dinner
together at the Hotel Brevoort. I may be wrong about Mr,
¥arks. Anyway, Bacher, Morrison and I had dinner together,
and I think Mr, Marks was there. This was during the time
when he was on 2 committee appointed by General Groves --

Q Who was on the commitfa?

A Morrison -- to consider the intermatiomal control
of atomic ehergy, and I was on a committee appointed by Mr.
Byrnes to consider the international control of atomic energy.
We were with encouragement as well as approval doing a little
cross talking to see what ideas there were in the techmnical
group,

I have also seen him at another time -- certainly
‘more than once he lectured at Cormell in the spring of 1946 --
and I would presumably have seen him then, though I don't
specifically recollect it, I lectured at Cormell later, and
I am sure I saw him at the reception whid was given for me
at the time. We have attended conferences of physicists and
1 am sure I have seen him then. This is probably not a
complete list, but that is what comes to mind.

Q Now, Doctor, I would like to turn to the matter of
the thermonuclear problem,

A Right.

. Q I think it might be helpful to the Board, sir, if
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you gave, if possible, some categorical answers to some of
the statements made in General Nichols' letter., I don't find
:hat your letter of answer sharpens those issues, ond 1
wonder if you can't sharpen them a bit, Do you have General
Nichols letter befae you?

A I will get out General Nichols' letter. But to
questions that are badly phrased, categorical answers are
not always possible.

Q Let us try, Doctor,

Page 6 of General Nichols" letter at the bottom
of the page. Do you have it bafore you, sir?

A I have it before me,

Q "It was reported in 1945 you expressed.tﬁc view that
'‘There is a reasonable poséibility that it (the hydrogen bomb)
can be made', but that the feasibility of the hydrogen bomb
did not appear on theoretical grounds as certain as the
fission bomb appeared certain on theoretical grounds when
the Los Alamost Laboratory was started."

Is that a true statement, Doctor?

A You mean is this a true statement about the
thermonuclear bomb or about my assertions?

a8 Your assertions,

A It is a4 precise statement of what I thought.

Q In 1945,

A In 1945.



Q Did you express that view in 19457

A I wrote a report. You see, I don't know to what
document th;s refers, Is this in the Interim Committee
Report? If you will tell me where this is alleged to have
been written, I will confirm i1t. It is an exact guotationm,
or purports to be an exact quotation. I have no objection
%0 saying that it is a reasonable quotation, but how can I
confirm it without knowing whether this is testimony before
the Joint Congressional Committee, or an interview with
Colonel Lansdale or a report I wrote.

MR, GRAY: Can you identify the source of that?

MR, ROBB: I am looking for it right now.

#HE WITNESS: Please don't misunderstand me.

This is a good statement of what I believed. But 1 am being
asked to say did 1 actually say it,

MR,GARRISON: Mr, Chairman, I think we are entering
an area here where, if this is an inquiry and not a trial,
great lattitude should be allowed the witness to explain
his answers., I am sure that nothing could be more misleading
than to have a simply yes ormo as in a trial to things
that simply overflow the landscape and their surrounding
factors.

MR. GRAY: I just make the observation that I
don't recall, Mr. Garrison, at any point in this proceeding

when the witness was interrupted in any way. Do you?
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MR.GARRISON: No,
THE WITNESS: I was asked to make categorical
answers and to some extent it might not be possible;
MR, ROMB: I said it would be helpful to the
committee,
THE WITNESS: I will do the best I can,
BY MR. ROBB:
Q You will agree it would be helpful to the Board?
A I do not agree on ﬁhat second point. I will
gladly statevthat this first statement is agood expression of
my overall view in 1945, that I had occasion to report to
the government both to the Congressional'committee. McMahon's
committee, and to the War Department, and no doubt to
other places and I would have expressed my view, and since
this was it, I have no objection to taking this as an expression
of my view.
¢ Very well. That answers thequestion,
Now, to continue: ", . ., and that in the autumn
of 1949 the General Advisory Committee expressed the view
that 'an imaginatie and concerted attack on the problew has
a better than even chance of producing the weapon within
five years.'"
A I think that is a direct quotation from the report
of the October 25 meeting of the Gaeral Advisbry Committee.

I believe I wrote it myself, I think the committee had



agreed with this stateent ahead of time., 1 believe we
discussed the statement and it is an expression of the views
of the committee and of me,

Q So that statement is true,

A It is true,

Q "It was further reported that in the autumn of
1949 and subsequently you strongly opposed the development
of the hydrogen bomb:; (1) On moral grounds; (2) By claiming
it was not feasible; (3) by claiming that there were insuf-
ficient facilities and scientific personnel to carry omn the
development, and (4) that it was not politically desirable.”

Is that statement true eitherin whole or in part?.

A It is true in part, It is out of context amd it
gives a very misleading impressionm,

Q Now, would you please explah your answer and tell
us what part is not true, what part is true?

A I would say that in the official 1949 report,
which you have read, we evaluated the feasibility, as it
is stated up above, namely, that there was a better than
even chance that if you worked hard on it ind had good ideas
you would have something in five years, That was then our
view,

In the same report, which you have read, we point;d

up the moral and political arguments against making an

allout effort. This was primarily in the annexes that were
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attached to the report, rather than in the official report
which I prepared.

I think it possible that similar argumernts were
repeated in the report of the next meeting of the General
Advisory Committee,

Q Which would be when, Doctor?

A Between the end of October and the first of January.
Probably early December, or something like that, We did not
at that time claim that it was not feasible, and I believe
that I have never claimed that the hydrogen bomb was not
feasible. But I have indicated, statting with early 1950
and continuing until the spring of 1951, very strong doubts
of the feasibility of anything that was then being worked on.
These &oubts were right.

¢ Did you indicate such doubts prior to the GAC
meting of 19497

A In 1948 we had a GAC meeting and in thatwe didn't
say it was not feasible, but I think we said it didn't look
good. Something --

Q Doctor, pardon me, I am talking about you. Did
you say.ﬂt was not feasible or it didn't look good?

A As a member and chairman of the Gene;al Advisory
Committee,I said it didn't look good until some time in 1948,

Q 1848,

A Yes. This was a specific model and all of this
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is about a specific model, We will try to do this without
classified stuff,

Q Was that still your view at the time of the GAC
meeting of October 29, 19497

A That it didn't look good?

Q Yes.,

Q If it had not been, we would not have said it
would take five years and an imaginative and concerted attack.

Q Doctor, would you come back to the centers we are

talking about?

A Right,

Q I think you have mentioned the moral grounds.
May I ask a question about that before we proceed to something
else?

Did you continue your attitude in respect to the

moral grounds subsequent to the GAC meeting of October 29,
19497

A I think we need to distinguish sharply as to
whether 1 expressed in official reports or in dealings
with the government any desire to re-raise the decision.

Q Doctor, you and I are getting along fine., That
was going to be my next question, so will you answer that, too?

A 1 am quite sure we did not ask to have the decision °
recons idered.

¢ Did you subsequent to the President's decision
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in January 1950 ever express any opposition to the
production of the hydrogen bomb on moral grounds?

A I would think that I could very well have said
this is a dreadful weapon, or something like that. I have
no specific recollection and would prefer it, if you would
ask me or remind me of the context or conversation that ycou
have in mind.

Q Why do you think you would well have said that?

A Because I have always thought it was a dreadful
werpon, Even from a technical point of view it was a sweet
and lovely and beautiful job,I have still thought it was
a dreadful weapon,

Q And have said so?

A I would assume that I have said so, yes.

Q You mean you had a moral revulsion against the
production of such a dreadful weapon?

A This is too strong.

Q Beg pardon?

A That is too strong.

Q Which is too strong, the weapon or my expression?

A Your expreséion° I had a grave concern and anxiety,
Q You had moral qualms about it, is that eccurate?

A Let us leave the word "moral" out of it.

Q You had qualms about it.

A How could one not have qualms about it? I know no



one who doesn't lwe qualms about it,

Q Very well, Clause 3 of that sentence, "By
claiming there were insufficient facilities and scientific
personnel to carry on the deveiopment." Is that true?

A That is true in a very limited and circumscribed
way, There were some conflicts of scheduling between
fission weapon devebpment and thermonuclear development.
Where the thermonuclear development was directed toward the
eszential problem of feasibility, or what appeared clearly
to me to be the essential problem offeasibility, I never had
or could have any doubt that this should take priority,
vejause that was the order under which we were operating.

Q That this -- which should take priority?

A That the thermonuclear development, Where it was
a question of what appeared to me a fruitless by line, there
I did question the relative priority of such by lines and rather
of immediate fission weapon developments,

Q Did you ever claim that there were insufficient
facilities and scientific personnel to carry on the develop-
ment of the fusion weapon?

A Certainly not in that bald form, because it was not
true. I never believed it and I therefore don't believe I
could have claimed it.

Q "(4) and that it was not politically desirable,”

Did ynu make such a claim?
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A That was certainly a better statement of the

general import of the GAC report -- of the annex to the GAC
report -- than moral grounds.

Q Did you continuve to egpress those views subsequent
to the President's decision of Januagy 19507

A After the President's deciéion, I appeared on a
broadcast program with Mrs. Roosevelt and Lilienthal and
Bethe, and what I said indicated that I was not entirely
happy, perhaps, with the procedures by which the decision was
arrived at.

Q Would you tell us what you said?

A I can get hold of it,

Q Give us your best recollection of it, Doctor.

A I said that the decision is like the decision
to seek international confrol of atomic energy or the
decision to proceed with the hydrogen bomb had complicated
technical background, but they also had important moral and
human consequence; that there was danger in the fact that
such decisions had to be taken secretly, not because the people
who took the decisions were not wise, but because the very
need, the very absence of criticism and discussion tended to
corrode the defision making proeess, That these wgre hard
decisions, that they were dealt with fearful things, that
sometimes the answer to fear could not lie in explaining

away the reasons for fear., Sometimes the only answer for



fear lay in courage.
This is probably not very accurate, but we can
easily provide you with that.
Q About when was that, Doctor, that you made those

gstatements?

A I would guess that it was within two months of the

first of February 1080,

Q Did you make ary other public statements along those
same lines?

A Not quite, In addressing the Westinghouse Talent
Search here in Washingtor. -- this is a group of young people
ostensibly who get rewarded for doing well in high school
and get sent on to college, attended by dignitaries -- 1
talked about science and in the initial paragraph I said that
1 was not going to talk to them about the problem of the
statutory requirements for AEC fellowships, or the problem of
the hydrogen bomb. These:were things that I hoped would nét
be in their minds very much when they grew up. I was going to
talk to them immediately about pu e science.

Q Did you make any other public statements along
those lines? Pardon me. About when was that that you made
that statement? |

A I believe I said no more tham this, but we also
have a record of that,

Q About when did you make that statement?
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A That would have been in the spring of 1950.

Q Did you make any other public statements along
those lines?

A We have an almost complete record -- I think a
complete record -- of everything public, I am not remembering
anything else right now. |

Q Doctoxr, you know, do you not, that you are a
physicist who is largely admired and whose words have great
weight with other physicists, don't you?

A With some,

Q Beg pardon?

A With some physicists.

Q With many physicists, don't you?

A Right .

And that is especially true of younger physicists?

o

I know some old physicsts,

>

Q Some old physidsts, too.

A I don’t think it is essentidlly true of younger
physicists, because I am not longer in a very extensive --
the people who study with me or even under my auspices
are not as they were before the war, a large fractiom or
a substantial fraction of the thermal physicists in the
count;y. They are a very small fraction, -

Q But as of 1950, you were certainly -~--

A No,. this is still true..



Q Pardon?

A This was .%rue then.

Q But in 1950 you were pretty much a hero to a
substantial group of physicists in this country, weremn't you?

A I should think that your knowledge of that was as

complete as mine.

Q Wouldn't you agree with that statement, Doctor,
laying aside your modesty?

A Well, you read to me yesterday -- no, you told me
yesterday -- and could today have read in the papers a letter
from one physicist who s®ems not to have regarded me as a
hero by 1950,

MR, GARRISON: 1If you don‘t mind my interrupting
a second about procedure, I think this can be off the record,
R, GRAY: Yes,
(Discussion off the record.)
MR. GRAY: Would you proceed.,

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Doctor, we were taling about your standing and
influence with physicists as of 1950, wbuld.you not agree,
gir, that you were a hero to a ;ery substantiai party of
physicists as of 1950?

(Mr. Garrison left the room.)

THE WITNESS: 1I don't know. I would think a

judgment of what my position was in other$' eyes should be
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left out of this,
BY MR, ROBB:

Q What?

A | A judgment of how I appearéd to people should be
left to those tc who I appeared, rather than to me,.

Q Well, let us put it this way. Wouldn't you agree
that anything said by yow would have great weight with a
great number of nuclear phyisicsts?

A Would have some weight with guite a few people,
phyisicsts and non-physicists,

Q Doctor, let me ask you, sir, do you think that
public statements which you ha:e told us about and which
you have summarized, tended to encourage other physicsts to
work on the hydrogen bomb?

A I $hould think that they we?e essentially neutral,
I coupled the hydrogen bomb and the decisioﬁ to sesk
international control of atomic energy fist, so that there
was no subs%antive cikiticism of the decision, 1In the effect
I merely referred to the fact that the hydrogen bomb had
been a very controversial thing as had the National Seience
Foundation fellowships.

Q You certainly didn't think those expressions by
you were going to encourage physicists to work on the project?

A They were not intended to affect what physicists

did on the project at all.
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Q Doctor, I didn't ask you what you intended., 1
am asking you what you reasonably be lieve would be the result
of those statemeds,

A I reasonably believe that the result of those
stetements wouldbe nil as far as the activities of professional
physicists on the hydrogen bomb project or any other aspect
of the Atomic Energy Commission work,

Q Had a great many physicists at or-about that time
asked you your views on whether or not the hydrogen bomb
should be produced?

A Not a great many, no,

Had sone?

Q
A Before the President's decision?
Q

Yes,
A Yes, some had.
Q Who,
A 1 told you about Bethe and Teller, and their

vigit, Lawrence sent on Serber. Thdt was about the same time,
This was before the GAC meeting., Alvarez discussed it with
me. Bacher discussed it with me. Lauritsen discussed it
with wme. Von Neumann discussed it with me.

Q Rabi?

A Rabi was a member of the General Advisory Committee.
Q Did he discuss it with you before the meeting?

A At least we referred to it. I don't know how much
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of a discussion we had,

G DuBridge”? : .

A Before the meeting?

Q Yes,

A I have no reco’lection of that., It is possible;
I think it unlikely.

Q Conant? Of course, I know Conant is a cheomist
and not a physicist.

A Coanant told me he was strongly opposed to it.

Q Did you expresss any views to Conant?
A 1 believe not,
Q In other words. he told you what Hs views were

before you ekpressed yours to him?
A He told me what his views were before minez were

clearly formulated.

Q I believe you testified the other day that at the time
you heard .from Conant, either by mail or orally, that you
were in some doubt about the matter, that you had not made
up your mind,
A Yes, that is right,
Q How long before the GAC meeting was that?
A I don't remember. 'Certainly not more than amonth.
It could not have been more than a month, and it probably
was of the order of a week,

. Q The nxt sent ence of Gemeral Nichols' letter:
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'It was further reported that even after it was determined
as a matter of national policy to proceed with development of
the hydrogen bomb, you continued to oppose the project and
declined to cooperate fillly in the project."
Are the statements made in that sentence true?

A Lei us take the first ome.

Q Yes, six.

A I did not oppose the project., Let u$ take the
second one,

Q You mean after --

A After the decision was made, I did not oppose the

project.
Q Very well. Let us take the second ome.
A I would need to know what cooperate fully, who

asked me to cooperate, and what this meant,was, before I
could answer it, I did not go out to Loé Alamos and roll
up my sleeves and maybe that is what cooperating fully means,
I would like to know what this does mean.

Q Did you ever tell Teller that you could not work
on the project?

A I told hin 1 was not going bot to Dos Alamos to
work on it.

Q Did you ever tell him that you could not work on it

at all?

A That is far more sweeping than turmned out to be



true, and I.doubt if I would have said it,
Q What work did you do on the project?
A I did my offic:al job of learning about it and
advising about it and th:nking about it,
Q You mean offic:al job as Chairman of the GAC?
A Right, and of other committees.

Q Of learning about it?

b3

And of advising about it and of thinking about it.

Q Whom did you advise?

A The Atomic Energy Commission,

Q You mean the members o f the Commission?

A The Commission as a body.

Q Did you do any scientific work on the project?.
By that I mean calculations. The kind of scientific work
you did on the atom bomb,

A No, not with anything like that intemnsity, 1
checked some qualitative things so I would be fairly sure 1
understood them., I did very little scientific work or the
atom bomb after I assumed the direction of the Los Alamos
Laboratory.

Q You made the decisions there, didn't you, Doctor?

A I did. In this case I won't say I made the
decision, it was not my responsibility, but I certainly
helped to make the decision whih I believe got the thinmg

started in the right direction., I didn’'t have the ideas.
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There were a great many ideas I didn't have about the atom
either,

Q The next sentence 1 belisve you already commented
on. That fefers to the statement that you caused the
distribution of the report at Los Alamos, You said that you
did not do that, is that right? |

A Right.

Q The next sentence refers or is theistatement that
you were instrumental in persuading other outstanding
scientists not to work on the bomb. I believe you deny that,
is that correct?

A I think I would be glad to deny it. I would like
to know what outstanding scientist I might have persuaded
not to work on the bomb,

MR, GRAY: I suppose tﬁe question could be answered.
Did you attempt to persuzde anyone not to work om the
hydrogen bowmb?

THE WITNESS: VNo,

BY MR; ROBB:

Q I will read you the last clause of that: '"The
opposition to the hydrogen bomb of which you are the most
experienced, most powerful and effective member, has
defipitely slowed down its development."

Let us break that down. Would you agree that you

are or were the most experienced, most powerful and most
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effective member of the opposition to the‘hydrogen bonb?

A What time are we talking about?

Q 4t any time,

A Well, I would say I was not the most powerful,

1 was not the most experienced, and 1 was not the most
influential. But if you tale all three factors tcgether
perhaps I combined a little more experience, a little more
power and a little more of influence than‘anyone else.

Q At what time?

A I am thinking of the period between the hussian
test and the President's decision.

Q How about after the President’s decision?

A There was not any opposition to the hydrogen bomb,

Q Weren't you still opposed to the development of
the hydrogen bomb?

‘ A No.

Q Do you think your opposition and the'obposition of
the group of people who agreed with you prior to the
Presideft 's decision slowed dﬁwn the development of the hydrogen
bomb,

A I find it very hard to judge. I have testified --
let me testify as follows: There are two parts to a
development like this. Omne is to have semnsible ideas,

These are partly a matter of scientific analysis and partly a

patter of invention.. The other is to get plants built,
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material produéed, equipment shoved aroumnd and a host
of technical and techmological developments carried out.

With the atom bomb, the pacing factor was the
second., We could have had the atom bomb as far as ldeas
went considerably earlier thaa we could have it as far as
hardware went.

(Mr, Garrison returned to the room,)

THE WITNESS: Vith the hydrogen bomb, I believe
that the pacing factor was good ideas., If they had
occurred ear lier, the physical development of the weapon
would not have been quite as rapidas it was in fact coming
at a time when a great many of the auxiliary things had
already been done, If they had occurred later, the
development of techmology which had ocourred would not have
done us any good. I therefore do not believe that any
suvbstantial delay in the actual date of our first successful
thermonuc lear test, or of our operational readimess in this
field, derived from the three or four months of deliberatioms.
Whether the GAC was responsible for these three or four
months of d@liberations, or whether that would have occurred
in any case, I do not know,

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Doctor, I wish you would help ma a little bit
~with my notes on your testimony to see if I have understood

you correctly, Was it your testimony that you never learned



754

that the Russians were working on the hydrogen bomb?

A I never learned that the Russians were working on
the hydrogen bomb, and I was never given any indication or
any intelligence indication which esven pointed strongly in
that direction, I was told that the Russians had obtained
from Fuches, or might have obtained from Fuchs, information
about what we were thinking about the hydrogen bomb in 1946,

Q Whon did you hear that, Doctor?

A At a GAC meeting, either from the Commissioners or
from the intelligence officer. I have forgottemn. After

the President's decision,

Q Would it have been a fair conclusion of that, that
the Russians knew that we were working on the hydrocgen bomb?

A I am not sure. The British wbo knew all about it
up to that point assumed that we were not and decided them-
selves not to.

Q 1 believe you testified that you learmed that Fuchs
had told the Russians that we were working on the hydrogen
bomb, is that right?

A No. What I learmned was that Fuchs had told them of
some technical points,

Q Having to do with the hydrogen bomb?

A Having to do with the hydrogen bomb.

Q I believe Fuchs was present and took part im a

conference at Loe Alamos in the spring of 1946, is that correct:
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A Right. I don't know the date. I couldn't go to

it. I was invited, but I could not go.,

Q Did you see a report of it?

A I believe I did, not a very detailed report,
& That conference reviewed --

A What was then known.

Q What wa= then known?

A It was full of mistakes.

Q In all events, presumably what Fuchs knew, the
Russians knew,

A Right,

Q Now, I hwe a nnte here, Doctor, that you testified
that there was a surprising unanimity -- I believe that was
your expression -- at the GAC meeting of October 29, 1949,
that the United States ought not to take the initiative at
that time in am all out thermonuclear program Am I correct
in my understanding of your testimony?

A Bight,

Q In other words, everybody on the committee felt
that way about it?

A Everybody on the committee expressed themséalwes
that wéy.

Q Beg pardOn?

A Everybody on the committee expressed themselves

that wg.
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How many people were on the committee?

There were nine on the committee, one man was

abgsent in Sweden.

Q

A

Q

A

Who was that?
Seaborg.
Where was he from, Doctor?

University of California, He worked during the

war at the University of Chicago, °

Q
"A
Q

A

Q

He did not get to Washington at all?

Not at that meeting.,

So you didn't know how he felt about it?
We did not.

Yon didn't know either how he felt about it.,

He just was not there,

A
with him,

Q

A
with him.
Q

A

Q

He was in Sweden, and there was no communication

Beg pardon?

He was in Sweden and there was no communication

You didn't poll him by mail or anything?
This was not a goneenient thing to do.

No, sir. I believe, Doctor, that you afterwards

testified along those same lines before the Joint Committee

of the Bouse and Senate on Atomic Energy, that there was

unanimity, but that Dr, Seaborg was not heard there, is that
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A It is true and I suppose 1 was asked.
Q I see,
A I may add that at later meetings, which Seaborg
did attend, he expressed himself with great reserve and
indicated that he would prefer not to say anything one way or
the other offl the hydrogen bomb issue.
(4 Now, Doctor, I believe you testified the other
day that in 1242 you foresiaw the possibility of developing
a thermonuclear weapon, ie that right?
A Yes, we discussed it much of the summer of 1942,
Q That was at Berkeley?
A Yes. )
Q Did you alsowdiscuss it at a meeting at Chicago?
A I don't recollect that, but it is quite likely,
Q I believe you said that you were quite enthusiastic
at that time about the possibilities, is that correct?
A I think it would be better to say that we thought
it would be much easier than it was,
Q The thermonuclear weapon was worked on at Be;keley?
A Thought about; just thought about,
Q When you got dowa to Los Alamos the bhermonuclear
was one of the first things that you began to work on?

A It never occupied a large pat of the laboratory’s

effort, It could not, But it was kept on the back burner



75€
throughout the war,

Q I believe you saidyou had one building, one of
the first buildings oonstructed was -- what do you call it,
crydgenics building?

