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¥E. GRAY: First of all, 1 have a telegram Zrom
an incividual nawed C. 8, Kurtz, 4507 North Dover Street,
Chicago 40, I1llinos. His telegram to me said, "Please wire
date of Oprznheiwer hearing s wish to testify. Was employed
undar Dv. CTopp2abaimer ‘43 through 46 respectively.”

1 amn informed that Mr, Kuntz has indicated that he
wishes to t@stify for, if you will allow me to put it that way,
Dr. Oppenbejimer. 1 pass it alomg.for whatevet value it wmay
be to you. If'you do not propose to call him, perhaps I
shoulc comm@ﬁicate and fell him that we will not noed him as
a witress. Can vyou answer that question now?

DR, OPPRNHEIMER: Car I hear the spelling of the name?

M, GRAY: X-p-n-t-z.

LR, OPPENHEIMZIR: I don't recollect him.

MR, GRAY: Cbviously he was sowmeone who woriked
with vou in the laboratory.

MR, GARRISON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for bringing
it to our.attentiana

MR. GRAYV: Perhaps ycu would want to talk about this,

MR, GARBRISON: As far as 1 now know, we certaidy
have no intention of calling him.

¥E, GRAY: Very well! The other thing 1 want to
discuss is the guestion of the redirect examination of Dr,.

Oppenheimer, You will recall, I guess it was on Friday, we



had a Cigseuvssion of this and because of the preseunce of
witnesses, specifically including Mr, Lansdale and Dr, Glennan,
I guess, ome of whom 1 think was already on his way, or who
was in the ¢ity at thée tiwme, out of counsideration for their
problems, we said that wes would hear them, " You will recall,
however, that 1 indicated that the Board wished to proceed
with the redirect zxamination of Dr, Oppenbheimer at the
conclucion of the zroge 2xanination with these interruptions
for conveniegace.

Tﬁe Board feels vary strongly that a good deal of
confusion, &t least in our mindsg, could be elimirnated by
getting back to Dr ., Oppenheimer right away and seeking in
so far as pcgsibie to have his ftestimony, redirect, and
any recross examination, not fragmented and interrupted,

1 vndersiand that Mr, Kennan is here and at the
moment is waiting to testify, avd of course we will hear hi;.
Perhaps I should ask if there are any other witnesses on
hapd' this morning?

ME. GARRISON: Yes, My, Chairman, Mr, Lilienthal
is here frcm New York., Mr. Sumper Pike is here from Maine.
PBr, Fermi iz arriving at noontive foom Chicago, Professor
Zacharias ig here from Boston. Dr. Conant has cabled over
that at %wo o'clock ¢ is afterncon he had to make plans
because of the complicated na%uie of his witness here,

Professor Ramsey from Harvard is here.
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What our provlem very simply has been is this:
When we got the transcripts Friday afiernoon,it was Jjust
physically not time over the weekend - 1 didn't get
through more than a paition of one volume of the cross exanna-
tion myself - with the difficulties of trying %o arrange for
these witnosses and all the rest impinging, and also the
probiem of analyming whet had become quite a complicated
record with the bringing in of the elaboration‘of‘various
namas and places znd dates and recollections, and then the
orocedure that had been adopted of asking Dr, Oppenheimer
gquestions on the basis of what he recalled in the past and
then producing documents, somd of which had been taken from
his own filzs on z classified basis, and suddenly
declassified, all this produced a ver; complicated and
difficult rscord to ana’ .yze,

It has been purely a problem of time., I don't
want %0 ask Dr, Oppenheimer to testify until we really are
prepared, snd he is thoroughly ready to do it. I want very
much to cooperate with the Beard in this. 1 would think that
today the calendar is really beyond our --

MR, GRAY: It would sound so.

1 would suggest, than, that we proceed with the
witnesses who are here or on their way hére today and
start tomorrow mormning with Dr., Oppenheimer again,

I want to askabout Dr. Conant. You started to



meaticn hia,

D, BYAMS: Ip he here in Washingtbn?

ME, GAREISON: Yes, hs is. He will be here
today at 2 o'clock., We can talk over our pfoblem duxring the
lunch hour,

R, GRAY: A1l right. May I ask at this point only
for mn indizaticn as to what is involved in time, because I
think the Board will probably call some witnesses, and they
have to be 2lerted, 1 suppose, or should be, I am sure.

