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UIUTED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

PERSONNEL SECURITY BOl\RD 

- - - - - - - - -
In the lla.tter of 

J. RCBERT OPP!HBBIDR 

: . • 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -
Room 2022, 
Atomic Energy Commission, 
Building T-3, 
Washington, D. C. 
Tuesday, April 27, 1954. 

The above entitled matter came 0111 for bearing, 

pursuant to recess, before the Board, at 9:30 a.m. 

PERSONNEL SECURITY BOARD: 

lllR. GOODON GRAY, Chairlllll.D. 
DR. WARD T. EVANS, llfember. 
lllR. - THOJ&AS A. lli<EGAN, Member • 

PRESENT: 

RC GER RmB, and 
c. A. ROLAll'iDER, JR., Counsel for the Board. 

J. R<EERT OPPENBEill!ER. 
LLO!D K. GARRISON, 
SAllUEL J; SILVERMAN, and 
ALLAN B. ECKER, Counsel for J. Robert Oppenheimer. 
HERBERT s. MARKS, Co-Counsel for J. Robert Oppenheimer . 
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P R 0 C E .E D I NG S 

llR. GRAY: The CbairmaJi wishes the record 1D 

• show tbat following Dr. Bacher's appearance as a witness, 

the Chairmn conferred with Mr. Garrison and Ill'. Robb. The 

Cba.irllllln suggested to counsel that the Board was willing to 

strike tbat portion of Dr. Bacher'• testimony which related 

to the memorandum in the AEC fil-, dated llarch 14, largely 

on the ground that the memorandum in question was unsigned 

and unidentified. 

The Chair1111.n stated that his suggestion was also 

related to Ur. Garrison's objection that the memorandum in 

question introduced into the record statements about the . • Serbers which were unidentified in origin. The Chairman made 

it clear to counsel tbat the Board does not feel there is any 

question of impropriety, but wished to take into account fully 

every possible consideration of fairness as far as the record 

is concerned. 

Mr. Robb indicated that be had no objection to this 

procedure. Ill'-. Garrison felt that it would be a mistake, 

once the record was formed, tostrike this portion of the recall. 

Is that correct, or is any of that incorrect? I 

• would like help on this, because I am simply trying to reflect 

what the facts are. 

llR, R<&: It is entirely correct as far as I am 

concerned. 
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llR. GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, I think I 1110Uld just 

say that while I objected to tbe introduction of the document 

and the questions based on it, I still hold the vi-s that I 

th.en expressed. Tbe matter in fact having come before the 

Board and testimony having been had before us, I think that 

it should stand in the record. 

llR. GRAY: Under the circumstances, the record will 

stand. 

Mil. GARRISClf: Ur. Chairman, before we begin with 

the witness, I would just like to ask if the minutes of 

that August 6, 1947, meeting that I asked for yesterday are 

available? 

MR. R<BB: rar. Chairman, I am informed by Mr • 

111tchell, the General Counsel, that he bas taken the natter 

up with the Commission. Both ii& and I have recoamended that 

they be made available, but they will not meet until this 

afternoon, at which time they will make the decision. 

MR. GRAY: I think the record ought to clearly show 

that only the Collllllission can make this decision. 

MR. ROBB: That is correct. 

llR. GARRISON: Th<!! Board can, however, Jlr. Chairnan, 

I take it join in the request to the Commission and make it 

available. 

MR. GRAY: I think it is understood that the Board 

did join in that request. 
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MR. ROBB: I think there is no question about that. 

llR. GRAY: General, I 111>uld like to ask whether you 

wish to testify under oath. You are not required to do so • 

J think in fairness i should say that all witneases have so 

testified. 

GEMERAL McC<IUBACK: I am perfectly willing. 

liR. GRAY: Would you be good enough to raise your 

right hand, General? What is your full name? 

.GE!IERAL llcC<llMACK: James McCormack, Jr. 

MR. GRAY: James McCormack, Jr., do YOI swear that 

the testimony you - to give the Boa.rd.shall be the truth, 

the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help ym God? 

GENERAL McCOIUIACK: l do, sir. 

Whereupon, 

JAJIES lllcCCE&lACK, JR. 

was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn, 

was examined and testified as follows: 

MR. GRAY: Will you be seated, please. 

I am required to remind you of the existence of 

the so-called perjury statutes. May we assu• that you are 

familiar.generally that there are perjury statutes? 

TBB WITNESS: I am familiar, yes, sir. 

MR. GRAY: I 8llll prepared to review the penalties, 

if you wish. 

THE WITNESS: It won't be necessary. 
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lllR. GRAY: May I ask, General llcCormack, if in the 

course of your testtnony it becomes necessary for you to refer 

to or disclose restricted data, you notify m in advance 

so that we might take the necessary and appropriate steps in 

the interest of security? 

TBE WITNESS: All right, sir. 

MR. GRAY: Finally, I should say to you what I try 

to re•mber to say to all witnesses, that we consider these 

praaceedings a confidential matter between the Commission and 

its official!; on the one hand1 and Dr. Oppenheimr and his 

representatives and witnesses on the other. Tbe Co1m11ission 

is making no releases about these proceedings. On behalf of 

the Board, I express the hope that witnesses will tab the 

same v:Lew of the matter. 

TBE WIT.NESS: Xf I may ask, this is as regards 

public statements. 

lllR. GRAY: That is correct. 

THE WIT?mSS: Thank you. 

llR. GRAY: I should say further that in your case, 

there is no military requirement involved about participating 

in these proceedings and what you might say about them. X 

think I covered it as well as I could by saying that the Board 

considers these proceedings a confidential matter between the 

Commission and Dr. Oppeilbe:lmer, and tllleir various represemtivee 

TBE WITNESS: X had not meant to confuse, sir, but 
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before coming, I told my immediate ccmmander where I was 

going and tbe purpose. lt Wll.nted you to know that. 

llR. GRAY: Tbat ls essential, I think. You have to 

tell him 1111n you return where you have been and what ym 

have been doing, perhaps? 

THE WITNESS: Your exprience would indicate that. 

DIRECT BXAllIRATIOll 

BY MR. SILVERMAN: 

Q General McCormack, for the record will you state 

your rank and branch of service, and your present post, please? 

A I am a major general in the tJ. s. Air Force. Uy 

present position is Vice Commander of the Air Research and 

Development Command, stationed at B.'1.ltimore, Maryland. 

Q You are appearing as a witness at the request of the 

attorneys for Dr. Oppenheimer? 

A That is right. 

r Could you tell us a little bit about your present 

command, what the Air Research and Development Comnand is? 

A The Air Force, unlike the Army or Navy, has 

consolidated all of its research and developlllent creative 

engineering activities in a single command, and all of its 

procurement, productlon~upply and service activities in another 

The first is the Air Research a.nd Development Command, and 

the second 1s the Air Materiel· Command. These two functions 

are put together 1n· s11parate packages 1n tbe Navy, in the 
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Bureau of Ordnance, Bureau of Aeronautics, and so forth. 

The Air Force as the field operating organ:Lzation 

and not as Washington policy staff, we have purview over 

all research and development activities directly supported and 

sponsored . by the Air Force, and are responsible for liaison w1 ti 

corresponding corellary complementary activites of interest to 

us in other services and indeed in science and industry and 

throughout the gove~nt. 

Q Does this command include such portions of research 

and development as have to do with develop-nt and use of 

atomic weapons? 

A We carry the Air Force responsibility in that field, 

although the 1111.jor responsibility of course rests with the 

Atomic Energy COllllllission. 

' Q About how large is the. personnel of this command? 

A Approximately 40,000 total on the government rolls, 

roughly half military and half civilian, of whom some 29,000 

could be said to be engaged in research, development and testin( 

activities. The rest are supporting groups. 

Q You formerly were Director of the Division of 

Military Application of the Atomic Energy CODDission? 

A From February 1947 to August 1951 • 

Q And was it in that connection that you had your 

comets with Dr. Oppenheimer? 

A Yes, principi. lly. I have seen him a few times since 
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leaving the Counisslon, but not at all during the past year. 

Q During the time when you were Director of the Divisiot 

of Military Applicatiaiof the Atomic Energy CODDission, did 

you have occasion to observe the work of the General Advisory 

COIDlllittee in so far as that affected matters with which you · 

were familiar, and particularly the work of Dr. Oppenheimer? 

A l would say I got a rather good view of :U;. It was 

the usual practice -- I don't kDCJW how many departures there 

were _,;_ to invite me or my staff in when the GeneralAdvisory 

Colll14i.ttee was discussing in preliminary fashion 1111.tters 

affecting my operating responsibility. 

Q Would you care to comment on the contributiaiof 

the General Advisory Committee, and particularly of Dr~ 

Oppenheimer toward helping the atomic energy program, and in 

particular as far as you could observe it. 

A I have worked with a number of advisory committees 

in my business. l think the General Advisory Committee was 

the outstanding one of my experience in terms of its 

qualifications, its interest in the work, and its consistent 

effort to be helpful in broadening the base of weapons 

development, of pushing out intoother areas of lldlitary 

interest, generally to the full extent. 

I speak in terms of my own responsibility which was 

below the policy level as regards the Commission, Just 

generally I would Sfl¥ the committee was continuously interested 
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in doing the very best they could by the weapons program, 

A committee, of course, is limited in the impact it can have 

as opposed to the administrative orgad.ization • 

Q Did you work fairly closely with the cOllllllittee and 

Dr. Oppenheimer durina this :lur years or S>that you were 

director of the Division of Military Applications? 

A I saw the committee very frequently. The record 

would indicate how many -tings they held during that period 

but I have it in mind that it must have been four to six a year. 

In addition to that, I saw members of the committ- passing 

through Los Alamos, through the Commission Building in 

Washington • 

Q And that included Dr. Oppenheimer? 

A Yes, I saw a great deal of Dr. Oppenheimer. 

Q Were you familiar with Dr. OppenheiNr's views on 

the relative division of atomic weapons between strategic 

air use and use for tactical purposes and continental defense, 

or is that a very mixed ~P question? If yai understand, 

will you a1&wer the question I should have put? 

A I take your question to relate to the division of 

weajp()ns in the stockpile or thtt division of effort for 

developing new weapons • 

Q Perhaps you will answer both. 

A I don't think the General Advisory Comittee er Dr. 

Oppenheimer were concerned with the division of actual weapons. 
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in stockpile. That is much the question of the design of 

the -apon for the purpose for which it was created which 

was one in accordance with military requiren.nts and tbe 

program laid out on tba t basis. 

With recard to contemplating future uses of 

fissionable material when weapona might be developed and 

fabricated. my recollection is that the General Advisory 

Committee and of course Dr. Oppenhei-r as its leader and 

spokesman, were very strongly in favor of developing new types 

which would open new uses for tactical applications, particularl 

My recollection may be faulty on this point but I think up 

to the time I left the CoDllliasion, the use of atom:lc weapons 
a 

in air defense was not/clear enough picture for any stron1. 

views one way or another. 

Q Was it your impression that Dr. Oppenheimr was in 

favor of limiting the use of atomic weapons for strategic 

air purposes or strategic air bombing? 

A Setting up a limit which would be effective in a 

campaign? Not to my knowledge. 

'Q Was he in favor of cutting down the proportion of 

fissionable materials that went into strategic air bombing? 

A As best I can remember t.his arose only once during 

the period of my association with Dr. Oppenhei-r, and it bad 

more to do with contemplated future uses. if I can make this 

clear. I recall Dr. Oppenheimer's being a proponent of the 
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school that if you are to get the full military developmental 

and operational interest in atomic weapons for tactical use, 

you bad to give them something realistic to put in their 

thinking, such u an understanding that as these uses are 

developed, material will be available. 

This is my statement of the the&is, not Dr. 

Oppenheimer's. My recollection is tbat this was a line of !:ts 

thinking as I understood it. 

Q Did tba t involve cutting down the amount of m. terial 

available for strategic air bombing or did he thidt there 

would be enough for both? 

A I had not recalled the thesis as btmg an arbitrary 

reduction as against some future date, but rather as a factor 

fer planning. War plans are different • 

Q I am not talking about war plans. 

A What you use weapons far when you actually start 

using them !s what the situation requires. I don't recall 

Dr. Oppenheimer ever denying tbat. 

Q Did he indicate that this use of atomic weapons was 

an ever-expanding business, and you have enough materials 

both for tactical uses and strategic? 

A That I think is a fair statement • 

Q By the way, your present command covers both 

so-called continental defense and tactical and strategic use 

of atomic weapons in so far as the Air Force is concerned? 
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A That is right. 

Q In the course of your meeting and acquaintanceship 

with Dr. Oppenheimer, did you feel you ca.a to know him quite 

well? 

A Oh, yes. 

Q Do you have an opinion as to Dr. Oppenheimer's 

loyalty to the United States? 

A I hever llad a question as to it. 

Q Do you have an opinion as to whether he is a 

security risk, as to his discretion in the • e of classified 

materials, whether it is safe to trust him with sue~? 

A Nothing in my associations with him would raise 

the question with me. 

JIR. SILVERJMAN: That is all. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY JIR. RCl!B: 

Q General, you spoke of the role of the GAC towards 

helping the atomic energy weapons program. I assume tba t you 

followed the debate in the GAC in OCtober 1949 'irith respect 

to the development of the thermonuclear weapon? 

A Yes, although I was not specifically present at 

the time. Perhaps I was not entirely clear in my previous 

answer, although ll think I was. That debate was a debate at 

the Commissiods'policy level. I was speaking of my relations 

with the GeneralAdvisory COiliillittee. in carrying out the policies 
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that -re decided upon. 

Q Were you supposed to represent the views of the 

military at that tim in respect to the thermonuclear weapon? 

• A No. The llilitary Liaison Commtttee is the normal 

organization under the law. I was en operating staff officer 

of the COllBllissii:>n. l did my best to carry military thinking 

into the Cominission, yes, but the form.l responsibility rested 

with the Military Liaison Committee. 

Q IYha t -s the military thinking in OCtober 1941 with 

respect to the development of the thermonaclear weapon?' 

A In my understandiq tbe milit1L17 interest -s a very 

definite interest in going forward.with it if indeed it 

• proved to be technically feasible, although qul9Stions of scale 

and rate of effort and what you cut off your programs to 

encompass n- efforts, these were questiom. But on the broad 

question of going ahead, I think the military interest was 

solid. 

Q In other words, it -s a weapon the military wanted? 

A J:f it could be made, yes. 

Q After the meeting of the GAC of OCtober 29, 1949, 

and the report wh:lda they m.de on that meeting, d:ld you read 

• the report of the GAC? 

A l mustbave, although l don't recall any of its 

particulars.· The only thing that iB sharp in my memory iB . . 

thatthere was a dissent, but even the details of the dissent, 
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I would not be· a very competmt witness on. 

Q In all events, you were familiar in general with 

the decisim of the GAC? 

A I was generally familiar with it, yes, although I 

should definitely stipulate that it was not entirely clear to 

me at the time, nor would it be now, because I have not been 

in the business for so• time, precisely what the question was 

that tbe GJ!.C had before it. Whether it was a yes or no 

decision, shall - or shall - not, or craSh versus no increase 

in tbe program. !imagine it was a rather complex question. 

Q Was the position afthe GAC 011 the thermonuclear 

pleasing to the military and to you as a member of the military'. 

A I beg your pardon. I didn't hear it. 

(Question read by the reporter.) 

TBE WITNESS: I was in disagreement with it. 

BY llR. Ram: 

Q Would you mind telling us why you were in disagreemen· 

witb it? 

· A I think my thought was just about as simple as this. 

If the -apon is there, if it can be had, how can we afford 

not to try for it • 

Q Dave you remarked, General, in substance that the 

position of the GAC in that matter was eitlltr silly or sinister'. 

A I thought as a sort of a professional staff officer 

that the quick action 011 a problem which obviously loomed so 
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large, if I had to· cboose between tbe words, I would say silly. 

I cir- no sinister implications. Indeed, I amuld not bave 

stayed witb tbe Coamission had I done so, because some of my 

bosses 

Q I am not suggesting that you did draw such 

implications, but bave you not remarked that either one of two 

alternatives was offered; either it was silly or it was 

sinister? 

A I tbink tbat is about it, yes, sir. 

Q So in respect of tbat action by the GAC, it could 

not be said that the GAC mas in your opinion doing its best 

by the military weapons program, could it? 

A I bad notthougbt tba t was necessarily a part of the 

package. I speak of the General Advisory Committee, and the 

help they tried to give me in the programs for which I was 

responsible as being ccnsistent throughout. There was a very 

large policy question up for discussion. Tbe Gene.ral 

Advisory Committee talked it out among themselves, and witb 

the Commission, and initially recommended against a full blast 

ahead program, anyway. Once the decision was over, I suppose 

those who bad reservations continued to hold them, and 

certainly enthusiasm for the program fluctuated as the prospectE 

of early technical success fluctuated. But I was not aware 

of amy member of the General Advisory Committee trying to 

bold back the program. 
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So far as my efforts to push the program forward, 

I would always have liked to have had more belp from everybody, 

budget and everything else. I was not aware of anyone trying 

my feet. 

Q I was talking to you about the decision. I think y<>1: 

have answered tbe question. 

General, you were asked your opinion with respect 

to Dr. Oppenheimer's trustworthiness and whether you trust him, 

and you said you would, is that right? 

A From any facts known to me, I would, sir. 

Q Beg pardon'? 

A 

Q 

From all the facts known to me, I would, yes, sir. 

Rave you heard anything about the episode which 

occurred in 1943 when Dr. Oppenheimer had a conversation with 

a man named Chevalier in ldl.ch the possibD.ity c:>f passing 

information to the,Russians was mentioned? 

A I know what I have heard about it since this Baa.rd 

was established; that is all. 

O What lave you heard, Qenera 1? 

A I have heard that Chevalier, who was a friend' of 

Dr. Oppenheimer's in some rather obscure way suggested that 

t~z·e was a channel through which information on the project 

which Dr. Oppenheimer was by then in charge of, I believe, at 

Los Alamos, al though I think it had not grown up, there was 

a cllannel for passing information fram this project to the 
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Co111111Unist apparatus. I have heard that Dr. Oppenheimer told 

him that was a horrid idea, but that he waited until some time 

later before he reported it then to the security orpnization 

of ·uie Manhattan Project, and having reported :l.t, theu, tr:!.ed 

far a while anyway to shield his friend,· Chevalier, whom he 

thought was not really involved in it until General Groves 

asked him a direct question at which time be told tille whole. 

story. I am repeating my recollection of reading newspapers 

and hearing conversations en the matter. 

Q Of course, you are not familiar wil.th what Dr. 

Oppt•nheimer may have testified about that incident here in 

these hearings , a.re you? 

A Not in specific detail, no • 

Q I would like to read you a portion of Dr. Oppenheimer' 

testimony and get your \•iews on that. I might tell you so 

that this will be inteliligible to you that Dr. Oppenheimer 

was interviewed by Colonel Pash of ·the security org11.niza.U.on 

about this ma:tte1•, and then by Colonel Lansdale. 

MR. GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, I th:l:n!J this raises 

the same question that I raised earlier. X have no objectiClll 

-- we all have been putting hypothetical questions to 

witnesses -- but it seems to me to extract a piece of the 

testimony and only one piece , and then to ask opinions upon 

that without havizw the whole test :lmony. That is an unfair 

method of procedure. X think l! 1111ade this objection at the 
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011 tset , and it was after that tba t the quest ions began to 

be put in a different form. I do very much object to Just a 

piece of tbe transcript being read from the evidence without 

the context of the whole. 

14ll. ROBB: I am going to read a rather substantial 

piece. M course, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Garrison framed his 

hypothetical questions, and that has bem all right with me. 

I think I have a right to ask this witness on the basis of 

questions and answers right in this record whether his answer 

would be the same. 

llR. GARltISON: This is not a hypothetical question. 

MR. ROBB: No, this is a definite question • 

llR. GARRISON: This is a slice out of the transcript. 

MR. GRAY: I 111>uld like to a&t llr. Garrison whether 

his point is that the witness is not hearing everything that 

Dr. Oppenheimer testified before this Board, or whether the 

witness is not hear iig everything he said with respect to this 

particular incident? 