A Cryagenetics building, which we used for gquite
different purposes.

Q But it was built for the purposes of working on .
the thermonuclear, wasn't it?

A Yes,

Q Work continued on the thermonuclear at Los Alamos
under your direction throughout the war, didmn't it?

A Yes,

Q Then in 1944, Doctor, you applied for a patent on
the thermonuclear bomb, didn't you?

A I have forgotten that.

Q Did you?

A We didcussed it and I do not know .whether this
actually went through, Was this with Tellr and Bethe? 1If
it was with Teller and Bethe, then I think it went through.

Q The patent was granted in 1946, I believe.

A Yes,
Q Do you remember that Bow?
A Yes, 1 was simply not sure whether we had gone

through with it or not.

Q Apd then, I believe, your testimony was that even



after you lelv Los £ lamosg in 1945, the work on the
continued thare?

A Yes , it did.

Q - And of course that had your approval and support?

A Yes, it did.

Q I believe you testifisd at the first meeting of
the GAC the metter of the thermonuclear was discussed, is
that correct?

A Rizht,

Q And you encouraged the Commission to get oan with
the work, as you put it, is that right?

A Yes., I think specifically what I testified was
that we considered whether this long range and very unsure
vndertaking -- it is very difficult and which we thought
df then as five years or more -- whether thinking aboutthat
and working om it would hurt or harm the other jobs at Los
Alamos., We decided that if would‘probably not hurt or harm,
but on the contrary help.

Q So they should get ahead with it,

A So we encouraged them to do this.

Q We use the éxpression "thermonuclear weapon'",

By that you meant a weapon of vastly more power than the atom
bomb, did you not?

A The original picture was that. Other pictures(came

in during the first year or so of the Commission and also
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looked very practical.

Q When we say --

A You would like to le;;e out the small thermonuclear
weapons if there are such things.

Q Yes, But the thing you were talking about in 1942,
and working on at Los Alamos --

A Would be a very big explosive,

Q A tremendous explosive, I don't know whether
it is classified or not but 10,000 times the power of the
atom bomb, or something like that,

A Anyway, very large.

Q ¥hat would not be an exaggeration, would it, 10,000
times?

A This 1 think is classified,

Q Very well. Some weapon to use tﬁe technical
expression in what we call the. megaton range, is that right?

A That is right,

Q That is what you had in mind beginning in 19427

A That is right.

Q Doctor, in your work and discussions in 1942, in
your work on the thermonuclear weaponat Los Alamos in 1943 to 194
and in your application fcr ‘the patent of 1944, and in your
advice which you as Chairman of the GAC gave to_the
Commission to get on with the work on this thermonuclear,

at all those times and on all of those occasions, were you



suffering from or deterred by any moral scruples or gualms
about the development of this weapon?

A Of course.

Q You were?

A Of course,

Q But you still got on with the work,didn't you?

A Yes, because this was a work of exploration, It
was not the preparation of &4 weapon.

Q You mean it was just an academic excursion?

A It was an attempt at finding out what things
could be done,

Q But you were going to spend millions of dollars
of the taxpayers money or it, weren't you?

A It goes on all the time,

Q Wereyou going to spend millions if not billions
of dollars of the taxpayers money just to finmd out for your
satisfaction whatwas going on?

A We spent no such sums,

Q Did you propose to spend any such sums for
a mere academic excursion?

A No. It is not an academic thing whether you can
make a hydrogen bomb, It is a matter of life and death,

Q Beginping in 1942 and running throuhg at least
tﬁe first year or the first meeting of the GAC, you were

actively and consciously pushing the development of the
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thermonuc lear bomb, weren't you? 1Isn't that your testimony?

A Pushing is not the right word. Supporting and
working on it, yes,. |

Q Yes. When did these moral qualms become so strong
that you opposed the development of the thermonuclear bomb?

A When it was suggested that it be the policy of the
United States to make these things at all costs, without
regard to the balarce be;ween these weapons and atomic
weapons as a part of our arsemnal.

Q What did moral qualms have to do with that?

A What did moral qualms have to do with it?

Q Yes, sir.

A We freely used ths atomic bomb,

Q In fact, Doctor, you testified, did you not, that
yar assisted in selecting the target for the drop of the
bomb on Japan?

A Right;

Q You knew, did you not, that the drppping of that
atomic bomb on the target you had selected will kill or

injure thousands of civilians, is that correct?

A Not as  many as turmned out.
Q How many were killed or imjured?
A 70,000,

Q Did you have moral scruples about that?

A Terrible ones.
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Q But you testified the other day, did you not, sir
that the bombing of Hiroshima was very successful?

A Well, it was technically successful,

Q Ch, technically.

A It is also alleged to have helped end the war,

Q Would you have supported the dropping of a thermo-
noclear bomb on Hiroshime?

A It would make no sense at all.

Q Why?

A The target is too small.

Q The target is too small, Supposing there had been
é target in Japan big encugh for a thermonuclear weapon,

would you have opposed dropping it?

A This was not a problem with which I was confronted.
Q I am confronting you with it now, sir.
A You are not confronting me with an actual problem,

1 was very relieved.when Mr, Stimson removed from the target
list Kyoto,'whiéh was the largest city and the most
vulnerable target. I think this is the nearest thing that
was really to your hypothetical question,

Q That is correct. Would you have opposed the dropping
of a thermonuclear weapon on Japam because of moral scruples?

A ‘ I believe I would, sir,

Q Did you oppose the dropping of the atom bomb on

Hiroshima because of moral scruples?



764

A We set forth our --
Q I.am asking you about it, not "we'",
A I set forth my anxieties and the arguments on

the other side.

Q You mean you argued against dropping the bomb?

A I set forth aguments against dopping it.

Q Dropping the atom bomb?

A Yes. But I did not endorse them.,

Q You mean having workdd, as you put it, in your
answer rather excellently, by night and by day for three
or four years to develop the atom bomb,ybu then argu=d it
should not be used?

A No, I didn't argue that it should not be used. I
was asked to say by the Secretary of War what the viesws of
scientists were, 1 gave the views against and the views for.

Q But you supported the dropping of the atom bomb
on Japan, didn't you?

A What do you mean support?

C You helped picz the target, didn't you?

A I did my job which was the job 1 was supposed to
do. I was not in a policy making position at Los Alamos,

I would have done anythiug that I was asked to do, including
making the bombs in a different shape, if I had thought it

was technically feasible.

Q You would have made the thermonuclear weapon, too,
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wouldn't you?

A I couldn't,

Q I didn't ask you that, Doctor.

A I would have worked om it,

Q I1f you had discovered the thermonuclear weapon at
Los Alamos, you would have done so, : If you could havs
discovered if, you would have done so, wouldn't you?

A Ch, yes.,

¢ You were working towards that end, weren't you?

A Yes., 1 think I need to point out that to rum a
laboratory is one thing. To advise the government is another,

Q I see.,

A I think I need to point out that a great deal
that happened between '45 and '49 -- I am not supposed to
say to what extent -- but to a very, very massivé extent, we
ha d become armed atomically, The prevailing view was that
what we had was too good -- too big -~ for the best military
use, rather than too small. |

Q Doctor, would you refer to your answer, pléase,
sir? One further question before we get into that,

Am I to gether from your testimomy, sir, that in
your opinion your function as a member and Chairman of the GAC
included giving advice on political policies as well as
technical advice? |

A I have testified as to that.
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Q Would you repeat it for me, sir?

A I will repeat it. Our statutory function was to
give technical edvice.

Q Yes, sir,

A We were often asked questions which went outside
of this narr-ow frame., Sometimes we responded, sometimes we
didn't. The reason why the generaladvice, I would call it,
editorializing rather than political advice, conftained in
our annexes was in the annexes and not in the report
because it did not seem a proper function for the General
Advisory Committee to respond in these termsto: the question
that had been put to them.

Q Doctor, is it .a fair summary of your answer --
and I refer you to page 37, and the following pages of your
answer --that what the GAC opposed in its October 29, 19249
meeting was merely a crash program for the development of
the Super?

A Yes. I think it would be a better summary to say
we opposed this crash program as the answer to the Soviet
atomic bomb,

Q What did you mesan by a crash program?

A On the basis of what was then known, plant be
built, equipment be procured and a commitment be made to
build this thing irrespective of further study and with a

very high priority. A progpam in which alternatives would

3
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get on and because we were not going to sacrifice time,

Q Doctor, isn't it true that the report of the GAC
you wrote, didn't you --

A I wrote the main report, yes.

Q Isn't it true that the report of the GAC and the
. annex to which you subscribed unqualifiedly opposed the
development of the Super at any time?

A At that vime,

Q At any time?

A Ne, At least, let us say we were questioned about
that in a discussion with the Commission, and we made it quite
clear that this could not be an unqualified and permanent
opposition, I think that in the reading of the report withogt
the later discussions and reports it could be read that way,
But in the light of what was later said, it could not be
read that way.

Q Didn’t the amnex to which you subscribed say in
s¢ many words, "We believe a Super bomb should never be.
produced"?

A Yes, it did.

Q It did say that?

A Yes,

Q Do you interpret that as opposing only a crash

program?
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A No, It opposed the progrém. Obtiously if
we learned that the enémy was up to something, we could not
prevent the production of a super bomb,

Q What did you me an by '"never"?

A I didn't write those words.

Q You signed it, though, didn't you?‘

A I believe what we meant -- what I meant was that
it would be a better world if there were no hydrogen bombs
in it, That is what the whole context says.

5 Doctor, don't you think a fair interpretation of
the record and the annex which you signed was an unqualified
opposition to the production of Super at any time or under any
circumstances?

A No, I domn't.

Q That is your view?

A Yes.

Q In all events, Doctor, you did say in your.report
that no one could tell without an actual test whether the
Super would work or whether it wouldn't,is that right?

8 Yes,

Q You testified that you had no intimation from
Dr, Seaborg prior to the GAC meeting of October 29, 1549,
as to what his views on the subject were. I am going to show
you a fbtter taken from your files at Princeton, returned by

you to the Commission,dated October 14, 1949, addressed to you,
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signed Glenn Seaborg, and ask you whether you received that
letter prior to the meeting of October 29, 1949,

A I am going to say before I see that that I had no
recollection of it,

Q I assumed that, Mgy I interrupt your reading of
it a moment?

A Yes .

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, I haéé been told by the
classification officer that there are two words here that 1
must not read, They are bracketed, and I am showing them to
Dr. Oppenheimer, and when I read the letter I shall leave
them out, but I want Dr, Oppenheimer to see them,

THE WITNESS; I would be sure of one thing, and
that is if that letter reached me before the meeting, I read
it to the committes. g

BY MR. ROBB:

Q The letter was dated October 14, 1949,
A So it almost eertainly reached me.
Q So presumably unless it came by wagon train, it
reached you, didn’'t it?
A Right .
Q I will read this letter:
"University of California
"Radiation Laboratory

-~

"Borkeley 4, California.
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"October 14, 1949,

"Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer

"The Institute for Advanced Study

"Princeton, New Jersey.

"Dear Robert:

"I will try to give you my thoughts for what they
may be worth regarding the next GAC meeting, but I am afraid
that there may be more qestions thanm answers, Mr, Lilienthal's
assignment to us is very broad and it seems to me that
conclusions will be reached, if at all, only after a large
amoant of give and take discussion at the GAC meeting.

"A question which cannot be avoided, it seems to me,
is that which was raised by Ernest Lawrence during his
recent trip to Los Alamos and Washington, Are we
in 2 race along this line and one in which wme may already be

somewhat behind so far as this particular new aspect is

concerned?"
H He was talking about the thermonuclear, wasn't he?
A It would be obvious to me he was.

Q Continuing: "Apparently this possibility has begun
to bother very seriously a number of people out here,
several of whom came to this point of view independently.
Alt bough I deplote the prospects of our country putting a

tremendous effort into this, I wust confess that I lwe been

unable to come to the conclusion that we should not. Somne
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people are thinking of a timscale of the order of 3 to §
years which may, of course, be practically impossible and
would surely involve an effort of greatee magnitude than that of
the Manhattan project. My present feeling would perkaps be
best summarized by saying that I w?pld have tc hear some good

arguments before I could take on sufficient ccourage to

m—

recommend not going toward such a program.

"if such a program were undertaken, a number of
questions arise which would need early answers, How would
the National Laboratories fit into the prog?am? Wouldn't they
have to reorient their present views considerably? The question
as to who might build neutromn producing reactors would arise.
I am afraid that we could not realistically look to the
preseht operators of Hanford to take this on. It would seem
that a stropg effort wouid have to be made to get the duPont
Company back into the game. It would be imperative that the
present views of the Reactor Safeguard Committee be
substantially changed.

"I just do not know how to comment, without further
reflection, on the question of how the present 'reactor
program' should be modified, if it should. Probably, after
much discussion, you will come to the same old conclusion
that the present four reactors be carried on, but that an
effort be made to speed up their actual comnstruction, As

you probably know, Ernest 1is willing to take on the
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responsibility for the construction near Berkeley of a" --
and then I omit the two words -- "heavy water natural uranium
reactor primarily for a neutron source and on a short time
scale, I don't know whether it is possible to do what is
planned here, but I can say that a lot of effort by the best
people here is going into it, If the GAC is asked to comment
on this proposal, it seems to me clear that we should heartily
endorse it; So far as I can see, this program will not
interfere with any of the other reactor building programs and
will be good éven if it does not finally serve exactly the
purpose for which it was eonceived; I have recently been
tending toward the conviction that the United States should
be doing more with heavy water reactors (we are doing almost
nothing). In fhis connection, it seems to me that there might
be a discussion concerning the heavy water production
facilities and their possible expansion.

"Another question, and one on which perhaps I have
formulated more of a definite opinion, is that of secrecy.
It seems to me that we can’t afford to continue to hamper
ourselves by keeping secret as many thinga as we now. do, I
I think that not only basic science should be subject to less
gecrecy regulation but also some places outside of this area.
For example, it seems entirely pointless now to hamper the
coustruction of certair types of new piles by keeping secret

certain lattice dimensions. In case anything so trivial as



the conclusions reached at the recent Internationai Meeting
on declassilication with the British and Canadians at Chalk
River is referred to the GAC I might ‘ust add that I
participated in these discussions and thoroughly agree with
the changes suggested, with the reservation that perhaps they
should go further toward removing secrecy.

"7 have great doubt that this letter will be of much
help to you, but I am afraid that it is the best that I can
do at this time.
"Sincerely yours, Glenn" and below that in typing,
"Glenn T. Seaborg."
So, Doctor, isa't it clear to you now that Dr,
Seaborg did express himsolf on this matter before the meeting?
A Yos, it is clear now. Not in unequivocal terms,
except on one point, and on that point the General Advisory
Committee I think made the recommendation that he desired.
Q But he did express himself, didn't he?
A Absolutely,
Q In a communication to which he apparently had
given some thought, isthat correct?
A Right, and to which no doubt at the time I gave
some thought.
Q Tkat is right. You have no doubt that you received

this before the General Advisory Committee meeting, is that

correct?
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A I don't see why I should not have,

Q Why did you tell the Joint Congressional Committee
on Atomic Energy whenm you testified on January 29, 1950,
that Dr, Seaborg had not expressed himself on the subject
prior to the meeting?

A I am sure because it was my recollection,

Q That testimony was given in January 1950, wasn't it?

A That is right.

Q Apnd this letter had been received by ~--

A Let me add one point. We had a8 second meeting
on the hydrogen bomb which Seaborg attended and we asked him
how he felt about it, and he said he would prefer not to
express his views,

Q But weren't you asked, Doctor, or didmn't you tell
the Joint Committee that Dr. Seaborg had not expressed
himself on this subject prior to the meeting of October 29,

19497

A I would have to see the transcript. 1 don't remember

that questicn and the answer,

Q If you did make that statement, it was not true,
was 1it?
A It is clear that we had an expression, not

unequivocal, from Seaborg, beforé the meeting of October 29,

Q Doctor, did you hear my question?

A 1 heard it, but I have heard that kind of question
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too often.

Q I am sure of thpt, Doctor, but would you answer it,
nevertheless?

ME, MARKS: 1Isn't Dr.AOppenheimer entitled to see
the testimony which is being referred to, instead of answering
a hypothetical question?

MR. ROBB: It s not a hypotheticdl question,

BY MR, RCBB:

Q If you told the Joint Committee, sir, that Dr,
Seaborg had not expressed himself prior to the meeting of
6ctober 29, 1950, that was not true, was it?

A It would depend, entirely,

Q Yes or no,

A I will not say yes or no, It would depend entirely
on the context of the question, The only two things in this
letter that Seaborg is absolutely clear about is that we
ovght to build certain kinds of reactors amd we ought to have
less secrecy., On the question of the thermonuclear program
he can't find good enough arguments against it, but he
does have misgivings.

Q All right, Doctor. You told this Board this
merning that Dr, Seaborg did not express himself prior to
the meeting of October 29, 1949,

A That is right. That wa~ my recollection.

Q Was that true?



A No, that was not true,
Q You told the Board this morning --

MR, GRAY: Are you pursuing the Seaborg matter now?

MR, ROBB: I thought I would come back to it, sir,

MR, GARRISON: Mr. Chairman; I think it would be
fair since the question was raised, because of the
implications that may be left that the actual questions put
to Dr, Opperheimer. by the Joint Committee about Dr, Seabﬁfg
should be read into the record with sufficient context to
show what it was. about, Otherwise, we are left with a possible
misapprehension as to what really did take place. I donr't
know. 1 have mver seen the transcript,

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, thiat is impossible unless
we lwe a ﬁeeting of the Joint Committee and they authorize
that to be done., ; But Dr, Oppenheimer this morning as the
Board no doubt heerd, recalled that he had so testified
before the Joint Committoee.

THE WITNESS: I had testified; I had not so testified.

MR, ROBB: The record will show what the Doctor
testified.

THE WITNESS: If I testified that I recall so
testifying, I would like to correct the tranmscript.

MR, ROBB: That was not correct, either?

MR. SILVERMAN: He didn't say it,

MR, ROBB: All right, The record will show what he



777
testified to.

MR. GARRISON: What is the procedureal reguirement
for reading into the record thé¢ questions from that transcript?

¥R. ROBB: That transcript will not be released, as
I understand it, without the vote of the committee to do so,
Mr. Garriscn, which is why I was not able to read Dr.
Oppenheimer what he said,

THE WITNESS: 1 think a 1ot depends om the nature
of the question, Had Dr, Seaborg wmade up his mind, had he
concurred with your view, or so on, It is clear from this
letter he wanted to hear a discussion aﬁout it. That he saw
it was a very tough question,

MR, ROBB: May I ask the Doctor one more question
before we take a break onm this Seaborg matter.

MR. GRAY: Yes.

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Doctor, are you sure that you read Dr. Seaborg’s
letter to your committee, the GAC dommittee, at the meeting
of October 29, 19497

A Since I forgot the existence of the letter,
obviously I cannot remember reading it. I always read
communications on matters before us to the committee.

Q Is there any reflection in the report of the
committee that Dr. Seaborg bad expressed himself in any way

about this matter?
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A No, there certainly is not.
Q I beg pardon?
A There isn't,

ME, ROBB: All right.

MR. GARRISON: May 1 ask the Chairman whether the
Board has before it the tramscript of the Joint €ommittee
testimony? I ask merely because of the fact that if it
has been released to the Board --

MR, GRAY: Let me respond to your questicn this
way, Mr. Garrison, and say that after recess, which I propose
to call in a moment, I should like to respond to that,

We will now recess.

(Brief recess.)

MR, GRAY: I would like to pursue the question
which Mr. Garrison raised Just before the recess.

The Board does not have before it a complete
transcript of the testimony which was under discussion,

(Mr. Marks not present in the room,)

MR, GRAY: Howgver, I can say to Dr. Oppenheimer
and his counsel that the Board does understand from a source
it.believes to be reliable that Dr. Oppanheimer was asked a
question wi;h respect to the extent of unanimity of the views
of the members of the GAC with respect to what we have been
describing as the crash program. I am not sure whether it

was so referred to in the testimony, but there was this
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In response to the question Dr, Oppenheimer stated
that he thought it was pretty unanimous view, that omne member
of the committee, Dr., Seaborg, was away when the matter was
discussed, 2nd that h e had not expressed himself on it, and
further saying that the other members will agree vwith what
he has said.

THE WITNESS: That is a l1itt'e different from what
I was told 1 said. 1 was told I said explicitly that Seaborg
had said nothing about the matter before the meeting. This
was several months after the meeting and I was asked whether
Seaborg had expressed his views in connection with this
meeting. I would think that the proper answer to that was
not so far from what you quoted my as saying.

MR. GRAY: We are trying to develop what actually
the facts were in the case, and I believe you did testify
that you had no communication with respect to this matter
from Dr. Seaborg or at leas$ you said you did not recall a
communication, I believe.

THE WITNESS: Is that what it says in the transcript?

MR, GRAY: No, I think that is what you said earlier
this morning.

THE WI TNESS: I would like o make a general
protest. I am told I have said certain things. I don’'t

recall it, I am asked if I said these what would that be,
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This is an extremely difficult form for me to face = question.
‘I don't know what I said. It is of record. I had it in my
own vault for many years. It is not classified for reasons
of national security, this conwersation, and I have no
sense that I could have wished to give any impression to the
Joint Congressional Committee other tham an exposition
because when 1 testified I knew for a fact that the decision
had been taken, I testified in order to explain as wcll as I
could to the committee the grounds for the advice, “he color
of the advide,the arguments thatwe had in mind. It was not
an attempt %o persuade them, It was not in any way an attempt
to alter the outcome, It was an attempt to describe what we
had in mind. A few minutes after I testified, I believe,
or shortly after I testified, the Presidential announcemert
came out, and I knew what it was going to be, So this was nota
plece of advocacy. It wes a piece of exposition,

I would like to add ome other thing. Having no
recollection of the Seaborg letter, 1 cannot say that I
did this. But it would have been mrmal . practice for
me at one of the meetings with the Commission nbt merely
to read the letter to the committee, but to read the letter
or parts of it ralevallt to our discussion to the Commission
and the committee.

BY MR. ROBB:

Q In other words, Doctor, if you didn't read this
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Seaborg letter to your committee, it would have been quite
unusual?

A Yes,.

Q Doctor, will you help me a little bit on physics. I
notice Dr., Seaborg in this letter talks about the reactor
program., Was that program a necessary step in the development
of the thermonuclear weapon?

A It was thought to be,

Q What was done, or what did the General Advisay
Committee advise or urge to be done in respect ¢f a reactor
program subsequent to the President's decision of January
1950,

A Already in the October 29 report we urged
that a reactor program to produce these neutrons, the number
of which is classified, be expedited. We, however, said
that this should be done fiot for the purpose of the Super
program, but for many other purposes., We urged that the
thing be built,

I believe after the Presidential decision, we
urgéd that the reactor program be flexible because it was
already apparent at that time that the ideas as they
existed in October 29, 1949, were undergoing very serious
modification. If you wish me to refresh my memory on the
precise points, I would be glad to., I have not done so,

Q Dotor, am I correct in my memory of your earlier
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testimony that the reactor program was onme thiang that you
are pow and were at that time dissatisfied with and did not
go very well?

A That is quite a different thing. That is the
development of reactors for power.

Q That wés something else?

A That is something quite different. This is a
production ~eactor, I would not say that we were satisfied
with the production reactor pcture.

Q I is a heavy water reactor, is what you need for ths
program?

A No, not necessarily., It is a possible way of going
about it.