Could you give an indication of who are yet to come
pefore +the Board as witnesses called by Dr. Oppenheimer?
This is not for any purpose cther thaa time,

MR, GARRISON: 1 urderstand, Yes, we have ten,

1 think, outside of those I meontioned ioday, General
McCormack, Walter Whitmmng Dr. Rabi, Dr, von Neumann,
President DuBridge, Dr, Bacher, Dr. Lauritsen, I think
President Killiszn, Mr. Hartley Rowe, and Mr, Harry Winome, and
Norris Bradbury.

DR, EVAHS: That mék@s how mapy in all?

¥R, GARRISON: That is 11 with Bradbury.

DR. EVANS: 1In addition to the omes for today.

¥R. GRAY: That is after tcday.

¥R, GARRISON: I would  rather doubt, if it is
possible for us to get orepared for redirect and 1 suppose

some wore cross examinatiorn of Dr. Oppmspheimer this week, 1
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should think that it would not be possible. to hear all these
witnesses this weck. We had boped to be able tc do so, because
we knew how muach the Board desired not to have to come back
por do we surselves wish tc come back, either, But I do
think as we arve going i% wmeapns that there will be probably
one day or possibly a day and 2 half overflow of testimony
beyond what w2 can do in this one week,

¥R, GRAY: I shipk it is impossible to say that
with any dertainty at this point.

¥R, GARRISON: Does the Board héve any preseﬁt
idea 2s %o when it will reconvene for the sale of hearing
witnesses that it wishes to call?

¥R, GRAY: 1 would expect at this point that we
would rroceed aext week for that pmrpose, I don't think there
will te %oo many witnesses. Perhaps we should proceed.

¥R, GARRISON: Could you inform us who they are
going to be?

. ¥R, GRAY: Yes, we will give you ar indicatiom,

The Board has not come %o zny fhal concludon. For one thing,
up unti?i this point Ivdomn't think that we have known all
the witnegses for certain whom Dr, Oppenheimer wishes to call.
I am sure somz of these the Board would have called if he
had not @alled then.
MB, GARRISON: I thipk this is the originmal list

that 1 gave you away back, Mr. Chairman. I think there may



Beve bean ons or two additions since the very firs

ME, GRAY:. Yes.

CR, EVANS: Did you wentiom Dr, Bush?

MR, GABRISON: 1 forgot him.

DR, EVANS: 1 thought you did.

ME. GARRISON: That mokes 12, He can come on 15
minutes notice, so I had him on ths sida.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is just about it as I
gave it to youw the first day,

MR, GRAY: All right, Can we proceed with Mr,
Kennan,

MR, GABRRISON: Mr, Marks will examine Mr. Xennan,

MR, GRAY: ALl right,

Vhat is your full name?

MR, KENNAN: GCeorge Frost Kennan.

M., GRAY: Do you wish to testify under oath? You
are not reguired to 4o 0,

MR, KENNAN: I would be gquite prepared to testify
under oath.

MR, GRAY: A1l thzvitnesses have to this point.
Would you then stand, please, and raise your right hand?

Geovge Frost Kennan, do you swear that the
testimony you are to give the Board shall be the truth, the
whole truth, znd vothing but the truth, so help you God?

MR, KENNAN: 1 do.
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Whaseupon,
GCEORGE FROST KENNAN
was callaed as a witness, and having been first duly sworn,
was examih@d and testified as follows:

MR, GRLY: Will ycou be seated, please,

it is necessary for me to poipt out to you the
existence of the so=called perjury statutes, I shkall be glad
te give you an indication of the penalties if you wish,

THE WITHESS: 1 deom't think it is necessary, sir,

MR, GRAY: I want to bring them to your attention,

I should also like to agk that in the event,
probably unlikely in this case,that it is necessary for you
to disclose any rastricted data in your testimony, that you
advise me before such disclosure, in order that we might
excuse any unauthorized persons,

Finally, I should like to point out to you that
the proceedings and record of this Board are regarded as
strictiy confidential b@tweﬁn the Atomic Energy Commission
and its officiels participatinz, and Dr. Oppenheimer, hisg
representatives and witnesses. The Commission wili take no
ipitative in the public release of any imbrmation relating
to theze proceedings, and we express the hope that will be the
attitude of witoesses,

Mr . Marks,




DI EECT EXAMINAT LON
BY ME, MARKS:

C Mr. Kencen, will you pla#se identify yourself and
give the Board briefly your professional history 7 [ am
40ld that you should be addressed as Ambassador Kennan, but
that does not come guite materally to me. If 1 nay, 1 would
like to call vcu dMr, Xennan.