MR. GARRISON: Everything he said before the Board 

with respect to this incident. It seems to me to lift a part 

of :l..t out, and ask the witness' opinion about that is to 

present him only a fraction of the total in what could be a 

misleading light. I dn't know what fraction it is. I think 

it is quite different from putting a question if it bas been 

established here that such and such took place before the 
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Boa.rd. l! think that is different. It is quite clearly put 

as not the evidence itself. I never attempted to·say to a 

witness wba t the evidence here hacii been • 

JIR. ROBB: I think my metb:ld is more accurate. I am 

going to read him the actual questions and answers. 

MR. GARRISON: In my questiom I tried to summarize 

the best I could the way it looked to me. I appreciate that 

on each occasion Mr. Robb quite properly reserved his own 

feeling or position that the story as he might relate it would 

be a little different. 

lllR. GRAY: I am going to ask Mr. Robb if he can 

put his question in hypothet:l.ca i terms as he would see the 

question and not be confined to any hypothetical questions 

which counsel for Dr. Oppenheimer would. 

am. ROBB: Very well. I w:ll attempt to summarize· 

the testimony which I have in mind. 

BY MR. Ram: 

Q General, I will ask you, sir, to assL1me .that 

when questioned before this Board about that episode and his 

interview with Colonel Pash, he was asked 'dlether he told Colone 

Pash the truth about the episode, and he said no. Be wa.S 

asked if he lied to Colonel Pash, and he said yes. Wiie n asked 

why ille did that, he said, "Because I was an idiot." Ile said, 

"I W'.J.S also reluctant to mention Chevalier0 and. somewhat 

relu(:tant to mention himself • 
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Assu- further that he was asked whether or not if 

the story he told to Colonel Pash had been true, it would 

have shown that both Chevali• and Dr. Oppenheimer were 

deeply involved in an espionage conspiracy. Be agreed that 

was so. 

A May I ask you to repeat this last statement of yours? 

Q Be was asked whether or not if the story which he 

told to Pash had been true, instead o f as he said false, 

tha·t story would have shown that both Dr • Oppenheimer and 

Chevalier were deeply involved in an espionage conspiracy. 

llR. GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, I certainly don't recall 

that • 

llR. Ram: Since 'f1l'I f>.•iend objects --

llR. GRAY: I would aay to llr. Garrison that he 

certainly bas the privilege of making a statement that llr. Robb 

has made in each case with respect to a hypothetical question. 

MR. GARRISON: Yes, but this is so obviously a 

paraphrase of the transcript. It is not an attempt at a 

sullUll&ry. It seems to me it doesn't even attempt to give the 

witness a picture of what took place. 

llR. RCllB: I can see, Mr. Chairman, I should have 

interrupted llr. Garrison's question and raised technical 

questions about it, too, but I didn't do it. 

MR. GRAY: Proceed, Bir. Robb. 

BY BIR. Ram: 
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Q Did you have the last in mind, General? 

A If I have heard you correctly in answer to a question 

whether bad he told the truth it would haw shown him, Dr • 

Oppenheimer, and lif:r. Chevalier to be deeply in espionage. 

Q Yes. 

A And he answered yes, be would have. 

Q Yes. 

Q 

HR. SILVERMAN: No. 

mt. GARRISON: 11111". Chairman 

MR. ROBB: Wait a minute, lll:r. Garrison. 

MR. Sll:LVEJWAN: You misunderstood. 

BY MR. ROBB: 

I am going to explain it. Assume that the story he 

actually told Colonel Pash was true, then would that not have 

shown that he was deeply involved in an espionage consi*'acy? 

Do i make myself plain? 

MR. GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, I don't think it is 

plain, and l don't think it is in the record. 

MR. R<BB: Very well. I will read this to you. 

"In other words, if X (meaning Chevalier) had gone ·to three 

people, that would have shown, would it not -­

"OPPENHEIMER: "That he was deeply involved • 

"-- that he was deeply involved. That is, was not 

just a casual conversation. 

"OPPENBEillER: Right." 
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Now, am I justified? 

MR. GARRISON: No, because you indicated tbst Dr. 

Oppenheimer would then be involved. That is wbat I very 

deeply object to. 

llR. ROBB: Page 488: 

"Q You will agree, would you not, sir, that 

if the story you told to Colonel Pash was true, it made things 

very bad for Mr. Chevalier? 

"A For everyone involved in it. 

"Q Including you. 

"A Right • " 

Now, may I proceed? 

MR. GARRISON: lllr. Chairman, he said that the story 

was an invention and the implication here to the witness is 

that be lied about something which would have implicated 

himself in espionage. I don't think that implication ought 

to be in this record at all. 

MR. ROBB: That is exactly what he said. 

BY lllR. ROBB: 

Q General, will you further assume 

MR. GRAY: Well --

MR. ROBB: Pardon me. 

UR. GRAY: Could you state the last.assumption that 

you made? 

BY MR. ROBB: 
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Q Would you assume tbat the testimony was to tbat 

effect? 

A 

Q 

I am clear on what this point is now. 

Fine. Would you further assume, sir, that Dr. 

Oppenheimer knew tbat by refusing to name the -n we referred 

to as ·•x·•,· who afterwards timned out to be Cheval:ler, Dr. 

Oppenheimer knew by refusing to name him, he was impeding the 

investigation by the security officers into this espionage 

conspiracy? 

Assuming those things, General, would you care to 

amend your answer with respect to the trustworthiness of Dr. 

Oppenheimer? 

A I spoke of my opinion in ·the period in which I was 

associated with him, and knowledge trom my associations, 

From that time, 1943, I 'IOUld bave said this was a very 

fcolish action. I could not bave -- I could not now believe 

that Dr. Oppmheimer would have acted that way at the later 

time when I was associated with him. I think probably he had 

learned a great deal about the mechanics of security in the 

intervening years. 

Q Does it come as a shock to you to bear tbat occurred? 

A When I first read it in the newspaper --

Q No, sir, I am talking about what I have just told you 

about it. Does it come to you as a ahock to hear tlllt happened? 

A It is not a comfortable thought that one should bave 
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been, to use Dr. Oppenheimer's word, such an idiot at that 

time. It would certainly come as a ahock to me if there were 

evidence that be still operated that way in 1947 and afterwards 

when I knew him. 

o As a military 'man, General, and a professional 

soldier, suppose you found out that someone in yourcommand had 

conducted himself in that way in an interview with a security 

officer; what would you do? 

A As of now in the context to tbe past, I would 

want to get all the facts bearing on it before I spoke. Years 

have passed. 

Q Suppose you foulll. out today that someone in your 

command had conducted himself in that way last week in an 

interview with one of your security officers; what would youdo? 

A I would take immediate action. 

Q You would court martial him, wouldn't you? 

A The formalities are that I would suspend him and 

turn his case over to the OSI. 

Q For an investigation? 

A Yes. 

Q 

A 

Looking to a court martial, would you not? 

Depending on the facts. 

Q Because you would take a very serious view about it? 

A I would, indeed. 

Cl To a military man, General, lyi,ng is never 
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justified. I -n to one cl.yoU1" own security officers. You 

could not justify tba t, could you? 

A False official statements are not condoned, no • 

• MR. RCJBB: That is all. Thank you. 

UR. GRAY: General McCormack, your recent experience 

bas been a very great deal of research and development, is 

that correct? That has been your primary concern in recent 

years? 

THE WITNESS: From the administrative side. I am 

not a technical person. 

MR. GRAY: I understand. This is one of your 

responsibilities in so far as you have ultimate responsibility. 

• One of them is in the general field of research and develop1111 nt • 

I am going to ask you a question now which reflects SClll8 

confusion on my part about the well known October 1949 .meeting 

of the General Advisory Committee, and the circumstances 

sUl"rounding it -- the event& leading up to it, and subsequent 

events. 

It is clear, I believe, that the recODDendation of the 

General Advisory Commit.tee was not to proceed with an all out 

program for the production of this -pon. ls that a fair 

statement as you understood it? 

THE WITNESS: That was surely a part of the decision, 

yes, sir. Tm other things that we:nt around, I would have to 

go a.nd read the record • 
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MR. GRAY: But that was clear. Another alternative, 

I suppose, which would have been at any time before the GAC 

was the alternative of not proceeding at all with research, 

development or production, leading to the weapon under 

discussion. 

THE WIT.NESS: In theory that was an alternative, yes, 

sir. In practical fact, science goes on, of course. 

llR. GRAY: Is there in your opinion anything that the 

General Advisory Committee might have done in OCtober 1949 

which would have represented a middle ground between these 

two extreme positioDS? 

TBE WITMESS: Yes, sir • 

llR. GRAY: Do you -an by that, that perhaps they 

could have emphasized more strongly and recommended more 

enthu•iastically research and develop-nt perhaps short of 

the allout productim program which was at least one issue 

with respect to which they took a position? 

THE WIT.NESS: Oh, yes, sir. There is a vast amunt 

of middle ground between the two alternates as you stated 

them at the end of the spectrum. 

MR. GRAY: Did you feel at the ti- th&t perhaps 

the GAC might consistent with the technical uncertainties, 

which clau-ly existed, have recommended more of an effort 

that this action of Clctober 1949 seemed to you to suggest? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I do. ID fact, the program 
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as it proceeded was a question of picking up steam as you 

could do it. Greater expenditures of effort as useful places 

to expend tbat effort appeared in the course of tbe research . 

llR. GRAY: In your judgment could the GAC have at tha1 

time recommended actions involving this greater effort without 

serious impairment or without impairment of the on-going 

fission program at the time? 

THE WITllESS: The question of scale and rate of 

effort, yes, sir. Anything tbat we did iaaediately tbat we 

had not been doing before required either n- resources to do 

it with, or it had to displace something. So the pbasing out 

of the old programs and the phasing in of exi>anded effort in 

the thermonculear field was more or less a normal process, 

although it proceeded at very high priority, as high as we 

could put on it. 

MR. GRAY: I am now going to ask a question with 

respect to which you have not testified this morning, that is, 

do you feel tbat the military at that time was well informed 

about the possible and appropriate and sensible use of 

atomic weapons? 

THE WI'l'fiESS: Knowledge was far less complete tban it 

is today, and probably less complete today than it w111 be at 

some time in the future. 

JIR. GRAY: Do you feel tba t the lack of knowledge 

on the part of the military was a factor in whatever delay 
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there llllght have been in the development of this -apon? 

TBB WITNESS: Lack of knowledge on tbe part of the 

military services as to just what the technical prospects 

-re, I would say, :yes, sir. I would give the same reply, I 

think, with regard to the more advanced fission -apons that 

have come out since that time. So much of this was --

DR. EVANS: You mean the fusion weapm or the fission? 

THE WITNESS: I said fission, then, sir. It is all 

a part of it --

DR. EVANS: Yes, I understand. 

TBB WITNESS: Of a sin_gle problem. The atomic 

weapon field bas gone forward ver:v rapidly compared in 

coni;ract with our experience in the development of the other 

machines of war that the foreseeing uses, the techniques of 

their use, their application to given battle situations, bad 

to be developed as the weapons developed. It was m:v 

constant experience as long as I was with the co-ission that 

the invention bad tDprecede in part· a clear and detailed plan 

for its use. 

Take the use of tbe weapon carried under a fighter 

aircraft, for example; you bad to have some idea of what :you 

bad in the way of energy release in the weapon before :you 

coulddevelop the fighter tactics and before the fighter 

tactics are clear in mind, the Air Force is in a poor positian 

to say to the infantry on what :you can do in putting atomic 
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explosi•ns down on the battle line. 

MR. GRAY: Wba t was the i?ubction of the Military 

Liaison Committee? 

THE WITKESS: Under the original law, it was 

appointed by the Secretary of War and Navy and in the revision 

of the law that happened after the unification of the armed 

forces, the Clld.rman of the Military Liaison C011111ittee was 

made an appointment for confirmation by the Senate, and he 

represents the Secretary of Defense. 

MR. GRAY: Was it one of the functions of that 

committee to keep the military advised in these respects 

with respect to the matters about which you said they might 

have known more than they did? 

TBE WITNESS: Theirs was the fornal responsibility. 

There were many of. us wcrking on it; of course. It was 

in large part a process of mutual education. 

l.IR, GRAY: In your opinion and recollection, General 

McCormack, is it possible that we would ever have found 

ourselves in a period or at a posi·tion in this government in 

which the military might have been stating no military 

requirements because they believed there WE no technical feasi­

bility and the Commission and its agencies might have been 

not pressing for development on the ground that there was 

no military denand? 

TBE WITNESS: I think in the practical workings of 
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the. organization as it then existed, sir, that in so far as 

·we were wise, in so far as we knew wbat to do, this gap could 

not have existed. I, for instance, could not have sat in my 

office i n the Co-ission knowing that there wasa prospect 

in any field that might tie· of some ~ilitary interest without 

seekillC out the military service, or •t segment of one of 

the military services that might be most interested in and 

make sure they got as clear a look at it as they could have 

had at that timB. This was on the informal basis. Our formal 

dealings tbroughtbe lllilitary Liaison co-ittee will reflect 

the big issues. They will not reflect the myriad of contacts 

and interchange, the stationing of military officers at Los 

AlalDOS, the loaning of. Los Alamos personnel to the target 

planners in the Pentagon, the interchanges of visits and so 

on. This was a very broad thing. By these means we tried to 

grow up with the situation as fast as the situation was growing. 

r.m. GRAY: AS- a prac.tical matter, you think the 

answer to my questionwould be no? 

THE WITNESS: To the limit of our wisdom and ability 

to do"it. 

MR. GRAY: I am making the assumption that those 

concerned with the progrmm were of cmrse doing their duty as 

they saw it best under the circullllilances. I -an by tlat it 

is unreasonable to aippose that many in the military could 

understand some of the technical implications, especially 
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those who were not themselves scientists. You do not feel 

that there was delay because of any possible misunderstandings 

by the military about scientific feasibility and at the same 

time misundersandinc by the scientific advisors as to military 

requirement? 

THE WITIU:SS: I think an honest answer in the light 

of history, sir, is that there must have been delays. I would 

not l~now hCJ/ to put 1117 finger on them. Bad we known where 

they existed at the time, we would have cured them. But in 

fact, they must have existed in a sense not entirely 

different from the normal business are I am now, where there 

are c1elays getting a n- aircraft in operation because its 

operating characteristics exceed the experience of the pilots 

until. they have had a chance to work m it. Therefore, you 

go down to the production line with things that you have to 

re-do, and this introduces delays. 

MR. GRAY: Thank you, sir. 

REDIRECT BXAllXNATION 

BY MR. SILVERMAN: 

Q With r-pect to the question Dr. Gray was asking 

you about delays, and your answer, would you say that the· 

delays in the development of the thermonuclear weapon, so far 

as you knew about them, were greater than just the normal 

delays that one would expect, because one is venturing into a 

n- field? 
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A First, other than counting off the period of 

the debate as a delay, if you wish, I am not aware of any 

delays in the thermonuclear program that occurred for any 

reason other than just not knowing how to do the next step. 

I know the resources that were available to us to put in the 

program were freely available at all times. Los Alamos 

competence built up, and - drew in others to work on it. With 

that stipulation, l don't have any delay to put my finger cm. 

I would have to say that the thermonuclear program went well 

indeed, even with shifts in the lines of technical attack. 

It still kept apace which I thought was admirable at the time 

and met the expectations that were at least apparent to us 

at the beginning. 

Q I think Dr. Gray asked you about whether you felt 

the military was well informed with respect to the development 

of thermonuclear weapons and the possibility of developing 

thermonuclear weapons -- something of that order -- and as I 

got your answer, it was that we are better informed today and 

we will be better informed at some future date. 

A I was merely trying to indicate that being informed 

and not being infor~ is a very relative term if you are 

going back to the beginning of a program of inventions which 

had not yet been invented. 

Q With respect to the period of OCtober 1949, did you 

feel that the military was well in~ormed as to the feasibility 
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and the possibilities of use of atomic and thermonuclear 

weapons in the light of wba t was then known with respect to 

the feasibility of each weapons? 

A If there was a~thing known in the Collllllission 

organization or its laboratories of importance about the 

prospect• of thermonuclear weapon• feasibility that was not 

known to the military services, I was certainly unaware of it. 

But little was known as a fact. We were dealing with very 

large conjectures • 

. Q With respect 1D the Chairman's queation of a possible 

middle ground between the two ends of the spectrum, was it 

your feeling that the GAC was in favor of a program of research 

on the feasibility of thermonuclear weapons? 

A There was a research progi'- in 'thermonuclear weapons 

and bad been al.nee I first reported in to the Commission. It 

had not picked up .Uch headway until the whole situation was 

catalyzed by the news of the Russian fission explosion. I have 

no specific -mory at this ti- of the reaction of the General 

Advisory Collllllittee, or any of its individuals, as to the 

degree to which thiu Pl'OC1'- might be expanded, yet falling 

short of the pr0g1'- which they recommended against. 

Is this responsive? It is to me a very complicated 

question. 

Q I think it is probably as responsive as you can make 

it to me. With respect to the remark about the GAC report or 
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recommendation beiig silly or sinister --

llR. aces: Did you say and or or? 

UR. SILVERMAN: I said ''or" • • llR. R<Jm: That is what I said. That is what he said. 

BY llR. SILVERMAN: 

Q What did you think it was? 

A Perfectly frankly, I thought the rush action was s:lly. 

<' Did you think it was s.inister? 

A I did not. As I stated earlier with several of my 

immediate superiors in the Commission holding a view which 

I understood to be similar to the General Advisory Collllllittee, 
/. 

I waild have moved out immediately bad I thought there was a 

• • 
sinister implication in the opposition. 

Q With respect to how -11 illl>rmed the military was 

on the prospects of the thermonuclear -apon, do you recall 

a panel report to the War Depart-nt prepared late in 1945 

describing the prospects of the Super? 

A I do not recall a report under that na-. There 

were papers in the Commission which had bem prepared some ti-

back when I joined it at the beginning of 1947, and this was 

a new paper prepared at the beginning of 1947 for the use of 

• the new Co1m11ission which rounded them up as they then appeared 

and all of these papers in my memory anyway read almt the 

same as the state of knowledge, as far as I understood it 

certainly as far as I recall it, had not advanted substantially 
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:from 1945 to 1947. Nor indeed n.s th8re &DJ big break 

through from the research program betwem 1947 and the time efter 

the program bad bemaccelerated, although there were n- ideas 

coming along. 

llR. SILVERMAN: I have DO further CJJ8Stions. 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

BY llR. ROOB: 

Q General, 'lhen you spoke a minute ago al. the rush 

action, did you refer to the action by the Committee? 

A It all happened very quickly. 

Q Yes. 

A Yes, as I recall the Committee and the Commission 

acted jointly , and went to the President with their 

combined opinion or separate opinions. They were not unanimous, 

of course. 

Q General, I take it you are not a nuclear physicist? 

A I am not, sir. 

Q You said I think in response to a question by Ur. 

Silverman that the thermonuclear program went very well indeed. 

A In terms of timing and eventually meeting our 

expectations. It bad its ups and downs, of course. 

" 
A 

What time were you referring to when you said that? 

From the beginning of 1950 until what I regarded as 

a successful milestone just before I left the Commission in 1951. 

Q Yes. That is what I thought. 
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Was there a considerable stepping up in the efforts 

to develop the thermonuclear subsequent to the President's 

state•nt in January 1950? 

A Indeed there was, sir. We stepped it up in all 

ways of which we were capable. 

C' Would you care to give us an opinim, recogdzing 

of course that you are not a nuclear physicist.- as to what 

might have been the result bad that stepped up program been 

started in 1945 or 1946? Might you have gotten the end result 

sooner? 

A Putting tbe same effort into it that we were able 

to put into it in 1950? 

Q Yes, sir •. 