Q What progress was made in developing the reactors
that were necessary for the hydrogen bomb?

A That were then thought to be necessary?

Q Yes.

A Great prcgress,

Q They were built, were they?

A Yes,

Q At Hanford?

A No,

Q Is that classified, Hoctor?

A It 15 in all the papers. They were built at

Savannah River,



Q I see,

A They were built I think with the early d-;elopment
and study undertaken at the Argonne Laboratory and the duPont
laboratory facing into the engineering and comstructioa
phases.

Q Doctor, I want to show you a copy of a letter also t
taken from yvour files that you had at Primceton and turned
back to the Commission. This is a copy of a letter dated
October 21, 1949, bearing the typewritten signature Robert
Oppenheimer, addressed to Dr, James B. Conant, Presideat,
Harvard University: "Dear Uncle Jim:" I ask you if you
wrote that letter,

A October 21, 19497

Q Yes, sir.

A I would 1like to look it over,

Q Certainly. That is why I handed it to you, Doctor,
I want you to look it over carefully. Take your time,

A I wrote this latter,

Q You wrote that letter,

A Can we read it im full?

Q I am going to, You sent this letter on or about
October 21, 1949,

A I have no reason to doubt it.

Q Doctor, in this letter as in the other, the

classification officer has expurgated a few words which are



indicated by brackets, Will you look at them now sSo you
will know what they are when I read‘it?

A - Yes, Could we paraphrase this by saying for a
number of applications of military importance?

Q I will tell you what, Doctor. When I get to that
point, I will stop and you paraphrase it, because you can
paraphrase :hat sort of stuff better than I can,

"Dear Uncle Jim:

"We are exploring the possibilities for our talk
with tle President on October 30th., All members of the
advisory committee will come to the meeting Saturday except
Seaborg, who must be in Sweden, and whose general views we
have in written form, Mazny of us will do some prelimicary
palavering on the 28th,

"There is one bit of background which I would like
pu to have before we meet. When we last spoke, you thought
perhaps the reactor program offered the most decisive
example of *he need for- policy clarification. I was inclined
to think that the super might also be relevant. On the
technical side, as far as I can tell, the super is not very
different from what it was when we first spoke of it more
than seven yeare ago: a weapon of unknown design, cost,
deliberability and military value., But a very great change
has taken place in the c’imate of opinion. On the one haﬁa,

two experienced promoters have been at work, i.,e., Ernest



Lawrenc2 ani Edward Teller, The project has long been
dear to Teller's heart; and Ernest has convinced h_.mself that
we must learm from Operation Joe that the Russians will sco n
do the super, and that we had better beat them to .t,"

What was Operation Joe, the Washington eiplosion?

A Right,

(Mr, Marks entered the room,)

BY MR, ROBB:

Q 0f Septerber 1949?

A Right .,

Q Continuing your letter: "On the techmnical side,
he proposes to get some neutron producing heavy water
reactors built; and to this, for a variety of-reasons, 1
think we must say amen since" -- now would you paraphrase?

A There were three military applications other than
the super which these reactors waidd serve.

Q "-- and wany other things will al{ profit by the
availability of neutrons.

"But the real development has not been of a
technical nature. Ernest spoke to Knowland and McMahon,
and to some at least of the joint chiefs. The Joint
Congressional Committee, having tried to find something
tangible to chew on every since September 23rd, has at lest
found its answer. We must have a super,and we must have it

fast, A sub-committee is heading West to investigato this
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problem at Los Alamos, and in Berkeley, The joint chiefs
appear informally to have decided %o give the development
of the super overr:ding priority, though no formal request
has ccme through. The climate of opinion among the competent
physicists also shows signs of shifting, Bethe, for
instance, is seriously considering return on a full time
basis; and so sureiy are some others, I have had lorg talks
with Bradbury and Manley, and with Von Neumann. Bethe,
Teller, McCormack and LeParon are all scheduled to turn up
within the next 36 hours, 1 have agreed that if there is a
conference on the super program at Los Alamos, I will make it
my business to altend.

"What concerns me is really not the technical
problem. I am not sure the miserable thing will work, nor
that it can be gotten to a target except by ox car%, It
seems likely to me even further to worsenm the unbaiance of
our pmesent war plans. What does owrry me is that this thing
appears to have caught the imagination, both of the
congressional and of military people, as the answer to the
problem posed by the Russian-advance. It would be folly to
oppose the exploration of this weapon. We have always known
it had to be done; and it does have to be done, though it
appears to e singularly proof against any form of
expefimental appra ch, But that we become committeed to it

as the way to save the country and the peace appears to me
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“ull of dangers,

"We will Be faced with all this at our meeting; and
anything that we do or do not say to the President, will have
to take it into consideration. I shall feel far more secure
ifyou have had an opportunity to think about it¢.

"]l still remember my visit with gratitude and
affection,

"Fobert Oppenheimer.

"Cr, James B, Conant, President,

"Harvard University,

"Cambridge 38, Mass.”

Dcctor, would it appear to you from that letter
that you were in error in your previous testimony that you
had not expressed your views to Dr, Conant before the meeting
of October 29, 19497

A Yes.

Q Beg pardon?

A Yes,

Q Do you wish now to amend your previous answer that
Dr. Conant reached the views he sxpressed to you without any
suggestion cn your part?

A I don't know which preceded whibh,

Q Is there any indication to you in this letter which
I have just read that Conant héd previously expressed any

views to you?
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A I would say there is an indication that there had
been discussion between us. I am not clear,

Q Why were you writing to Dr. Conant.before the GAC
meeting on this thing?

A I think the letter explains that,

Q You were not trying to propagandize him, were you?

A No.

Q Do you agree with me tha% this letter is susceptible
of tht interpretation, tkat you were trying to influence him?

A Not properly; rot properly so susceptible,

Q You notice in this letter, Doctor, that you
referred to Dr., Seaborg’'s letter, so you had it at that time,
didn't you?

A Right,

Q And that must have been the letter we read this
morning, is thatcorrect?

A I would assume so,

Q Would you agree, Doctor, that your references to
Dr. Lawremnce and Dr, Teller and their enthusiasm for the super
bomb, their work om the super bomb, that your references in
this letter are a little bit belittling?

A Dr ., Lawrence caﬁe to Washington, He did not talk
to the Commission., He went and talked to the Joint
Congressional Committee and to members of the military

establishment. I think that deserves some belittling.
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Q So you would agree that your references to those
men in this letter were belittling?

A No. I pay my great respects to them as promoters,
I don't think I did them justice.

Q You used fhe word "promoters" in an invidious
sense, didn’'t you?

A I promoted lots of things in my time.

Q Doctor, would you answer my question? When you use
the word "promoters'" you meant it to be in a slightly
invidious sense, didn't you?

A I have no idea.

C When you use the word now with reference to Lawrence
and Teller, don't you intend it to be awidious?

A No,

Q Youthink that their work of'promotion was admirable,
is that right?

A I think they did an admirable job of promotion,

Q Do you think it was admirable that they were
promoting this project?

A I told you that I think that the methods -~ I
don't believe Teller was involved, Lawrence promoted it --
were not proper.

Q You objected to them going to Knowland and McMahon?

A I objected to their not going to the Comumission,

Q Knowland and McMahon, by that you meant Senator
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Konowland and Senator McMahan.

A )t courcse,

Q Did you go to any Senatorsabout this?

A I appeared before theé Senate at their request in
my statutory function.

Q Did you go to any Senators privately about it?

A Certainly not before discussing it with the
Commission, I do not krow whether I discussed it with Senmator
McMahon., If so, i%t was at his request,

Q You said certainly not before discussing it with
the Commission. Did you after discussing it with the
Commission go to ay Senator s privately about it?

A Privately?

Q Yes, sir,

A I don't remember whether I talked to McHahor or not,

Q Did you go to the President about 1it?

A To.

Q You mention in this letter a meeting with the
President. Did that take place?

A No,

C Did you ever talk to the President aboutthe matter?

A No,

Q Do you know whether or not Mr, Lilienthal d4id?

A It is in the public press that he did and he told

me that he did.



D.dyou discuss the matter with hin balor
vaut .o sSee the President?
A The time that is in the public press is wien ha
and Acheson and Johnson went over to cill on the Prosident,

Q That was just prior to the President's docision?

—r s ey
o

A Yes,
Q Did you clscuss the matter with Lilienthal before
shat meating?
A Before the meetin: of October 29?
Q Iizfore he went to see the President.
A W: discussed it many times between October 2¢
and the President’'s decision,
Q Did you brief Mr. Lilienthal on ycur views about
the thermonuclear veapon before he went to see the Presijoent?
A We talkec over and over agaio -~ i don’'t believe it
was ever a question of briefing -=- and I don't have --
I am fairly sure that this descriptiog of any talk we had
was wrong.
Q Is there any doubt in your mind that when he sawu
the President, Mr., Lilierthal express to the President .
your views on this matter?
A That he spoke my views to ths President?
Q Yes,

A I have no idea.

Q Did you talk with him z2fter he had szen the Procident?
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A At this meeting of three pecple?

Q Yes,

A Yes, He came back and told us about it. I think
this was actually the Gemeral Advisory Committee, rather than me,

Q Didn't My, Lilienthal report to you in substance
that the views he expressed to the President were the same
ones you entertained? |

A I don’'t remember that way of saying it., If it was,
it would have been the committee and would have referred to
the mass of documents, reports and so on, between the 29th
of October and that time,

Q Was "there any doubt in your mind that Mr., Lilienthal
shared your views on ths matter of the thermoanuclear?

A We knew that he was opposed to the crash program.

I was never entirely clear as to the components of this
opposition,

Q Was there any question in your mind that in reaching
that view Mr, Lilienthal gave great weight to your advice?

A He gave some weight to it, I doubt if he gave
inordinate weight to it.

Q Aren’'t you sure, Doctor, that Mr, Lilienthal
necessarily reliéd very heavily on you for advice in this
matter?

A The matters that engaged his interest were not

primarily the technical ones. On technical things of course he



relied on our advice.

Q Doctor, you begin your letter to Mr. Conant, whom you
address as 'Dear Uncle Jim" with this sentence: "We are
exploring the possibilities for our talk with the President
on October 30,."

Wouldn't that indicate to you that you wexe
opening this subject with him for the first time, that is,
with Dr, Corzant for the first time?

A That would indicate that we had discussed it earlier,

Q It would?

A Yes, sir. Otherwise, 1 would have said we are
thinking of going to see the President, or what would you
think of going to see the President’. It refers toward the
end to a visit,

MR. GRAY: May I ask, is this visit to the President
a visit of the GAC?

THE WITNESS: Sure. We went to see him occasioamally.
This was a terrible flat, We had in mind that maybe we ought
to go over to see him. We decided that this had better be
handled through the responbible organs of the government and
not by a group cf outside advisors, and we did so. Whether
this was the Commission's view or our view, I don't mmember.

BY MR, ROHB:

Q Doctor, how did you know that Dr. Lawrence had

talked to Senator Knowland and Senator McMahon, and some at



783

least of the Joint Chiefs?

A This was gossip and I have forgottem who gave it
to me., Possibly Rebi, but I am not sure, 1 know that
Lawrence talked to Rabi on his way home from Washington and
1 would assume that he told him something abbut it,

Q You say here, "The climate of opinion among th>
competent physicists alsc shows signs of shifting,”" What
did you mean the "the climate of opinion"?

A What people were thinking.

Q What werethey thinking?

A What they were thinking about the desirability
of stepping up this program, I should think.

Q You mean th# up to then competent phys£cists had been
opposed to it?

A Had nct been excited by 1it.

Q Had nct been epthusiastic.

A Right,

Q Now they were beginning to get more enthusiasm for
it, is that correct?

A Yes. 1 don't know whether enthusiasm or a feeling
of necessity or so., I don't know the detail.

Q Did;that cause you alarm?

A No.

Q Wasn't that what you were expressing to Dr. Conant

in this letter?
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A I was tellin him in what form that I thought
the problem would come before us, what the surrounding

circums tances were,

Q How did you know that Bethe was seriously coneibring

return on a full time basis?

A He came to visit me at Princeton and talked to me,

Q "And so surely are some others"; whom did you have
in mind?

A From the way that sounds, I wmuld say I had no one

specific in mind.

Q Doctor, how many reactors of any kind were built
while you were Chairman of GAC?

A I don't know, I will start to think. A dozen and
a half or something like that,

Q How many physicists did you discuss this matter
of the thermonuclear with prior to the meeting of October 29,
19497

A I clearly can't answer that question.

Q A large number?

A No, not a large number. I have tried to think of
the ones‘that stuck in my memory. I have forgotten some
things.

Q Did you talk to Dr, Rabi?

A Yes.

Q When did you see him and where?
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: Either im Princeton or New York;
Q Did he come to see you?
A I don't ~emember. We saw a great deal of each otker,

Q What was his attitude on the thermonuclear at fhe
time you talked to him prior to the meeting?

A I believe to put 1t_as accurately as I can it
was one of somewha: quizzical enth;siasm.

Q What did you say when you found that out?

] I don’'t think I said much,

Q Did you encourage him in his enthusiasm,

A I don't see how 1 could have, but‘I don't remember
the words 1 used.

Q You said you talked to Dr., Serber,

A Yes.

Q He came to see you at Princeton, didn't he?
A He was sent by Lawrence,

Q Sent by Lawrence and Alvarez?

A Sent by La;rence.

Q Serber told you he was going to work on the thermo-
muc lear, didn't he?

A No.

Q Did he come to ask you whether you would work on
it or not?

A I never fully understood the mission. He said he

had come to discuss 1it.
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Q Do you know whether or not prior to his seeing you
Serber had said that he would join the project énd werk on
the thermonuclear?

A I don't knmm I had the impression that he had
not made a commitment of such a kind and didn't intend to,

Q Didn't he tell you he had come to see you to enlist
your responsibility for the project?

A To enlist my support for it.

Q Yes, sir,

A No, I don't think so,

Q What had Lawrence sent him to see you for?
A To discuss it with me.

Q Just to discuss it with you?

A Yes,

Q Thz=t is all?

A Yes .

Q Did you encourage Serber to work on it?

A No, I don’'t think I did,

Q Did you discourage him?

A No, I don’t think I did.

Q Did he work on it?

A No; I don't believe he did., He may have a little.

Q Did you talk with Dr., DuBridge about the matter before

the meeting?

A I think so, but I am not quite sure.



787

Q Do you know what his view on it was before the
meeting?

A No.

Q You didn't hear?

A I don't remember,

Q Did you *alk with Bacher ahout the program before
the meeting?

A Is that one of the names that is in the 1list?

Q What list?

A The 1list in my letter to Conant. 1 have forgotten,

Q No., You talked with Bradbury, Manley and von
Neumann, you say in this letter,

A Right.

Q Do you recall whether you talked to Bacher at all?

A No, I don't, I did talk to him at a2 later stage I
remember very well, |

Q Were your long talks with Bradbury, Manley, von
Neumann individual talks or did you talk in a group?

A With von Neumann since he was right next door,
it would be alone, and with Bradbury and Manley it would have
been together,

Q Can you tell us anything about what you said to them?

A No, I can't., I would guess I mostly asked them. |

Q Would it not be reasonable, Doctor, to conclude that you

expressed to them subgtantially the same views you expressed



to Dr. Conant in this letter of October 21?

A The situation wasa little different. I would think
that I would have got Bradbury to tell me as much as he could
rather than to tell him what I thought,

Q Doctor, you say here you have had long talks,;
presumably you talked too, didmn't you?

A I always do.

¢ Yes. So isn’t it a fair conclusion, Doctor, that in
your long talks with Bradbury, Manle& and von Neumann, you
expressed the same feelings and the same views whih ypu set out
tp writing to Dr. Conant?

A I very s*rongly doubt it., The relations were
quite different. With Conant we had a problem of advice
before us, The views thatl expressed there are not the.views
the committee adopted.'The background was something I thought
he ought to know about. I would guess that with von Neumann,
Bradbury and Manley -- anyway, with Bradbury and von Neumann,
the talk would have been much more on techmical things. I
remember von Neumann saying at this time,"l believe there is
no such thipg as saturation. I don't think any weapon
can be too large. I have always beem & believer in this."

He was in favor of going ahead with it.
Q Did he afterwards work 6n the project?
A He dig,

Q Do you recall what views you expressed to Serber
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A I would think possibly not far from thos: I
expressed here, that this was a thing that one had to get
sfraight, but it was not the answer. 1 am conjecturing now,
An honest statement would be to say I don't recall,

Q Did you talk to Dr. Alvarez about the thermonuclear
program about this time?

A I think I did more than once.

Q What views did you expreés to him about it?

A I remember once when 1 expressed negative views,

but I think ip a rather indiscreet form of tellinghim

what other people were saying.

Q Would wu tell us about that occasion and when it was?

A The cccasion I remember is during the GAC meeting.
Alvarez and Serber and I had lunch together. The discussion
was in mid-progress and we had not reached a conclusion. 1
said quite strongly negative things on moral grounds were being
said.

Q Did you specify what those negative things were?

A I don't remember.

Q Those wexre your views, too, weren't they?

A They were getting to be inthe course of our
discussion.

Q You felt strongly negative on moral grounds,

didn’'t you?
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A I did as the meeting came to an end. 1 think the
viess that are expressed in the letter to Conan% probably are
as measured and honest as any record could be, ary I thimk
my attempt to recomstruct what I thought at opne or wnother
moment in this time of flux would be less revealin “han
what you have read out loud,

Q Do you recall what Server's attitude was at the
time of this luncheon?

A No.

Q Do you recall whether or not Serber subsequently
opposed the development of the thermonuclear?

A I know of no such opposition.

Q In all events he did work on it,

A He worked om it very little but not very hard or
effectively, |

Q But not what?

A Not very hard or effectively.

Q Doctor, you have testified,I believe the report
of the GAC reflects, that it was impossible to tell without
a test whether a thermonuclear device would work or not, is
that correct?

A Right.

(A Did there come a time when some tests‘of a thermo-
nuc lear bomb were scheduled?

A In October of 1952? That is the time?
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) I think so, yes,

A‘ Right,

Q Did you suggest that that test be postponed?
A I would like to haul off,

Q Like to what?

I would like to pull back a little bit,

e

Q Very well,

A I was then a member of this panel of the State
Department. Another member was Dr. Bush, He told me right
before -- well, very earily in the meeting of the panel --
that he had been to see the Secretary of State about his
anxieties of the timing of this test., I did nothing whatever
about it. When thé panel was meeting during the summer
and late autumn, we discussed this matter as relevant to our
terms of feference in great detail. The panel insisted that
we make our views known as to the advantages and disadvantages
of the scheduled date to the Secretary, So we did.

1 also inquired of Bradbury about what a postponement
of a week or two weeks or so on would mean in a technical
sense, I believe this is the summary of all that I had to
do with it. The scheduled date was November 1st, before the
Presidential election. It was at a time when it was.clear
that whatever admiﬁistration was coming in was different

from the outgoing administration.

4 You did favor the postponement -of the test, is that



right?

A No, I think that is not right. I think I saw strong
advantages in not holding it thgn and many strong (disadvantages.
I reported both,

Q You were at that time a memﬁer of the State

Department panel on disammament, is that right?

A Yes.
Q In fact, you were chairman of the panel, weren't you?
A I was.

Q Did your panel make a report on this matter of the

postponement of the test?

A It discussed it with the.sgcretary of State. 1t made
no report.

Q You made no written report?

A Right.

Q Didn't you favor the postpomement of the test,
Doctor?

A I have explained to you that I saw strong arguments
for it and sfrong arguments against it. 1 didmn’t think it
was my decision or my job of advocacy.

Q I understand that, Doctor., I amasking for your
opinion at the time. 1 think it is a rather simple, plain
question. Did you or did you not fegq; postponement of the

e

test? e
»

A My candid opinion was tha§:$§ was utterly

L
g

o 5
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impractical to postpone the test, but that we nevertheless
owed it to the Secretary of State what we thought was
involved in holding it at th;t time,

Q Was one factor which you thought perhaps made a
postponement advisable the reaction of the Soviet to the test?

A We thought that they would get a lot of information
out of it.

Q How long was i1 t suggested that the test be
postponed, if it was postponed?

A Until the new administration either before or after
its assumption of ffice could conduct it or could be involved
in the responsibility for it,

Q Doctor, we are agreed, I take it, that ino the
absence of a test, it was impossible ever to determine
whether a thermonuclear would or would not work, is that right?

A To be sure, . At that stage, let me say we had quite
different designs. I reported to the President that although
you could not be certain of the performance of any one design,
it was virtually assured that this could be dome. The
situation was wholly different in 1949 where the doubts
would have been of a very much more acute character with
that model, However, you don't have a weapon until you proof
fire it,

Q No. Even in 1949, Doctor, could anybody have said

that the thermonuclear would not work in the absence of a test?
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A I could say a specific model would not work and that
has been said, wheolly without a test,

Q Could you in 1949 have said that no model of a
thermonuclear could be made that would work?

A Of course not, You can't say that nobody will
ever think of anything. I have the memorandum of the panel
on this subject. It has no restricted data in it. 1If the
panel would like a copy of that memorandum, I can make it
available.

MR, GARRISON: You mean the Board.

THE WITNESS: 1If the Board would like a copy of the
memorandum, I can make it available, I don't have it with me
because although not free of restricted data, it cbviously
is a classified document.

MR. GRAY: Yes.

BY MR, ROBB:

Q One further matter, Doctor, so the record will be
complete. It is a fact, is it not, that you opposed the
establishment of a second laboratory?

A The General Advisory Committee and I oppocsed the
plans during the winter of 1951-52 -~ the suggestion then
made -- but we approved the second laboratory as ncw conceived
because there was an existing installation, and it could be
done gradually and without Harm to Los Alamos. There is a

long record 'of our dddberatioms.
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Q I understand &hat. There was a proposal made in
1951 to establish a second laboratory for the purpose of working
on the thermonuclear, |

A Eight,

Q And for various reasons which you have explained
you and the committee opposed the establishment of that
laboratory.

A That is correct.

s Do you think now that the reasons that you advanced
then were sound ones?

A Yes, I think if we had thought that it was possible
to take an existing Commission facility that was working on
something that didn't amount to anything and convert it
gradually into a weapons facility, the arguments we Had
then would not ﬁave applied. The proposal was to found
something new in some new desert, and this we thought could
not be done without taking a big bite into Los Alamos,

Q Who proposed establishing it in some new desert?

A This is the way in which the Commission presmted
it to us -- a second Los Alamos,

Q The fact that it wa established in some new desert
would have made it much more difficuli to éet personnel,
would it not?

A That is right.

Q Did you suggest an altermdative that they might



establish it in some place other than a desert?
A No. We suggested lots of places that were open
to the Commission to get work on various aspects of this
problem, and that Los Alamos use some contracting and delega-
tion to a very much greater extent than they had.
This is different only in a minor way from the arrangement
now made in California. .
Q Doctor, at the outset of your testimony, you took
an oath to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but

the truth, so help you God,

A Yes,

Q Are you fully conscious of the solemn nature of that
oath?

A Yes,

MR, GARRISON: Mr, Chairman, is this necessary?

MR, GRAY: I think the Chairman would have to say
that the witness took @he oath and had read to him the
penalties prescribed, I see no reason for the record to
reflect this question being asked again,

MR, ROBB: Very well, That is all I have at
the moment, Mr, Chairman.

MR, GARRISON: Perhaps we could take a five minute
recess.