A 1T an now 2 Foreign Service Office retired. 1 grew
ap in Wiscous:.n., 1 had my early schooling there, went to
Princeton University and went almost immediately from
Princeton University into the Foreign Service of the United
States, where I served for 27 yzars without interruption.

1 retired from the Foreign Service last July, and am now'on
a regular retired status.

Q And what is your présant position, if any?

A I awm at present a member of the Institute for
Advanced Btudv in Pripnceton, and in residence at the
Institute, engafied in certain rosearch and writing work --
scholarily work,

G Will you please describe in a little more detail
the highlights of your experience in the Fomeignm Service?

A 1 served firs: for a year or two in Geneva and
Hamburg as a vice oonsul, and then was selected -- this
was away back in 1928 -- as one of the first group of men to

be trained for special work in the Soviet and Russian field,




We were at thalt time given rather a thorough couvrse of
training, usually three or four years of it. 1 was sent

to the University of Berlin where I spent twe years and

took the diploma »f the Oriental Seminary in Berlin, and
after that I was put as a reporting officer in Berlin first
in the Legzition of Higa before we had any velations with the
Soviet Union, and after 1933 iv the Embassy in Moscow,

Zince that time 1 have had the status in the service
of a spocizliszt on Soviet affairs, I have served on four
different ccdasicns in the Embasgy  in Moscow in various
ranks, the last time as Ambasusedor,

Q@ When was fthat?

A That was in 1352, 1 have had other service
relating to the Soviet Union, such as the so-called Russian
Desk in the State De@nrkmemt in 1937 and 19%4&., So 1 have
been pretty closely in contact with Soviet problems for wmost

of my carveer.

€ Wirxt other wmain Fpreign Bervice have you hag?

A I have served for many years in Germany,

Q ¥hen was that?

A In addition to my studies there in the earlier

years, ! studied during the war -- or rather I served during
the war ~- from the outbresk of war umtil Pearl Harbor, after
I was intermned for a time, so that I had nearly three years

of wartime service in Germany, Also service in Austria and
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Cxechoslovaikia aunud in Fortugal.
o Prior to your retirvement, what was your last

position in ths Department of State lere?

A My last posiftion was Ambamcsador to the Soviet Union,
Q Prior to that?
A Prior %o that I was from 1947 4o 1850 Dirxrector

of the Policy Plaunniung Stalff of the Lepartment oi State and
from the beginning of 18350 until the middle onf that year
counsallor of the Deparitment of State, My last official
pozition wa thet of ccunsellor of the Demrtment of State,
a position thkat I had cnly for six wmonths in 1930,

Q Could you describe in just a very few sentences
what your responsibilties were as head of the policy planning
staff apd as counsellor of the State Departmoent?

A The Policy Planning S3taff vas gstablished by Genersl
Marshall in the spring of 1947. 1 was asked to found it and
to determine its cowmposition and its procedures and to head
it imitially, and di@ g0, Ws were an advisory staff to the
Secretary of State. We waere there to advise him on gquestions
with regard to which he might seek our advicz or on such
maior questions of foreign policy and especially long term
policy as we ourselves thought were :p an advisory opinion
£0o tha Secrefarv.

The steff is still in existence. I1ts methods of

work have changed £rom time to time, but has remaiped as a
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permaneat unit cof the Depariwmert of State, and ig the only
body as far as I am aware in the framework of the staff which
has a universal competence, I1ts competence is not restricied
to any geographic area or functional area,

8] When you were counsellor, what does the term
"counsellor™ mean% Is that like Assistant Secretary or Under
Secreuary?

I3 Counsellor again is the sernior advisor to the
Secresary o0f State who has no operational responsibility in
the scunse that he has po division or administrative apparatus
under him. Fe is in pﬁrely an advisory capacity. The title
has existed for many decades, znd is usually a mar who is
kept =here sinply on the basis of hig personel experience
and dualitites which it is fe2lt wight be useful to the
Secreary, pcssibly to the President as an advisor,

Q In the hierarchy, am I right in understaunding
that tbhe post of counsellor is eguivalent to or just under
that of Under Secretary?

il Yes, sir. It has varied, 1 would say it has
always been between the second and the fourth place in the
Depariment of State, depending on the Secretary of State
and the coungellor and the arrangements made at the moment,

o I shouid have asked vou at the beginning a wmatter
which I suppose everybody knows about, but which we ought to

inguire abnout for the record.
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Are you the aathor, 1 think it is fair to say, of
a ratter famous article, czlled "Sources of Soviet Conduct’?