A Speaking non-expertly from the scientific point of 

view in any event, I think it caild not have helped speeding 

the ti- when there would have been a thermonuclear weapon, 

looking back on it. I can easily see Why General Groves and 

the COllllllission later nth all of the other urgent work to 

do in rebuilding Loa Alamos and getting tbe fission weapon 

program straightened out, did not feel up to making a gamble 

certainly as early as 1945 • 

MR. ROBB: I am not debating that. I merely want 

to get your opinion as to the t:lme ele•nt. 

Thank you very much, Gemral. 

llR. GRAY: Thank you very much, General McCormack. 
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(Witness excused.) 

JIR. GRAY: We will take a recess. 

(Brief recess.) 

• JIR. GRAY: Dr. von Neumann, do you Vl'ish to testify 

under oath? 

DR. VON NBUlllANN: Yes. 

llR. GRAY: You are not required to do so. The 

other witnesses have. 

DR. VON NBUllANN: I am quite prepared. 

YR~ GRAY: Would you be good enough to stand and 

raise your right band, and give - yolD' full na.ne? 

DR. VON NEUMANN: John von Neumann. 

• JIR. GRAY: John von Neumann, do you swear that the 

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

vlhole truth-and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

DR. VON :NEUMANN: I do. 

Whereupon, 

JOHN VON NEUMANN 

was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn, 

was examined and testified asfollovrs: 

MR. GRAY: Will you be seated, please. 

• I am required to remind you of the existence of the 
. 

so-called perjury statutes. I shall be glad to review them 

with you if necessary. 

THE WITNESS: I think I am aware of them. 
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llR. GRAY: May I ask if in the course of your 

testimony it becomes necessary for you to refer 1D or disclose 

restricted data, you notify me in advance, so we can take 

appropriate and -cessary steps in the interest of security. 

Finally, Dae tor, I would say to you, as I say to each 

of the witnesses on behalf of the Board, that we consider 

these proceedings a confidential natter between the Atomic 

Energy Commission and its officials on the one hand, and Dr. 

Oppenheimer, his representatives and witnesses on the other 

hand. The Commission is making no releases with respect to 

these proceedings , and we express the hope that the witnesses 

will take the same vi-• 

THE.WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY lllR. SILVERMAN: 

O Dr. von Neumann, what is your present non-governmental 

position? 

A I am professor of natbamatics at the Institute for 

Advanced Study at Princeton. 

Q 

A 

Q 

How long have you been that? 

Since 1933. 

That ns before Dr. Oppenheimer came there? 

A Yes. 

Q I understand ya1 were for two years president of 

the American Mathematical Society. 
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A '!!'bat is correct. 

Q You have been.a member of the Nd.onal Academy of 

Science, I understand, since 1937? 

A Yes, since 1937. 

Q Will you state your present goverlllll8ntal positions? 

A I am a -mber of the General Advisory Commi tt- of 

the Atomic Energy Commi•sion. I have been tbat since 1952. 

I have been a consultant to the Los Alamos laboratory since 

1943. Outside the Commission, I am a member of the SCientific 

Advisory Board of the Air Farces. I have also a few other 

governmental advisory positions. 

c Would you tell us the story of when you first knew 

Dr. Oppenheimer and what contacts you have had withhim since? 

A I think that Dr. Oppenheimer and I first met in 

Germany in 1926. It was in Goettingen, to be precise. We were 

both I think immediately after our respective Ph. D.'s and 

we were both there. There was a great center of theoretical 

physics in Goettingen, and we were both there at the time. 

Then between 1926 and 1940, we may ar may not have 

met. I think we did not, although I knew about Dr. Oppenheimer 

and I knew about his work. 

In 1940 we met in Los Angeles, and we had several 

conversations. We ala> met at that time in Seattle. We met 

again in early 1943; at which time Dr. Oppenheimer told me 

that he wanted me to join a project whim he could not describe 
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at that moment. 

Then I -nt to England and cane back in the fall, 

• and then I was asked officia~ly to go to Los Alamos. After 

that, our contacts have been practically continuous, with 

a slight interruption between 1945 and 1947, when - both had 

left Los Alamos and Dr. Oppenheimer had not yet come to 

Princeton. 

Q Since 1947 you have both been? 

A I would say our association has been practically . 
continuous since 1943. 

Q You referred to ••ting Dr. Oppenheimer in 

1940 in Los Angeles, and did you say at Seattle, also? • A Yes, it was outside of Seattle. 

Q Was that after the fall of France, or about the tima 

of the fall of France? 

A This was in lllay er June of 1940. It was in the 

period during which France was collapsing, and the conversation 

I had mentioned we the11 bad and whichl assume is relevant in 

this context, it was one - bad about the political situation 

then. What I do recall very clearly is that Dr. Oppenheimer 

was for intervention on the side c:4 the western allies. This 

• was of course a very acute q mst icn at the moment, and I asked 

practically everybody I met how he felt so this I remember 

quite clearly. 

Q There bas been, I guess , a fair amount of tes d.mo01 
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tba t would be an understatement -- abed; tba GAC report of 

October 1949, with respect to tile hydrogen bomb and the 

thermonuclear program. Dr. von Neumann, did you agree with 

the GAC report and reco-ndations? 

A No. I was in favor of a very accelerated program. 

The GAC at tba t point reco-nded that the acceleration should 

not occur. 

Q Very accelerated hydrogen bomb or thermonuclear 

program? 

A Yes, it is all the same thing. 

Q Would it be fair to say one might say in the opposite 

camp on the quest:Lcm? 

A 

Q 

and in 

A 

C' 

A 

Yes, that is correct. 

Did you consider that the recommendations of the GAC 

particular DI'. Oppenheimer were made in good faith? 

Yes , I lad no doubt about that. 

Do you have any doubt now? 

No. 

Q You knew , af course, that Dr. Oppenheimer was not 

the only p•son who was opposed to the program? 

A No, the whole group of scientists and military who 

were keenly in this matter -- of course, tl:lere had been a lot 

of discussion and practically everyone of us knew very soon 

fairly precisely where everybody stood. So we knew each 

other's opinions, and very many of us bsd discussed the 

matter with each otl:er. Dr. Oppenheimer and I had discussed 
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it with each other, and so we knew each other's views very 

precisely. 

My impression of this matter was, like everybody 

else, I would have been happy if. everybody bad agreed with me. 

However, it was evidently a matter of great importance. It 

was evidently a matter which would lave ccmsequenc'96 for the 

rest of our lives and beyond. So there was a very animated 

controversy about it. It lasted for months. 

That it lasted for nionths was not particularly 

surprising to my mi.nd. ! think it was perfectly normal that 

there should be a controversy about it. It was perfectly 

normal that emotions should run rather high • 

Q Rave you yourself participated in the program of 

the development of thermonuclear weapons and the hydrogen bomb? 

A Yes. 

~ After the President's decision in Ja1111mry 00: 1950, 

is -ti. your impression that the GAC and particularly Dr. 

Oppenheimer was holding back in the effort to develop thd! bod>? 

A My impression was that all the people l! knew, and 

this includes Dr. Oppenheimer, first of all took this decision 

with very good grace and coopera.ted. The specific things 

I know were various actions 'llllich were neoessary in 1951. 

At that time there were a number of technical decisions that 

had to be made about the technical program. l! know in 

considerable detail what Dr. Oppenheimer did then, and it was 
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certainly very comitructive. 

Q Can you tell us any of that in unclassified teX'ms? 

MR. ROOD: Excuse me. Could I ask what date be is 

referring to? 

THE WITNESS: I am referring particularly to a 

meeting in Princeton in June 1951. 

Wt. ROOD: Thank you. 

BY MR. SILVERMAN: 

Q I don't know whether you can expand on this in 

u nc lla ss if ied terl!IS or not . 

A I think the details of why there was a need for 

technical decisions at that moment and exactly bow far they 

went and so on, I assume is class if ie4, unless I am otherwise 

instructed. But it is a fact. You must expect in any progra1111 

of s'Uch proportions that there will be as you go along 

serious technical decisions that have to be ma.de. This was 

one. ·There was a meeting at Princeton which was attended I 

think by part of the GAC. JI think it was the Weapons Sub­

committee of the GAC which is in fact about two thirds of the 

group, plus several Commissioners, plus several axperts which 

included Dr. Bethe, Dr. Teller, myself, Dr. Bradbury -- I am 

not sure whether Dr. York was there, Dr. Nordheim and possibly 

others. This meeting was called by Dr. Oppenheimer ad he 

certainly to the extent which anybody was directing it, he was 

directing it. This was certainly a very necessary and 
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constructive operation. 

Q At that meeting did be express. himself as being in 

favor of going ahead? 

A In all the discussians at tbat point there was no 

question of being or not being in favor. In other words, it 

was a decided technical policy. I didn't hear any discusdsl.ons 

after 1950 whether it ought to be d.one. There certainly were 

no ~uch discussions at this meeting. The question was 

whether one should make certain technical changes in the 

program or not. 

All I am trying to say is that at that point there 

was a need for technical changes. If anybody wanted to 

misdirect the program by very subtle means, this would have 

been an occasion. 

Q Did Dr. Oppenheimer cooperate in making it easier 

for you and others to work at Los Alamos for Los Alamos on 

the hydrogen bomb program? 

A I certainly never had the sl:lghtest difficulty. Oae 

thing is that I thidc if Dr. Oppe11heimer had wanted to CJl'eate 

difficulties of this kind, as far as I am concerned, it 

would have been possible. Also, our relations would probably 

have deteriorated. There aa.s absolutely nothing of tba t. Our 

personal relations stayed very good throqrhout. I 11111ver 

experienced any difficulty in going as much to Los Alamos as 

necessary. 
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Q Tbre was no suggestion by Dr. Oppenhe~r that this 

was interfering wi 1h your work at the Inst11u te? 

A None whatsoever, absolute]¥ none • 

Q And did you spend a good deal of time at Los Alamos? 

llR. ROOB: Could we have the times fixed en these? 

I am sorry 1D keep interrupting. 

BY llR. SILVERMAN: 

Q After 1949? 

A Yes. It may have averaged two months a ye... Not 

all in one, but say in two p»ces of thr- weeks and various 

shorter visits. I must say this was uniform from 1945 to 

almost now. I have been sonewhat less in Los Alamos lately 

because I have other commitments. 

Q And I take it there was no objection to your 

doing any work ~hat might he helpful to Los Alamos at Princeton? 

A Absolutely none whatwoever. 

Q Did Dr. Oppenheimer attempt to dissuade you frcm 

working on the hydrogen bomb program? 

A No. We had a discussion. 

to persuade me to accept his views. 

Of course, he attempted 

I eq11&.lly attempted to 

persuade him to accept my views, and this was doreby two 

peqle who mee during this period. . I would say apart from the 

absolutely normal discussion on a question on which you happen 

to disagree, there was absolutely nothing else. The idea that
0 

this might be pressure I must say did not occur to me ever. 
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Q Do you now think tbat it was pressure? 

A No. I think it was tbe perfectly nor•l desire to 

• convince somebody else • 

Q Durinc what period was ti.is discussion? 

A This was in 1949, December 1949. I re•mber quite 

clearly two diacussiom , one which was about half an hour at 

which tinm I saw the GAC opinion and we discussed it. 

r You had a Q clearance at that ti•? 

A Yes. We discussed the -- subject again about a 

week later, apin for about 20 minutes or half an hour , l don• t 

know. We probably also talked about the subject on other 

·occasions, but l don't recall • • Q Wasn't the clscussion about whether you personally 

should work on the hydrogen bomb prograllii' 

A Absolutely not. The only question was whet.her it 
to 

was or was not wise/undertake that procram. 

Q .You have known Dr. Oppenheimer, l think ym said, 

substantially continuously since 1943·to the present date? 

A Yes. 

Q With the excepl.on of the period from 1945, the end 

of the Los Alamos days, until 1947, when Dr. Oppenheimer came 

• to the Institute as Director. 

A That is correct. 

Q Duriiw that period you have really lived in the 

same s•ll town. 
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A Yes. 

<' And been friends and known each other quite -11 

during all that tlle? 

A 

q 

A 

Q 

loyalty 

A 

Cl 

A 

Yes. 

Both professionally and socially? 

Yes, that is correct. 

Do you have an opinion about Dr. Oppenhei-r's 

to the United States,, his integrity? 

I have no doubts about it Whatever. 

Your opinion I take it is quite clear and firm? 

Yes, yes. 

Q Do you have an opinion as to Dr. Oppenheimer 's 

discretion in the handling of classified materials and 

classified information? 

A Abeolutely. -I have personally every confidence. 

Furthermore I am not aware that anybody has questioned that. 

Q There see- to be same question among my associates 

whether I asked this. Do you have an opinion about Dr. 

Op•enheimer's loyalty? 

A Yes. 

Q What is that? 

A I would say be is loyal. 

Q Do you have alll' doubt on that subject at all? 

A No. 

llR. SILVBRllAN: I have no further quest ions. 
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CROSS EXAllllUl' l(J( 

BY MR. ROBB: 

Q Dr. von Neumann, ym stated that Dr. Oppenbetn.r 

attempted to persuade you to accept his views, and you 

attempted to persuade him to accept JOur views in December 1949? 

A Yes. 

Q Would you tell us briefly what his views were as you 

understood them? 

A Well, that it would be a milltake to undertake an 

acceleration of tbe hydrogen bomb, the thermonuclear proeram 

for the following r-sons: Because it would disorganize tbe 

program of tbe ABC because instead al developing fi•ion 

weapons further, which one kn- how to do and where one could 

predict good results fairly reliably, one getting back on 

a crash program which would supersede and damage everything 

else, and the results of the crash program would be dubious. 

That furthermore, from the military point of view, nm.king 

bigger explosions was not necessarily an advantage in 

proportion to the size of the explosion. Furthermore, that 

- practically had tbe lead in whatever - did, and the 

Russians would follow, and that - -re probably more vulnerable 

than tbey were for a variety of reasons, one of which is 

that we can probably saturate th- right now-- I meant right 

then -- whereas they could not at that mo-nt. Therefore, 

a larp incre-nt on both sides would ~ely -an that both 
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sides can saturate tbe other. Also, tbat since there was now 

this possibility of a large increment in destructive power, 

this was now for tbe second time, and possibly for the last 

time an opportunity to try to negotiate control and 41sar-nt. 

I think this was by and large tbe argu-nt • There 

are a f- other angles wbicb are classified wbicb I tbimare 

not very decisive. 

~ Doctor, was there anything in bis argument about 

tbe tmmorality of developing the thermonuclear? 

A I took it for granted that it was his v:lllw. It did 

not appear very much in our argu-nts, but we knew each other 

quite well. »t.f view on tbat is quite hardboiled, and tbat was 

known. 

Q What was Dr. OppenheU.r's view, soft-boiled? 

A I assume, but look, now, I am going by hearsay. I 

have not discussed :It w:l th him. 

Q I understand. 

A I ass.- tba t one oqllt to consider it very carefully 

whether one deveJlps anythiDtr of this order of destruction just 

per se. 

Q Yes, sir • Doctor, in response to a question fram 

Jlr. Silverman, you said you bad no qu•tion about Dr • 

Oppenheimer's integrity, did you not? 

A Yes. 

Q By that you meant bis honesty, did you not? 
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A Yes. 

Q Doctor, d:>you recall banng beard anyt!Ung about 

an incident which occurred between Dr. Oppenheilller ad a •n 

--4 Chevalier? 

A Yes, but tbat was lately. I do not know for 

abeolutely sure when I first heard it. I saw tbe letter of 

charges and there it occurs. When I read it, I bad the vague 

impression that I bad heard this before, but I think that this 

was in the last few years. 

Q You saw the letter of Genwal Nichols and Dr. 

Oppenheilller's response? 

A Yes. I - not absolutely certain whether I saw the 

complete original or whether I saw somebody's excerpts at 

relevant parts. 

Q What is your preset understanding. about that 

incident that I referred to -- the Chevalier incident? Wbat 

do you bave in mind about wbatbappened? 

A Wbat I understand bappened was -- and pleas• correct 

- if my recollection is inexact -- my impression is that 

Chevalier was a man wbo bad been Dr. Oppenheilller'a friend 1D 

earlier•yeam, who in 1942, I think, or early 1943, when Dr • 

Oppenheimer was already associated with the atomic energy 

project which was not yet the llallbattan District, mde an 

approach and sunested to hi• tbat somebody else, whose ~ 

I have forgotten, •s workinir •or Russia and would be able to 
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transmit scientific aad technical information to Russia. 

Iunderstaad that Dr. Oppenhelmltr e-entially told 

hi• to go to hell, but did not report this incident illllediately, 

and that wben he later reported it, he did not report it 

completely for so• time, until, I think, ordered by General 

Groves to do so. 

BY llll. RCBB: 

r Your •mory is pretty good, Doctor. Do you recall 

the na .. of the other person was Eltenton? 

A Yes, Eltenton. 

ua. RCBB: llr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 

witnus a hypothetical question. I assu•, llr. Garrison would 

file a caveat to it but I venture to suggest in the interest 

of entirety to assist the Board and the witness, it would be 

most helpful if llr. Garrison allowed • to state - question 

before he made his objections. 

BY llR. RCBB: 

Q I •nt you 1Dassume now, Dr. von Neumann, that Dr. 

Oppenheim• reported aad discussed this incident with two 

security officers, one named Colonel Pash and one mi.med Colonel 

L&nsdale, aad will you Please assn- that Dr. Oppenheimr has 

testified before this Board that the story of the Chevalier 

incident whieh he told to Colonel Pash on August 26, 1943, 

and affirmed to Colonel Lansdale on september 12, 1943, was 

false in certain .. terial respects. 
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AssU1!18 tbat he has testified bere that the story be 

told to Pash and LaDSdale waa a cock and bull story, that tbe 

wbole thing was pure fabrication, except for the one name 

Bltenton; that be told a &torJ' in great detail that was 

fabricated, that be told not one lie but a wbole fabricaticm 

&Del tissue of liea in great circu .. tantial detail. 

Asam. that be bas further testified here that bis 

onl1 explanation for lJing was that be was an idiot, and be was 

reluctant to name Dr. Chevalier and no doubt somewhat reluctant 

to name himaelf. 

Aaaum be has furtber testified here tba t :l.f the 

story be told to Colonel Pash bad been true, that it ahowed 

tbatDr. Cbavalier was deeplJ involved in a conspiracy; that 

the conver-tian or the remarks 9f Dr. Chevalier were not just 

a caaual convenation and it waa not just an innocent contact, 

but that it was a criminal conspirac1 on the part of Dr. 

Chevalier. 

Assume that be testified further that if the ator1 

that Dr. OppenbeU.r told to Colonel Paab was true -- if it waa 

true -- then it mde things look very bad for both Dr. 

Chevalier and Dr. Oppenheimer • 

llR, GAllRISmr: Ill', Chairman, I wish the record to 

allow that I do not accept this assumed version of the testimon1 

as being an accurate su-r1 of the test:Lmon1. 

llR. GRAY: The record will show that counsel for 
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Dr. Oppenheimer does not accept the question as put. The 

witness will consider this a hypothetical question. 

TIE WITNESS: May I ask, llr. Chairman, I have not 

quite understood the meaning of this exchange. Does this 

mean that the quest ion ought to be answered? 

Ill. GRAY: Let me state it this way, Dr. von Neumann. 

You must not assume that this Board has reached any 

conclusions with respect to any matter before it. Therefore, 

in statements to you by counsel, either llr. Barrison or llr. 

Robb, and questions put to you by eith_. llr. Garrison or Mr. 

Robb which are said to you to be hypothetical, you are 

asked to reply to that question on an assumption that the 

facts are true for the purpose of this question, and not to 

assUll8 that thia is a conclusion of the Board. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. GARRISON: May I ask if the question might be 

re-read at thia point? 

THE WITNESS: I would also like to ask a few 

elucidations about the question. 

For one thing, llr. Robb, you have described a 

hypothetical situation, but if I did not get mixed up, you 

did not ask the question • 

llR. RCBB: I have not askedthe quest :Ion. X wanted 

to give llr. Garrison a chance to object. Would you like the 

question read back to you? 