MR, GRAY: It will be perfectly all right, because I

have a couple of questions that I would like to ask and



797

maybe the Board members do. But a recess is quite satisfactory,

ME ., GARRISON: Yeuwould like tocontinue guestioning
Mr. Oppenheimer,

ME. GRAY: Yes,

THE WITNESS: Let us get that over with.

MR, GRAY: ¥art of this, Dr. Oppenheimer, to complete
what seems to be a slight gap -- at least my first question,
this was in relation to the statutory function and mission
of the GAC, and the question of whether there were
departures from the technical and scientific advice,

I think twice you observed that the GAC on occasion
failed to respond to questions,

THE WITNESS: Yes.

ME, GRAY: Or did not respond. There is no

implication in my question,

TEE WITNESS: Did not respond to non-technical
questions.
ME, GRAY: That 1is correct. Could you give an

example of that kind of thing?

THE WITNESS: Yes. We were asked whether the
Armed Servides or the Commission should have custody of atomic
weapons. We didn't answer that question. We simpy gave a
few technical comments on it. We were asked sometimes

questions about organization.

MR. GRAY: I see., I think that is what I had 'in



mind,

My next gquestion is one which was not fully
developed, 1 think, in the questioning of counsel, I domn’'t
think it is a new matter, and I think it is‘pertinent to the
whole problen,

Is it your opinion, Doctor, that the Russians
would not have sought to develop a hydrogen bomb unless they_
knew in one way or another, or_from one source or another,
‘that this country was proceeding with it?

THE WITNESS: That was my opinion in 194S, As of
the moment I have no opinion, I don't k&now enough about the
history of what they have been doing.

MR. GRAY: I don't think my question relates so much
to historical events as to a view ofthe international
situation and the problems with which this country was
confronted. Would it not have been reasonable to expect at
any time since the apparent intentions or the intentions of
the USSR were clear to us that they would do anything to
increase their military strength?

THE WITNESS: Right.

MR, GRAY: Whatever it might be.

THE WITNESS: Oh, sure.

MR, GRAY: So you don't intend to have this record

RIS ¥

suggest that you felt that if those whé\oggosed the

development of the hydrogen bomb prevaitod that would
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mean that the world would not be confronted with the hydrogen
bomb?

THE WITNESS: It would not necessarily mean --
we thought on the whole it would make it less likely, That
the Russians would attempt and less likely that they would
succeed in the undertaking.

MR, GRAY: I would like to pursue that a little bit.
That is two things. One, the likelihood of their success
would we all hope still be related to their own capabilities
and not to information they would receive from our efforts.

So what you mean to say is that since they would not attempt
it they would not succeed?

THE WITNESS: No. I believe what we then thought
was that the incentive to do‘it weuld be far greater if they
knew we were doing it, and we had succeeded, Let me, for in-
stance, take a conjecture. Suppose we had not dore anything
about the atom during the war, 1 don't think you could
guarantee that the Russians would never have had én atomic
bomb, But I believe they would hot have one as nearly as soon
as they have. I think both the fact of our success, the
immense amount of publicity, the prestige of the weapon,
the espionage they collect, ali of this made it an
absolutely higher priority thing, and we thought
similar circumstances might apply to the hydrogen bomb,

We were always clear that there might be a Russian effort
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whatever we did. We always understood that if we did not do
this that an attempt would be made to get the Russians
sewedup so that they would not either.

MR, GRAY: Further with respect to tpe hydrogen
bomb, did in the enti this turn 'out to be a larger weapon
than you felt it might when it was under discussion and
consideration in 1942 and 19437

THE WITNESS: We were much foggier in 1942 and
1943. I think your imaginations ranged to the present figures,

- MR, GRAY: I think I should disclose to you what I

am after now, I am pursuing the matter of the moral scruples,
Should they not have been as important in 1942 as they
might have been in 1946 or 1948 or 19497

THE WITNESS: Yes.

+

MR, GRAY: I am trying to get at -at what tie
did your strong moral convictions develop with respect ta
the hydrogen bomb?

THE WITNESS: When it became clear to me that we
would tend to use any weapon we had.

MR, GRAY: Then may I ask this: Do you make a
sharp distinction between the development of a weapon and the
commitment to use it?

THE WITNESS; Ithink there is a sharp distinction
bat in fact we have not made it. |

MR. GRAY: 1 have gathered from what you have said,

this was something that underlay your thinking. The record
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shows that you constantly, with greéter intensity at varying
times perhaps, encouraged the efforts toward somw sort of
development, but at the point when it seemed clear that we
would use it if we developed it, then you said we should not
go ahead with it, I don't want to be unfair, but is that it?

THE WITNESS: That is only a small part of it,

That is a part of it. The other part of it is, of course,
the verygreat hope that these methods of warfare would never
have to be used by anybody, a hope which became vivid in the
fall of 1949, The lhope that we would find a policy B r
bringing that about, and going on with bigger and bigger
bombs would move in the opposite direction. I think that is
apparent in the little majority annex to the GAC report.

MR, GRAY: Was it your feeling when you were concerned
officially and otherwise with a possible disarmament program
that the United States and its allies would be in a better
bargaining position with respect to the development of some
sort of international machinery if it did not have the
hydrogen bomb as & weapon in the arsenal, or is that releéant
at all?

THE WITNESS: The kind of thing we had in mind is
what one would do in 1949 and 1950,

MR, ‘GRAY: This is quite a serious line of
guestioning as far as I am concerned, because it has been

said ‘-- I am not Sure about the ‘language 'of the Nichols letter--



by at least in this proceeding and later on in the press,
that you frustrated the development of the hydrogen boub.
That has been said. There have been some implications, I
suppose, that there were reasons which were not related to
feasible, to cost, et cetera.

THE WITNESS: Right., I think I can answer your
question,

MR. GRAY: Very well,

THE WITNESS: Clearly we could not do anything about
the non-use or the elimination of atomic weapons unless we
had non-atomic military stremgth to meet whatever threats
we were faced with, I think in 1949 when we came to this
meeting and talked about it, we thought we were at a pafting of
the ways, a parting of the ways in which either the reliance
upon atomic weapons would increase further and further or
in which it would be reduced. We hoped it would be reduced
because without that there was no chance of not having them
in combat.

MR. GRAY: Your deep concern about the use of the
hydrogen bomb; if it were developgd, and therefore your own
views at the time as to whether we should proceed in a crash
program to develop it -- your concern about this -- became
greater, did it not, as the practicabilities became more clear?®
Is that an unfair statement?

THE WITNESS: 1 think it is the opposite of true.
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Let us not say about use, But my feeling about development
became quite different when the practicabilities bécame clear,
When I saw how to do it, it was clear to me that one had
to at least make the thing. Then the only problem was what
would one do about them when one had them. The program we
had in 1949 was a tortured thing that you could well argue
did not make a great deal of technical sense, ; It was therefore
possible to argee also that you did not want it even if you
could have it, The program in 1951 was technically so sweet
that you could not argue about that. It was.purely the
military, the political and the humane problem of what you
were going to do about it once you had it,

MR, GRAY: In further relation to the October 29
meeting of the GAC, I am asking now for information: From
whom did the GAC receive the questions which the Commission
wished the GAC to answer?

THE WITNESS: The Commission met with us. 1 think
there was probably a letter to me from Mr, Lilieﬁthal. This
is not certain, but probdble. But the record will show that,

In supplement of the letter calling us to the
meeting, we were addressed by the “ommission at the outset,

MR. GRAY: This communication signed by Mr. Pike,
Actiong Chairm n, the date of the letter was the 21st,

THE WITNESS: Right. |

MR, GRAY: 'So in part your instructions, if I may
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use that term, at least came from a letter, I am unable to
read it, In this letter there were raised a 16t of gestions,
In your feply I believe to General Nichols and certainly your
testimony pere, you say that the GAC was asked fo consider
two questions: One, are we doing all we should; two, what
about the crash program,

My gquestion is was it in a meeting with the
Commission that the agenda or proposed agenda items were

refined to these two?

THE WITNESS: I would think thtt we would have been
charged, so to speak, by the Commission with its formulation
of what it wanted us to do,

MR. GRAY: And it was your clear understznding as
Chairman that what they wanted you to do in that meeting --

THE WITNESS: Was to answer those two questions, 1
would be unhappy if many of the guestions in Mr. Pike's
letter remained unarswered in our answer, but 1 don't remember.
It doesn't matter,

MR, GRAY: I would like to ask about one of these
guestions., This is not surprise material for Dr. Oppemnheimer.

Do you remember, Dr. Oppenheimer, whether, when you
went into your meeting, you expected to consider cost of the
super in terms of scientific personnel, physical facilities
and dollars?

THE WITNESS: We outlined in our answer -- 1 don't
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know whether we expected to, I have seen our amswer just
two days ago -- n our “ou2r we have four items saying what
it would require to carry out the program,

MR. GEAY: 1 see,

THE WI'T'NESS: Perhaps not the dollars. We were not
very good on dollars,

MR, GRAY: May I ask you now to turn your mind to
an entirely different kind of thing, the Chevalier incident,
in which it would appear that at that time and under those
circumstances within the framework of loyalty generally --
loyalty to dan irdividual, broader loyalty to a country, and
I am not talking about espionage -~ in that case considerations
of personal loya 'ty might have outweighed the broader lbyalties.

THE WITNESS: 1 understand that it would appear that
way. It is bbvious from my behagtior that I was in a very great
conflict. It is obvious that I decided that with regard to
Elteéton the danger was conceivably substantial and that I
had an obligation to my country to talk about it. In the case
of Chevalier, I would not think that I regarded it as a
conflict of loyalties, but that I put too much confidence =-
put an improper confidence in my own judgment that Chevalier
was not a danger.

MR. GRAY: Another instance which has been discussed
in the proceeding, the testimony with respect to Dr. Peters

and your subsequent letter to ‘the Rochester newspaper. In



writing that letter, which perhaps was motivated by a
desire not to hurt the individual, or to make rest.tution --

THE WITNESS: Not to get him fired, anyway,

MR, GRAY: Not to get him fired, -- again was this
the same kind‘of conflict that you had with respect to =-

THE WITNESS: No, I thipk this was almost wholly a
question of public things. Personal things were not involved.
He was a good scientist doing according to everyone’s account
no political work of any kind, doing no harm,whatever his views,
It was overwhelming belief of the community in which I lived
that a man like that ought not to be fired either for his past
or for his views, unless the past is criminal or the views
lead him to wicked action. I think myeffort was to compose
the flap that I had produced in order that he could stay omn
and that this was not a gquestion of my pnguish about what I
was doing to him.

MR, GRAY: As you know, this Board is asked to
consider present and future circumstances. Do you feel that
tahy where there became a conflict between loyalty to an
indiddual and a desire to protect him and keep his job or
havehim keep his job -- whatever it might be -- and a broader
obligation, and 1 sonsider it to be broader is the reason 1
put it that way, that you would follow this same kind of
pattern with respect to other individuals in the future?

THE WITNESS: The Chevalier pattern, no, never.
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The Peters pattern I do not believe that I violated a broader
obligat ion in writing the letter, It was for the public

interest that I wrote it,.

MR, GRAY: You make a digtinction between what is
said about a wman in executive session -- we are talking in
terms of loyalty -- and what is said about a man for public
consumption. Do you think on the basis of the same facts it
is appropriate to say one thing in executive session; and
another thing for public consumption?

THE WITNBSS: It is very undesirable. I wish I had
said more temperate, measured and accurate words in executive
session, Then itwould not have been ndcessary to say such
very different words publi¢ly.

MR, GRAY: 1 suppose m§ final‘question on that is
related to the view you held at one time that a sessation --
correct me if I mistake this -- of Communist activities, as
distinguished from Communist sympathies, was important in
considexring .a man for important classified work. Is that
your view tdday?

THE WITNESS: No, I have for a long time been
clear that sympathy with the enemy is incompatible with
responsible or secret work to the United States.

MR, GRAY: So it would not be sufficient to say to
a man, stop making speeches, stop going to meetings; that

would not be enough?
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THE WITNESS: It was not in fact sufficient before.
It was sufficient only if it was a man whose disengagement

was dependeble.,

MR, GRAY: Disengagement. as far as activities are
concerned,

THE WITNESS: And to some e;tent conduct, Today it
is a very simple thing, it seems to me, and has been for some
years, We have a well defined enemy. Sympathy for him may
be tolerable, but it is not tolerable in.working for the
pecople or the government of this country,

MR, GRAY: One other qﬁestion, which relates to
the record, and your reply to General Nichols, and that is
with respect to those initiative it was which led to the
émployment of Dr. Hawkins as assistant persommnel officer or
whatever his title was. Do you now recall whether you simply
endorsed the notion of his employment, or whether you --

THE WITNESS: No, I said in my earlier testimony
that I relied rather heavily -- that I relied on Hawkins,'
testimony under oath -- that he hal been asked for by the person-
nel director. I don’t recall how the discussion started.

MR. GRAY: Finally, and this is much less important
than some of these other questions, when in 1946 you
resigned from the ICCA8P, in your letter of resigration you
referred to your disagreement with their current position

with respect to the extension of President Roosevelt's foraign
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policy, despite the many constructive and decisive things
that this organization was doing; 1 wondered what.you had
in mind.

THE WITNESS: 1 wondered when I heard it, There
is in my file a reference to a panel of the committee that was
advocating and sbeaking for a National Science Foundation;
though that is oaly one thing,it has always seemed a construc-
tive onme.

MR, GRAY: Because you had testified that you did
not know too much about what they were doing and had not
been active,

THE WITNESS: This seems to be the cnly record 1 have,

DR, EVANS: Dr. Oppenheimer, did the Condon letter
have much weight with you in changing your position on that
security committee?

THE WITNESS: The Peters thing?

DR, EVANS: Yes.,

THE WITNESS: No. The lettaers that had weight
with me were from Bethe and Weiskopf. They were writtem in
very moderate and dignified =-

MR, EVANS: Condon did write a letter about it?

THE WITNESS: He did, and it has been published in
the papers., It made me angry.
| DR, EVANS: Apnother question: From a political

poiint of view, did you consider the Super a bad project even



if it could be made?

THE WITNESS: I think your record says that if we
could have a world without Supers it would be a better world,

DR, EVANS: Did yow consider the fact that there
would not bte many targets for a Super?

THE WITNESS: We did indeed. We discussed that,
We said we had many more tham the Russians. We szid we were
- mor@ vulner:zble to it, and went into the questions of
delivering it by ship and so on.

DR, EVANS: There is one other gquestion thaﬁ I want
to ask and perhaps you won’t answer this and can't, and I
wouldn't want you to in that case. Did you reach the
conclusion that ths Super would work purely from a mathmmatic:1
point of view? 1In other words, you had not tested it as yet?

THE WITNESS: At what stage is this? When I did
reach that conclusion?

pR. EVANS: Yes

* THE WITNESS: Yes., 1I diin't reach the conclusion that

the precise designs and details embodied in our first thing
would work as well as it might, but I reached the conclusion
that something along these lines could be made to work.,

DR. EVANS: That is all,

MR, GARRISON: Could we just have the last
guestion read?

DR. EVANS: I can restate it, Did you reach the
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conclusion that the Super would work from a purely mathematicil
point of view because they had not made thé test.
MR, GARRISON: Excuse me,
THE WITNESS: I believe in our report to the
President we said though there is always in matters of this
kind the possibility that a specific model will fail, we
are confident that this program is going to be successful,
DR, EVANS: There was a delicate boundary there
that you couid not be quite sure?
THE WITNESS: You can never be guite sure of anything
in the future.
MR, GRAY: It is 12:15 and you asked for a recess,
MR. GARRISON: I don't think a recess is necessary.
(Discussion off the record.) |
(Witness excused. temporarily.)
; MR, GRAY: Dr., Glennan, do you care to testify
under oath? You a?e not required to do so.
DB, GLENNAN: 1 don't understand you,
MR, GRAY: Do you éare to testify under oath?
DR, GLENNAN: I would be glad to,
MR, GRAY: All right, sir., Would you be good enough
to stand énd hold up your right hand? What is your full name?
DR, GLENNAN: Thomas Keith Glennan,
MR. GRAY: Thomas Keith Glennan, do you swear

that the testimony you are to give the Board shall be the
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truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help
you God?

DR, GLENNAN: I do,

Whereupon,

THOMAS KEITH GLENNAN
was called as a witnesy, and having been first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:

DR, GRAY: Now, you will forgive for an elementary
lesson but I think I should remind ybu of the provisions of
Section 1621 of Title 18 of the United States Code, known as
the perjury statute, which makes it a crime punishable
by a fine of up to $2,000 and/or imprisonment up to five
years for any person stating under oath any material matter
which he does not believe to be true, It is also an offense
under seption 1001 of Title 18 of the United States Code,
punishable by a fine of not more than $10,000 or impriscnment
for not more than five years or both for any person to make any
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or representation
in any matter within the jurisdiction of an agency of the
United States.

I should also like to make the request that in the
evant it is necessary for you to discuss any restricted
data in your testimony, that you let the Chairman know before
any diéclosure for reasons which probably are obvious,

I think those are the iunstructions I am to give you,
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So you may proceed.
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. GARRISON:

Q Mr . Glennan, would you state youn full name for
the record?

A Thomas Keith Glennan,

Q You are president of Case Institute in Cleveland?

A I am,

Q Dr. Glennan, there wa handed to me just now an
affidavit by you which I will give you.

MR, GARRISON: Mr, Chazirman, I had not thought to
suggest to Dr, Glennan that he would read the statement which
he has prepared because I had preferred to go along in the
ordinary way by question and answer, but in the recess I
discussed the matter with Dr, Glennan, and I thought in the
interest of time it might be well if ﬁe would read this and
then respond to any questbrs that anybody might like to put

to him.
MR, GRAY: We should be glad to have him read it,
BY MR. GARRISON :
Q Mr, Glemnan, is this statement that you prepared
your own in toto?
A Without qQuestion.

Q Did you receive any drafting assistance from anyone

representing Dr. Oppenheimer?
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A No. The only drafting assistance I received was
a question that I raised myself as tp restricted duta that
mght be in here, and with the help of Mr. Beckerley this
morning I changed part of one sentence to remove that,

Q I simply ask you to speak of the work you have done
with Dr. Oppenheimer, your relations with him and your views
about him,

A That is righy.

Q Perhaps you would read this st;temeut to the Board,

A My name is Thomas Keith Glennan., I am 48 years
old and I am President of Case Institute of Technology in
Cleveland;, Ohio. From 1 October 1950 until 1 November 19532,
I was on leave of absence from Case, and served during that
.period as a member of the United States Atomic Enmergy
Commission, I have read somewhat hastily the pertinemnt parts
of a letter addressed recently by the General Manager of the
Atomic Energy Commission to br. J. Robert Oppenheimer.

That letter recites certain incidents reported by the FBI
presumably which have caused serious questions to be raised
by certain persons concerning the loyalty of Dr. Oppenheimer
to the United States of America.

Shortly after taking office as a Commissioner,
I met Dr, Oppenheimer for the first time. During the eunsuing
years our meetings were limited to those days when the

General Advisory Committee was in session,to discussions at
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Princeton in mivaune 1951, which I shall mention '=ter, and
to such other groupmeetings which may have occurred at the
offices of the Commission in Washington during the period
noted, My contacts with Dr. Oppenheimer since November 1952
have been limited to correspondence at infrequent intervals.,

My earliest recollecticn of a General Advisory
Committee meeting had to do with a review in late 1650, as I
recall it, of the first two important Atomic Energy
Commission expansion programs.

1f I might interpolate, 1 would say the firsi of the
two important Atomic Epnergy Commission programs,

I was impressed as a new member of the Commission
by the expressions of satisfaction on the part of Dr,
Oppenheimer and other members of the General Advisory éommittee,
and I recall comments to the effect that the Gemeral Advisory
Committee under Dr, Oppenheimer's
chairmanship had been urging expansion in the fissionable
materials and weapons field for some time, About this same time
1 first became aware of the problems posed for tge Commission
and in particular for the Los Alamos laboratory by the findings
of the theoretical group there, that requirement for special
materials appeared to be such that there would result a
substantial reduction in the production of fissionable

materials .

Q Perhaps you could read it a little more slowly.
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A 1 learned; too, something of the disagreements that

had taken place in late 1949 within the Commission itself,
and within the General'Advisory Committee, on the qﬁestion of
pursuing vigorous'y prosecution of the thermoouclear program.,
¥hile it was apparent that certain moral questidn3s had been
raised in addition to questions of technical feasibility in
these earlier debateé, it seemed clear to me that the technical
problems and the tremendous cost in terms of decreased
plutonium production had been of very great concerm to éhe
scientists involved. In the balance was the question of
exploiting at all possible speed the very promising
developments in tre fission field, and the rapid buildup
of a stockpile of great effectiveness against the diverasionm
of effort and material to an as yet unproven thermonuclear
device,

It is to be remembered that theoretical studies and
calculations were proceeding during this period following
on the President'§ decision to proceed with the diffusion
program in early 1950,

In the late spring of 1951, certain studies made
at Los Alamos by Teller, Nordheim and others, began to show
promise. A meeting was called, I believe jointly by the
Commission and the General Advisory Committee, for the purpose

of reviewing these new propulsions. The meeting was held at

the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton around the 19th
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and 20th of Jumne 1951. The top level of scientific personnel
available to the Commission were in attendance, as were
all the Commissioners. It was this meeting that gave new
hope to all for the thermomuclear program. It is my
recollection that Dr, Oppenheimer participated with vigor
and that there was never apparent to me at that tiwe or
subsequently anything in his actions or words that indicated
anything other than a recognition of important newv theoretic:ol
findings, and the necessity for pursuing vigorously these
promising new leads,

It is true that Dr, Oppenheimer opposed the
immediate establishment of a secondl weapons Iaboratory{ So
did I, and on the ground that Los Alamos was in the best
possible position to push forward on the new propositions,

To create a new laboratory would have been a crushing blow

to the morale of the Los Alamos staff members and much valuable
time would have been lost. Need for expansion of research
effort was apparent, however, and studies were begun shortly
thereafter to determine the best methods by which such
expansion could be accomplished.

In the meantime Los Alamos pressed forward with
great urgency to develop fusion devices for early tests of
the new theories.

I cite these instances because it may be that

accusations of disloyalty have been made against Dr,



18

Oppenheimer --

MR, ROEB: ilr, Chairman, I hate to internupt the
witness, but I feel it my duty to call tothe attention of
the Chairman, the provisions of the procedure that no witness
will be permitted to make an argument from the witness stand,
I apprehend that Dr, Glennen is about to make such an
argument. I am not of course intending to sug gest that
Dr. Glennan is not doing anything he does not believe to be
entirely proper, but the Boar& procedures do provide under
section 4.15, paragraph (f) "nor will the Board permit any
person to argue from the witness stand.” 1 merely want to
bring that to the Board's attention, for whatever it might be
worth,

MR, GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, Dr, Glennan, I believe,
is about to state his opinion, Surely the Chair will not
consider this to be an argument.

MR, GRAY: 1 would like to ask Dr. Glennen if
all of his statemeat is directing himself specifically to
the paragraph in the Nichols letter which you referred to
at the outset, reporting certain positiogs, attitudes, and
so on, of Dr., Oppenheimer, with respect to the development
of the hydrogen bomb,

THE WITNESS: Since, Mr, Chai;man, ny knowledge of
:hese matters is limited largely or limited wholly, I should

say, to the time I was on the Commission, I am dealing
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principally with that question,

MR, GRAY: Do you have something further?