A I am, The article was written privately for Mr,
Forrestal in December 1946 and January 1947. He had asked
me for a review of another paper that he had obtained from
another sovrce on this subject, and I told him I can't
commert on %hat, But I wvouid be glad to give you my own
views,; and did in this piper.

Later Mr. Armstrong, who was head cof the Council
on Foreign Relatiocns ani editor of the magazipne '"Foreign
Affairs™, asked me if I had anything along fthis line that I
could subkift for publication, and I dd on the condition
that it weuld be published anopnymously.

To my horror, the article abtually appeared afterxr
I had taker over th@'policy planning staff under General
Marshzil, and ths authorship of it leaked, and it caused
guite a sensation when it did appsar. As far as I know, it
did no dawage. 1@ had been duly clearzd by the Department of
State so General Yarshall never held it against me, 1 was
the author of it,

Q 1 don't thick Mr. Robb %ill object to my askin.
you i it has not been generally regarded as a rather robust
statenent of the situation of the United States with regpect
to the peril that we faced vis a bis the Russians.

A It was an attempt %o analyze the reaons for
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a pehtern of Soviet behavior which surprised many wpsopie in
this country in the vontis immediately following the war,
and o suggest -

Q You mean an unfriendly policy?

A Yes, and to suzgest an approach to this problem on
our part that would be hopeful and helpful,

Q I would like %> turn pow to a more specific subject
and ask you what you hav2 had to de with the problem of
Soviet espicnage, Soviet infiltration of agents into the
United States, prosiems of security?

A In the early days befcore our recognition of the
Soviet Goveranment wvhem 2 number of us worked on the Baltic
States in reading the Ruzsian press --

Q Do vou speak and read Russian?

A I do, sir, yes. We were rather shocked to observe
the nawes znd statements of Awericans or people who held
themselvaes out as Americans, but who were giving statements
for the press in Moscow of an extraordinary nature, and
ones that indicated that thar allegiance was to the Soviet
Union and not o this governmant,

ME, ROBB: Could we have the date on this, Mr, Marks?

THE WITMESS: I weuld say roughly in the years
between 1928 and 1933. At That time we were concermned about
.ito I w rsonally brought some vf these names to the

attention of the government back here, and raised the question
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as to whethor passports could aont be denied to these peocple

because it seemwed to me evidont that they had expatriated

themselves ip evary sense of the word, subjectively.

Wo ran up againsf the snarls of legislative
provisions and procedural provisions of the government, and
I don’'t believe anything was done about it at that tiue.

After the recognition of the Soviet Union during
the Thirties, this continued, I must say, to be a source of
concern to practically all of us, 1 think, who were
professional officers in this field, and serving in Mogcow.
We saw people mbout thogse intentions and activities we had
great doubt. There was not much that we could do aboul i%
then from our position, except to try to see to it that those
people wore pot used in the Embassies and that thoy werxe
hand led with due discretiom by Eumbassy people., In othar
words, our Zoncern there was primarily with the security ot
our own mission,

I way say that 1 thipk the Moscow Embassy was the
first mission of our governmental service to institute
proper security precautions in time of peace. We wers the
firsz people so far as I am aware who always had our code
kooks accompanied day and night by an Awericanin the roonm
and never left them in the safes aleome, and things of that
sort .,

BY MR, MARKS:
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Q Yhen did vou start thoge security wacticas?
A From the day the mission arrived in Moscow in March

1934, Ve were aware of the fact -

Q You went in with ths {irst mission?
& I was ca prior to0 it., 1 made the physical

arengemsnt: for its arrival, 1 was there in the fall of 1933,
We vere very wuch aware taat we could 20t depend va tho

Hogcow emplovens, that we had to assume that all eaplovees

were sent by tha Soviet tolice, and we could dz2pend on no
custodial euployess to te secure, and we had to rely on our

owD S0Uries.

nine Marine sergeznts with us and tried
to set this thing up o1 our owo hook as a sound show from
the point of gecurity,

Q Yhat expariince, if any, have you Wad with
intelligence work using that in the somewhat lroader sense
than 7ou hav: been dpeaking?