TBE WITNESS: No. I will ask JOU a few things 
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about tbe hypotbetical question. because it 1a pretty 

complicated. 

llR. GABlllSOll: Before we So further, I want to empha­

si• n-ry point that I want :It clear~ un•ieratocd tbat tbe qmst1on 

that waa put involved &&king the witness if the falp story 

which be had told had been true, there would lave been a 

criminal conspiracy and mke it clear that even 1t the falae 

stoey that was true there was no suggestion by Dr. Oppenheimer 

that he was involved in espionage. 

Jilt. ll<llB: llr. Garrison, I will asl· the witness. 

llR. CIAY: I would suggest you proc&E•'i with your 

questiCID • 

Ma~ aam: thank you. 

BY MR. R<BB: 

,. Dr. von Neum.nn, Ill)' queat.ion is, assuming tha·t 

Dr. Oppenheimer testified befOl"e this Board as I have indi-:ated 

to you, wmld that shake your confidence in IJ1s honesty? 

A lfay I ask you again, if I underabod correctly --

Q Yes. 

A -- if I understood correctly, the hypothetical 

representation to the Board would have been so-thine like 

this: That a false statemnt was lade because Dr. Oppenheia.r 

wanted to avoid naming llr. Cbevali_. and h1-lf. I underatood 

your description first as &af'ing that he said that he is 

suppoaed to bave said that he made theae stai-nts to 
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security officers because he did not want to mention Chevalier's 

name and did not want to menion bis own. name. Is tbis correct? 

llR. RClm: I wonder if - llligbt have the question 

• read back to the Witness? 

TBE WITJfESS: Pl-.se read it back. 

(Question read by the reporter.) 

TBB WITHESS: In other words, tbe b)rpothetical 

testimony is tbat bis conduct was first of all due to a desire 

to make tbill8B easier for Chevalier and possibly for bimeelf, 

but on the other band, it actually -d• it mucb worse. Is tbis 

the idea? 

llR. RCBB: I hesitate t9 instruct the witness, llr. 

• Chairman, be70Dd the statement of tbe bypotbesis • 

llR. GARltISQ?l: I tbink that is rigbt. 

llR. SILVElUIAN: You asked tbe witness a hypothetical 

question. If tbe witness is eot entirely cl-.r as to the 

bypothetical question, if the witness' understanding ot it 

is at all different from tba t of the hearers, it makes bis 
. 

ans-r not very competent, and therefore it is important to 

have it clear. 

n MR. nam: 

• I tbink it is slear to say that part of tbe 

assumption is that Dr. Oppenheimer testified tbat one of his 

explanations for tbill conduct was that be was reluctant to. 

mention Dr. Chevalier and somewhat reluctant to mention hi•elf. 
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A But at the sa• time, he now realized tbat his 

state-nts if true would actually be· IDUch worse for Chevalier. 

Q 

A 

I think tbat is a fair stat-nt, '1•, sir. 

So this was an att8111'Pt to achieve scmething of which 

it actuall7 achieved the opposite, is tbat ti. id-? 

Q Tiit might be inferred, 7ea, 

A Look, 7ou bave to view the perfOll'lll&nce and the 

cbaracter of a aan - a whole. This episode, if true, 

wou}d aake me think tba t the course of the 7ear 1943 

or in 1942 and 1943, he was not emot :1.onally and intellectually 

prepared to haDclle this kind of a job; that he sulwequentl)' 

learned how to bandle it, and handled it very -11, I know • 

I would say that all of us in the war 7ears, and bJ all of us, 

I mean all people in scientific technical occupations got 

suddenly in contact with a universe we had not known before. 

I -n this peculiar probl- of securit)', the fact tbat people 

who looked all right might be conspirators and might be spies. 

The)' are all things which do not enter one's noraal experience 

in ordinar7 times. While we are now most of us quite 

prepared to discover such things in our entourage, we were not 

prepared to discover th•e things in 1943. So I 1111st sa)' 

tbat this bad on an7one a shock effect, and an7 one of us 

aay bave behaved foolishl7 an~ ineffectively and untruthfully, 

so this condition is something ten 7sars later, I would 

not consider too serious. This would affect me the same way 
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as if I would suddenly hear about somebody 1hat be baa bad 

some eztraordiDU'l' -capade in his adol-cence, 

I know that neither of ua -re adolescents at that 

time, but of cour- we -re all little children with ~pect 

to the situation which bad developed, muaely, tbat we suddenly 

-re dealiDC with sanething with which one could blow up the 

world. Furthermore, - were involved 1D a trianplar war wi1h 

two of our enellies had done suddenly the nice thing .of fiehting 

each other. But after all, they -e still enemies. Thill was a 

very peculiar situation. None cf us had been educated or , 

conditioned to exist in this situation, and - bad to make our 

rationalisation and our code of con4uct as we -Dt along • 

Par som people it took two montbs, for so• two }'e&rS 

and for some one 19ar, l am quite sure that all of ua by now 

have developed the necessary code of ethids and tbe necesaary 

resistance. 

So if this story is true, that would just give -

a piece of Information OD how long it took Dr. Oppenheimer 

to set adjusted to thia Buck Rogers universe, but no more. 

I have no sliehteat doubt tba t he waa not adjusted to 1 t in 

1944 or 1945. 

Q Bad you completed your am1~? 

A Yes. 

Q In 1943, Dr. Oppenhei.-r was the Director of the 

Los Al •mew l&bora tor}', wasn • t he? 
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A Yes. 

r I believe at tbat tu. he was 39 J"8&rS old? 

A Yes • 

Q You wouldn't say he was at that time an ••iolescent, 

would you? 

A No. I 1n1S trying to •ke this clearer. There are 

certain ezperiences which are new for an adolescent, and 

where an adolescent will behave in a silly way. I would say 

these experiences were now for a •n of 39, if he happened to 

be 39 at tat moment in history. 

<' Do you think, Doctor, tbat honesty, the ability and 

the desire to tell the truth, depends upon the international 

situation? 

A It depends on the strain under which you are. 

Q The strain? 

A Yes. 

Q You mean a •n •l' lie under certain strains when 

he wmld not under ordinary circwmtances? 

A Yes., practically everybody will ·lie under anesthesia. 

Q Do ym think, Doctor, if you had been placed in the 

same situation that Dr. Oppenheia.r was in 1943, in respect 

of this •tter, that you would haw lied to the security 

officerst 

A Sir, I don't kDOll how to answer this question. Of 

course, I hope I wouldn't. But -- you are tel.iug me.DOii' to 
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~otbeai.ze tJlat acm.body else acted badly, aud you uk -

would I Jlave acted the sa• way. Ian' t this a question ot 

wben did you atop beating Jour wife? 

Q I don't tbink ao, Doctor, since JOU -keel -· You 

do t-1 tbat Dr. Oppenbei-r - JOU put it acted badly in tbe 

' 

The hJPOtbetical action, I take it, ta a bad action. 

Quite serious, isn't it? 

That depends on the consequences , yes. 

llR. aam: I think tbat ia all I care·to ask, Jlr. 

llR. GRAY: Dr. VOD Neu•nn, JOU went to Los Alamos 

in the tall ot 1943? 

TBB WITDSS: Yes. 

llR. GRAY: Did you ataJ there throughout the war years? 

TBB WITRESS: Yes. I was not there continuoualJ, 

but I spent there about one lllDDth out of three, and this up 

to the end ot the war. 

llR. GRAY: In 1943, did JOU COll8ider tJlat people 

who -re identified with the Coaminist Party bad any l:ind of 

COlllllitment to a foreign power, specifically to tbe Soviet Union? 

TBB \fI'l'lmSS: I think tJlat it somebody was a Party 

•lllber and uuder Party discipline, :ves. 

llR. GRAY: lf:F q-tion 1s not wJlat you believe DOW, 

but wJlat you would bave believed then. 
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TBB WITNESS: I so then believed. If somebody -s 

under Party discipline, y-. 

MR. GRAY: So you were a~e in 1943 of the threats 

to the security of the country which might coae from allowinc 

•embers of the Party to have access to classified information? 

TBB WITRBSS: It certainly .as a securl~ risk~ . 

y... I certainly felt that - a security risk. May I say 

I had the feeling that this was definitely a thr- -Y war. 

At that moment two of tbe enemies had to all advantace got 

into a fight of their oirn. It was perfectly proper to exploit 

ihis. Tbat - far as developing the atomic bomb was 

concerned, what all of us had in mind in 1943 and 1944 was 

this. Of course, the Germa.n. science and technology ,,. 

enOl"lllOua. We were all scared to death that the Germans might 

get tbe atomic bomb before we did. We found out later that 

they had so-hat neglected this area, and tbey didnt' 

get as far as we thought they would get. I don't think anybody 

could fores- that. I think it would have beta a sreat 

mistake to bank on in 1943 and l~. We all were actuated 

by a desire which was primarily one to get, if it ls possible, 

an atomic bomb before mybody else does. We certainly all 

bad the feeling that this was paramount, and that it was quite 

proper to tallt calculated risks in this regard. 

I 1111st .say that. I considered Russia an enemy from 

tbe beginning to the end, and to now, and the alliance with 
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Russia is a fortunate accident that two enemies had 

quarreled. However, I think it also was perfectly fair to 

take advantage of this, that the military co1111111.nder could 

perfectly well decide that one ahould take calculated rillks 

on this, and -ploying a Communist might at that moment 

accalerate getting an atomic weapon ahead ~ Germany. 

Of course, it would later be a bad problem from the 

security point of view. But then the German danger was there, 

and the other thing was remote, and military information 

obsolesces rapidly anyhow. So I think it was ·not unreasonable 

to tale such a step. 

MR. GRAY: You 11ight have applied a different test 

with respect to the calculated risk in 1943 than you ,would 

~pply today? 

THE WITNESS: Entirely. 

MR. GRAY: Were you acquainted during your service 

at Los Alamos with Dr. Dawkins? 

THE WITl'BSS: Yes, I knew him. 

MR. GRAY: With your awareness of the existence of 

the co-u1>:1:8t Party, d:ld you :lu any _,. have reason to believe 

that be was a member of tbe ComnunistParty at that time? 

THE WITNESS: You see, it is a little difficult to 

be quite sure in 1945 whether you think you learned around 

1944, you learned sill: months earlisr or later. I am fairly 

sure I had no idea of his Communist affiliaaons when I came to 
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Loa Alamos and first met hill': • Be was not a particularly 

well known man and not to -· J think J learned that be had 

llad some kind of Coamnist connection before J left Los 

.AlLmos. Eu.ctly how he bad tllat connection J did not 1-.rn 

at that time. 

Mil. GRAI' And if someone had asked you at that time, 

this would be one of the calculated risks? . 

THE WJTRBSS: J would say this was a calculated risk, 

yes. 

llR. GRAY: From what you kn- of Dr. IJ&wkins at the 

time, was he pretty well an indispensible member of the te­

out there? 

THE lfJ'lWESS: Jf J am not mistaken be was a 

project historian. 

llR. GRAY: J think that was in part --

THE WJTRBSS: Be was not indispensible in the 

sense in which a man who is primarily interested in a technical 

sense. Be was not a physicist. Be was not a chemist or.an 

applied mathematician. J think he was a philosopher. 

llR. GRAY: And a mathematician. 

TBB WJTllESS: And some experience in sciences. Be 

was a perfectly suitable person for being a project historian, 

B:u.ctly bow bard or easy it was 1D pt a nan who is qualified 

to do this thine J did not know at tbat time. J would say it 

is a job which requires a special kind of talent, and is not 

ll1f 32835 De>cJ:d:364793 Page 64. 



• 

• 

• 

2258 

quite easy to fill. 

JIR. GRAY: Did you know PM.lip llarriaon? 

TBE WIT!IBSS: Yea, I know PM.lip Marrison • 

JIR. GRAY: Did you then know aDJ'thins about hi• 

politicalllffiliationa? 

THE WITNl:SS: I -ft.irly •ure that I learned the 

.fact that he had qlelle Comauni~t tie• later. 

Ill. GRAY: And not at the time? 

TBB WITllBSS: This 11111at bave been in mid-'45 that I 

learned thia. 

JIR. GRAY: Were JOU acquainted 'll'i th l'ucbll? 

THE WITJIBSS: Yes, I knew Fuchs quite well • 

JIR. GRAY: Did JOU have any reaaon to a1111pect hi• 

intesrity or dependability or whatever waa involved in the 

• 
aubaequent disclosures? 

TBE WITHESS: Mot particularly. IJe -• a rather 

queer peracm, but tmn under these conditions queer persona 

occur. I did not suspect him partia.larlJ. Be -. clearlJ 

not an ordinary person. 

JIR. GRAY: What I - getting at is whether you had 

reason to believe be -· a C011111Uniat. 

TBE WI'DfBSS: I think I did not kDOllr about him, DO • 

I did not know abod: him, that he -• a Coimuniat practicallJ' 

until the whole affair broke. 

DR. BVAllS: PracticallJ 'll'b&t? 
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TBE WITICESS: Until it became known, until lit 

confeaaed, or ratber until he waa abown. 

• llR. GRAY: At the time you learned about ti, were 

you •urpriaed? 

TBB WI'l'llESS: Look, I waa not surprised in thia 

•e-e, that he clearly waa a peculiar person. So if it turns 

out about an ordinary run of the mill person that he is a 

conspirator and spy, you are •hocked and surprised. Be was a 

very peculiar person with respect to whom I didn't have mch 

e:q>erience. Of course, I n.a surpriaed by the fact 

that there had been such a thine, that a spy bad been so well 

placed • 

• MR. GRAY: When you said a few lllOlll8nts ago tba t you 

didn't know about it until pract:Lcally at the ti- the 

diBcloaures were nade pdlic, does tlat mean that there ns 

information avl.ilable to people at Loa Al•- about him, about 

his Comunist connections, before the atory n.a known here in 

Waahiqton? 

TllE WITHSSS: I don't think so. 

llR. GRAY: I didn't think you intended to say that. 

TDB WI'l'HESS: No • 

• llR. GRAY: · I want to make clear that the record 
' 

did not reflect it u~til you intended to say it. 

THE WITRESS: No, no, absolutely not. 

llR. GRAY: You think in tlat case if people in clarse 
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had known tbat Fucbs was a member di. tbe Communist Party or bad 

a Coaaunist co-ita.nt, tbat this 1s the kind of calculated 

riak that you felt was desirable to take in those days? Was 

the calculated risk worth it in the case of Fuchs? 

THE WITNESS: Clearly not. I don't quite set the 

question. In the light of hindaight,clearly not. 

~y I aay this was of course a highly empirical 

subject. Fuchs mde a contribution. or course, the damp 

he mdde outweighs the contribution by far, probably. Exactly 

wbat concentration of spies one would find among the people 
' 

with co-niat ballkgrounds nobody knew ahead of time, and 

quite particularly the technical people didn't know. So I 

would -Y thia was adecisiClll for security and for whatever 

branch of the gover-nt was involved, mich deals with counter-

espionage to make. 

MR. GRAY: Today you would not reca..nd emplo:v-nt 

on a -•itive project of someone known now to be a member 

of the Coaauni•t Party. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

llR. GRAY: Suppose there was reco-nded to you an 

individual for emplo:v-nt who some years ago bad wbat you 

believed to be cloee Communist affiliatio1111; what would your 
) 

response lie today? 

TBE WITJIESS: I waild certainly not employ him in a 

sensitive job. 
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llR, GRAY: A person who bad bad close eommunist 

affiliations in an earlier period of hia life? 

TBE WITMBSS: Bow early? I thought you said a few 

years aiio. I ..an how early. I would -Y :If •-body had 

close affiliations with the Communist Party after 1945 or 

later, then I would certainly not employ him in a sensitive 

job. If be bad close affiliations with tbe Communist Party 

in the late 1930's, then I would say if be was never a Party 

mmber, then I would v:llr the entire situation and I think if 

there is prima. facie evidence d a probability that be had 

changed his views, I certainly would. If be was an actual 

mmnber cl. the Party, I would say that tbe burden of proof 

that he is no longer a mmber is on him. In other words, on his 

generalconduct since then. I think you must consider the total 

personality and the total life and the probable motivation and 

interests of the person after 1940. 

llR. GRAY: Do you pick 1940 as a par11cular year? 

. TBE WITRESS: No. It is a vague thing. It is 

somwhere between 1940 and 1944, I would say • 

llR. GRAY: Tia t close affiliations as late as 1944-­

TBI!: WITNESS: I would begin to get worried, in 

fact, seriously •orried. Tbe great watershed is evidently 

tbe second world war. There are all sorts of things happening 

there. For instance, the pt:111sibility for error is greater in 

1943 and 1944 when tbeRussians-were allies, tban in 1940, when 
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they -re cooperating with the enemy. So I think elating 

between 1940 and 1944 is very difficult. But I would say 

d_efinitely that I would take a lenient view of things before 

1940, and a very hard view of thincs after 1944. 

MR. GRAY: Euppose at Los Alamos someone had co• 

to you -- this is purely hypothetical -- and said, although 

the British are our allies and the official policy of the 

United States GoverD111ent is tx>share military infor-tion of the 

highest ·degree ~secrecy with the British, this policy is 

being frustrated in Washington, now I bave a way of getting 

to the British scientists info~tion about what - are doing 

here in Los Alamos, and don't 'ou think it :Is up to us to make 

sure that official policy is not frustrated, and you knew that 

this person was interested in the British, what would your 

position have been at that ti-, Dr. von Neu-nn? 

THE WITllilSS: For one thing, I would certainly not 

have given him info~tion, but I assume that the •in 

question is would I have reported him right away. 

llR. GRAY: Yes, let - ask that question. The 

British were allies, it was official policy, this man 

frankly said that then if the information were made available, 

it could be transmitted through channels which ~e not 

official channels. 

- THE WITNESS: I would probably bave reported him. I 

realize, however, that this can lead to a bad conflict. If I 
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am convinced tbat the -n ls honest in hie own benigbted way, 

tbat ls an unpleaeant con1lict sitWLtlon, I would probably 

bave reported bim anyway • 

MR. GRAY: The reason I asked the question 1• not ·•• 

to get an answer from you on tbe basis d. a bypotbetlcal 

question, but to really ask next wbetber you would bave ~e 

a dletlnctlon at tba tim between an approacb on bebalf of 

tbe Russians and an approacb on bebalf of tbe Brit"isb. 

TllB WITJIESS: Yes. I tblnk tbe probability of being 

at war witb Russia in tbe next ten years was bigb, and tbe 

.probability of beins at war wltb England in tbe next ten years 

was low, 

lolll. GRAY: Tbank you, Dr • Bvana. 

Dll. EVANS: Dr. VOD Hewminn, wbere were you born? 

THE Wl'DIESS: Budapest, Hungary. 

DR. EVABs: I tbldtyou did tell us, but I want to know 

again,just wbere were you educated? 

THE WITNESS: I etudied cbemistry in Berlin and 

Zuricb anil graduated ae an engineer of cbelllistry in Zuricb. 

DR. EVANS: Zurlcb? 

THE WITJIESS: Yes, in Switzerland. After tbat I got 

a Ph. D, in -tbe-tice in Bundapest, Hungary. Tbis was in 

1926. 

DR. EVAllTS: When did you co• to tbie country? 

TBB WITHESS: 1930. 

llV 3283~ Docld:364793 Page 70 



• 

• 

• 

2264 

DR, EVAllS: Are you a citizen of the United Sta tea? 

THE WITNESS: Since 1937. 

DR, EVANS: And you were profeaaor here at any time · 

in any institute? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I was professor of •thematical 

physics at Princeton University until 1933. At tbat time the 

Institute for Advanced Study began to operate in Princeton 

and I was then appointed to the Institute. for Advanced Study. 

DR. EVANS: You first -t Dr. Oppenhe1-r in 

.Goettinpn? 

TBB WIT!IBSS: It was either Zurich or Goettincen 

in 1926. 

DR. EVANS: Doctor, do you think a nan can be loyal 

to his country and still, due to his associates, be a security 

risk? 

THE WITNESS: That is possible, yes. 

DR. EVAllS: Do you think a scientific an -- a man 

trained in •thematics, like yourself -- after any country 

bad exploded an atomic bomb, a scientist like yourself in 

Russia, could guess a good bit about it? 