MR, GARRISON: 1I was ging to make the general
observation, M}. Chairmar,, that in the case of maény,ifi ‘not
mosi of the witnesses whe will follow Dr, Glennan, I have
asked them to recall the drcimstances under whiéh‘they had
occasion to work with Dr, Oppenheimer, the extent to which
they knew him, what they did together, what their views of
him as a man and an American were as a result.of their contacts
with him, and all this item to be highly pertinent to the
question, the ultimate question of judgment which this
Commission has to make.,

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, 1 thoroughly agree with that.

MR, GARRISON: Ome of the basic questions in weighing
a man's loyalty and citizenship is what sort of things has
he done for his country in a time when the country is hard
beset by foreign intentions.

Another test is what men of standing and eminence
and character believed him to be on the basis not merely
of reputation -- community reputation -- but on the basis
of actual contacts with him,

I can't conceive that any question would arise
in the mind of the Chairman as to the relevance of testimony

of this character,

MR. GRAY: I don't believe that counsel, Mr. Robb,



has raised a question of relevance,

ME,  ROBB: Of course not.

MR, GRAY: He has addressed himself to the procedure
which is not generally too well defined. Did you want to
say something?

MR, ROBB: I thoroughly agree with all that Mr,
Garrison has said. I have no intention of suggesting that
those matters should not receive full discussion before this
Board., 1 mereiy felt it my duty, Mr. Chairman, as 1 apprehended
that Dr. Glennan was launching into what can be described as
an argument, rather than a recital of facts and circumstandes,
Of course, I am afraid that this is something we get into
when a witness does read a prepared statement. 1t is
rather difficult for counsel to control what he says and it
is very apt to become an argument or a speech rather than
testimony.

MR. GARRISON: Mr, Chairman, I really am apazed‘
that this question should be raised,

MR. GRAY: I think in this case, if only ino the
interest of economy of time, I am going to ask the
witness to proceed with his prepared statement and we can
argue these procedural questions later.,

MR. GARRISON: I myself often thought of that
provision of the rules, Mr. Chairman, during some of the

‘questioning that has taken place, but I have refrained from
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raising it.

THE WITNESS: May I proceed, sir?

MR, GEAY: If you will,

THE WITNESS: 1I cite these instances becaifse it
may be that accusations of disloyalty have been made against
DY, Oppeﬁheimer in part because of his disagreements with
ohhers because of the feasibility of one techmnical program
compar ed with another, or one method of attack on a problem
as compared with another, At no time did I then nor do 1 know
know of any esidence that would indicaté that Dr. Oppenheimer
had been disloyal. Disagreements of this kind on techmnical
and administrative matters are not sufficient ground for .
accusations such as have been made. Rather they are the
normal phenomena in development maSters of this nature.

Of the history of Dr. Oppenheimer prior to 1950
I have only limited knowledge and can make no comment, 1In
light of his diligence in the prosecution of the Commission's
program and in so far as my personal contacts with him have
been revealing, I believe Dr. Oppenheimer to be a loyal
citizen of the United States,

BY MR, GARRISON:

¢ And on the basis of these contacts, would you say
that His continued employment as a consultant would be
clearly consistent with the interests of national security?

A I would.,
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MR. GAEIISON: That is all, Mr, Chairman,

MR, ROBB: 1 have no questions,

MR, GRAY: Does amy membér of the Board have any
questions?

MR, MORGAN: No.

DR, EVANS: No.

MR. GR"Y: Thank you very much,

THE WITNESS: Thank you,

(Witness excused.)

MR, GARRISON: If it is agreeable with the Board,
Dr. Compton will not take long. Would you like to hear him
now?

MR, GRAY: I think we might proceed with Dr,
Compton.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR, GRAY: Do you wish to testify under oath? You
are not requested to do so.

BER, COMPTON: I am perfectly willing to do so.

MR. GRAY: Will you stand, please, and raise your
right hand? What are your initials?

DR, COMPTON: K., T.

MR. GRAY: K. T, Compton, 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 you God? °*

DR, COMPTON: I do.
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MR, GRAY: 1 must call your attention tothe
poovisions of the perjury sthtutes which make it a crime
punishable by fine up to $2,000 and/or of imprisonment up to five
years for anv person to state under oath any material matter
which he does not believe to be true, andalso call your
attention to the fact that it is an offense under the statutes
punishable by fine of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment
for n;t more than five years or both for any person to make
any false, fictitious or fraudulent statement or
representation in any matter within the jurisdiction of an
agency of the United States.

I should also, Dr, Compton, if it becomes necessary
for you to make any reference to or to disclose restricted
data in your discussion here, ask that you inform me in
advance of the necessity to do so.

Finally, I should point out to you that we treat
the proceedings of this Board as a matter which is
confidential as between the Atomic Energy Commission and its
officials and agencies and Dr, Oppenheimer and his
representatives, and we hope that witnesses will be guided
accordingly, as far as the press and others are corncerned.
Mr. Garrison.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR, GARRISON:

Q Dr. Compton; yoii were the president of the
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MR. GRAY: I wmust call your attention tothe
pﬁovisions of tho perjury statutes which make it a crime
punishable by fine up to $2,000 and/or of imprisonuent up to five
years for anv person to state under oath any material matter
which he does not believe to be true, andalso call your
attention to the fact that it is an offense under the statutes
punishable by fine of not more than $10,000 or imprisonme»g
for not more than five years or both for anyperson to make
any false, fictitious or fraudulent statement or
representation in any matter within the jurisdiction of an
agency of the United States.

I should also, Dr, Compton, if it becomes necessary
for you to make any reference to or to disclose restricted
data in your discussion here, ask that you inform me in
advance of the necessity to do so,

Finally, I should point out to you that we treat
the proceedings of this Board as a matter which is
confidential as between the Atomic Energy Commission and its
officials and agencies and Dr., Oppenheimer and his
representatives, and we hopeé that witnesses will be guided
accordingly, as far as the press and others are corncerned,
Mr, Garrison.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR, GARRISON:

Q Dr, Compton, you were the president of the
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology from 1930 to 1948, 1
believe?

A Yes, sir,

Q Would you state briefly some of the positions which
you have held in the goverrment having to do with the defense
effort?

A Probably most important of those was as a member
of the National Defense Research Committee from 1949 to 1945
whae I was in general charge of the developments in radar,
fire consrol and instruments, Part of that time and only
an early part of that time had to do with the atomic energy
program,

I was later in 1945 -- in the first half of the
year -- a member of Secretary Stimson's Committee om Atomic
BEnergy which was advising President Truman. That was the
committee which George Harrison of New York Life was Chairman,

Then in 1946, I was Chairman ofthe Joint Chiefs of
Btaff Evaluation Board on the first Bikini atom bomb test, and
a member of the President’'s Evaluation Committee on that same
test.

Then between a year and two years ago I was a member
of the Committee uunder Lewis Strauss which was appointed by
tke late Senator McMahon to consider certain problems having
to do with the capital facilities for atomic energy.

In that connection we made some appraisal of the
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wok at Savannah River and at Paducah, The committee was
disbanded, however, shortly after Senator McMahon's death,

I should also mention that I was in 1947 and 1948
chairman of the Researcg and Development Board in the
Depar tment ofDefenge immediately following Dr. Bush in that
position.

I think those are the principal positiouns.

Q Thank you., ¥ou first met Dr, Oppenheimer at
Goettingen, I think you told me, in 1926,

A That isright, November and December, 1926. He was
there as a post graduonate student. I was there as a visitor
working on a manuscript, and I saw quite a bit of Dr,
Oppenheimer at that time,

Q You yourself were trained as a physicist?

A Right .

q Would you tell the Board the nature of tte under-
takings ir which Dr., Oppenheimer and you have worked together?

A Starting with Goettingen, our first undertaking --
we were a committee of some 20 American graduate students --
to organize a Thanksgiving Dinner to pay back the social
deb£ to our German professors who had been very hospitable
o us. That had its amusing incidents, but it has nothing
to do with the atomic energy work,

I have met Dr. Oppenheimer at professional meetings

firequently from time to time, The last meefing with him until
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wok at Savannah River and at Paducah, The committue was
disbanded howéver, shortly after Senator McMahon's death,

I should also mention that I was in 1947 and 1948
chairman of the Researcg and Development Board in the
Department of Defense immediately following Dr, Bush in that
position. {
I think those are the principal positions.

Q Thank you. Xou first met Dr, Oppenheimer at
Goettingen, I think you told me, in 1926,

A That isright, November and December, 1926. He was
there as a post graduate student. I was there as a visitor
working on a manuscript, and I saw quite a bit of Dr,
Oppenheimer at that time,

Q You yourself were trained as a physicist?

A Right .,

g Would you tell the Board the nature of tle under-
takings ip which Dr, Oppenheimer ana you have worked together?

A Starting with Goettingen, our first undertaking --
we were a committee of some 20 American graduate students --
to organize a Thanksgiving Dinner to pay back the social
debt to our German professors who had been very hospitable
to us, That had its amusing incidents, but it has nothing
to do with the atomic energy work.

I have met Dr. Oppenheimer at professional meetings

frequently from time to time, The last meeting with him until
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this morning that I can recall was at Princeton in his
office where I had been asked by Miss Shaver, the president
of Lord and Taylor, to try to prevail on Einstein to accept
one of the Lord and Taylor awards, and I called on Dr,
Oppenheimer for advice on how best to approach Professor
Einstein. My only contact that I can recall with Dr,
Oppenheimer having to do with the atomic energy project was
while on Secretary Stimson's committee in 1945,

One of the problems before us was to try to
estimate the amount of time that it would take a foreign
country, and particularly Russia, to produce an atomic bomb,
At that time we called in two groups on two separate days.
One group consisted of the presidents or chief engineers
of the industrial companies thef had been most engaged in the
production of the atomic bomb plants, that is Eastman, duPont,
Carbide and Carbon Chemicals, Westinghouse, as I recall,

The other meeting was with a group of scientists --
Fermi, Oppenheimer, Brnest Lawrence and my brother, Arthur,
There may have been one other, I am not gquite sure., It
was at that meeting that as a result of those conferences
that we came to the very rough estimate thatit would
require Russia a minimum of five years and a maximum of 20
and probably 10 to produce an atomic bomb.

In tbat connection, the predominant factor was

not scientific information, because we realized that the
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Rusgians could get that as well as we could, but it had to
do with industrial capacity -- machine tools, to make tools,
production of electronic control equipment, capacity to
produce certain chemicals with the desired degree of purity,
and things of that sort.

Q I think Dr. Oppenheimer was a member of the Atomic
Energy Committee of the Research and Development Board under
William Webster when you were Chairman of the Research and
Development Board.

A That is correct.

Q Based on your acquaintance with Dr, Oppenheimer,
yo;r knowledge that you haveof him, what would you say as
fo his loyalty to the United States?

A I have never had any question of it, I have no
question of it now. He is completely loyal.

Q Again based on your experience with him and your
knowledge of him,'would you say that his continued employment
as a consultant to the Atomic Energy Commission would be
clearly consistent with the interests of national sepurity?

A So far as I know the situation, I would say yes,

I think I would have to qualify that by this fact. While
my personal impreséion, my faith is sound, it would have to
be subject to derogatory evidence that I don't know anything

about, which I take it is the purpose of this committee to

invesitigate.



Q Of course, that goes without saying, I am asking
you for your judgment simply based on your own personal
feeling about him and knowledge of him.

A YeS.-

C As to that, you are clear in your mind,
A Perfect 'y clear, yves.

Q What an your judgment would be the effect, if any
on the scientific community if Dr, Oppenheimer's clearance
were to be revoked?

A I believe =- and 1 feel very certair of this --
that there would be a shock, there would be a discouragement;
there would be confusion. 1 think the result would be very
bad.

c Bad for the country?

A For thé zountry.

MR. GARRISON: That is all;

MR, ROBB: 1 have no questions, Mr. Chairman,

MR. GRAY: Thank you very much, Doctor.

THE WITNESS: I would like to say this, If anything
should come up later in connection with things in which my
past contact with Oppenheimer might raise questions for future
evaluation, I would of course be glad to come domn and appear

if { can be of any help.

(Witness excused.
MR, GRAY: We are now in recess. I hope we can start
at 2 o'clock.

(At 12:55 p.m., a recess was taken until 2:00 p.m.)
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AFTERROON SESSION 2 p.n,

MR. GRAY: The proceeding will begin. Do you wish
to testify under oath, Mr,. Lansdale? You are not required
to do so.

MR. LANSDALE: I have no wish at all in thatrespect.
I leave that to coursel or to the Board.

MR. GRAY: I might say to you the board :imposes
1o requirement. All the witnesses to this point have testi-
fied under cath.

MR. LANSDALE: Then let us keep it uniform.

MR. GRAY: Would you stand and raise your right
hand.

John Lansdale, Jr., 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 you God?

MR. LANSDALE: I do.

MR. GRAY: Now, Mr. Lansdale, I am required to
call you attention to the provisions of the Upited States
Code which m;ke it a crime punishable by fine and imprisson-
ment for any person to state under oath any material matter
which he does not believe to be true and to remind you it
is also an offense under the Code pumnishable by a fine or
imprrisonment or both for any person to make any false,
fictious or fraudulent statement or representation in any

matter within the jurisdiction of an agency of the United
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I should like to ask that in the event it becomes
necessary for you to disdose what you believe to be classi-
fied data during your testimony you should advise me before
such disclosure in order that we may take certain steps.

MR. LANSDALE: May I in that regard rely cn Mr.
Rolander because it has been since 1945 that I have had any
acquaintance with what is classified or what is not.

I have heretofore adopted the practice that I
considered everything I did was classified. I know that is
not really true anymoré.

MR. ROLANDER: Mr, Chairman, I think specific
reference is being made with reference to restrictéd data,
which is more in terms technical data. Mr, Lansdale, with
respect to matters which were previously classified would
probably be considering investigative data which was at
that time classified. That would not at this time be
considered as classified.

MR. GRAY: Perhaps I was in error to raise the
question here. But you will be on the alert, Mr, Rolander,

MR. ROLANDER: Yes, sir,

MR. GRAY: Finally, Mr. Lansdale, I should point
out to you that this Board considers the proceedings strictly
confidential between the Commission and its officials and

Dr, Oppenheimer and his representatives and witnesses. This
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Board takes no initiative in the release of any information.
Speaking for theBoard I express the hope that witnesses
will take the same view of the situvaticn,
MR. LANSDALE: This witness will.
MR. GRAY: Mr, Garrison.
Whereupon,
JOHN LANSDALE, JR.
was called as a witness, and hav;ng been duly sworn, was
examined and testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATICN
BY MR. GARRISON:
Q Mr., Lansdale, you are presently a member of the
law firm of Squire, Sanders and Dempsey in Cleveland, Ohio?
A Yés, sir,
Q You attended Virginia Military Institute and after
that the Harvard University Law School?
A Yes, sir.
Q And during the war you were the Security Officer
for the Manhattan District at Los Alamos?
A The quaestion isinaccurate. 1 was respomsible to
Grieral Groves for the overall security and intelligence
of the atomic bomb project, not technically the Manhattan
District which was a2n administrative organization.

Q But you were the top security officer for the

atomic bomb project?



A Yes, sir,
Q Would ya: tell the Board how you happened to gct

into the security work which you were charged with by General

Groves?
A ¥ believe Gemeral Groves advised me that 112 re-
guested me to take charge of that work becaus:z I had nrcvious-

ly belore thz Army had been given responsibility for the
atomic bomb project made a sccurity investigation at Dr.
Conant's request at Zcrkeley and thus by that accident I was
one of the very few Army officers who had nay knowlecdge

of the existence and nature of the projsct.

Q Dr, Conant asked you to undertake this study of
the situation at Berkeley in 1941, as I recall.

A It was either in December 1941 or January, 1942,

My recollection is a little fuzzy.on the precisé date
but it wasright in that time.

Q And you were attached at that time to Gemneral
Robert Lee in G-2?

A Yes.

(4] In the Counter-Intelligence work?

A I was in the so-called Counter-Intelligence
Branch of the Office of Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, War
Department Gemeral Staff.

4 Q 7i1ll you tell the Board about your discussions

witli General Groves :zbout Dr. Oppenheimer's background and
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about his clearance?

A I cannot recall precisely when we first bsgan to
discuss Dr. Oppenhe:imer,

Q May I interrupt you one minute?

A Yes.

Q I would just like té ask you if you have discussed
the subject natter of your general scope of testimony here
today with representatives of the Commission who ara assist-
ing the Board in its deliberations as well as with us?

A That is right. I think it fair to say =--

Q I don't mean every question I am going to put has
been discussed.,

A I think itfair to say that I have not discussed
with the Commission Staff my testimony as such. I have
very briefly last night and at greater length some days
or weeks ago answered to the best of my ability every
question that I could that they had about this background.

WR. ROBB: Mr. Chairman, for the sake of continuity
in the record, I wonder if I might put one question at this
point?

MR. GRAY: Yes,

MR. ROBB: Did we not also permit you to refresh
your recollection by looking at certain portions of the

file with which you had been concerned?

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes.



MR, ROﬁB: That is all.

THE WITNESS : There ware several document: which
you gave me to read to refresh my recollection and to
mutually try to arrive at facts which were not apparent
in the record.

In any event, Dr. Oppenheimer had been on the
project prior to the time that the Army took over. When
the Army took it over, the security was virtually non-existent
and the program of personnel clearance was practically non-
existent. I won't say it did not exist becagse it di, but
it was very incomplete. One of the first things that we
did was to attembt to get some investigation and set up some
program for the clearance of the personnel that were received
with the project,as it were.

I, myself, never was until fairly late in the
game transferred to the Manhattan District. I remained
with G-2 and performed my duties as a supervisory matter
along with my.other duties in G-2.

Then Lieutenant Calvert was assigned té the 'Man-
hattan District as the security officer and he conduted the
Clearance Program.

In connection with that we rece¥ed reports, primari-
ly from the Federal Bureau of Investigation, as I ramember,
concerning Dxr, Oppenheimer's associations and relatives, as

wvell as himself. These caused us, needless to say, a great
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deal of concern.I may be inaxact in my dates, but my recollec-
tion is that this took place about the time that Los Alamcs
was being established and my recollection is that they had
not yet moved up on the Hill, but still had the office or
laboratory down in “anta Fe while we were constructing a
road up thera.

I brought up these, because of Dr. Oppenheimer's
prominent position as the head of the Los Alamos laboratory,
to the attention of General Groves and we discussed then at
some length.

General Groves' view was (a) -- I wonder if I am
permitted to say -- I don't know what his view was, of
course, as I only know what he told me.

MR. GRAY: You certainly can say what he told you.

THE WITNESS: I woéld like to correct that. Ob-
vbusly I don't know what was in the man's mind. All Iknow
is what he told me.

General Groves' view, as I recall expressed, was
(a) that Dr. Oppenheimer was essential; (b) that in his
judgment -- and he had gotten to know Dr; Oppenheimer very
well by that time -- he was loyal; and (c) we would clear
him for this work whatever the reports said.

I will confess that I myself at that time had
considerable doubts about it., Because of our worry, or my

worry, let us say, about Dr. Oppenheimer, we continued to



83
the best of our ability to investigate him, We ke:: him
under surveillance whenever he left the project. '@ opened
his mail. We did nl1ll sorts of nasty things that we do or
did on the project.

I interviewed him myself a number of times. As I
recall, the recommcndations of the secuirty organization
headed up by Cap:ain Calvert were adverse to Dr. Oppenheimer.
They recommerded against clearance.

BY MR. GARRISON :

Q Who was Captain Calvert?

A I think his official title was District Security
Officer, He was on General Nichols', then Colonel Nichols,
staff. In any event, I full concurred with General Groves
as our investigation went on with the fact that Dr. Oppen-
heimer was properly cleared.

Now, you asked to relate our discussions. That is
difficult. Our discussions spread over many, many months.
They continued when the name =--

MR. GRAY: Excuse me, please. Did you say I asked
to relate the discussione?

THE WITNESS: No; Mr. Garrison did.

MR. GRAY: Excuse me, A moment ago I thought
when you asked whether you were privileged to say what
General Groves said, I said that was all right.

THE WITNESS: No. I think that was your question,
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wasn't it?

IMR. GARRISON: Yes, it was,

THE WITNESS: I remember that I asked General
Groves early in the game what would he do if it turned out
that Dr. Oppenhe’ mer was not loyal ard that we could not
trust him? EKis reply was that he would blow the whole thing
wide open.

I co not mean to imply by that, that our conclusions
as to clearance were necessarily dictated by indispensability.
I wish to emphasize it for myself., I reunched the conclusion
that he was loyal and ought to be cleared,

BY MR, GARRISON:

Q You did have certain employees, d\ld you not, that
the project had at Los Alamos who were kept un the basis
of what might be called a calculated risk?

A Yes, that is true. That is true of L3s Alamos
and other parts of the project.

Q Certain people who were knowrn or believet to be
communists?

A Yes, sir,

Q Why did the project employ some people of th =
character?

A My only answer to that is thet we continually huv
to exercise judgment as between obvious all out security and

the necessities of the project. It must be remembersd that
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the Germans were far ahead of us in the development of an
atomic bomb. We believed that the nation which first ob-
tained one would win the war. We were under, believe me,
very terrible feeling of pressure. Every security decision
we made with reference to important people was made in that
background.

We had a number of persons who we believed were
very likely to be communists, who we were persuaded were
doing such useful work and such important work, that good
judgment required th:t we keep them and let them do their
work and surround them and insulate them to the best extent
of our ability. That is what we did in a number of cases.

I can't answer it any better than that.

Q Dr. Oppenheimer was not in that category of
calculated risk, I take it?

A Not in my. judgment, no,

Q Did you everknow of any leakage of information
from any of the persons of the sort you have mentioned to
the outside?

A We never discovered any leakage of information
from those persons that we deliberately kept as a calculated
risk, I don't mean to assert that there was none. We dis-
covered none and we used every effort we could to mske it

difficult for them.

For exanpls, with many of them we made it perfectly

obv.ious. that we were watching their eévery move so as to be
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gererally for the whole project could be laid to one side,
at Least so far as the important people on the project were
concerned.

It was believed that the establishment of the
laboratory in an isolated place where means of egress apd
ingress could be easily controlled and means of comnunicztion
monitored should be done, if feasible.

We did have certain compartmentalization there. As
I remember, we had the so-called technical area where the
actual laboratories were, and as I recall we had two kinds
of badges, for example; those who could get in there and
those who could not. To that extent we had compartmentaliza-
tion,

Q You visited the project frequently, did you not?

A Many times, yes.

Q Did you form any judgment as to the wisdom in an
overall point of view of the establishment of Los Alamos as
a community in which work could be carried forward in the
relatively free and less cramped manner that you have des-
cribed than would have been the case at Oak Ridge, for
example?

A Let me answer that this way. I do not conceive
that I had then, nor do I have now sufficient technical
knowledge to enable mo to measure the difference between

the speed of accomplishment and not. To my mind then, simple
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logic dictated that it must be so, and I saw no reason to
changemy mind.

I wish to add that I thought then and later evenis
as the project went on proved that this theory of an insulated
city iﬁ the middle of a desert is more easily postulated
in theory than it is carried out in actual practice. But
nevertheless we did a fairly good job in that regard.

Q Was the job of administering this community a
difficult omne in ybur judgment as you observed it?

A It certainly was. The commanding officers were
changed very rapidly.

Q What would you say as to the nature of the scientists
and their human characteristics, as you saw them at work on
the project in relations to the problem of administration?

A The scientists en masse presented an extremely
difficult problem. The reason for it, as near as I can
Judge, is that with certain outstanding exceptions they
lacked what I called breadth. They were extremely competent
in their ficld but their extreme competence in their chosen
field lead them falsely to believe that they were as compe-
tent in any other field.

The result when you got them together was to make
administration pretty difficult because each one thought
fat he could administer the administrative aspects of the

Army post better than any Army officer, for example, and
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didn't hesitate to say so with respect to any detail of
living or detail of security or anything else.

I hope my scientist friends will forgive me, but
the very nature of them made things pretty difficult.

Q They were slightly restivé under the confinement
of the isolated city.

A Very. As time went on more so. Towards the iatter
stages it became incrsasingly difficult to sit cn the 1lid
out there. Luring the early stages, no.

Q What was Dr., Oppenheimer's policy as an administer
in relation to keeping the morale going and keeping the
natural restiveness of these people within bounds? Was he
helpful?

A So far as I observed it, he was very helpful. The
difficulty primarily arcse from those that were one step
below him, let us say, in the scientific side. Dr. Oppen-
heimer himself so far as security matters with which I was
particularly concerned was extremely cooperative.

Q Could you give the Board a little picture ofthe
actual security measures which were enforced there at Los
Alamos?

A Yes. In the first place, physically we had -- I
have forgetten how many -- some troops, a guard company or
two companies, wasn't it, and we maintained patrols around

the perimeter. We established a system of monitoring
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telephone calls and mail. We established a post office, you
might say, down in Santa Fe in an office. We cemsored all
mail on a spot check basis, and the mail of the more impor-
tant scientists and those upon whom we had derogatory infor-
mation 100 per cent. We maintained, at least in the early
days -- later it became a spot check basis, as I remember =--
a continual monitoring of all means of communiations; tele-
hones calls, and thelike.

We attempted to be as careful as we could in the
clearance of persomnel who were sent thefe. It 1s quite
true that there, as in other places, we stretched our clear-
ance procedure when the pressure was on for personnecl.

Those who have not been through it cannot conceive,
again I say, the extreme pressure we were under -- when tha
recruitment program was om, and when we were actually build-
ing the weapon, not to let péople go, because the clearance
procedure took a long time, or it seemed so to those who
were responsible for getting ahead with the job.

I have forgtooten pfecisely what our restrictions
were on visitatipn, but people were not permitted to go on
trips unless it was officially necessary. We had rather
rigld restrictions even on visiting Santa Fe. Those, I
remember, were among the restrictions that we simply had to
relax as theproject went on. We countered that by placing

men of our organization in all of the hotels in town as
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desk clerks and the like and covering the city of Santa Fe
as best we could,

We tried to make it the securest of our institu~
tions. The inexcusable Greenglass case indicates that it
was not so secure after all.

Q What do you recall of your interview with Dr. Oppen~-
heimer on what we call here the Chevalier incident, if you
know what I have reference to?

A Yes, That is one of the things which I have had
the édvantage of reading the transcript of some-weeks ago
and glancing at one page of it again last night,

I should say that I talked to Dr. Oppenheimer many
times. In that particular case the interview was when he
was in Washington and I now believe that the interview took
place in General Groves' office, although that is a recon-
struction. I have no precise recollection of it except that
it was in Washington.

Do you wish me to relate the substance of it?

Q Yes.

A The substance of it was that Dr. Oppenheimer had
advised our peopleon the West Coast that an approach had been
made to someone on theproject to secure information concern-
ing the project, and that the approach had been made by one
Eltenton who was well-known to us -~ from Eltenton to a third

person and from $e third person to the project.
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From reading the transcript and having my attention
called to memoranda by Mr. Robb and ir, ﬁolan&er, the infor-
mation was that the contact was with three persons. It is
perfectly obvious that was the story. It is a curious trick
of memory but my recollection was one and that the onc per-
son was Dr. Oppenheimer's brother, Frank Oppenheimer. I
have no explanation as to hiw I translate it from three 1ﬁto
one.

I called Gemneral G'oves last night and discussed
it with him in an attempt to fathom that and I can't figure
it out. But the record shows clearly that there were three.

My effort was to get Dr. Oppenimer to tell me
the identity of the person thau was later identified as
Chevalier. In that ! was unsucoe:ssful. Perhaps I was not
as resourceful a questioner 55 L wmight have been. In any
event I could not get him to tell we. That is the sum and
substance of it.

I came back and told the Gevaral that it was up
to him, that he just had to get the in'>rmation for us,
which the General undertook to do and la‘er repor.~y back
the information., That goes on for pages. I am quite we
that I interrogated him concerning other pe sons on the
project. I am quite sure it is a long statment as I read it
in the transcript. Our discussion ccwvercd a wide range.

That is my present recollection.
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Q Was there any other instance in which Dr. Oppen-
heimer did not give you information that you asked for?

A I don't recall any.

Q Would you class this incident as an illustration
of the characteristic of the scientific mind that you
spoke of a while back as deciding in their own minds what
properly they should do, what was required to be dore in the
public interest?

A Yes, I think that is a fair statement. I think
this whole incident is a good illustration of that. I will
confess that I was pretty fed up with Dr, Opperheimer at
that moment because of the background against which we were
working of theWeinberg case out on the West Coast and the
difficulties that we were having with this Federation of
Architects, Engineers -- what is the name of that thing --
FAECT ~-- who were well organized in one of the oil company
laboratories out there and had been making efforts to orga-
nize the Rudiation Laboratory at Berkeky.

I had previously in comnnection -~ let me say it

thiss way -- in connection with Dr. Oppenheimer's recruitment

propzram, the names of omne or two persons who figured pro-

mihently in the attempted or actual espionage incident on
the Wegst Coast were among those that were slated for transfer

to Los Alamos.
In order that there could be the least possible
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furor about it, I went out to Los Alamos to talk to Dr.
Oppenheimer so that there would be no pressure upon the part
of him or his people to bring these persons out there., At
that time I told Dr. Oppenheimex something of our difficul-
ties in Berleley. How much I cannot now recall except that
I would haw told him as little as I thought I needed to.

The fact that I had to do that indicates the kind
of people we were dealing with, because these persons, and
Dr. Oppenheimer was no exception, believed that their judg-
ment as to what Qeople needed to know, as to what was security
and the like was as good or probably better than others.

It vas subsequent to that conversation that Dr.
Oppenheimer then, I assume, realizing the seriousmness of
the situation, advised our people on the West Coast of this
attempt coming out of the FAECT, because Eltenton was well
known to us as a communist, active in the communist apparatus
on the West Coast, and a member of this laboratory group,
this FAECT.

Dy. Oppenheimer then told us that Eltenton had
made this approach. It was perfectly plain that Dr. Oppen-
heimer believed that it was quite unnecessary to our security
problem to know the names of the person or persons -- the
one who later turned out to be Chevalier -- got this contact

with.

To my mind it was a sad exhibition of judgment, and
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ap exhibition of ego that is quite unwarranted, but never-
theless quite common. That is the way I regarded it then.
It did not erdear him to me at tho time. That is the sort
of incident that it appeared to me to be.

Q He did regard it as important and in the pational
interest for him to impart information that had come to him
about Eltenton?

A I assume “hat he did, otherwise he would not have
done it. |

Q He took the initiative in doing that?

A That is my recollection. My recollectian is that
he went to Lyle Johnson who was then the security officer
at the Radiation Laboratory. #&m I correct about Lyla's
position then? I believe he was the security officer thers.
We had a very large organization on the West Coast, the in-
vestigative organization headad by Boris Pash, and I think
Lyle Johnson was the security officer of the laboratory. In
any event he was in the security organization at that time.

Q Dr. Oppenheimer has testified to a visit that he
paid Jean Tatlock in 1943 on a trip away from the project.
Dr. Oppenheimer knew that he was under surveillince like
everyhody else when he left the project, did he not?

A I assume that he did. We never told him. But I

assume he realized it..

«Q Wos it common knowledge that these security regulations



21

applied to travel outside the project?

A That question I can't answer. It was certainly
common knowledge that travel outside of the project was not
permitted except upon official business and prior terms.
There were certain persons that we made no effort to conceal
the fact fron thatthey were under surveillance for the reason
I mentioned. Dr. Oppenheimer was not in that category. We
never advertised to him that he ﬁas under surveillance.

Our people, as I recall, who were handling thet
problem believed that he was aware of it.

Q Did he make any other visits outside of the one I
mentioned to other people thatyou know of?

A Of course, he made visits to many pecplea.

Q Let me take that back., Any people unconnected in
some way with the governmental effort?

A As I recall, his trips at that time were primarily
for recruiting personnel. We were aware of his visit to Miss
Tatlock, I guess it was, and I do not now recall any other
visit to persons that might be on the suspect list, let me
put it that way. The record may dispute me on that, but I
certainly don't recall any.

Q To go back a moment to the Chevalier conversation,
it has been testified here that after Dr. Oppenheimer told
General Groves about Chevalier that certain telegrams were

se.nt by you and General Nichols, I think in December, 1943,



22

still referring to three contacts.

A That is right. One of those was shown to me last
night.

Q Do you have any explanation of that? 1Is it possible
that you yourself having had three in mind may have concluded
that still obtained, or was there anything more precise about
it that you can remember?

A I have been dredging my memory yesterday and today
particularly about that. Unquestionably Dr. Oppenheimer
told us there wre three. The record shows that beyond
dispute. There is no question that at a later time ~- at
least at a later time -- we were informed that there was one
only and that one was Frank Oppenheimer, because I remember
distinctly going over to the F.,B,I. and visiting lMr. Tamm
who was then, I beliwe assistant to J. Edgar Hoover, and
Mr. Whitson, who was the F.B.I. coomunist expert, that it
was Frank Oppenheimer and that we had got that information,
or that General Groves had obtained thatinformation on the
express term that it would not be passed on. ’

General Groves told me that, but I found it neces-
sary to violate General Groves' directionm in that regard and
to give to the Bureau the identity of Frank Oppenheimer.

Whether the General went back again at my request,
or on his own and talked further with Dr. Oppenheimer,

whether the General and I reached the concldbion that it nmust



849

have been Frank, I don't know -- we discussed it ma)y times ~-
yet 1 distinctly remember this condition of secrecy.

DR. EVANS: Did you say General Groves told you
that it was Fpank Oppenheimer?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, it is my recollection that
General Groves told me it was Frank Oppenheimer. What mysti-
fies me, gentlemen, is that the record shows threec and there
is a complete gap there. There is no record at all of
Frank or anything else. Yet nothing could be clearzar in my
memory than of that incident of going over at might and
talking to Tamm and Whison. Nothing could be cekarer in my
memory than General Groves' direction that I was not to pass
it on to anybody, which I promptly violated im a very un-
military manner.

That gap or jump I have no explanation for. My
memory is a complete blank.

BY MR. GARRISON :

Q . Would it refresh your recollection or still further
confuse you if I were to say to you that my recollection of
the conversation with General Groves about this was that Dr.
Oppenheimer named Chevalier to him as the man, but that he,
General Groves; suspected that it was?

MR. ROEB: Mr, Chairman, may I interpose here? We
Jand general Groves here yesterday called by Mr. Garrison and

'he was not asked about this. It is entirely all right with
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me if Mr, Garrison wants to put testimony in this way. But
if this is to be donz, I think Géneral Groves should be
brought ba ck and asked about it personally.

MR. GARRISON: I am not putting in tkis as pestimo ny.

MR, ROBEB: That is the effect of it.

MR. GARRISON: As I recall Gemeral Groves' testi-
nony yesterday he said that the whole thing was so confused
in his mind that he could not make head or tail out of it.

MR. ROBB: If that is the case, them I don't think
Mr. Gassison ought to attempt to refresh the recollection Sf
a witness by quoting General Groves.

THEWITNESS : Can I say this, or volunteer it?

Last night it was around 1l o'clock when I left here and got
back to the hotel room when I called General Groves on the
telephone for the purpose of rehashing this very thing. As

a result of my conversation with him, I am no further informed
than I testified to. That is all I can say.

BY MR. GARRISON: -

Q Is it possible that General Groves told you that
he thought it was Frank rather than that it was Frack?

A Yess, i1t is possible. I say it is possible because
it would have been characteristic of the Gemeral. The
General had superb judgment in that regard. He was frighten-
ly right an immense number of times in making such judgments.

It is possible. It would have been characteristic of him.
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Q Do you know of any other instance in which Dr,
Oppenheimer was approached by anybody on the subject of
obtainig information of improper character?

A No.

Q I don't mean to imply that in this particular
interview about Chevalier about which he has testiiied that
Chevalier asked him for information. He has testified to
the contrary. I didn't mean to imply by my questicn any
doubt as to that testimony.

What I mersly wanted to ask you is whether in
your surveillance of him outside of the project, did you hava
any occasion.or did any approach to him come to your know-
ledge on the part of anybody with respect to the subject of
obtaining information outside of what we are talking about?

A Not to my knowledge.

Q Do you know whethef Dr. Oppenheimer requested the
employment of his brother, Frank, on the project?

A No, I don't know. My impression is that Frank was
already.on it when the Army took over, but I would not be
sure about that.

Q You had many interviews with both Dr. Oppenheimer
and his wife during the course of the work on the project?

A Yes.

Q Did you endeavor in these interviews to form the

most accurate and thorough going judgment possible as to his
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political orientation? I will come to Mrs. Oppenheiner later.
Did you search to find out what you could about his attachmet
or lack of attachmert to communist ideology?

A Yes, sir, that was the purpose of my talks with
him. I was working on that all the time.

Q What judgment did you form as to his political
convictions at this time, taat is, at the time of the project?

A M@y I qualify your question. You aske& me as to
my judgment as to his political comnvictions. I formcd the
judgment that he was not a communist.,

Q How did you form that judgment?

A I would like to continue with that. My working
definition of a communist is a person who is more loyal to
Russia than to theUnited States. That is the definition I
formed very early during my work on the communist problem
in the War Department, and which I still think is a sound
definition. You will note that has nothing to do with
political 1ideas.

Uhquestipnably Dr. Oppenheimer was what we would
characterize -~ and as hide bound a Republican as myself
characterizes -- as extremely liberal, not to say radical.
Uhfortunately, in this problem of determing who is and who
is not n communist, determining who is loyal and who is not,
the signs which point the way to persons to be investigated

or to check on are very frequently political liberalism of an
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extreme kind. The difficult judgment is to distinguish
between the person whose views are political and the person
who is a communist, because communism is not a political
thing at all.

Q You had an extensive experience in that kind of
interrogation throughout the war, did you?

A Yes, sir; I certainly did.

Q Did you have enough experience at it to feel as
confident as men can be about their Jjudgments?

A I believe so. I was a lot younger then than I
am now, and I am sure I had more confidence in my Jjudgment
then than I have now.

Q About many things?

A About many things. But my job in the War Depart-
ment and up until the time I officially moved over to the
atomic bomb project and severed all connecticns with the
War Department in January 1944, was primarily conceruned with
the formation of judgment as to who were or were not commu-
nists in the loyalty sense in the Army.

Q You were satisfied on the basis of these interro-
gations and of all that you knew about Dr, Oppenheimer from
surveillance and all other sources that he was not a communist
ags you have defined one in the sense of being more loyal to
Russia than to the United States?

A. Yes.
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Q You were satisfied that he was a loyal American
citizen?
A Yes.

Q Putting the interests of his country firét?

A I believéd that.

Q Did you form the same judgment about Mrs. Oppen-
heimer?

A Yes, in a different sense. Mrs. Oppenheimer, I
believed thern had unquestionably‘been either a member of the
Communist Party or so close to it as to be substantially
the same thirg. Her first husband had been -~-

Q You say "had been'". When?

A In the thirties, as I recall. As I recall, she
had been an corganizer out in Ohio somewhere during the
depression. Her first husband had been ~- what is his name?

Q ballet.

A Dallet. Had been in the Abraham Lincoln Brigade
during the Spanish War., That was always, particularly
thogse who went in early and stayed long, a pretty fair
index of then current attitude of people. Her background
was not good. For that reason I took as many occasions as
I could to talk to Mrs. Oppenheimer.

As I recall lMrs. Oppenheimer's background and asso-
ciations subsequent to the thirties, they had not been dif-

farent from that of Dr. Qppenhaiﬁer -- or materially different --
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from that of Dr. Oppenheimer,

Mrs. Oppenheimer impressed me as a strong woman
with strong convictions. She impressed me as the type of
person wvho could have been, and I could see she cexrtainly
was, a communist, It requires a ver}'strong persor to be
a real communist.

I formed the conviction over many interviews with .
her and many discussions with her that she had formed tﬁe
conviction tkat Dr. Oppenheimer was the most important
thing 1# her 1life and that his future required that he stay
away from comnmunist associations and associaticns with people
of that ilk,

It was my belief that her strength of character --
I think strength of character is the wrong word -- her
strength of will was a powwrful influence in keeping Dr.
Oppenheimer zway from what we would regard as dangerous
associations.

Q Di¢ you have any doubt as to her own disassocia-
tian from the Communist Party?

A No, I don't fhink I did.

Q And to her prior disassociation from the party
before coming to the project?

A That is right.

Q You regarded Mrs. Oppenheimer on the basis of

your interrogation of her and all that you knew about her as



loyal to theUnited States of America?

A Yes, I did., I want to qualify that by saying that
I think -~ no, I won't qualify that at all. The answer is
yes.

Q If you had the decision to clear or not to clear
Dr. Oppenheimer today, based upon your experience with him
during the war years and up until the time when your associa-
tion with him ended, would you do so?

A I will answer that, yes, based upon the same
criteria and standards that we used then. I an making no
attempt to interpret the present law. Those criteria were
loyalty and discretion.

Q What would you have to say as to his discretion
as you saw 1t?

A I think it was very good. We always worried a
little bit about how much he talked during his recruitment
efforts. Certainly there were times when as a security
officer I would have judged the amount of information that
he felt he had to give to induce somebody to come on to the
project to have been indiscreet. That is always a question
of judgment and it was in the line of duty, so to speak,

Q Apart from the problem of recru;tment, what would
you Bay?

A Yes, I believed him to be discreet. I thought it

was indiscreet of him to visit Miss Tatlock.
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Cheirman.

MR. GRAY: Mr. Robb.,

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Aa I understand it, Mr. Lansdale, you are not
offering any opinion as to whether or pot you would clear
Dr, Oppenheimer on the basis of presently existing criteria?

A That is a standard that is strange to me. I don't
know what it is. If somebody would interpret it for me --
isn't it getting pretty hypothetical?

I believed on the basis of information I had then
that Dr. Oppenheimer was loyal and discreet. I have not
changed my mind, although I have no knowledge of cvents
transpiring since somatime in 1945.

Q You said thqt you thought Dr, Oppenheimer's
discretion was very good, is that correct?

A Yes, sir,

Q You had no doubt, did you, that Jean Tatlock was
2 communist? ~

A She was cextainly on 6ur suspect list. I know
now ‘that she was a conmunist. I cannot recall at the moment
whether we were sure she was a communist at that time.

Q Did your definition of very good discretion include

spanding the night with a known comnunist woman?
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A No, it didn't. Our 1mpressioh was that that
interest was more romantic than otherwise, and it is the
sole instance that I know of,

Q Were there some people called Barnett that you
knew about on your suspect list?

A Thatname doesn't ring a bell with me.
Were theSerbers on your suspect 1list?
Yes, dr.
High on it?
Fairly so, yes.

Was Dr. Oppenheimer intimate with them?

> O P O P O

They were on the project at Los Alamos. The
social 1life of that project,isolated as it was, was very
close. The Serbers were, as I remember, friends of the
Oppenheimxs.

Q There were friends of his?

A That is my recollection.

Q Were there some people named Morrison on your

suspect list?

A Yes.

Q High on 1it?

A Phillip Morrison?
Q Yes, sir.

A

I think so. I don't think he was out at Los

Alanwos. Was he?
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Q Ye=, I believe he was. Were they also good friends
of the Oppenheimers?

A That I don't recall. lay I stop? I am not
supposed to interrogate the interrogator, am I?

Q Waz there a man named David Hawkins on your sus-
pect list?

A Ye=, I believe s0 in a mild sort of way. I neanr
he was one of those persons we felt uneasy about without
having anything definite.

Q You have since leared that Hawkins had bean a
communist?

A From what I read in the newspapers.

Q Was he an intimate of Dr. Oppenheimer?

A I don't now recall him as being. I know he came
out to the project for personnel work.

Q Wa:zn't he sort of Dr. Oppenheimer's legman and
assistant?

A My recollection was that David Hawkins was regarded
as extremely important to the recruitment program which was
one of Dr., Obpenheimer's primary responsibilities and in
that scnse, yes.

Q He was working right close to Dr. Oppenheimer.

A Sco far as recruitment is concermed, that is my
recollection.

Q Were there some peopls named Woodward on your
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suspect 1list?

A I believe so, although I remember nothing more
about them.

Q By the way, when you say suspect list, you mean
people who were suspected of being communists or close to
communists?

A Or that we were unsasy about it. Perhaps suspect
list should o2 security list.

Q Yes.

A People concerning whom we took more or less risk
on, depending on the circumstances and the times.

Q Were the Woodwards intimates of Dr, Oppenheimer?

A As I told you, I remember the name., I remember
nothing more about them now, Perhaps if you could recall

some instance to me, I would remember.

Q Was a man named Lomanitz on your suspect list?
A Oh, very much. .

Q He was one of your top suspects, wasn't he?

A Yes, sir,

Q Was he close to Dr. Oppenheimer?

A I don't recollect that he was. My recollection

of Rossi Lomanitz is that he was a student of Dr. Oppenheimer.
He was at the R.diation Laboratory until we had him inducted

into the Army and thus got him off the project.

Q Do you recall Dr. Oppenheimer protesting about his
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induction?

A I recall Dr., Oppenheimer raising a question about
it. Indeed if I recall that was the occasion of at least
one of my talks with Dr., Oppenheimer, that is, to ask him
"for goodness sake to lay off Lomanitz and stop raising
questions about i:",

Q In other words, he hadAbeen raising questions
about 1it?

A My recollection was that he had. Lomanitz was
regarded as a brilliant young man and the people like
Earnest Lawrence and Dr. Oppenheimer did not want to losec
him. I remember Earnest Lawrence yelled and screamed louder
thgn anybody else about us taking Lomahitz away from him.

Q Was a man named Bohm on your list?

A Yes.

Q Was he a friend of Dr. Oppenheimer?

A I have no recollection about that. He also came
from Berkely. I assume Dr. Oppenheimer must have known him,

Q Was a man named Weinberg om your suspect list?

A Rigkt at the top of the list.

Q In fact, Weinberg gave information to Steve Nelson,
didn't he?

A lThatis our belief. We proved to our satisfaction
that he gave information to Steve Nelson for money.

Q ﬁhat was the relationship between him and Dr.

Oppe< nhe iper?
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A my recollction is about the same as Lomanitz.

Q Now, Mr. Lansdale, when did you come into the Army?

A May, 1941. |

Q What had been your experience prior to going inte
the Army?

A Lawyer.

Q How old were you then, sir?

A I was born in 1912, 29, wasn't it?

Q Had you had any previous experience as a securitﬁl
officer or 1nv€stigator?

A No, sir, not other than in connection with trying
law suits. I was a trial lawyer.

Q In other words, you were not a professional.

A I certainly was not,

Q How long had you been in the Army before you went
on to this security work?

A About three minutes.

Q What was your rank when you started out?

A First Lieutenant. I was a reserve officer in the
Field Artillery by reason of graduation from VMI.

Q After your interview of September 12, 19243, with
Dr. Oppenheimer did you submit a copy of that to General
Groves?