THE WITNESS: That depends 11hen. I think in 1943, 

hardly. Pardon •· Just from the fact of the explosion? 

DR. EVAJIS: You knew it was an atomic bomb explosion, 

and you kn- the room to the atom bad been unlocked, and we 

kaew the structure in there, and the quantum •chanics 
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connected wit b it, you would be able to guess a good bit ? 

THE WIT!IESS: Surely. Knowing about nuclear fission 

and knowing tba t se>Sody else bad been able to make a 

detonation, one could go ahead on that basis, but it takes a 

large organization. 

DR. EV.US: Yes, it does. Do you believe scientific 

men should be required not to publish this discovery? 

THE WITNESS: In wbicb era? 

DR. EVANS: Any time. 

THE WITNESS: Forgive me, sir, I have not understood. 

You mean that no discovery should be published? 

DR. EVAMS: Yes, a scientific man makes a discovery; 

should we keep it secret or should be publish? 

THE WITNESS: Ho, it ought to publish. There are 

military area,, there are areas of classification and I think 

apart fr0m this, one ought to publish. 

DR, EVANS: Apart from th.at? 

tJIE WITNESS: Yes., 

DR. EVANS: You do think there are som that should 

be kept secret? 

THE WITNESS: Ob, yes • 

DR. EVANS: If someone bad approached you and told 

you be bad a way to 'l'ansport secret information to Russia, 

would you have been very much surprised if that man approached 

you? 
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THE WITNESS: It depends who the man is. 

DR. EVA!IS: Suppose he is a friellli d yours. 

THE WITNESS: Well, yes • 

DR. EVANS: Would you be surprised? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

DR. EVANS: Would you have reported it immediately? 

THE WITNESS: This depends OD the period. I mean 

before I got conditioned to security, possibly not. After I 

got conditioned to security~ certainly yes. 

DR. EVANS: You would. 

THE WITNESS: I mean after quite an experience with 

security matters and realizing what was involved, yes • 

DR. EVANS: I am sure you'.IDuld now, Dr. VOD Ne~nn. 

THE WITNESS: There is no doubt now. 

DR. EVANS: You don't know some years ago whether 

you would have or not? 

THE WITNESS: What I am tTying to say is this, that 

before 1941, I didn't.even know what the word classified 

meant. So God only knows how intelligently I would have 

behaved in situations involving this. I am quite sure that I 

learned it reasonably fast. But there was a period of learning 

during which I -Y have made miatak• or might have made 

mistakes. I thilk I didn't. 

DR. EV.AMS: Would you put loyalty to a friend above 

loyalty to your countryat any ti-? 
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THE WITNESS: No. 

DR. EVANS: Have you met any Co111111Unists? 

THE WITDSS: Oh, yes • 

DR. EVANS: That you knew were Communists? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes. 

DR. BVAHS: Have you any friends that are Co111111unists? 

TBB WITNESS: At this moment, DO. 

DR. EVANS: Do you always know a Communist when you 

THE W!THB3S: No. 

DR. EVANS: I pess that is all. 

REDIRECT BXAllXNATION 

BY lllR. SILVBlUIAN: 

Perhaps particularly in view of Dr. Evans' questi.on 

about whether you ever •t any Coanunis ts, I hope you will 

forgive me if I ask you one or two personal questions. 

Was .. your family in H1.111pry at or about the time of the 

Soviet state there? 

A Yes. 

Q And did they leave in part because they didn't like it? 

A We left Hungary very soon after the Co111111Unists 

seized power. The Co11111unist regime in Hungary lasted 130 days. 

This was in 1919. We left essentially as soon as it was 

feasible, which was about 30 or 40 days later, and we 

returned about two months after the Communists bad been put 
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dOll'n. I left Hungary later than this, to be exact two 

years later in order to go to college. 

I first intended to become a chemical engineer, and 

if I bad become a chemical engineer I might have returned to 

Hungary. Since I decided to become a mathematician and 

then the academic outlook in Hungary was not at all promising 

whereas in Germany at that time it was very promising indeed, 

I then decided to go to Germany. 

Q As you grew up, did you and your family regard 

Russia as a sort of natural enemy al. Hungary? 

A Russia was traditionally an enemy of Hungary. There 

was a seed of war between Hungary and Russia in 1948 which 

according to the Hungarian version, which is wlllat I know, 

the Hungarians put down tbe Russian army. After this tbey 

were not friendly. This trauma lasted after tbe l!'irst World 

War. After the First World War everybody bad reason to worry 

about it. But I was a child of nine when the l!'irst World War 

broke out. So Russia was traditionally tbe enemy. After 

the First World War and the second war, there is quite a 

pattern. I think you will find generally BIB aking among 

Hungarians an emotional fear and dislike of Russia. 

Q I want to go to another subject. Would you say 

that the development of computers was an important or essential 

part of the hydrogen bomb program? 

A The way .the thing went, it was very important. 
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Wh4ther one could have done without it is a different quastion. 

J have been a very strong proponent of computers and their 

use so J don't want to over-evaluate it, but J think it made 

an important difference, let us say. 

· Q Could you elaborate on that? Perhaps tbe 

view to indicating to what extent the development of computers 

at the particular tiDB the hydrogen bomb was being developed 

contributed to it. 

A You mean wba.t the role of very fast computers was 

or wbo developed them and why? 

Q Was it a fact that there were devebpments, important 

developments in computers during the period • 

A Very high speed c~uting came into reasonably 

general use just about during those years. J would say 

Q When you say those yearlj, wbatdo you mean? 

A When the hydrogen bomb was developed. I would say 

about two thirds of tbe development toc.k place under · 

conditions like this, that the heavy use of comp•Jters was ma.de, 

that they were not yet generally available, and that it was 

necessary to !Jcrounge around and find a computer here and 

find a computer there which was running half the time and try 

to use it, and this was the operation J was considerably 

interested in. I would say the last third of the development, 

computers were fr-ly available· and industrially produced, and 

by now this is not a scarce coD111odity. It 1111.s very scarce 
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during more than the first half of 119 hydrogen bomb project. 

Q IYas there also a question of soma kind of computers 

not perhaps developed yet? 

A The art is better now than it was then. I would say 

by now what passes for a fast computer is three or four times 

as fast as three or four years ago. There were few of them and 

tbere were fewer people who knew what to do witlil them, and 

they were less rel:lable. 

DR. EVANS: Did you know my friend Ill\, Flanders? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I know him well. 

DR. EVANS: Did you know a chemical engineer 

named Adelaneau? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

DR. EVANS: Be was connected with gas. Was there 

such a thing as the Roumanian-English Oil Company over there, 

do you know? 

TBE WITNESS: Probably. I know there W11S a lot of 

oil in Rouma.nia, and I know the· English companies were the 

ones, exploiting it. 

DR. EVANS: I wondered if you knew him as I, knew 

him personally very well. 

THE WITNESS: No • 

BY UR. SILVERMAN: 

Q Would ycu say anything about tbe role done at the 

Institute ... ~th respect to the development of computers? 
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A We did plan and develop and build and get in 

operation and subsequently operate a very fast computer which 

• during the period of its develop1119nt was in the very fast 

class. 

Q Did Dr. Oppenhe11119r have anything to do with that? 
/ 

A Yes. The decision to build it was made one year 

before Dr. Oppenhe1-r -., but the op81C'ation of buildizg :l.t an.d 

getting it into running took approximately six years. During 

five of these six yeal'l!I, Dr. Oppenheimer was the Director of 

the Inst! tu te. 

Q When was it finally built? 

A It was built between 1946 and 1952. • Q When it was complete and ready for us? 

A It was complete in 1951, and it was in a cond:l:tion 

where you could really get production o•t of it in 1952. 

• Q And was it used in the hydrogen bomb program? 

A Yes. As far as the Institute is concer1l9d, and the 

people who were there are concerned, this computer came into 

operation in 1952, after wh:leh the first large probl- that 

was do111t on it, and which was quite large and took.even unde~ 

these conditions half a year, was far the thermonuclear 

• program. Previous to that I had spent a lot of ti.1119 on • 

calculations on other computers for the thermonuclear program. 

Q TOI were asked if there were an incident that looked 

like an approach to espionage to you, you indicated you 
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would report it, and now you indicavd you certainly would 

and at other times you hoped so. 

A I would. It is possible to define a transitional 

period in everybody's life where be is not fully aware of. 

the problem being present. Row well.l anybody behaves in the 

period is in part a qiiestion of fortitude and in part a qUG:·Stion 

of luck. There is always a relation of these things. 

Q If such an approach were made to Dr. Oppenheimer, 

today, what do you think his reaction would be? 

A I have no doubt that he would report it. 

Q Immediately? 

A I think so, yes. lfay l say I can sumnarize my views 

on this. I think after about a year's experience with military 

security and implications of secur:Lty and the things which 

make it necessary, I think every one of us and I am convinced 

of Dr. Oppenheimer, and I, and everybody who I take seriously, 

would act the same way, namely, follow the rules which exist. 

Q Do you think that Dr. Oppenheimer would place loyalty 

to a friend above loyalty to his country? 

A I would not think so. 

<' Dr. Evans asked you about whether :It is possible 

for a man to be loyal to his country, and yet be a security 

risk because of his associations. 

A Yes. 

Q I think you answered yes. Do you feel you know Dr. 
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Oppenheimer's associations reasonably well? 

A I rather think so. 

Q Do you think that Dr. Oppenheimer is a security 

risk because of his present associations? 

A No, I don't think so. 

MR. SILVEJUMN: That is all. 

llR. ROBB: One further question. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. R<BB: 

Q Doctor, you have never had any trming as a 

psychiatrist, have you? 

A No • 

YR. ROBB: That is all. 

MR. GRAY: Thank you very much, Dr. von Neumann. 

(Witness excused.) 

a. GRAY: We will recess until 2 o'clock. 

(Thereupon at 12:35 p.m., a recess was taken until 

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

MR. GRAY: Do you Wish to testify under oath? 

DR. LATIMER: I am willing • 

MR. GRAY: You are not required 1D do so, but all 

the witnesses have. 

DR. LATIDR: I am willing. 

MR. GRAY: Would you hold up your right hand, and 

give me your full name? 

DR. LATIMER: Wendell Mitchell Latimer. 

MR. GRAY: Wendell Mitchell La.timer, do you swear 

that the testimony you are to give the Board shall be the 

truth, tbe whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you 

God? 

DR. LATIMER: I do. 

Whereupon, 

WENDELL MITCHELL LATIMER 

was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn, 

was examined and testified as follows: 

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

Dr. Latimer, it is my duty to remind you of the 

existence of the so-called perjury statutes. I should be glad 

to review them with you if necessary, but may we assume you azoe 

familiar with them? 

THE WITNESS: I think I am in general familiar. 

MR •. GRAY:: All. right,. sir.. I should like: to request· 
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that if in the course of your testimony it becomes necessary 

for you to refer to or disclose restricted data, you notify 

me in advance so - may take necessary and appropriate steps 

in the interest of security. 

THE WITNESS: I hope if I step over at any time 

that somebody would check me, because I am not always sure as 

to what is restricted, and what is not. 

MR. GRAY: We have, Dr. Latimer, a security officer 

of the Commission present, and I suppose available a 

classification officer, if we need to call him in. So if there 

is some question in your mind, we will try to answer the 

question • 

Finally, I should like to say to you that we 

consider these proceedings a confidential matter between the 

Atomic Energy Commission, its officials and witnesses on 

the one hand, and Dr. Oppenheimer and his representatives on the 

other. The Commission is making no release with respect to 

these proceedings, and we express the hope to evezy witness 

that be will take the same view. 

Q 

Mr. Robb. 

DIRECT EXAJ.IINATION 

BY MR, R<Jm: 

Dr. Latimer, would you tell the Board what your 

present position is, sir? 

A At imsent I am professor of chemistry at the 
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University of California, and associate director of the 

Radiation Laboratory. 

• Q Located where, sir? 

A At Berkeley, C&lifornia. 

Q And you live in Berkeley, C&lifornia? 

A I live in Berkeley. 

Q Could you give the Board some account of your 

education and background? 

A I have an A.B. from the University of Kansas. I 

have a Ph. D. from the University of California. I have been 

at the University of California on the staff since 1919 . . 

• I was Dean of the College of Chemistry for eight years. Is 

there anything else thll.t you want? 

Q What is your specialty in science, Doc.tor? 

A My specialty is thermodynamics and inorganic 

Chemistry. 

r Have you held any positions or offices in the National 

Academy of Science? 

A I am a member of the National Academy and I was 

Chairman of the Chemistry Section for one term. 

Q Are you the author of any books? • A Yes, I have several textbooks. I also edited a 

series of books ~or the Prentiss Ball Publishing Company. 

Q On what? 

A Chemistry in general. 
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Q Do you know Dr. Oppenheimer? 

A Yes, I do. 

How long bave you known him, sir? Q 

A Oh, a great sany years; ever since he came to the 

University of Calif01•11:!.a. 

Q Beg pardon? 

A Ever since he came to the University of California 

I think - bave been acquainted. 

Q Did you know him when he was 011 the faculty there? 

A Yes, I did, both before and after the war. 

Q Bas your acquaintance been both social and official? 

A Not very hig~ly social . 

house for cocktails at one time. 

I believe I was at his 

Officially, early in the 

Los Alamos program my aroup m.de a few hundred milograms 

of plutonium for their project. I think it was the first 

plutonium that they bad. During that period I saw him several 

ti-. 

Q Doctor, you samewhat anticipated my next question, 

which was whether or not there caue a time when you and your 

f.TOup at Berkeley did some work on the A bomb. 

MR. SILVERJIAN: Would you mind, I don't quite 

understand this reference to Dr. La.timer's group. 

Jill. aam: I was going to ask him to explain that, 

too. 

THE WITNESS: Plutonium was discovered in our 
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laboratory by Professor Seaborg and hiS group, and after 

seaborg went to Chicago to 'lldrk in the Metallurgical Laboratory 

there, I continued to direct a group on the chemistry of 

plutonium, and ~n the early days our principal source of 

plutonium was from our cyclotrons. So we worked up as large 

samples as we could of plutonium in order to study its 

chemistry. 

The group I was directing did a lot of the early 

work on the chemistry of plu'lxlnium. 

BY MR. lUlBB: 

Q When you say your group, Doctor, to what do you refer? 

A I guess we had about 25 men workiDC on the chemistry 

of plutonium. 

Q You mean working under you in your department? 

A Yes. 

Q When you refer to the cyclotron, where was tlat 

located? 

A There were two cyclotrons at Berkeley. The one 

tbat was used lar1r9ly was the 60 inch cyclotron on the campus. 

0. At Berkeley? 

A At Berkeley . 

Q That ill wba t was called the Radlab? 

A Yes, it ~s called the Radlab. 

Q The Radiation Laboratory. 

A Radiation Laboratory. 
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Q When did this work on plutonium go on, Doctor? 

A I started Dr. Libby working on radioactive 

problems about 1933. Between that and 1940, we had built 

up quite a group, Seaborg and Kennedy, and at the tima the war 

broke out, we had probably the best group of young nuclear 

chemists all over the country, so it was just a gradual 

transition from our research program tbat we had under way 

to applications for the llanhattan District. ~ 

Q Doctor, I would like to ask you a question for the 

record. What is the connection between plutonium and the 

atom b<111b? 

A Plutonium was one of the elements which were fissioned 

with slow neutrons, and therefore it is a material which can 

be used to sustain chain reactiom, and was one of the 

materials used in the B bombs. 

r In connection with your work on plutonium and 

your production of plutonium, did you come in contact with Dr. 

Oppenheimer during the war? 

A As I mentioned, we did make the first sample of 

plutonium for the Los Alamos Laboratory. I believe I am 

correct in that. We did other work for them. We made various 

ceramic materials for them in which to melt plutonium. lVe 

tried to be u hel~l as we could although we were working 

closer with the Chicago Laboratory. Still we did jobs for 

Los Alamos as best we could when they requested it. 

1111 3283~ Docid:364793 Page 86 



• 

2280 

Q Bow frequently d:ld you have occasion to see or meet 

Dr. Oppenheimer during the war period? 

A Not very frecauently. As yau know, after they 

went to Los Alamos, they were pretty -11 tied down there. 

We dil.dn't see.many of the men after that. 

" Did you follow the work that was being done at Los 

Alamos? 

A Not very closely. We were interested in the 

production of plutoniuu, and they were fal»ricating it into 

bombs. We didn't follow that side of it. 

Q Doctor, did ~here come a time when you began thinldng 

about a -apon which is called the B bomb? 

A Yes. 

Q When was that? 

A I suspected lI started worrying about the B bomb 

before most people. Just as soon as it became evident to 

me tbat tbe Russians wore not going to be cooperative and -re 

distinctly unfriendly. 

Q Would you keep.your voice up just a bit, Doctor? 

A I felt that it was only a question of time that 

the Russians.cot the A bOmb. I haven't much confidence in 

secrecy keeping these ·things under control very long. It 

. seemed to me obviOUll that they would get the A bomb. It also 

seemed to me obvious tlbat the logical thing for them to do 

was to shoot; immediately for. the: Super weapon, tbat· they 
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knew they were behind us in the production of a bomb. It 

seemed to me that they must conclude shooting ahead illlllled!ately 

in IIBking the Super weapons. So X suspect it was around 1947 

that I startedv.o:irrying about the fact that we seemed to be twiddii.­

ing our thumbs and doing nothing. 

As tima passed, I got more and mnre anxious over 

this situation tillat we were not prepared to meet, it seemed to 

me, a crash program of the Russians. I talked to a good many 

people about it,members of the General Advisory Committee. 

Q Do you recall who you talked to about it? 

A I talked to Glenn Seaborg for one. I didn't get 

much satisfaction out of the answers. They seemed to me :most 

of them on tho phoney side. 

Q Doctor, may I interpose right here before we go 

on to ask you a couple d. quest ions, first, why did it seem 

obvious to you that the Russians would proceed from the A 

bomb to the H bomb? 

A They knew they were behind us on the A bomb, and 

if they could cut across and beat us to the B bomb or the 

Super weapons, they must do it. I could not escape from the 

conclusion that they mst take that course of actio11. It was 

the course of action that we certainly would have taken if we 

were behind. I could not escape from that conclusion. 

Q The second ·question is, you said that we seemed to 

be twiddling our thumbs in the matter. What was the basis for 
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that feeling on your part? 

A In the period between 1945 and 1949 we didn't get 

anywhere in our atomic energy program in any direction. We 

didn't expand our. production of uranium much. We didn't 

really get going on any reactor program. \Ve didn't expand 

to an appreciable extent our PDduction of fissionable mteria:t. 

We just seemed to be sitting by and doing i~otbing. 

I felt so certain that the Russians would get the 

A bC>mb and shoot fer the H bomb that all during that period 

I probably was over-anxious, at least compared to most of thra 

scientists in the country. But it seemed te me thmt such an 

obvious thing would happen • 

Q Rever~ing again to your narrative,you saie you 

talked to Dr. Seaborg and others abait goiag ahead with 

the H bomb, and their answers, you said, seemed to be phoney. 

What did you mean by that? 

A I can't recall all the details dln'ing that period, 

When the Russians exploded their first A bomb, then I really 

got concerned. 

Q What did you do? 

A In the first place, I got hold of Ernest Lawrence 

and I said, ''Listen, we have to do something about it." X 

think it was after I saw Ernest Lawi•ence in the Faculty Club 

on the campus, the same afternoon he went up on the Bill and 

Dr. Alvarez got hold of him and told him the same thing. I 
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guess the two ot us working on him at· once with different 

impulses got hll.m excited, and the three of us -nt to Washington 

that weekend to attend another meeting, and we started talking 

the beat we could, trying to present our point of view to· 

various men in Washington. 

On that first visit the rec11tion -s, I would say, 

on the whole favorable. Most people agreed w1 th .-, it seemed 

to us, that it should be done. 

O Could you fix the approximate date of this? 

A X would say within two or three weeks after the 

explosion of the Russian bod>. I don't remember the date of that. 