A The record so shows. I have no present recollec-

tion of it.
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Q You have no doubt that you did?
A I have nof doubt that I did.
Q Did you have any doubt that prior to doing that

you read it over to make sure it was an accurate reflection

of what had been said in your interview?

A I have no doubt that I read it over and I would have
made any charges that I felt were erroneous in substance,
but as I remember that was a recording. X would have made
no attempt to correct English or reconstruct garbled portioms.

Q But had you found anything in there which was not
in accord with what had been said? In other words, had
the stenographer not correctly transcribed the recording,
you would certainly have made the correction, would you not?

A I can only say I am sure I would. We are recon-
structing now. I have no present recollection;

Q I con't expect you to recall now independently,

Mr. Lansdale. Butas your past memory recorded, you have no
doubt that transcript was accurate, do you?

A No, I really don't.

Q Mr. Garrison askedyou some questions about the
scientific mind in relation to that interview that you ha&
with Dr. Oppenheimer andyou responded, I think, that Dr,
Oppenheiqer's attitude might weil bave been a manifestation
of the workings of a scientific mind; is that corred?

A Oh, yes; of which I came up against many examples.
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Q Dr. Oppenheimer has testified here before this
Board that he lied to you in that interview. You would not
say that lying was one of the manifestations of a scientific
mind, would you?

A Not necessarily, no.

Q It is not a characteristic =--

A It was certainly a characteristic to decide that
I didn't need to have certain information.

Q No. But thequestinn is, Mr, Lansdale, you would
not say that scientists as a group are liars, would you?

A No. I don't think persons as a group are liars.

Q No.

A I certainly can't over emphasize, however, the
extremely frustrating, ;lmost maddening, let me say, ten-
dency of our more brilliant people to extend in their own
mind theircompetence and independence of decision in fields
in which they have no competence.

Q You were undertaking at the time you interviewed
Dr, Oppenheimer to investigate what you believed to be a
very serious attempt at espionage, is that right?

A Yes, Let me putlit this way. No. Yes is a fair
answer,

Q And Dr. Oppenheimer's refusal to give you the

information that you asked him for was frustrating to you?

A Oh, certainly.
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Q You felt that it seriously impeded your 1ﬁvestiga-
tion, didn't you?

A Certainly. But he wasn't the'tirst one that
impeded my investigation, nor the last.

Q Mr. Lansdale, do you have any predisposition or
feeling that you want to defend Dr. Oppenheimexr herec?

A I havé been trying to analyze my own feelings on
that.

Q I nmotice you volunteered that last remark, and
I wondered why.

A I know, and it was probably a mistake. I have
attempted as nearly as I can -~ as mearly as it is possible =~
to be objective.

Q Yes, sir. .

A I do feel strongly that Dr. Oppenheimer at least
to the extent of my knowledge is loyal. I am extremely
disturbed by the current hysteria of the times of which this
seenss to be a manifestation. |

Q You think this inquiry is a manifestation of
hysteria?

A I think --

Q Yes or no?

A I won't answer that question yes or ro. If you

are tending to be that way -- if you will let me continue,

‘[ will be glad to answer your question.
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Q All right.

A I think that the hysteria of the times over
communism is extremely dangerous. I can only illustrate it
by another dangerous attitude which was going on at the same
time we were worrying about Dr. Oppenheimer's loyaltiy.

At the same time over in tﬁe War Department I was
being subjected to pressure from military superiors, from
the White House and from every other place because I dared
to stop the commissioning of a group of 15 or 20 undoubted
communists. I was being villified, being reviewed and re-
reviewed by boards because of my efforts to get communists
out of the Army and being frustrated by the blind, naive
attitude of lrs. Roosevelt and those around her in the White
House, which resulted in serious and extreme damage to this
country.

We are going through today the other extrame of
the pendulum, which is in my judgment equally dangerous.

The idea of what we are now doing, what so many people are
now doing, are looking at events that transpired in 1940 and
prior in the light of present feeling rather thanm in the
light of the feeling existing then.

Now, do I think this inquiry is a manifestation of
hysteria? No. I think the fact that so much doubt and so
much == let m2 put it this way. I think the fact that asso-

ciations in 1940 are regarded with the same seriousness that
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;imilar associ tions would be regarded today is a manifesta-
+ion of hysteria.

Q Now, Mr, Lansdale, it is true, is it not --

A By golly, I stood up in front of General lMcNary
then Deputy Chief of Staff of the Army and had him tell me
that I was ruipning peoples' cafeers and doing damage to the
Army because I hadstopped the commissioning of the political
commissar of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade, and the puy was
later commissioned on direct orders from the White House.

That stuff that went on did incalculable damage
to this country, and not the rehashing of this stuff in 1940.
That is what I mean by hysteria.

Q How do you know what this Board is doing is rehash-
ing old stuff?

A I don't know. That is what I have besen --

Q That is what?

A That is all that can be had from me because that
is all I know.

Q Mr. Lansdale, it is true, is it not, that the
security officers down theline below you in the Army hierarchy
were unaminous in their opposition to the c¢learance of Dr,
Oppaoheimer?

A Virtually so, yes. I say virtually so ﬁecause I
carinot precisely now recall that it was unaminous. Certainly

Captain Calvert. -- I believe he was then a captain, who was
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then the security officer -- I am quite certain recommended
against it. He was Colonel Nichols' security officer. I
am quite certain Colonel Pash felt so. I should think that
the answer wvas yes.

Let me add this: That had I been confined to the
bare record, I might possibly have reached the sam¢ con-
clusion. In other words, if Dr. Oppenheimer had not been as
important as he was, I would certainl& have stopped with the
record and use? mny eveiy endeavor to persuade the General
that Dr. Oppenheimer ought to be dispensed with.

However, in veiw of his importance to the project
we made a tremendous effort to reach a settled conclusion in
our own minds. At least I did, and I am sure the General did.

Q You mean if he had not been an important figure
you would just have discarded him as a nubin and gone oam to
something else?

A Oh, absolutely.

Q Did you receive reports from the secuity officers
at Los Alamos and Eerkeley?

A I undoubtedly rece;ved many reports from them. Let
me say this. Our organization administratively was that all
of those reports went to Oak Ridge which was the Digtrict
Iingineer's office = first to New York and then whan they
rnoved to Oak Ridge, there, All of those reports did not

come up to me. However, from Los Alamos they all came



th¢ ordimary course o administration.
Q By theway, !lr, Lepzdale, you said a 1ittls whills
¢go thal you now helioved jyour intevrview of Saptember 11

ook place in the office of Geperal (poves. How did you

- 3 - -~ - - R S—. | - ¥ . ™
have vour momory rafraghad about thatd
1 » i e LB it -~ o Y d 3 <
A Well, by this process. My memory was that it was

in Washington. LIy memory was clear op that. It was reported
to me that Mrs. C'Leary, who was the gemeral sescretary,
seeing that trapseriph, balizved that it looked 1i' :© ho:
+yping. We lLad 2 concealad microphone in the Conszl'a
office which we hac sot up for these rurposes.
Dr, Opponheimer talle me his recollsctior is that
it was in the Ccoraral & office. He recalled to my iud
that I 'od met bim at the trailo nad gone up with hi- and that
I clearly remember,
Thet 3= bow I reconstruct it. I t certainly
happene: el'ther thore or in my oifice =t the Penta;ou,
Q When did Dr . Opoonheimer tell you that?
A Last nicht,
Q He rem-c=-bored thet?
A e remenborad that it had occurred ir Cerczral
Groves' ofiice.
(Discuscion off “his record.)

MR, ROB?: Ifr, Cholrman, I would be ap hour or mO
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more 1r examining i, Lanzcdale, I see that it is almost
3:30, the time that the Zorrd indicated it plannzd o recess;
However, I sm at the disposal of the loard.

TEE WIITZIEE ; It 1s pretty important that I get
through todey.

Mi. RA

Aam sure you rezlize thera are some
things that ars »rotiy lumporiant to go over.,

‘ ITE WIlNLEZ: Certainly., I am at your disposal
ard preparac to o ivto the mnight or return at a liter date,
but I I'mve some court conmitments for the rest of uexi woek.

Wr, GAY: OfF the record,
(CISCU 5121 OFF THE RECORD.)

Mr, Graov. Le% us break now for five minutes.

(Vherzupon, a short recess was taken.)

Eowsrs fols.,
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MR, GRAY: Will you proceed?
BY MR. ROBB:

Q Mr, Lansdale, in referring to the seientific mind,
were you basiné your appraisal of a scientific mind upon your
experience with that mind as represented by people like
Lomanitz, Bohm and Weinberg?

A No, People like Ernmest Lawrence and Fer:i and
Oppenheimer, and A, H, Compton, and the numerous people in
the metallurgical laboratory.

Q Karl Compton? ]

A Karl Compton I had very little contact with,

Q Mr, Lansd:le, 1 want to show you a memorandum
dated 2 September 1943, entitled, "Subject: J. R,
Oppenheimer., Memorandum for Lt., Col, Pash, and a covering
memorandum from Colonel Pash to you, signed P. de S.,
dated 6 September, and ask you if that came to you in your
official capacity?

A Yes, my initials are on it, also General Groves'
initials. i1 have no present recollection, you understand,
of it,

Q I understand.

A But unquestionably 1t did.

MR. GARRISON: May we see that?

MR, ROBB: Yes.

BY MR. ROBB:
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Q You have no doubt that you gave consideration to
that memorandum in yowr appraisal of Dr.Oppenheimer?

A I1'didn't examine the content of it.

MR, ROBB: Could the witness see the memorandum,
please, Mr, Garrison. You are going to have plenty of time
to look at it. I am trying to get along here in a hurry,
Mr. Garrison,

MR. GARRISON: I understand,

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes, 1 am quite sure.

BY MR, HODE;

Q Whe was "°, de S,"?

A That undoubtedly was Peer de &ilva, who ior some
period of time, and I assume during this time, was security
officer at Los Alamos,

Q Was he a regular Army officer?

A That is rigyt. I believe he was a first lieutenant,
He may have been & second lieutenant.

Q He was afterwards Colonel de Silva.

A That I don't know.

Q He was a professional, was he not?

A Oh, yes. He was a professional soldier. He was
not a professional security officer, if that is the
implication, except that we were all professionals.

Q BHe was certainly more of a professional than you

were; wssn't he, Colonel?
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A In what field?

Q The field he was working in, security,

A No.

Q No?

A No.

Q He was a graduate of ilest Point, wasn't he?

A Certainly, I am a graduate of VMI, too. You want to

fight about that?

Q No, sir, I don't want to fight with you, I will
show you a memorandum dated i2 August 1943, memprandum for
General Groves, Subject: J. R, Opperheimer; signed John
Lansdale, Did you write that memorandum?

A That i5 unquestionably my signature. Let me read it,

Mk, ROSH: May we go off the record.

(Discussion off the record,)

THE WITNESS: Yes, I not only wrote this memorandum;
I now recall the interview. As a matter of fact, this is
the —-- |

BY MR. ROBB:

c You are talking now about the memorandum of what?

A Memor:zndum dated 12 August 1943 from me to General
Groves. concerning J. R, Oppenheimer. This appears to be
when 1 went out :nd made a trip to gquiet people down about
‘Lomanitz. We were having a great deal_of trouble with

Emnest Lawrence 2o%cut taking Lomanitz away from him, Then
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Dr, Oppenhe: mer got in the picture, and I just went out
to quiet th ngs down

Q Colonel, I detect a siight tendency on your part
to blame La;rence for Lomanitz <xclusively, Isn't it a fact
that Dr, Oppenhe.uncr wis also very much exercised zabout
Lomanitz?

A I don't recall that he was exercised about Lomanitz--
yes, he was exercised about Lomanitz, We got word through
Peer de Silva as I recall that Oppenheimer was raising a
question about us permitting Lomanitz to be inducted into the
Army. I suspect he didn't know we were moving heaven and
earth to get him inducted. Our main row with Lawrence, we
had more trouble with Ernest Lawrence about personnel than
any four other people put togethérl

Q I will show you a photostat of a memorandum dated
14 September 1943, a memorandum for the file, subject
"Discussion by C2neral Groveé and Dr. Oppenheimer', which
beérs the typewritten signature "John Lansdale, Jr.,

Lt, Col.,, F.eld Artilery."” Did you write that memorandum?

A I unquestionably did. Urquestionably 1 did write it.

¢ Does t1at memorandum or can you say with assurance
that that memcr:adum accurately reflects that you had been
told by General Crroves about a cdiscussion which he.had had

about Oppenheimer? .

A 0 coursc not. All I can say is that 1 would have
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attempted as accurately as I could to record the svbstance
of our conversation,
Q That i3 what I mean.

MR, GARNISON: Mr, Cheirman, I really am getting
disturbed about GChe ,fpblem we 'ace of not knowing really
what these (uestions are about. We haven't been supplied
with copies' of th==e.

MR. RCEE: I wili hani it to you right now.

MR, GARHISON: 1If we can stop for a minute while
we read them -- I don’'t want to delay matters, but I lwe
to protect my c lent as a lawyer,

MR, RO'E: That is all right. I have plenty of time,

MR, GIlAY: You will have an opportunity to read
them, As I understand the guestions which Mr, Robb has put
they have been ruestions for identification, rather than
substance.

MR. GAHZRTSON: He is beginning to ask him questions
about them, and I haven't the slightest idea what is in them.
MR, GEAY: You have them before you now.

MR, HOZE: You have them all now, have.you ‘not?

Mii, GARRISON: There is an awful lot to read, Mr.
Chairman,

MR, GEAY: Do you propose to ask questions about
the contents of *hc memoranda?

MR, RCEE: No.
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Mit, GARRISON: V= may ourselves wish to ask
gquestions now 2t they ha.e been introduced. You have asked
to put them all into the record instead of reading them in,
off the recorcd, wilh knowledge i‘hat Colonel Lansdale
apparently can come back next weoek,

Mii, RC"E: I don't know whether he can or not,
You ca'led him bhors, I didn’'t vali him,

M, GAILAISON: Yes, it is your request to put them
in the record wi:hout reading them.

MR, RCE: BPo yoa wan: me to read them into the
record and kecp Tolone’ Lansdals here? I will do it,

MR, GRAY:; Just i minute. We ,will read them into
the record.

MR, GAILHISON: I thin: we should.

MR, RCID: It is entirely all right with me. I am
trying to accomodaia Mr, Lansdale,

ME, GR.{: The record will show at this point that
Mr. Morgan, a menb-r of the Board, is forced to lezve the
proceecings.

MF.., GAIIRISON: Not permanently.

ME. GEAY: No,

(Mr, Vorzen left the room.)

ﬁR, GAILISON: Mr. Chairman, just for the sake of
regularity even "o three minutes, do you think it wise to

proceed with a Foanrd member absent? There may be questions
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on this --

MR, GRAY. I tzke it that he will have the record
before him, or the record will be available to him, He is
leaving town,

MR, GAIPISON: He is not coming back now,

MR, GR.7: No, he is not coming back this afternoon,
The Board is trying to accomodate you and your witness. We
can easily adjou'n at this time and ask Mr. Lansdale to
come back Monday.

MR, GAI'IL'ISON: We were told, Mr, Chairman, that
you were goiang toad ourn at 3:30 this afternoon.

MR. RCI'”: And we sat overtime to accomodate Mr.
Lansdale,

Mr Chaifman, it is quite obvious that it i going
to take me I don 't know how long to read these memoranda
into the record, hﬁd it 1is now quarter of four, aﬂd I don't

see any possibil: ty of finishing with Colonel Lansdale this

afternoon.

>

/

MR, GR/V; Certainly as far as Mr, Morgan’s absence
is concerned. it carnot be affected by reading memoranda
into the record vhich he could read, There is no point in
‘his hearing the vreworanda, I am sure of that, So would you
proceed?

MR ROBB: Yes, sir, I will read the first

memorancdum that I showed Colonel Lansdale,
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"Headquarters Wester Defense Command and Fourth Army

"Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff G-2

"Presidio of San Francisco, California.

"In reply refer to : (CIB)

"6 Sepicnber 1943

"Subject: J. F. Oppenheimer

"To: licut, Colonel John Lansdale, Jr,.,, Room 2C
654 Pentagon Buil cing, W:shingéon, D. C.

"l Inclcsed is a report on the evaluation of J, R,
Cppenbeimer, preyarad in this office by Captain Peer deSilva,
now engaged ‘n evalvation for the DSM Project,

1o This office is still of the opinion that
Oppenhe.mer is not ‘o be fully trusted and that his loyalty
to a nation .s divided, It is believed that the only
undivided lovalt: that he can give is to science and it is
gtrongly felt that if in his position the Seviet Government
could offer more f.r the advancement of his scientific cause
he would select th:: Government as the one to which he would
express his loyalty.

"3. This office does not intend to evaluate the
importance or worth of Dr. Oppenheimer as a scientist on the
project. It is ©u responsibility of this office to evatate
him from any possib!c subverdive angle. Because of this
the incloséd repot 5 being submitted for your information.

"For th2 /. C of S, G-2:
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Signed "Boris T. Pash

"Boris T, Pash, Lt, Col, M,X. Chief, &ounter
Intelligence Branch,"

"Herdruarters Western Defense Command and Fourth Army

"Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff G-2

"2resicic of Sanm Francisco, Califorania

"In roply refer to : (CIB)

") Septembezxr 1943

"Memorzancum for: L%, Col., B, T. Pash

"Subjoct: J. R. Oppenheimer

"1, 7ith regard to recent developments in the
espionage case nontering about the DSM'project, the part
played by J. R. Orpenheimer is believed to take on a more
vital significance than ha: herctofore been appareit., Briefly,
it may be said st Cubject has just recently brought himself
to the fore by volunteerin: scraps of information which are
of vital intercot im the iovest . gation being comducted by
this office., 11 conversation w.th Lt. L. E. Johnson, he had

said that h3 hat pood reason to suspect thatthe Soviet Union

was attempting .« ccure informiion about the project. 1In a
subsequent zconversatior wiih Lt, Col., Pash, Subject
elaborated on ti ¢ matter and disclosed that about iour months

ago a Shell Devo cpment employee, one Eltenton, on behalf
of a Soviet consular attache, had contacted a U,C, professor

who in turn had attempted, on at least three occasions, to
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secure sources of information within the Project who would
transmit the information to Eltenton, who in turn would supply
it to the Soviet consular agent, all to be done informally in
order to circumvent & State Depa-tment policy of not
cooperating with the Soviet Union, which policy is influenced by
certain un~nimed Stete Department officials who were
supposed to be anti-Soviet and who would not allow such action
to be taken openly. Oppenheimer claims he does not condone
such methods, and is satisfied that no information wés passed
by those channels. He did not disclose the name of the
professor, as he thought that such an action would be
unethicc1l anc would merely disturb some of his associates
who were in no way zuilty of any wrongdoing., Hhoughly, the
above has been tho =xtent of Oppenheimer's most recent activity.

"2 The writer wishes to go on record as saying
that J. R, Oppenhoiver is playing a key part in the attempts
of thé Soviet Union to secure, by espicnage, highly secret
information which i7 vital to the security of the United
States. An zttemp: will be made to show the reasons for the
above ‘statement, t has been known, since 29 Marbh 1943,
that an overt act of espionage was committed by the Soviet
Unicn., Subject's s.atements indicate that another attempt
has been made, throagh Eltenton, Oppenheimer, himself having
a rather lenghhy record of Communist sympathy and activity,

has rictively engaged in the development. of a. secret. project.
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Most of his friends and professional associates are Communists
or Communist syppathizers. He himself has gone on record as
saying on two occisions, to Lt. Col, Lansdale and to Lt, Col.
Pash, that Communist activity on the part of a Project employee
iz not compatibl: with the security necessary to the Project.
To quote him, "and “hat is the reason 1 feel quite strongly
that association with the Communist movement is not
compatible with the job on a secret war project, 1t‘is just
that twohloyalti-i cannot go", To Lt. Col. Lansdale, he said
that ke knew that two Los Alamos dmployees lmd at one time
been Communists, bu: that he was satisfied that they no longer
were. Yet during the long period during which he has been
in charge of the project, and in spite of the fact that he is
perfectly compet:rt to recognize the Communist attitude and
philosophy, and Turther in spite of the: fact that he, by choice
as well as by professional necessity, is close to his key
associaies, and 2grin in spite of the fact thathe claims, in
effect, not to fool confident of the loyalty of a Communist,--
in spits of all this, Oppenheimer has allowed a tight clique
of known Communists or Communist sympathizers to grow up about
him within the Froject, until they comprise a largg proportion
of the‘key personne! in whose hands the success and security
of the project is cntrusted. In the opinion of this officer,
Oppenheimerr 2ither nust be incredibly naive and alwmost

chlldlike in his =scnse of rcality, or he himself is extremely
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clever and disloy=1l, The former possibility is not borne

out in the opinion of the officers who have spoken, with Hm

at length.

"l. To po further, the supposition will be raised
that Subjec. ha- acted reasonably, according to his own
viewpo.nt, ind hus volumtarily ~ome forward and proferred
valuable informaticr (re Eltenton, etc.). To examine the
vpackground for such an action we find sevefal incidents which
may have had an influence on his action. First, the news of
Lomanitz's cancollation of deferment was made known to
Oppenheimer, tog:ther with the surmise, on Lomanifz's part,
tha his (Lomanit:'s) radical activities had been investigated.
Shortls thereaftor, anofficer from the Military Intelligence
Servide, Wa:- Department, called on him at Los Alamos. Both
of the above ac’ions were mecessary and desirable, but neverthe-
less they could not avoid indicating to Oppenheimer that,
very probably, some sort of a general investigation, more
extensive than o routine security check, was under way, If
he is disloyal,‘as believed by the writer, the most obvious
and natural move would have been exactly what he actually did
do -- on his next trip to Berkeley he let it drop to Lt.
Johnson the piec: of information indicating knowledge of an
attemp” at espionage, knowing that he would subseqaently be

contacted for further details by someone probably connected

with the investisostion. As it was absolutely necessary and
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such contact was r2de, whereupon Subject elaborated on the
incident, but in svch a manner as to indicate that there
was nothing seriou=’y wrong, and never once indicating that

espionage mizht ave becn involved, Although he had every

opportunity to ¢o =0, h® dif not mention the fact that Steve
Nelson visitad hin und solicited cooperation; inst:ad, he
revealed the cha rc . of communiciution in which Eltenton plpyed
a part, He declired to pame the professor imvolved,

possibly intendiug o dole out that bit of information at a

later date. He (drtormined very definitely that Military
Intelligence wés coinducting an investigation, and chose to
cooperate to a cirtnin extent, disclosing only what he desired
to and relying o this a2pparent spirit of cooperation,

together witn hic ivportance to the project, to protect himself.