Q That -• in September 1949 • 

A Shortly after that. 

o And you said your reception seemed to be on the whole 

favorable. DO you recall 'llllhom you saw on thatoccasion? 

A Around the Commission I think Dean -s the only 

Commissioner there. I talked largely to the chemistry group 

there 0 to Dr. Pitzer, and Dr. Lauritsen and Dr. Lawre.nce and 

Dr. Alvarez tallsl to a good many other men. They talked to, 

as I recall, members ot the Joint Congressional Committee, 

and to various men in the Air Force and Army. 

Q Do you recall whether you talked to any other 

scientists who -re not with the GOllllllission? 

A Yes. I talked to Dr. Libby and Dr. Urey in Chicago. 

I talked to everybody I could, but I don't remember now. I 
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tried to build up pressure for it. I definitely tried to 

build up pressure for it. 

Q l'lbat was the reception of your suggesti.ons received 

at that period of ti-? · I am speaking of. the time two or three 

weeks after the Russian explosion. 

A It was favorable, I· would say. We met pni.ctically 

no•. opposition as I recall. 

Q Ifill you tell us whether or not that situation changed? 

A lt definitely changed. 

r When? 

A Within a few weeks. There had been a lot of back 

pressure built up, I think primarily from the Advisory 

Committee. 

Q would you explain that to us a bit? 

A I don't remember ~ow all the sources of information 

I had on it, but we very quickly were aware of the fact that 

the Beneral Ad'Ulaiory COllllllittee was oppOlled. 

0 What waa the effect of that oppositim by the 

Committee upon fellow scientists, if you know? 

A There were not DBny scientists who kn- the story. 

I frankly was very mystified at the opposition • 

Q Why? 

A Granted at that tim the odds of DBkinc a Super 

weapon were not known, they talked about 50-50, ten to •ne, 

one hundred to one, but when the very existence of. the nation 

IDf 3283~ Docld:364793 Page 91 



2285 

was involved,, I didn't care what the odds were. One hundred to 

one was . too big an odd for this country to takl8, it seemd to 

-· even if it was unfavorable. The answers that we kept • getting were that we should not do it on moral grounds. If we 

di~ it, the world would hate us. If we didn't do it, the 

Russians wouldn't d«> it. It was too expe1111ive. We didn't 

have the manpower. These were the types of argumnt that we 

got and they disturbed me. 

Q Did you ascertain the source of any of this 

opposition? 

A I judge the source of it was Dr. Oppenhdller. 

() Why? 

• A You know, he is one of the most amazinc men that the 

country!as ever produced in his ability to influence people. 

It is just astounding the influence that he bas upon a group. 

It is an e.mazinc thing. Bis domination of the General 

Advisory Committee was so complete that he always carried the 

majority With him, and I don't think any views came out of 

that canmittee that weren't essentially his views. 

Q Did you have any opinion in 1949 on the question of 

the feasibility of thermonuclear weapon? 

• A Various calculations seemed to show that it might go 

if you could just get the right conditions or the right 

-chanical ig>roach to it. The odds didn't look good, but 

as I say, I didn't care what the odds were, if ture was a 
' 
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possibility of it goiq, I thought n must explore it, that 

- could not afford to take a chance not to. The stakea nre 

too big. The very existence of the country was involved 

and you can't take odds on such thinp. 

f.' Was there any ,.. that you knew of to get ille answer 

without experiment and tests? 

A No, I am sure all the calculationa showed that the 

only way it could ever be settled was by trying it. 

Q Have you followed the progress of tbe thermonuclear 

program since 1949? 

A In a rough way, yea. In the paat two years, - have 
' 

been warking on so- of the proble• at the Radiation Laboratory • 

Q At Berkeley? 

A At Berkel• 

Q Dr. Latimer, this Boa.rd is required within the frame-

work of tba statute to determine upon its rec~ndation to 

the General llanager as to whether or not tbe security 

clearance of Dr. Oppenheimer should be continued and the 

standards set up by tbelltatute for •he Boa.rd are the character, 

tbe asscciiitiona and tbe loyalty of Drl Oppenheimer. Would 

you care to giw the Board, sir, any co-nt& you have upon 

the basis of your knowledge of Dr. Oppenheimer as to his 

character, his loyalty and his associationa in that contezt? 

A That is a rath.- larp order. 

Q I knoir it U1, Doctor. 
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A Bia associations at Berkeley were -11 known. The 

fact that be did have Communist friends. I never questioned 

hi• l~lty. There -re ele•nts of the 111J&tic in hill apprent 

philosophy of life tba t -re very difficult to understand. Be 
. 

is a nan of tremndous sincerity and his ability to convince 

p~ople depends so much upon this sincerity. But wba t was 

back of ~is philosophy I found very difficult to understand. 

A whole series of events involved the things that 

started happening immediately after he left Loa Alamos. Many 

of our bOJS CUltback fram it pacifists. I judged that was 

due very largely to hia influence, this tremendous influence 

he bad over those young men. Various other things started 

cominc into the picture. 

For example, his oppoaitim to the security clause 

in the atomic energy mntracts, opposition on the floor of 

the National Academy which was very intense and showed 11"eat 

feeling here. These various arguments which;'.were used for 

not working on the B bomb, the tact that he :wanted to disband 

Los Alamos. The fact of the things that weren't done the 

four years that - twiddled our thuaba. All these things 

•-med to fit together to give a certain pattern to his 

philosophy. A -n's motives are just so•thing that you can't 

discuss, but all his reactions -re such as to give me 

considerable worry about his judgment as a security risk. 

Q I will put it in very simple terms, Doctor. Having 
• 
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in mind: all tbat you have said, and you know, would you trust . 

him? 

A You mean in matters of security? 

Q· Yes, sir. 

A I would find --. trust, you know, involve. a reaaonable 

doubt, I would say . . . 
Q That is , .right. 

A On that baais I would find it difficult to do so. 

<' Doctor, it has been suggested here that Dr. 

Oppenheimer is so "V:aluable to this country's weapons program 

that he should be continued in his present status. What can 

J'OU sa1 about that? 

A Ile could be of tremendous vilue to this countl'J'. 

Bis leadership of the scientists ol the country has been 

extre-11 valuable. As far as his value in continuing the 

atomic enern proeram, I would say it is largelJ' ti the influence 

he has upon other scientists. One of tbe thinp that anno)'ll 

a great 1111.ny scientists more than an1thing else is this 

statement 'll&t he alone could have b*ilt the A bomb, or that be 

alone could have carried on the proeram. One very pominent 

engineer said to me Je&terda1 that statement just gets me down • 

Sure, I can pick out a half dozen J'OUng men tbat could do the 

job. 

Whenever J'al do an1thing new the first time it 

9ee- awfullJ' hard, but later JOU discover that all you have 
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done 1a taken a lons roundabout road to get there. Actually 

there 1a a shortcut and you pt there in a hurry. So one 

always tends to magnify the difficulties the firat time you 

do a thing. If you have enoqh·gooc1 - work1DI' on it, you 

are allllOllt sure to find a shortcut. 

I think the developments in tbe Super -pon that 

have occurred recently show that this went alons without very 

111ch -- at least the key ideas were not supplied by him. 

Q What? 

A Tm key ideas were not supplied by him. 

Q 

A 

MR. SILVElUIAB: By Dr. Oppenbe1-r. 

THE WITNESS: That is ri1ht • 

BY MR. R<mB: 

Bo you would not say thathe was indispenaible? 

N9, I couldn't say that. 

llR. R<mB: That is all I care to ask, Mr. Chair-n. 

MR. SILVEJUIAN: llay we take about fl.ve minutes 

recess to consult with my colleasues? 

MR. GRAY: Was there anything said you didn't hear, 

Mr. Silverman? 

MR. SILVBRJIAll': No, sir. 

D. GRAY: I think we mipt aa well proceed • 

Let • say this. My co-it-nt on behalf of tu Board 

with respect to crOBS examination of witn .. •es whose 

direct e:a.mination has been conducted by llr. Robb is that 

if there are instances in which llr. Ga.rriaon felt that he was 
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disadvantaged by _surprise, we would conaide:( any reasonable 

request. But it doesp•t •-m to me necessary to take a 

recess for purposes of croes examination unless there 1a 

acmethinc that you -

MR. SJLYEaMAN: Mr. Chair-n, J don't press the 

point particulu:ty. There are one or two places when J was 

tall:ins to Dr. Oppenllei-r when Jlr. llarks. head so-thing 

and J asked what was said, and he uvs he has it down. Jt 1B 

that sort of thine. 

lllR. GRAY: Jf you f-1 at any point you cannot 

properly represent Dr. Oppenhei..r •a interest, I would want Y.OU 

to inform the Board • 

MR. SILVEIUIAJI: J will do 1111 beat to represent Dr. 

Oppenhei•r •a interest. We will just take a minute llere if 

that ia all right. 

MR. GRAY: Go ahead. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY llR. SJLVERJIAN: 

Q Dr. La ti•r, Dr • Oppenheimr left Berkeley in 1947, 

didn't he, to go to the Jnatitute for Advanced Study? 

A I don• t remember the date • 

" Bow often would you say you bave •-n Dr •. Oppenhei•r 

since 1947? 

A Not very frequently. J have seen him at the AcadelllJ 

-tings. lie bas been back to Berkeley on visits, but it blul 
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beep infrequent • 

C' Would you say you have s-n him ten timell, five ti-? 

A 

Q 

Let us say five times. 

Were those in fatrly large sroups? 

A I would certainly at least met him and shake hands 

with him and •Ybe pass a few wcrds .• 

Q Just aocial? 

A These were casual meetings. 

Q You met him a few times casually since 1947? 

A That is right. 

Q An.d before that, did you -•t him frequently? 

A We never had an intiate relationship. We saw each 

other on the campua. 

Q You -re members of the sane faculty. 

A We -re members of the auie faaJ.lty and bad the 

normal contacts as between faculty members. 

Q Did he ever visit your home? 

A No. 

<' And the only time JOU have a recollection of 

visitinc his home is that one time JOU -nt to a cocktail 

partJ? 

A I believe that ls all I recollect • 

Q You say you started worrying, I think was the pbrase 

you used, about the hydropn program and about the fact that 

- seemed to be twiddling our thumbs about .1947, when your 
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worries bepn? 

A I can't date it, but at the end of •be war I was 

• not codltnt for us to atop coing abead. I did not trust the 

Russians and I :lmlecliately started worryinc about keeping ahead. 

I can• t date it, but let us say I sugested it even before :It 

~ obvious to everybody that the RussiaDs -re not eoiqr 

to be friendly. I started worryinc about it. 

C' Did you know whether there was working beilllr done 

on tlut19nuclear research, and research m tbemaonuclear 

-apom at Los Alamos during tbe war? 

A Yes, I kn- that the proeram, that a start bad been 

•de OD it • • MR. Ram: Have you finif!J:ied the answer1 

THE WITNESS: I k~ a start had been •de OD :lj; 

I knew they had not gotten very far, but that calculatica had 

been •de andvarious possible approacbes -re beinc investipted. 

BY MR. SILVBRllAN: 

Q Did you know that research continued?. 

A Yes, it continued without much pressure on it. 

" Bair did you know what was beiig done? 

A I -w Teller occasionally. I don't suppose I had 

• a very clear idea at that ti• except tlat it is not hard to 

form an impression of tbe magnitude c1 a program from many 

different sources. 

Q What I am concerned about is to what extent these 

llW 3283.'i Doc:Id:364.793 Page 99 



• 

• 

• 

2293 

sources -re -tters of which you bad some.fairly direct 

personal k11owledp. 

A I don• t know what you mean quite by direct personal 

knowledge. I was not down to Los Ala- during that period,_ 

and I didn't talk to the -n working on 1111 program during that 

period. But our pneral impr-siom around the Radiation 

Laboratory, the general impressions I got from talking to -n 

in w-hington, ns tbat things -re not moving ahead. 

Q Did you have some sort of responsibility for any 

part of the atomic weapons program? 

A Diil' iqr tho• years? 

Q Yes. 

A No. 

Q Did you have any official connection with it? 

A I was still associate director of tbe Radiation 

Laboratory, and tbe -D together 1D this laboratory talked 

over bei-en them many prob le-. There is a pretty general 

amount of information on tbeae programs. 

Q What I am concerned about is, was what you kn-

pretty much what you picked up in a sort of pneral way, or 

was it A-thing that it was your busine- to know s-~thing 

about, alldthat you made fairly direct efforts to find out? 

A It was not directly lllJ' business to know about it . 
except as a citizen ol this country1ilo had • certain amount 

OD 
of infor•tion/that subject, azid was greatly concerned about 
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what was being done. I would ask questions as high up as I 

could to find out what was beinir done. Maybe tbe answers were 

often vague, but still anyone can form a pretty definite 

ll1Pr8BSiOn by such •thods. 

Q Quite so. I would not for a mo-nt question your 

right to fora an opinion. Indeed a very natural interest would 

lead to it. What I am tryiq to arrive at was tbe opinion 

or impression you had formed the impression of an interested 

citizen without very direct access or responsibility to the 

probl•, or was it that of a •n whose job it was to be 

working on t m problem? 

A It was not 111,f jab to be working on it, but I bad a 

lot of informtiO!J about the nuclear proirram. I bad a lot 

of sources of clallaified infor•tion. I think I might say 

that 111,f suspicioll8 over that period bad b-n verified by 

evidence thatball com out later. 

Q What you bad was suspicions?.' 

A It was oblbus durinir those :rears we were not doing 

anything of any sisnificance. 

Q Did tbe Radiation Laboratory do any substantial 

work on atomic weapons during the years 1945 to 1949? 

A No. 

Q Did you know what General Groves' views were as to 

whether it was desirable in the years 1947 on -- in tlie 

early years there -- as to whether it was desirable to 
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concentra'te on fission weapo11& ratber than on tbermonuclear? 

A I 11Uppose I heard his vi-. They seemed to coincide 

with that of the General AdvisorJ Conmittee pretty much. I • ·' suspect apin under tbe influence of Dr. Oppenheuer. 

Q You don't of course question General Grovea' 

patriotism or his good faith? 

A I don't q111111tion the patriotism of &Jll' of the 

-ber• on that caimai ttee. Of courae, he was not on tbe 

· colllllli ttee. Not only General Groves , but the other members on 

the COIDittee, Conant and the other members, tbey were under 

• 
the influence of Dr. Oppenheimer, and that is &Ollll influence, I 

assure you • 

• Q Were you under Dr. Oppenheimer's influence? 

A No, I don't believe I -· clo• enough contact to be. 

I llight have bl.en :If I had been in closer contact. 

Q You think tba t General GroV9B was under Dr. 

Oppenheimer's influence? 

A Oh, very definitely. 

Q Have you sever spoken to General Groves? 

A About this problem? 

Q At all • 

• A Oh, yes, I -w him frequently during the -r. 

.Q ~ what do you base your judgmnt that General Groves 

was under Dr. Oppenheimer's influence? 

A I wouldn't Co too far in amnrering that question, 
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because I don't know how nmch General Groves• opinions have 

changed in r~ent :rears. The state-nts that I have 19ard 

attri~ted to him seemed to follOll the same -- at least for a 

while, I have not seen his state-nts very recently -- but 
. 

durinc part of this period he see..S to be following the 

Oppenheimer line. 

Q What I - curious about is how do you know that Dr. 

Oppenhei-r was not following the Groves line? 

A Tbat is ridiculous. 

Q Pardon? 

A Knowinc the two -n, I would say that is ridiculous. 

Oppenhei..r was the leader in science. Groves was simply 
- . 

an admin:latrator. Be was not doing the thinking for the 

program. 

Q I am trying to arrive upon what it is that yCRJ base 

your I think you said it was a suspicion, but perhaps I am 

wrong, that teneral Groves was under Dr. Oppenheimer's 

influence. ls it simply tbe fact. ·of your knowledge of Dr. 

Oppenbei-r and the fact that he is a leadiq scientist and a 

man of great gifts. 

A I know these things were overwhelmiDC to General 

otoves. Be was so dependent upon his judpent tb!lt I think 

it is reasonable to conclude that meet of his ideas were 

coming from Dr. Oppenheimer. 

Q Bow do you know he was so deplllent? 
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A I don't. I don't Ir.Dow, but I bave seen the thiJV 

operate. 

c There were other scientists at Los Alamos, weren't 

there? 

A :res, tbere were, 

Q And General Groves bas had contact with other 

scientists. 

A Yes, but there were no other scientists there with 

the influence that DJ'. Robert Oppenbei- had and moreover this 

cloee association with Groves certainly one would normally 

conclude that he still bad tremendous influence over him. 

It may be an unreasonable CC111clusion, but it doesn't seem so 

to me. 

Q Forgive me, but no man CODSiders his own view 

unre~onable. 

A That is right. You llUBt accept tbelle as .l!ll' personal 

opinions and nothing lllQl"e than that 

Q I am trying to arrive on what you base th8se penomal 

opiDiODS. 

A Various things tbat go into a man's judgment are 

sometims difficult to analyse • 

Q I am trying to find out to what eztent objective 

facts --

A I bad studied this influence tbat DJ'. Oppenheimer 

had over men. It was a tremendous thing. 
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Q When did you study this influence? 

A All during the -r and ~ter the ~. Be is •uch 

an amazing man that one couldn't help but try to put toeetber 

some picture. 

Cl Tell us about the- studi• that you made about Dr. 

Oppenheii.r'• influence. You said after the ~. 

A He has been a mmt interesting study for years. 

Unconsciously, I think one tries to put together the elements 

in a man that make him tick. Where tbia influence comes 

from,what factors in his personality that give him this 

tre-ndous influence. I am not a psychoanalyst. I can't 

give you how my picture of this thing -• developed, but to 

me it was an amazinc study, just thinking about these factors. 

Q For a long time you have been thinki11g about Dr. 

Oppenheimer's infiuence on people. 

A Yes, particularly during this period when be -• 

able to away so many people, ao many al his intimate -

o What is the period here? 

lllR. aam: Wait a minute. Be bas not finished. 

lllR. SILVEIUIAN: Sorry. 

THE WITNESS: During this priod of discussion as to 

whether one should work on the B bomb and the Super weapons. 

I was amazed at the decision tba t the committee was ma.kine, 

and I kept turning over in my mind bow they could possibly come 

to these conciusions, and what was in Oppenheimer that cave 
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him such tremendous power over these men. 

BY llR. SILVDMAN: 

Q Did.you talk to any of these men over whom Dr • 

Oppenheimer bad this tremendous power? 

A occasionally, yes. 

Q Would you tell us whom you talked to, please? 

A The llBD on the Coamission I was -t intimately 

-sociated with was Dr. Seaborg, since he was a mmber of my 

depart•nt. I talked to him very frequently about the problem. 

Q Did Dr. Seaborg uy he just couldn't stand up to 

Dr. Oppenheia.r's influence? 

A 8e didn't stand up to him very nll. 

Q What did he say? 

A That is years ago. I can't remember. 

Q l! .. trying to distinguish betnen your judcment and 

wbat you were told. 

A These nre my judgments, I would -Y· I have seen 

him away audiences. It was just marvelous, the pbraseolon 

and the influence 1a jua t wmendous. I can't analyze it for 

you, but I think all of you know the llBD and recognize 'llat I 

am talking about, 

Q I think you saicl tba t you judged that the source of 

the opposition to the hydrogen bomb, the back pressure, I 

think you referred to it as, was Dr. OP,penheimer. · 

A That is right. 
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o Would you tell us on what you based that judgment? 

A All Chairman of the Cammitt- he wrote all the 

co .. ittee reports and the decisions became pretty apparent. I 

don't remember bow the decisions leaked out but the fact that 

they reco-nded to the President that DO Work be done. Surely 

nobody could conclude it wasn't largely Dr. Oppenheimer's 

opinion whicbwaa beil!lr presented. 

Q Dave you ever met Dr. Conant? 

A Yes, I knCJlf Dr. Conant. 

Q Would you say tbat he is a n&n of fairly firm 

character? 

A I have known him a 10111r time. lie 1s a man of force, 

but in matters pert&inins to theoretical physics, I think be 

trusted Dr. Oprenheimev"'completely. 

Q And on what do you base that? 

A The fact that he followed alone so cons1atentl7. 

Q Do ym know whether Dr. Conant's judgment in 

connection With the hydrogen bomb was based on a technical 

evaluation -- I don't mean a technical evaluation -- a judgment 

as to the nuclear aspects of the problem, the scientific 

nuclear aspect of the problem? 

A Tboae were the reasons which wre given in the report. 

They were expressed in technical teri.. I was by _no -ns 

convinced that tho&• were the real reaaona behind the decision. 

o Have you read that report? 
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A I daa't know u I ever have. I aay have in recent 

years seen in the atomic enern ~fice copies which would 

confirm Ill)' opiniom, but certainly the essence t1 the report 

was kD01rn, that they were opposed to tla thermonuclear -pons. 

we didn't have tbe •npower for it. It would detract from 

our A bomb work -- a number of reasons like that. X don't 

know. Technical reasons were given. 

Q · You com1ider those technical reasons rell.ting to 

nuclear physics? 

A They sounded pretty phoney to - • 

Q That waa not 1111 ~ueet :Ion, precisely. My question 

n.a wbetber you com1idered those reasons related to 

nuclear physics, and on Which therefore Dr. Conant might be 

relying on Dr. Oppenhei-r? 

A Yes, thoae -re the obvious reasons iriven, I believe. 

Q Did you consider that those were reasons related 

to nuclear phJ'BiCS on which Dr. Count would therefore be 

re lyintr on Dr. Oppenheimer? 

A Those would bave been letrituate reasons if he had 

been ezercisintr hia free judgment and not overwhel-d by his 

creat conf.idence in Dr. Oppenhei•r'• juclp8nt. I doubt 

it it was a free judgmen t on his part. 

Q My question, sir, is not whether it was free judgment 

or whether it was letritim.te reasons or anytlint like tbat. My 

question is whether you consider -npower a problem of nuclear 
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pbysics. 

A It wa.s iD tis case. In tbis case if it 111LS true -

didn't bave tbe -apower to do it, it was a legiti-te reason • 

But I believe - did bave the •npower to do it as sub-queat 

events showed. 

Q Is tbat tbe problem tbat Dr. Conant 111LS relyia1 on 

Dr. Oppeabeimer; as to wbetber ~ had tbe •npo-r? 

A I jud1e he offered that as one of the reasons. 

Q You don•t know now wbetber you bave ever read tbe 

GAC 1949 report, or do you? 

A I don't recall. I bave talked to a good many -a 

who bave seen it. I bave talked to Dr. Pitzer and Dr. Seabor1 

and probably a balf do11en otbers wbo lave •-a it. Wbetber I 

read it or not, I don't recall, but tbe essence at it waa 

obYious. 

Q Do you know whether these realions you bave given were 

stated iD the 1949 rpport of tbe GAC? 

A I cmft at this moment say definitely, but they were, 

as I recall, approxilllatel:v the argu-nts 1iven. 

Q You say as you recall. As you recall it from wbat? 

A As I recall it fr aa the discuBSion wbillh was occurriq 

at tbat time . Tia t bas been a n-ber of years ago. 

<' Discussion with whom, sir? 

A With everybody· concerned in tbe prqrram and tba t was 

concerned in this decision. There 1llLS paeral discussion amo111 
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the scientillt• on tbe atomic enerl)' prqrram wbetber tbe tbiq 

sbould eo. These arguments were tossed back and fortb Yer'7 

freel7 amq hundreds of llBD on tbe program • 

,. Wbat I am concerned about, sir, is tbe reaaona given 

in tbe GAC report. 

A Yea, sir. 

Q. Do 7ou know wbat 119 re-ona tlat were given in tbe 

GAC report were? 

A I cm t llt tbe lllOll8Dt quote tbe r.-ons Civen, but 

tbe intent of the report was obvious. Four or five J'•N ago 

I could have civen 7ou -DJ' of the details, but toda7 all I 

can recall in detail 1• tbe intent of the report • 

Q And 7ou tbillk tbat the report did contain tb1• 

arcu•nt about divenion of -npower? 

A You set, there were so -DJ' arcument• being elven by 

•-bera of the General Adv1&0l'J' Coimtttee, -DJ' of tlutm 

verbally, and wlat was actuall7 written down in that report 

at this moment, con:fusing all these aJ.'81D19nta tlat are elven, 

I could not definitel7 state. 

Q You came to Washington in an effort, I think 7ou 

put it, to build up pre88ure for the hJ'droeen bomb. 

A I C&llB to Washington on another mission, but while 

I was bere, I did ever,.thing I could to build up pressure for 

tbe work. 

Q Did J'OU know tlat tbe Ge1ral 8dvi&Ol'J' Coaaittee 
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would be consulted on this problem? 

A Why, surely. 

Q Bow -ny -mbers of the General Advisory COllllUtt­

did you know peraona.lly? 

A I forget now. lla.ny of the• I did not know 

intillltely. Rabi, I knew fairly -11. Fermi. I had a speaking 

acquaintance with. Seaborg, I don't re-mller the exact 

composition of that comaitt- at that tim. 

Cl Did you attempt to coDDunica te your views to any 

-iier of the General Advisory CODDitt-? 

A I certainly worked bard on Seaborg. 

Q Didn't Dr. Seaborg tell you that be was not coins to 

be at the i.eting? 

A Be wrote a letter, I believe. 

Q Didn't he tell you he was not going to be at the 

-ting? 

A Y-, but he still had influence. 

Q Did JOU speak to anyone else who was goiqr to be at 

the -ting? r 

A I believe not directly. 

Q I don't understand what you mean by not directly • 

A I wcrked on a good nany of my friends around the 

CO"Ptssion, such as Ken Pitzer. I told h:llll my point of view. 

Q Dr. Pit-r did not have to be conviaced ~ your point 

of view, did he? 
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A It didn't take very lone to. 

Q Did you try to speak to Dr. Oppenbe:llmr about it? 

A I did not • 

Q Did you then hold the view that Dr. Oppenhe1-r wu a 

very fnfluenti&l iielllber of the GAC? 

A ~. at ftll obvious. 

Q Didyou then hold tbe view that wbatever Dr. 

Oppenheiaer'a view ftll would ultilately be tbs GAC view? 

A The •jority, I believe. I believe there was 

occasionally a dissent, but certainly tbe •jority followed bis 

opinion. 

Q Didn't it occur to you tb&t it mipt be useful 
. , 

to call up Dr. Oppenheimer and try to present your point of 

view. in the hope that GAC would be influenced? 

A I didn't think ,.., opinion would bave much influence 

upon billl. 

Q In •ttera - important - this did it really 

•tter wb&t tbe chances were of your beinc able to influence 

Dr. Oppenhei..r? 

A It na merely a •tter of procedure. I ,,. tryiq to 

accompliab ,.., objectiv .. , but one mak• jud.-nt - to bow 

is tbe beat n:r to accomplish these objectives. I talked to 

Admiral Strau- and pve hill detailed atatm.nta ot wbat I 

thoucht he could uae with the President to ..i. tbe decision. 

r Did you think tbat Admiral Strausa• influence na 
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greater tban that of Dr. Oppenbei-r? 

A When llt eot the Arrq and NaY}' and other• bdd.nd bia 

it turned out it wae • 

Q Did J'OU tJaen think th& t Adlliral Strauu ' inl.uence 

would be greater? 

A I did. 

Q Didn't J'OU think it would be a irood idea if J'OU 

could get tbe GAC to iro along? 

A I hoped tbeJ' would. 

Q Did J'OU do any more? 

MR. Ram: Wait a minute. Be ball not finished bis 

answer • 

lllR. SILVERMAN: I &11 sorry I keep interrupting. 

TBE WITNESS: Let it go at that. I hoped be would. 

But I d idn' t feel mi th veey nany -mbers of the GAC I didn't 

bave much influence. After all, a chemist does not bave much 

influence with theoretical physicists. 

lllR. SILVEJUIAN: I b6lieve there is one cbemist in 

this room that bas a certain amount of influence. 

Q 

THE WI'DlESS: Not directlJ'. 

BY llR. SIL VDJIA1ll': 

Wasdt there a chemist·oo the GAC? 

A Seaborg. 

Q Row about a fellow named Conant? 

A Be was a college president. 
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Q You didn't think that speakins to Dr. Conant 

there would be any rapport between you and Dr. Conant? 

A No. In fact -- well, I guess it doesn't •tter • 

Q You said scme of the boys came back from LOii Alamos 

paeifiats, and you juqed tb&t to be due to Dr. Oppenhei•r's 

influence. On wlat did you base tb&t judpient? 

A Their creat devotion to Um. They were capable of 

independent judgment, but it looked to - like a certain 

amount of indoctrination had taken place. That matter I 

would not put too much weight on, but it was just an 

observation that they had. 

Q Forsive •• Dr. Lati•r. This is a terribly 

serious matter, this whole proceeding. 

A I realize it. I feel terrible allout it. 

Q I understand that, sir. Is it your consi*'e.d 

judtrm&nt that boys cam back pacifists from Los Alamos due to 

Dr. Oppenhe1-r's influence? 

A That was the conclusion I came to. I may be wrong, 

but that was my conclusion. 

Q And you cave thatconclusion in your direct teetimon7. 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

On what did you base that conclusion? 

A It is difficult to analJze it. I talked to them, 

This was year• airo, though. I can't recall all the details 

of it. That was the conclusion I came to. I don't r-mber 

now what -nt into my judpent at the time. 
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Q Dr. La.timr, let me put it to you as frankly as I 

can, and I would like you honesty, and I know JOU will, 

to cons:lln' this point of view. Would you say tbat your 

judgmnt that tbese boys were influenced to become pacifist• 

by Dr. Oppenheimer is based essentially on your judgmnt that 

Dr. Oppenheimer is a very persuasive person, and that very 

few people ccme in contact wUhDr. Oppenheimr without beiq 

influenced by him? 

A That is certainly an important factor in my decision. 

Cl And that therefore if somone comes back after 

baviiic a contact with Dr. Oppenheimer with a view which to 

you N)pears to be Dr. Oppenheimer's view, it is in your 

j udp9nt reasonable to suppose that Dr. Oppenheimer influenced 

them? 

A I would conclude from the devotion of these boys 1D 

him that would not be contrary to his own opinions and 

probably expressed. 

Q Did, :vou know what his opinions were on the question 

of pacifism? 

A Let • phrase this a little differently. IAtt us 

not put the general pacifism, but an unwillingness to build 
OS' . 

weapons/to work on any research involving weapons. I believe 

that was a more careful statement of the opinions they voiced. 

Q Dr. La timer, that is a ver.Y different thing from 

beiq pacifists, is it not? 
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A It UM>Unts to the- same thins, I would say. We 

have to have -•pons to fight. If we don't have weapona, we 

don't fight . 

Q Wasn't it true that many scientists after the 

explosion at Biroshim. and perhaps even before that -- many 

scientists after the 9lq)losion at Hiroshi• were terribly 

troubled by this weapon? -

A Oh, yes. 

Q Weren •t :rm, sir? 

A I was more troubled II)' what the Russians might do 

along the aame line. 

Q I would like to ask :vou w~ther :vou were troubled 

by this -pou. 

A No. 

Q Were you troubled by-the fact that 70~000 people 

were killed at Biroshim.? 

A _ I felt that you might even have saved lives. I bad 

been in the Pacific and I had seen scmiething of tile difficulty 

of getting the Japane- out of caves. I went over there on 

a special miBSion that involved that probl-. I felt that 

if n bad to land our bo:VS on the coast of Japan, alld knowiJllr 

what I knew about the difficulty of ptt:tg Japanese out 

of uudersround posi tious, that the lOllll of life might be ver:r 

much sreater. 

Q I think we all understand that consideration, Dr. 
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Latimer, and I think w all share it. Wbat I would like to 

know .i• 'llbetber you were troubled by tbe tact that 70,000 

people were killed at Biroahila • 

A l suppose I waa troubled to tbe ...... extent that I 

was troubled by tbe areat loss ot lite wblch occurred in our 

tire bombs over Tokyo. The two thinss were comparable in lllJ' 

millll I am troubled by war in general. 

C' Don't you think that perhap• bo)'ll who had warked on 

tbe atom bomb and who perhaps felt •«me responsibility tar tbe 

bomb aicht have felt that trouble in perhaps even more acute 

form? 

A I crant that is correct; tbe)' miCht have • 

Q Now, I think you said that you referred to Dr. 

Oppenheimer'• opposition to tbe security clause. 

A Bee pardon? 

Q I think ydU referred to Dr. Oppenbeimer'• oppoaition 

to the security clause. 

A ·This wa• just part ot tbe pattern that seemed to be 

developinc. There was quite a group in the AcadelllJ' who fasht 

tbe security clause in tbe ABC contracts, and I think llany of 

tbem were sincere in it. I just said this was a part ot the 

picture. Dr. Oppenheimer being more eloquent and speakinc 

110re tarcefully before the Academy, •eemed to be carryine the 

lead in the attack. This is not iD· itself·impor.tsnt, because 

be wa• joined by m.117 otber•,especiall:r an -1nent astronomer 
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Q I would 11lce to concentrate tor a .,..nt on this 

particular it-. So tbe opposition to tbe eecurit:r clause 

was an oppoaition to a securit:v clau- witb 1'811pect to ABC 

tellonbips? 

A Tiie tact tbat tbey bad to take a loyalt7 oatb. Tbere 

was a division in tlae Academ:v. I jmt •ntion tbis -

iDdicatinc tbe s:lde tbat be was alwa,.. on. It it.elf I •ld 

not attacb any intention except as part ot a ceneral picture. 

Q I tbiDk in view ot the tact tbat you -ntioned it 

and referred to it u a security claue iD an ABC contract, 

it i• desirable tbat tbe record be clear D01r as to wbat it is 

be was oppoaed to • 

A Be was oppoaed to an oatb.whicb all .bclders ot ABC 

contract 11U&t take. I believe tbat was a mare direct 

state•nt, 

~ All bolder• ot ABC contracts? 

A No, all bolder• ot ABC tellowabipa. Let me pt IQ' 

pbraseololl' correct. 

Q I think it is important. And the- W81"e fellowabips. 

in basic ecience? 

A Tiiey wen • 

Q Were tbey tellonhips in tbe buildinc ot weapone? 

A No, they wre just part of tbe pattern ~Jlich bad 

been -t up b:r Concre88. The item i• not hiebly •igDiticant 

in itself. 
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Q You did consider that Dr. Oppenbe:lmer's position waa 

rigbt on that, wasn't it? 

A I felt that the Act of Congress was unto:etunate 

but in view of tbe Act, I didn't feel that one should offer 

this atrenuoua objection that be ottered. 

Q So tbough JOU thought that be was. right in bia 

poaitiop, Jour objection waa that be atood up too stronglJ 

tor hie position? 

A I would S&J this, that I didn't approve of it, 

either, but aince tbe Act of CODll"e&8 aet thia up, I thought 

the atrenuouaneaa -- it waa the· intenaitJ of hie objection•, 

rather than wbether it waa right or wrong •• 

Q Now I don't understand. I thought at one point 

Jou said that Dr. Oppenheilller waa right in hie c)pposition. 

A I think the lOJ&ltJ clauae in the contract was wronc. 

Q Do JOU think that Dr. Oppenheimer was right in his 

oppoaition to that clause? 

A I didn't oppose it on tbe floor of the AcadeJD.J. 

I think I voted against the resolution. 

Q Did JOU think that Dr. Oppenheimr WM right or wronl'? 

A I thought he was within his rights in offering 

the objections • 

Q I thought J'OU aaid in aDS"\1181' to an earlier 

question that he waa probablJ' right in opposing it-. 

~ot wba t JOU -nt? 

That is 
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A I thouaht I tried to make IQ'88lf plain. 

Q Excuse • • It was not entirely clear to me, and I 

would like you to make it clear • 

A I felt that the thing ballically -• not cood, 

but I -· som•hat str.uck bJ' the intenaitsr of his oppOllition. 

Q What -• ballically not eoocl? Th& thine that Dr. 

Oppenhei•r opposed? 

A Correct. 

Q Surely JOU don't draw any unfavorable inferences 

from the tact a ian intensely opposes tba t which he believes 

to be wrong? 

MR. RCBB: llr. Cba:lr•n, I think the wi111ss has 

explained tour or five tim• what his view on that was. 

MR. SILVBltllAJf: Perhaps that ill richt. 

YR. GRAY: Proceed. 

BY llR. SILVBlUIAJf: 

Q Let me just ask one lllCll"e thing. Was it a loyalty 

clmse that Dr. Oppenhie•r opposed, or was it an PB! 

inv .. tiption in this connection, and was it fa: classified 

fellonhips or for unclassified? 

A For unclassified • 

Q For unclassified? 

A As I recall. 

r Did he make a distinction between classified mid 

unclassified? 
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A I do not recall tba t • 

Q I think you -id that Dr. Oppellhei-r wanted to 

disband Los Alamos? 

A Aa I recall it, it ns essentially tbat. Be wanted 

to move it to Chicairo, I believe. At least it wo~ld bave ,, ., 
appeared to have been a serious interruption of the pr oeram. 

C' Bow do you knm that he wanted to disband Los Ala-? 

A That impresaion was built quite a number of years 

aco, and I am not sure that I reamber all the detail• that 

went into 1117 lmowledp, but it was correct, wasn' t :It ? 

,. One c4 tbe advantaps of beinB a lawyer 1B that 

I don't have to anmr questions • 

A I may Jave been mi.ainformed, but I believe I ftlln't. 

Q Was om of the details that went into your knowleclp 

of Dr. Oppenheimer's decision a conversallon with Dr. 

Oppenlei .. r.on tbis point? 

A No. 

Q Don't you think tbat mipt bave been the -t 

reliable source of information on that point? 

A I think 1117 judpient was reliable. 

Q I think you referred to the fact that m.ny 

scientists were annoyed at ths notion that Dr. Oppenbeiaer 

alone could have built the atom bomb. I take it you were 

amnc those scientists, or weren't you? 

A I certainly appreciate hill very creat contributimtl 
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TbeJ were tremenclou•. But I certainlJ' tllink it would be 
. I 

erroneous to ausu- tbat it could not be done bJ UJ'bodJ el ... 
. ·. , • Q lly qu•tion; •ir, ,,.. not tbat. 11J quesl.on is 

wbetber you were UDllC the scientiatll no bave been annOJ'9Cl 

at tbat notion? 

A I - annoyed at tbat statement which baa been 

appeariq in the newapapera. Ever, time I pick up a n ... paper 

and read that, I am definitel1 annoyed. A sreat m.n1 other 

acient~ I know are equallJ' annoJed. 

Q Do J'OU know whether Dr. Oppenbeimr baa ever taken 

that position? 

• A I do not. Be 18 a ver1 modest m.n • 
I -·- be 

would not take tbat position. 
• 

Q Save J'OU read Dr. Oppenheimer'• amwer to the 

Comiiuion's letter in th18 proceedinc? 

A I have read it. 

Q Do J'OU know whether be said an1thi11C on tba t point? 

A I don't recall tbathe did. 

Q I think JOU.said that the keJ ideas with respect 

to the bydroeen bomb were not supplied bJ Dr. Oppenheimer. 

Tbat is what you said, .-n•t it? 

• A t believe I did put it tllat wa1. llaJ'be It. could be 

better phrased than that. 

Q Perbape you would ph1'118e it better tltn because I 

think it would be desirable to have your notion - clearly as 
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poesible on this record. 

A Thia sets on the verge of classified informticm, 

of course, but I tbillk one can KY without 1oing into 

clanifiad iDfor•tion that the idlt& which made it work 

easily was not supplied by billl. 

Q The idea that •bat? 

A Tbat made it much easier to build was not supplied· by 

bi• .• 
" 

Q lf it makes it easier there bas been tea till!IOnY in 

this record tbat Dr. Teller and Dr. via. •de·ivery creat 

CODtributio-. 

A Yes . 

0 Did you understand that Dr. Oppenheimer claimed 

that be bad supplied the Jrey ideaa? 