It is not inconcoiviable that he could, by intelligent

manipulation, actuz!ly =zercise a stroang control over the
extent and direc. ou of the investigation., Add to the above
proposition the '=ct +that Oppenheimer, until alerted to

the fact that an irnvestigation was in progress, made absolutely
no attempt to in'crrn any respomsible authority of the

incident™s which ¢ definitely knew to have occurred and which
he claims, hz did zot approve. To go further, he appareatly
made no attvapt "o resolve, for his own conscience and
satisfaction, any coubts concerning the Communist affiliations

of some of h.s @uployees whom he knew to have been So



2ffi‘iated o¢ one time, At no time, to the knowledge of

this officer, has Cppenheimor attempted, in any way, to report
any such affiliaticn, known or suspected, for the

informa:ion of the /fymy, nor has he talken anyoane into his

confideace c¢oncorning his views on the subject. None of this

was don= unull it Tocame obvious to him that an investigation
was beiag conduc:tc, and th:t unless he made the first move,
he would ultimatoly be questioned, and would not bec in the
favorable position ol havins offered tie information,

"4, 17 42 the cpinion of this officer +that Oppen-
heimer is dez2ply crncerned with gaining a world-wide
reputat ion as a “cicontist, snd a place in history, as a result
of the JSI project. It is also believed that the Army is

in the position o7 being able to a'low him to do so or to

destroy his name, zeputation and career, if it should choose to

do so. Such a po=c:lhility, if strongly presented to him,
would possibly ¢ ve-him a different view of his position with
respect to the Aruny. which has been, heretofore, one in

which hz has been cominant because of his supposed
essentiality. 'Y his attitude should be changed by such an
action, a more whiolesome and loyal attitude might, in turn,
be injected intio tte lower echelons of employees. It is not
impossinle that thiorough review of the gemeral opinion
holding Oppeahe!nor irreplacable might result 1n.lending

striengta to the ~ument that he is a citizen working for te
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United States, in this case represented by the War
Department, and not an individual who cannot be held or
restricted, whi’e continuing independent scientific endeavor,
to the normal dofinition of loyalty to his country."

Zignec "F, de S.," |

I wondor if llr, Rolancer might spell me on this
reading, Mr. Ch:s iruwan,

MIl, GEAY: Very well. Would you identify it?

MR, ROLANDER: This memorandum is dated 12 August
1943,

"War Deopartment

"Military Intelligence Service

"Iash: azton

"Memox »n’um for Gemer:l Groves:

"Subject: J. R, Oppenheimer,

"L, Upon a recent visit to Los Alamos this
officer had an orportqnity for “ome private discussion with .
J. R, Oppenheimcr cn matters of general interest. During
the course of this discussion the subject of the withdrawal
of the deferment of G. R. Lomanitz came up. Mr. Oppenheimer

stated that his interest in Lomanitz was purely scientific.

Ho.stated that Lonmanitz was about to he made a group leader,
and that he was =-nzaged Upon a type of work with which only
two other persor- were thoroughly familiar, and these two

perssons are now vworking for Oppenheimer. Oppenheimer
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believed that if Lonanitz's services were lost, E, O. Lawrence
would request Opperheimer to release one of the latter's
men for work at IEAHelef. This Oppenheimer is unwilling to
do, and wishes to nvoid any issue in this respect with
Lawrencz,

"2. Oppepbeiver =toted that he knew very little
about Lomani<iz and lad not, except opon one occasiom, had
any relationship with him other *han that of professor and
student, and, subiccuently, employer and employee on the
Project. Oppenhe ncr stated that at the time he asked
Lomanit:z to come cn the Project, Lomanitz visited Oppenheimer
at his home and (id what Oppenheimer characterized as 'a good
deal of soul searching.' Oppenheimer stated that he meant by
this that Lomanit= was of the opimbn tha% a very terrible
weapon vas being dcveloped, and was fearful that there would
not be adequiute intcernational control of this weapon.
Furthermore, Lomanitz wondered whether his sense of duty did
not require him to nake a more direct contribution to the war
effort by jo.niog the Aimy or working in the shipping yards
or some similar est:blishment, Oppenheimer stated that he
gave Lomanitz 'a ;00d talking to' and told him very definitely
and strongly that tre Project was important to the war effort,
amndi that it nust L2ve his complete loyalty. Oppenheimer
“lirther stated thaot he told Lomanitz that he must forego

21, politica’ activity if he came on to the Project.
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Oppenheimer statcd that he put this very strongly. He had
previously stated that he knew thnatLomanitz had been very much
of a 'Bed' as a boy when he first came to the University of
California, »>ut hc professed to have no knowledge of his
activities,

"3, Oppecheimer stated thd two days later Lomanitz
told him that he wanted to go onto the Project, and accepted
all of the conditicrs laid down by Oppenheimer. Oppenheimer
was curious as to why we were taking the action that we did,
and also wonderirnz if after Lomanitz was inddcted into
the Army he could not be returned to the Project either as
a Reserve Officer or as a soldier.

"4, This officer told Dr. Oppenheimer that it was
believed to be necessary to avoid making any further
requests for deforwment for Loman: tz because he had been guilty
of indiscretions which could not be overlooked or condonedg
This officer statod that these had nothing to do with any
political activity . Oppenh@imer was further told, however,
that since the occurrence of the indiscretion upon which
action was based, steps have been taken to determine rather
completely Loman:t='s activities, and that it could be siad
that in the cource of this investigation it had.been learned
that Lomanitz hac nct ceased his pblitical activities,
Oppenheimer said 'tist makes me mad,'

"5, There then ensued a general discussion of the



Communist Party. Oppenheimer was told that from a Military
Intelligence stundpoint we were quite unconcerned with a man 's
political or sociu?! beliefs, and we were ¢nly concermned with

preventing the tr:rsmission of classified information to

unauthorized per-ons, wherever that person’s onaltieé might
lie, or whateve: 1.5 sicial, political, or religious beliefs
might oe. (e wo “nld .hat the underlying principles behind
all of our secu ' :iv measures were that the United ftates

so far as tie doveo opmont of any device or techmnigue was
concerned, wvwas .lc sole party interested, athough the benefit

of the employment of any devices would, of course, redound to
the benefit of 111 persons on the same side as this country,
s - vpenheimer concurred inthe general principles
stated, but sta.cc that he did not agree with us with respect
to the Communisi Purty, He stated that he did pot want
anybody working ‘rr hin on the Project that was a member of
the Comnmunuist Puriv. He stated that the reason for that was
that '"one alway: t:d a quastion of divided loyalty.” He
gtated that the discipline of the Communist Party was very
severe and was not compatible with complete loyalty to the
Projecti. He macde 't clear he was not referring to people
who had been mericrs of the Communist Party,stating that he
knew s3veral novw ¢t Los Alamos who had been members. He
wa3d referring on v to present membership in the Communist Party.
"7. /. peneral discussion then ensued in which

Oppenheimer dep crod the manner in which the Russians had
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let their people "cown in Erance and in the United States,‘
"71. The opportunity to secure the names of the

former members o’ the Party known to Oppenheimer did not

present itse'f, Jduc to the entrance of a third party,

"Nnte: <. R, OCppenheiner gave every app<arance of
sincerity in this discussion, Hw was, however, extiremely
subtle im > al us' ons, an’ there was a good deal of
delicacy ev:.denc:: lioth by this officer and by Dr. Oppenheimer

in pursuing this ciscus=sion, Upon reviewing the discussion

after leaving Dr, Cppenheimer, this officer came to the
conclusion that vlz% Dr. Oppenhe'mer was trying to convey
was,'in the :case ¢’ Lomanitz, that Lomanitz had been worried
about his obligations to the Party, and that Oppenheimer

had told him ths ¢ must give up the Party if he came on the

Project. This c'7icer also had the definite impression that

Oppenhe imer was '‘ng to indicate that he had been a member of
the Party, and L c=firitely severed his connections upon
engagingz in this work. O©On the whole, it seemed that
Oppenheimer; in tther subtle way, was anxious to indicate

to this offizer iz pssition in that regard.

‘For the A, C. of 8,, G=-2:"
Sizned 'John Lansdale, Jr.
"Lieut.. Colonel, Field Artillery,

"Chief, "ecview Branch, CIG, MIS
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The next Ccommunication is dated 14 September 1943;

"Memorandum for the file

"Subjecu: Discussion by General Groves and Dr.
Oppenheiner,

"l. During a recent train ride between Cheyenne
and Chicago, Ge:u~r:11l Groves and Dr, Oppenheimer had a long
discussion whic’ covered in substance the following matters;

"¢, Lr, Oppenhecimer stated that because he felt
responsible for ° cuployment of Giovanni Rossi Lomanitz, and
had secured a prouise from him a s a condition of employment
to cease all outile aciivities and particularly those of a
political paturs, e wantedto have a talk with him, While
Oppenheimer did no. know the cause of objection by the
Army to Lommnit: h- did know that he had been indiscrest and
that he was still =ngaged in political activities. Dr,
Oppenheimer said taat the interview withLomanitz was very
unsatisfactory, 20’ that Lomani:z was defianii° Oppenheimer
was sorry that s had ever had :nything'%o do with him, and
he did not desir: "ny further conmnectionm with him.

"b. Uppcnheimer also had a talk with Joseph Weinberg
and David Bohm. Tiis interview was sought by the latter two .
persons. They stated to Oppenheimer that they were distnrbed
by the evident [ c2-sure being brought to bear to force the

induction of Lom:nitz into the Army, and that imasmuch as

they were close to Lomanitz and interestedin union activities
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they wanted Oppenlicimer's advice as to whether they should

resign their positions 'nd seek employment elsewhere where

their talent® would e more appreciated,

"¢. Oppenheimor told tham that if they had
centinued to adh i to Lhe promise made by them to him that
they would ceas= .. political activities, including

Communist Party c.lvities, then they had nothing to fear.,

Oppenheimer call ¢ E, O, Lawrenc2 in at this point and

secured frouw Law:~2uce confirmation of his previous statements,
Dr, Oppenhzimer \od a2t one point that Weinberg had expected
to go to Site Y 1. that it was never his (Bppenheimer *s)
intention tc hav: hiim there,

"d, Some discussion was had about Dr, Oppenheimer's

previous relations to Col, Pash and Lt, dohnson about the
Soviet attenpt vn =ccure information which had come to
Oppenheimer's ationtion some time ago. Oppenheimer’s

attitude was thou liz2 would give the name of the intermediate
contact at the Un varsity of California if pressgd to do so,
and told by Gea=rn . Groves that we had to have it, but that
he did not want "o Jo so becausc he did not believe that

any further conta:c.3 had been mede and was confident that the
contacts that ha! Hz2en made with the Project had not produced
arny information. 1= intimated further that it was a question
of getting frien's of his into difficulties and causing

unnec 2ssary trou - o5 when no useful purpose could be served.
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In this connectinon 't shculd be noted that General Groves
asked Oppenbhime penerally about several people at the
University of Califormnia, among whom might be the contact, which
had beea supolied ©o hin by Colouel Pash. Among these names
was A, ‘lannigan. vho ncw appear:s froﬁ.subsequent 'evelopments
to be the contac:., Vith re=pect to Flannigan, Oppenheimer
stated that ne d.¢ not krow him except casually, but that he
had the repuiatics of boing a real 'Rdd’.

"Oppenicimer stated that Mrs, Charlotte Serber
came from a Cormurist family in Philadelphia, and probably
at one :ime 1ad "“en a Communist herself. However, he did

not think that shec was at this time. It is thought that he said

thathe had n> iniiration that Prof. Serber was or had ever
been connectad w L the Communist Party., Oppenheimer
reiterated his preovious statemen's that membership in the
Communist Party w2 incompatible with employment on the Project

because of the d:.vided loyalty which it involved. He
expressed the ep .non that transmission of information to any
outside person or [irty on the part of the people on the
Project wou’d amount to treason.

"f. Orperheimer categorically stated that he
nimself was not 1 Communist and never had been, but stated
thnt he had prob:ily belonged to every Communist front
organization on .he West Coast, rnd signed many petitions

concerning matter: ‘n which Communists were interasted. He
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ste:ted that while h» did not know, he believed that his
brother, Frank Oppoaiheimer, had at one time been a member of
the Comanunist Pari, 6 out Zhat he did not believe that Frank
had had any connec: ons wlth the Party for some time,

"g, H- s.2ted :hat his wife, Katherine, was born
and raised ir Geriuny, was a fircst cousin once removed of
General Kietel ol <12 Germam Army and that her mother had at
one time beer enciized to marry him and thaf her family were
still on amicable .orms with the Kietel family., He stated,
also, that s wiio's first husband had been killed in Spain
while fighting fo: the Loyalist Armies, and that he understood
that he had been & 'good guy'. 0 opinion was expressed by
Oppenheimer as to whather this first husband had been a
Communist.

"John L-nsdale, Jr., Lt. Colonel, Field Artillery,
Chief, Review Branch, CIG, MIS,”

MR, ROB: Mr,., Chairman, I have perhaps a dozen more
questions that I vould like to ask Mr., Lansdale. 1f Mr,
Garrison will agr o Lo go ahead in the absence of Mr.
Morgan, I will do =0 with the Chair's consent. Otherwise,

I will hold them u» i .

MR, GAR!'“ON:! Quite agreeable,

MR, GRA I want to make certain of this now, Mr.
Garrison., You raisod the question.

MR, GAI 1 “ON: 1 did and 1 now waive it, Mr,
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Chairman, in the :nterest of proceeding.

MR, GRAY: All right,

BY MR, FOBE:
Q Colons?, vou spoke of your surveillance you
instituted 2t Lo= / lamos and Berkeley, is that correct?
A Tas,
Q I3 it nol your testimony or your belief, is it,
Colonel, that izt surveillance would have prevented the
passing of inform:iiion?

A No, 1t would have, we hoped, detected and

provided us wit! tle opportunity to prevent it,

Q Mo survelillance could prevent a man from passing a
note to another man at some time during the 24 hours of the
day, could in?

A Not noceasarily, no. Of course not.

Q This man David Greenglass that you menticned, was

an employee at l.ois Alamos?

SED,

A Fe was in a military organization we called the
I cacnot rocall what those initials stand for .,

Lk, OFENHEIMER: May I coach the witness?

Special Engineer D=tection. i

THE WITNESS: That is correct.
EY MR, L0OBB:
Q How 1lcnr was he there?

A I don't know. I don't remember. He was in a group
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o' fechmniclinnz, 25 1 romember, machinists and the like. We
[ormed this orgsnizetion due to the shortege of personnel in
order Lo recrult Irom tha Army recple with specia’ skills
that were oneeded at Los ;lamr:, 411 "hat 1 r2call about
David Greenpglasss is what I read ic the papers or what I
heard from Rolande ind others during the Rosconbe: 5 trial,
Hz is certainly zn azample of one we nissed.

‘ov certriniy learned, cidn’'t you, thatCroenglass
aud Fuchs firwm Los Alamos had given to the Russians the

gatire sLtory of owur work at Los Alamos, or substantial portions

t2inly Learmed tial they passed inicrmation.

>
=
|

The characterizaticon ss the whole story or not, I have no -~
certainly learned that L hey passed vital infdru-
ation fio the Russians?
tainly learned that theoy bassed a ~ketch,
as I rewnber, of! the iwmposion dovice -~ is that the right
term? Al I kpnow i= what Rolander told me ia New York,
Q You fearped that subsogeent'y from talking to Mr.
Rolander szl rexnding the newspaners?
;Y 'hat is Tight.
Q You did not ledrn it hile "ou were the chisf
security ofiicer?
A I sure didn't,

NP, HOnBN:; That is all, Thank you.

LY L - e
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M7, ROLAIVDER: Mr. Chairman, may the record
indicate that discussions relative to Greenglass :ind Rosenberg
was during .l [reparation of the case that was presented in
New York.'

TIE VW ITKESS: Yes, th: Rosenberg spy trial.

Mi. GiAY: I see, 1 have a couple of guestions,

D> I vuderstnnd that the security measure which
were instititod, thkat trips away from Los Alamos, I understood
you to say, had to be clsared in advapce, and did you also
say it had ;0 be cr official business?

TIE W ITILSS: Yes. My recollection may not be
exact on this, | know we atempted particularly at the very
start to restrid cny trips away from Los Alamos to
official busines=, arsomething 1like a death in a peron’s
family where it appeared to be necessary to let them go.
As time wen on that became more relaxed, I can't
measure the precisc time, of course.

MR. GRAY This is a change of subject now,
In your discuss: on of the characteristics of scientists,
I think I am correct in my recollection that you said you
felt that D, Oprenheimer was making a decision which he felt
he was competent to make with respect to the disclosure of
the names of tho persons who were approached by the unknown
irtermediary?

THE WITNESS: Yes.
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ME, GRAY: I am simply asking this for the record,
Weren't you seeliny che name of the person who approached the
person?

. TEE WITHZSS: 1 was scoeking both, yes, sir,

MF, G : Thu, answers my questionm. You were
seeking botk th: arame of the three, if there were three,
and also the ind vidual vho subsequently turned out to be o

WFE WI'HN:SS: Chevalier, Certainly, that we
regarded obtainingz that as more important than obtaining
the ones th:t wors approached, although I don’'t want to say
we didn't regarcd iL.at as important,

MI, GR.{: I nelieve that clears the record, I
believe wher you r-ad the tramscript the emphasis was on the
other,

TEE WITV:SS: 1 see,

MF, GRA7: This reverts to your observations about
the swing of the pendulum, |

THE WITHESS: Yes,

ME, GE/7: Certainly © think you are entitled to
and should e€xpre * your opinions about gsuch matters.
However, I wond: 'f you know the statute under which, or the
regulations und: vhibb this Board is created?

THE W17 :555: At one time I have reed them, sir,

I was familiar ! .1 them at the time they were enacted, but

I have not look=’ a1t that in years. The other night one of
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| should coneenn itself with that,

I really wouldn't expect you frankly
it. We are charged, as I understand it,
put before us with respect to the
and associat onw of an individual, These
the act,
Charactor, loyalty and asscciation,
My question of you is perhaps of a

1 think you rather suggested that

ot concern itself with associations perhaps

Forties?
I did not intend to convey that,

What

'y was that the appraisal or evaluation

the Forties must be viewed in the light

o72isting then, and not in the light of the

at the present time,

You did not mean to suggest that it

Llhat you could only consider current

o

=oaciations,

‘n determining problems of this kind?

SS; Of course not, Alays our
leads to people who are disloyal, are

For example, you can hardly

put your finger on a scientist or a university professor or
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people who tend "o get into civic affairs, you can hardly
find ore anywhere 'ho is now in his fifties or so that has
not been an at 1cast one list of an association which mas
later cetermined to 2 subversive or to have leanings that way,
Nevertheless, thnos: ussociations are most frequently the
starting point or .he leads for investigation go to further,
You always lave .1 quesiion of deterﬁining the significance
of thos (a) the = ! nificance at the time of them, (b)
whether, assuminr “hat there was a sinister significance,
it has continued.

I have ncver, strongly as I have felt and acted with
reference to Comiunism, never adopted the assumption once
a Communist symp thizer K6 always a @ommunist sympathizer, One
of the finest thin:s that Soviet Russia ever did for us was
the quick switch o “he on again off again with Germany.
That did more th n anyth.ng else to tell the men from the
boys in the Counvh st Party., It would be a terrible
mistake to assumc "zt once having had sinister assoclations
a man was fcrever thereafter dammed., Yet once you uncover
those, you wust = .wvay exercise Judgment. That judgment is
always made up of a2 large body of intangibles. It is
seldom you zet auy.hing concrete.

I am b:ingz a little vague, 1 know, but the whole

subject is vague.

MR GR'Y: Because of your observation -- I don't
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agree with nhat you staée as a philosophy at all -- 1 am
pointing out that /ou have come along way to be a vWitness
to testify with =2vonts with which you are familiar, all
of which tock plic: some years zugo.

TFE WITN:S:5: Oh, yes.

MF, GEA7: But under the terms of the Act and the
regulatiomss under which this Board was comnstituted they
are all relevant, [t was my point,

THE WI!W1i5S: I don't mean to convey they are not,

DE, EVilib: Colonel, I think you overstretched
the meter when you said all professors have something like
that in their baciround.

TEE WITNESS: I said almost,

DR, EVAlD: That is not true, Did you find men
like Compton, Connié, Fermi, Bohr, and Hildebrandt, the
peculiar tyre sciantists?

THE W1 1'.SS: What I referred to as the scientific
mind?

DR, EV.liZ: Yes,

THE WIS : T would except from that A. H,
Compton, A. H., "onpton in my opinion frankly is one of
the finest =men I 2 =r knew, He has breadth and judgment.

DR, EVili: You are talking about Arthur and not

Karl?

THE WI'™1 1SS: Yes. 1 scarcelykmew Karl Compton,
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‘A1'S: I would like to ask you another thing.

57 to an individual is of more

loyalty to a country?

THEI8: No, sir, I don't. One of the

var and near war is the existehce of thqt
.22 country tekes in my judgment and cught
:bove all ., There are those that feel‘
‘2 all familiar, of course, with the
1 person in the position of choosing

Lo someone near and dear and loyalty to

‘wrant people react differently to it, depending

‘.1 of character and feeling of patriotism

£15: X1 would like to ask you one more

7258:; 1 have never been in that position so

1woretically,

Do you as a rule dislike the scientific

wouliar thing?

ESS: I will say this, that during the war

'ly to dislike the characteristics which it

DR, EVANS: That is all.
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“EDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR, GARRISON:
Q I have just one guestion, Mr, Lansdale.

Referrin: back to the confused incident of the

Chevalier mitier, what would you say on the basis « your
total experiernce with Dr, Oppenteimer would be your general
opinion as fio Il veracity?

A There i35 no question that -- I don't believe that
he lied to us «:cept about this one incident -- my general
impresgsion is ti:t his veracity is good., 1 don'%t know
of any other incident,

Q Just o there is pno possible implication in the
record, he had nc esponsibilit; for Mr., Greenglass in any
way, shape or foimw, did he?

A I don': relieve so, 1 will take full responsibility
for that opne. 7That was the outstanding blunder of the century.

CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR, HORB:

Q Colonel Lansdale, as = lawyer are you familiar
with the legal r2xim "Falsus in uno, Falsus in omnibus"?

A Yes, ! am, Like all legal maxims, it is a
generalizat.on, "n? not of particular significance when
applied to speciiics,

Q When vou are trying a jury case,.and ¢he veracity

of a witness is in question, do you request the court to
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give an instruciion on that subject?
A Oh, certainly, dont’ you?
Q Certain’y, 1 want to énow what you do,
A The instruction usuvally is that the jury may, but

does not have to, take that as an indication and ¢he

judgment £s to vrercised in the particular case,
Q And whicn you sre trying a jury case, and you examine
a witnass om the cpposite side, and you demonstrate that he

has 1i2d, don't vou argue to the jury from that that they

should disxegai b1 's evidence?

A You a-c apeaking now as to what 1 as an advocate do?
Q Yes.
A It de-onds on circumstances; usually I do,

Q Sure., Any lawyer worth his salt would,

A Particularly if it is my belief.

M, ROEE: That is all,

MR, GRAY The testimony will be made available to
ycu here in the tu’ldirg., That I think answers the one
question we discussed,

M, GLEIITSON: This afternoon,

Mi, GIlAY: Yes.

M., ROLANDER: I don'i know whether it will be
available tnais ¢ ternmoon. I understood he wanted o review

the materia | trooorrow, Will that be inconvenient?
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MR, GAREISON;: I want to get on it this afternoon

so we perhaps can pzet dome with it by tomorrow,
| MR, GRAY: The second guestion was, you asked for

permission to he:r the recordings. As 1 understand, there
is availableto t = Ioard a recording of the Pash interview,
So far as I know, a2 recording of the Larsdale interview
is pot available, but if you desire the Board with Dr,
Oppenheimer and ~ounsel will listen to the record on Monday
if this is importari to you before you start redirect
examination,

1, GAUIITSON: As to the Pash recording, how are
we to hear that?

Mi, ROI::, Right here.

MR, GR/A7: I think we must hear it in the procedding.
I believe.tdat di=poses of the two questions you asked?

MR, GA"JI.SON: Yes., Thank you very much,

MR, GR.AV: We will meet again at 9:30 on Monday
morning.

(Thereupon at 4:35 p.m., a recess was taken until

Monday, April 19, 1954, at 9:30 a.m,)