A Ho, I did not. I bad not beard that be bad. 

Q I was just sort of wondering why you found it 

necesury or desirable to refute a statelll8nt which apparently 

bad not been mde. 

UR. aam: Jlr. Cbairan, I don't tbim that is bardly 

a fair question inesmuch as I -ked him to make bis c-nts 

with reprd to Dr. Oppenheimer, and it was in r-ponse to that 

llR. SILVBIUIAJI: I see. 

BY UR. SlLVBRllAB: 
' 

Q l want to return for a moment to the GAC -
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conatituted in 19'9 to rour fear of not beinc able to influence 

• tbem. Itbillk )'OU p.ve &II ODii of )'GUI' re&aODB tllat Cbemiet• 

lliebt not bave 1111ch :I nf.luence wi tb nuclear pllpicia ts • 

Dr. Cyril Sm)'tb -· OD tbe GAC? 

A '!'bat is rtcht, ba waa. I bad toreotten ba was on 

tbare. · It I bad eotten bold of him, I would have certainly 

talked to him. 

Q Thi• was a terribly important tiling, wasn't it, 

the probl- of influencing tbe country's national polio)' on 

tbe buildin1 of tbs b)'drosen bomb? 

A We eot tbe rilbt anawer, too. 

Q Didn't rou think it/was WOl'th your while to call Dr. 

•th? 

A 
// 

I warked tbrou1h other metboda. I . 
Q You did not work tbroa1h the GAC? 

A If I bad failed I would have said it waa certainly 

unfortunate, but &11 lon1 as - didn't loae tbe battle, I 

sues• it was not ao important. 

Q Wbat I am merely aakinc, air,18 do you think it ia 

fair to ·say that tbe GAC was influenced completely in :It• 

opposition to tbe h)'dropn bomb b)' Dr. Oppenheimer'• 

dam.nation without bavinc talked to Bc.8 of the .._bers of 

the GAC who participated in the diecuaaion? 

A I think it 1a fair. 

Q I think you auaeated tba t - -.de very little or 
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no progreaa in atoaic ar--nt from 1947 to 1950. Tb&t 

come. - ea.thine of a aurpr:lae to •· I think there baa 

been 8089 testimDDJ' in the record that would .. - to be tbe 

other -.,. • But perhapa I - wroq. Bow do J'OU know tbllt 

nothinc bad happened of value? 

A You keep aaltinc - to 10 back and ana1,... rq 

judgment&. Th9 reaotor smcram did not move forward, tbe 

developmnt of our natural uraniwa auppliea did not move 

forward rapidlJ', tbe expansion of Hanford ftll slow, tbe 

ezpanaion of production of U-235 did not move 1111ch,, th18 aort 

of thiq. 

Q Which reactor pi"apoam did not move forward? The 

reactor program for weapona? 

A Ko, the general reactor prop'- Which of c.ourae 

related to the program aa a whole. WeapODS are not entirelJ' 

independent of tbe reactor program. 

Q Wasn't it true tbere were ezpanaiona, large and 

important expana1ona in tbe reactor prCJP'UI between 1947 and 

1950 WiUlreapect to --.pons? 

A It waa delaJ'9d at least a :pear bJ' buatiq up 

tbe Los Al&lllOll group and arguing where it waa COii.Di and a lot 

of acientiata got diacouraged and quit. 

Q Wondering what? 

4 I forget tbe details o• whether it,... going 1D be 

moved out 1D Chicago or Idaho. You broke up a competent 
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group at Los AlallOS and dela1ed tbe 11Dle program for a while. 

Q Don't vou recall that there was a dela1 1n over 

a ,.ar after tbe -.r before an act waa passed bJ Congress? 

A Yes, bUt still there was plenty of dela1 after that. 

Q Wasn't it during that period until an act was 

passed by Congress that the great deterioration occurred at 

J,08 Alamos? 

A I don' t remember the exact date. A lot of 

deterioration occurred during that period. But certainlJ 

the reactor program didn't move forward. 

Cl Do you recall that Dr. Oppenheimer testified 111 

favor of earl1 lecislation in order to prevent the deted oration 

of Los Alamos? 

A No, I do not. 

Q Do JOU know whether there -.s a sizeable growth 

in the stockpile of fissionable material and of atomic 
•;f 

~apons in the period of 1947 to 1950? 

A Under existing facilities there sbould have been 

a sizeable growth. 
·~· 

Q Do you know whether there was or wasn't? 

A Those ficures are confidential and I don't have 

access to them, but knowing in general about '!'hat the 

production capacities -re, one could conclu .. that the 

nor-1 production -nt on, but there was no r-.onabl• 

.... expansion r;#. the proeram. 
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Q And on what do you base your conclusion tlilat •here 

-s no reasonable expansion of tbe program? 

• A None of my friends disappeared to work on projects 

anywhere. If there -re any sucb projects set up, they were 

kept awfully secret to -· 
' 

Q Can you tell us to what extent work on the 

atom bomb done after the war was helpful or perhaps 

essential as a pre-condition to the physics in the development 

of tbe hydrogen bomb. 

A I think Dr. Teller could answer that question much 

better than I. It is his particular field. My impressions 

would be .based very largely on what Dr. Teller has told me, 

• and it would be second band. I place considerable reliance 

OD it. 

Q You did say that you thoucht there bad been no 

proaress in atomic weapons from 1947 to 1950. 

A I said very little progress. You bad a prosram and 

: you kept it 9oiug, but there was no. -

Would you tell us wbat Dr. Tellar told you as to 

work on atom bomb development was helpful as a pre-

condition to the physics of the hydrogen bomb? 

• A I think be would say he got so-·encourage11Bnt, but 

be bad a small group, two or three or four men wor1'iqrwith 

him, something of tbe sort. 

Q I am afraid you are not amweriug my questio.n. 
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A I tbousht I was. 

Q What J was asking was whether •hat Dr. Teller told 

you about the -tent to which po11twar work on the atom balb, 

not necessarily by hia, was llelptul u a pre-condition to the 

physics ot the hydroeen bomb. 

A I can't slve you mare than th• pneral teellns that 

he didn't get much encourase•nt durlns tbat period. 

MR. SJL'VBIUIAN: J have no further questions. 

a. GUT: Dr • Bnns. 

DR. BVABS: Di-. Latllller, J msht say J relied OD 

LatU.r and Bildebr&Dd tor a sreat -n:v years. 

TBB WJ'l'JIBSS: Jt ls Vflr:F kind ot you to aay so • 

DR. BVABS: When the fission bomb was tired, la it 

correct in aaylns you -re worried about the other end ol the 

curve that Barkins wrote about aany years ago? 

THE WJT!IBSS: Yea. Jt ot cmrae bec8ine obvious 

to everyone that ener.setlcally such thlnss were possible 

and belqr a lltudent in thermodynamlca, when something la 

polialble, it la probable that somebody can aaJre it work. 

DR. BVA:RS: Have you ever been approached tor secret 

TBB WJTllESS: Ro • 

DR. BVA:RS: &ave you known any ColBUnlsts? 
0 

TBE WI'l'!flSS: Yea, I have known C~nlats. They 

planted a CcwmtJnillt -cretary on - at one t1- durlns the 
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war u11til the FBI discovered her.~ The Ar-., sent her to-· 

That 1a tbe onl7 intimate connection tlat I recall. 

DR. EVANS: Did JOU kDCJll l'Uchs? 

TBB WITNESS: No, I did not. 

DR. BVAKS: Dr. Latii.r, an7one that knows him and 

Ilia work would not call Dr. Conant a nuclear phJ&icist bJ &DJ 

etretch of tbe i-cination? 

THE WITNBSS: No, be 1a an organic cbemist. 

DR. EV.US: Thank 7ou. 

llR. GRAY: I have a qaeetion just in the interest 

of findinc out what happened to tbe debate. Was the securitJ 

cla- with respect to fellowships retained or rejected? 

THE WITNESS: lAt'e s-. I forget the outcona of 

that. I think the Acade1111 refued to administer them, bat I 

am not sure now as to the outco- of it. 

a. acaa: I have one question. 

REDIRECT BXAllillATION 

BY MR. RCBB: 
. 

Q Doctor, -s tbere a Joung .u named KennedJ whom 

JOU Jmew who had been at Loll Al.-? 

A Yes • 

(I Is he DOW in your department? 

A No, be 1s not. 

Q Did be return to 7ou after lie worked at Loe Al1mos? 

A No, be -nt to tbe Un1.versit7 of Wasbincton at St. 
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Louia. 

o Did yaa have any converaation with him after he 

wcrbd at Los Alamos? 

A Yea, I had conver-tion with him. 

Q Will 1ou state 111lether or not you observed Dr. 

Kennedy had any of these feelincs tlat you -ntioned with 

reapect to wcrkiDC on weapons? 

A I believe to the beat of J1¥ _ .. cru:v that he waa one 

of the ll'OUP tlat said he would no longer work on -apona. 

O Did tbat strike you as unua•al? 

A Not in it.elf. I would say I .... a little aurprised, 

a Teu.n taking tbat point of vi- • 

Q Be is a Texan? 

A I believe so. 

HR. R<IJB: Tbat is all. Thank you. 

RECROSS BXAllINATI<lf 

BY UR, SILVBRllAN: 

Q Did Dr. Kennedy say to you that he had talked to 

Dr. Oppenhei- about the question of wcrking on weapons? 

A I cannot recall that he did. 

HR. SILVERJIAN: Tllat 1a all. 

MR, GRAY: Thank you very much, Dr. Latimer • 

(Witness excused.) 

Mil, GRAY: I would like to ask llr. Garriaon if he 

wants to offer thoae affidavit. at this ti-? 
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lllR. GAJUtISOR: Yes, I think it is a SoOd ti.me. 

llR. ROBB: Are you goilllC to r-d them, Ill'. Garrison? 

Jill. GAJUtlSOR: I would like to. Tiiey- are ra.ther 

abort. I would lilra the Board to hear them. 

I have a very short stat-Dt, Mr. Cha1r-n, by 

Walter G. Whitman, dated April 23~ 1954, entitled, 

••corrections to Test:Lmony of Walter G. Whitman iriven April 

22, 1954." Be seat this to • OD his own initiative. I -

SOl'Z'J' I don't have copies of this. 

Jill. ROBB: Jlay I see it before you read it into the 

record? 

lllR. GAJUtlSOlf: Yea. I also have one trom Dr • 

ltill1an, Jlr. Robb, of which I rep-et to say I don't have copies. 

lllR. RCllB: I don't think it 1B a aatter of DIJCh 

substance, but on Dr. lt1111an, b8 has not testifi8d befon. 

lllR. GARRISON: No. Ill'. Whit-a -ys: 

"Dr. Evans -ked • a question as to whether I had 

personally known any Communists or persona who were 

subsequently sbown to be C011111Un1ats. My a_,,er should be 

a•nded to include tbs followinir inform.tion. 

"I ~ve known Professor W. T. llartin, who was a 

..,nber of a Faculty comaittee at il.1.T. ~h1ch• c11&1r•nned 

in 1949-1951. Professor Martin testified ia 1953 before a 

ConP'ffSioaal CC>lm:l.ttee that .be was a .-b8r of the co-n:l.at 

Party about 1938 and that he left it in about 1946. My 
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association with him did not involve any consideration of 

political philosophy, or any matters of security. 

"I have known Professor I. I. Amdur very casually 

since about 1934. It is my understanding that Professor Alllliur 

testified at the sa- Congressional hearing that he had been 

a -mber of the Communist Party over samewba t the same period 

of time as Professor Martin had. 

··I rep-et that I overlooked these two cases when I 

was testifying." 

Signed "Walter G. Whit1J1&n. ·• 

There is no objection, Mr. Chairman, to adding that 

to the record as a correction supt•le-nt? 

BIR. GRAY: The Chairaan sees no ~bjection . 

MR. Ram: I have none whatever. 

MR. GARRISON: I have here anoriginal affidavit 

signed by J.-s R. Killian, Jr., which I 'llOuld like to read. 

I am sorry I don't have copies, Mr. Chairman. 

·•sworn to before me this 20th day of April, 1954, 

Ruth L. Dawson, Notary Public." 

It begins: "Commonwealth of llassachusetts, 

County of Middlesex, ss: 

"James R. Killian, Jr., being duly -orn, deposes 

and says: 

"I am President of thellassachusetts Institute of 

Technoloey in Callbridge, Jlassachusa:ts. I am a 111ember of the 

w 3283~ DocJ:d:364793 Page 132 



• 

• 

• 

2326 
• 

Science Advisory CODlllittee of the Office of Defense 

llobiU.zation, a comaittee in which both J. Robert OppenheU.r 

aDcl I have been -ber• since it was appointed by Prnident 

Truan 1D 1951. I have attended about ten -tinp of Us 

COllllllittee at which Dr. Oppenhe1-r was pl'ellent, includiDi 

formal p.therinca aaaociated with theae -tines. Once when 

the comaittee -t in Princeton, the mmbers of the comaittee 

dined at Dr. Oppenheimer's hon.. 

"In the courae of these .etincs I have obserVed no 

action or sunution on the part of Dr. Oppenhei-r tllat 

see-4 to - to be ap.imt the intereat of the United States, 

or to give &DJ' support to the charges against him in General 

Niclaola' letter. OD the contrary, he impressed •in these 

metincs as a man deeply devoted to strencthening the aecurity 

.of . the nation and fertile of ideas for promotinc the national 

welfare. Every upect of his ~k on this connittee suatained 

my confidence in his loyalty and integrity. 

"To my knowledge this c011111ittee never diacuased the 

desirability of makiDi hydrogen bOIDbs, Certainly I never heard 

any atate-nt by Dr. Oppenheimer tbat reflected opposition 

on his part to the decision that bad been made by the 

Administration to eo ahead on this development. 

"I recall being with Dr. Oppenheimer on one or two 

occasions other than the meetinp described above, and 1IBse 

meetings were casual or aocial. Be came to llIT in 1947 to 
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deliver the Art~ D. Little lleim>rial Lecture. Be pve 1bia 

lecture before a larp audience which see-.d absorbed b7 his 

ideas and moved by .h:lS sincerity, 

"Dr. Oppenheimer - a participant in the Su~ 

Study Project ot the MIT Lincoln Laboratory in the su~ of 

1952. Be waa able to sive the project only a very slipt aim>unt 

of tim, as I recall, and I -• not present at any of the 

meetinas in whibh he participated. Be did sive a brieting 

to tlle sroup undertakins the study on the maning al. atOllic 

warfar~ -~-r Study Group m&de reco-ncta tiou. to~ 
;--;~nt of Defe1111e in rep.rd to strengthening oar defenses } 

G~~nst ~ir attack. -~--- / 

"An earlier project, ltnown as Project Lexington, 

carried out by tbe Atomic Energy COlmission uDder contract with 

llIT sought inform.tion from Dr. Oppenheimer which has been 

described els-ha'e by the director ot this project, Professor .. 

Walter Whitan. No infor-tion I have about Dr. Oppenheimer's 

relationship to either of these projeets baa given me cause to 

question his intell'itT and 101&lty." 

Signed "James R. Killian, Jr." 

Jm, GRAY: 'l'bat affidavit beccme8 a part of the 

record • 

llR. GARRISON: I have copies of this supplemental 

' affidavit of Dr. Manley. Thia was to ~lear up * question tbat 

arose in his testimony. I think the Chairman put the question. 
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MR. GRAY: Yes. I lllight say with reapect to that, 

or at least one portion of that, which involved a round uae 

of the words "instrumental in persuading" rat•r than ·•attempts 

to persuade." l&ter on in reading General Nichols' letter 

that was General Nichols own language in the letter and 1f I 

had realized at the tim I probably would not have raised 

the question. There is no reason q this aqilifica1bn should 

not be mde. 

llR. GARRISON: I tbink this relates to an additional 

question, llr. Cha1r111&11. It is an additional one,. because it 

alllo covers "instrumntal". This is a supple•ntal state-nt 

aigned by Dr. John B. llanley,"lworn to before m this 16th 

day of April 1954. llary E. llosaman, Notary Public. 

"I have been requested to clarify portiom of 11¥ 

atat ... nt of 16 February 1954. This requeat reached me on 

April 15, 1954 bf personal visit of llr. Walters and llr, Chip .. n 

of tbe Seattle FBI office with * teletype inquiry originating 

with tbe ABC and by a letter infarming of llfr, Lloyd K. 

Garrison'• offer to Mr. Gordon Gray to ask me for clarification. 

All queations refer to atatements on page 10 of the reference 

document. I was illllrmed that tbe AEC inquiry was for 

clarifica~ion of the following excerpts: 

"l. 'Indeed, I had no feeling that allJ'ODe was holding 

back on tbe work on thermo-nuclear weapons once the President 

had decided tbe question bf his announce .. nt in January 1950'. 
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''2. 'I never observed anything to su11est that Dr. 

Oppenbeimer oppoaed the thermo-nuclear weapons project after 

it was determined u a matter of natimal policy to proceed 

witb development of thermo-nuclear weapons, ar tbat he failed 

to cooperate fully in tbe project to tbe extent tbat •o•one 

wbo is not actively working could cooperate'. 

''3. 'lleitber bave I beard fraa any scientists tbat 

Dr. Oppenheimer -s instrumental in persuading that scientist 

not to wcrk on tbe tbermo-nuclear -apom project'. 

"Mr. Garrison's inq~irJ' related to tbe first e:i:cerpt. 

"I do not now bave a copy of tbe cbarges apinat Dr. 

01penbeimer, but I recall tbat one -. tbe .acusation of 

opposition to B bomb development after tbe Presidential 

decision of January 1950. My statements (l) and (2) above 

were directed to tbis charge. and tberefore contained specific 

reference to tbe President's decision. It is caapletely 

incorrect to uaume tbat the converse statement was true before 

January 1950. 

"With respect to excerpt (l) I call attention to tbe 

two preceding sentences of rq stat-nt which bave no ti• 

qualification and which, I bope, are unambiguous. To _,. tbat 

no one held back at any time would be ambi1uous because, as 

I tried to sbow in precediigpages, the question-• one of 

relative effort &nd &lllJODe fully occupied witb A bomb probl ... 

-• in effect being beld back from B bomb work, not becau• cf 
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Dr. Oppenhei_r.but because of laboratory program and AEC 

direct ion before January 1950. I know of no case of an 

individual con-cted with the weapoua proeram who could be 

accused at •holding back' from improper, •licious or disloyal 

motives. Thill includes Dr. Oppenheimer. 

"With respect to excerpt (2), it is a matter of ABC 

record that Dr. Oppenheimer and others opposed a top priority 

procram to develop thermo-nuclear weapons before January 1950. 

The reasons are also a natter d record. I add that the 

approved proerama of tlle Loa Alamos laboratory for a 

considerable period prior to this date included such work, that 

these programs were nor_mally revie-d by the General Advisory 

ColDittee, Dr. Oppenheimer, Chairman, and that I can recall 

no iuatance of his opposition, formal or infor•l, .direct or 

indirect, to the thermo-nuclear inved.p.tiom proposed 

in these progra- and carried forward by the laboratory. 

On the contrary, I know of specific assistance on his part 

in certain e:a.minatiom of theoretical questions. 

''With respect to excerpt (3) I can state that I 

never heard fraa any scientist that Dr. Oppenhe1-r ever 

attempted to persuade or -s instru-ntal iD persuading that 

scientist not to work on the thermo-nuclear -.pons project. 

Mei ther did I ever hear Dr,.,. Oppenheimer make such an attempt 

nor did I at any time see any evidence that would lead me to 

believe that any scientist was so approached or influenced 
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either by Dr. Oppenbeimr or by anyone else. lly position was 

such that JI believe any such attempt would have com to ., 

attention.'' 

Signed, "John B. Manley". 

MR. GRAY: Thank you, llr. Garrison. 

MR. GARllJSCfi: That is all - have, a:lr. 

l\IR, GRAY: We will now recess until 9:30 tolllOl'row 

lllOl'ning. 

(Whereupon at 3:47 p.m., a recns was taken until 

Wednesday, April 28, 1954, at 9:30 a.a.) 
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