4 ¥hat 1 an about to say is a matter vhklch 7 think
violates a0 classificatiorn or any docum2nt in tho
government, but is vot owe which ! have ever sgoky about
publicly, and I =iy it only for the information oi the Board.

I was duaring the war for a year and a hal’ in
Liskon iuw the capacity of cmuasellor of the Lezation, and
there by arrsngensnt with people in Washington a special

function as the coordinator of American intelligence
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connections have you known Dr., Oppeaheimer?
net Dr, Oppenheinmer so far as 1 can recall

oy Foreign Affairs, That is eguivalent

to PDeputy Commandant for Foreign Affairs at the National

War Collez2 here in Washington in 1945,

Dr, Oppeanheimer
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lacturad there, 1 was in charge of politicak instyuction
gengrally. I heard the lacture and was very nuch impressed
by ths enmircnece, ciarvity and procision and scrupuioh sSness
of thought oy which it was characterized.

then tock over this responsibility as head of
the Policvy Planniry Staff ig the Depertment of State, am@ in
thae ensuing years until the sumser of 1950, whn I left the
Departuent -f State, I wet Dr, Oppenheimer oa numbeors of
occasions 1 the couvrse of my work, Those occasions vare
practically all oros or alwost all ones on which we had %o
work on the formul&tionvof foreign policy in fields fthat
requirad the c¢oliaboration of cther departments ol government

and notably the Atowic Energy Commission and the Dopartment

wu
o

of Defansa.

The wain fields with which I was coacerned
wers those of tThs international control of atomic energy,
and the straightoning out of our relations with our own

ailliss, warsiculsrly the British, and the Canadians, in

mehters affscting our ability to cbtain raw materiais for

the conduct of our atomic e¢nevgy program here,

In att2epiing to meet the problems of foreign
poiicy that aross out of those (uestions, we found it
egagsary to ait down together with ropresentatives of the
Defeznse Departwment and the Atomic Energy Commission, &nd to

work as a group in deteramining cur governmental positions.
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here in gnvernm@ﬁt offices with Dy,
Cpoenncimer snd pavticipated in consultations in which he also
participatod. Song of thos mentings I chaived. 1 remerber

a% 12zst oune which he chalired, It d@p@ndéﬁ on whave we ﬁet,

N Vava shese wasiors oo which you sat of iupertance?

For would wou describe thewm?

5 7 owould describe then as matters of the greataest
dalicacy sud of, 1 &hink, quité vital importiance to the
conduzt ol our znlire atomic emergy program in this country,
Thzy were 0ll matiers which were given the highest pogsible
sezurity classification at the time, and I d5 pot recall
th2t we evoer had any leaks about thew. They were conductdd \
in'compieﬁq SRCLLCY .

Q Vare those matters in whibh issues arose iovelving
actual or potentisnl confliclis hetween positions and
alternatives that cur goverunment was considering and those
that veu would have ezxpected o knew that the2 Russians were

taking”

. .

Tty with respect Zo the internatiomal control of
atomic ensrgy was that true, 1 must say th@.bitteregt
priblens after the time tha’s I came in, the ones thit
praoccupied wa west, were ones involviag our effort to
straighten our relations with our own allies and to place

tham on 2 zatisfactory basis.,
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& In copnoction with the B tter type of problaous,
wore the péﬁitiﬁns that you were working towards, positions
that you aypected or knew to be uncongenial to the Russians
or hostile to the Bussians’
A The very reasonr ve worked so hard cn these

matters and tock thewm se seriouvsly -—-

Q When vou say "thess matters'?
A The guostions with relation to our allizos at that

tinve. The very rveascon we worked so hard on them arnd ool
thenm so soriously was thatwe were awave thét Lf the guosiions
involved were not solved in sow3 satisfaciory mannor, the
only pecpio who could gain bﬁ thaat would have been tho
igaderg of the Soviet Unlion. Thay would have derivaed (ke
greetest possible satisfacticon and profit %o their own fersign
politiczl purposes had thése negotiations net besen successgful
and had reatl Jdifferences and ugly dififerences been permitted
to develop betwenn ourselves and the British and thé
Czpadians, 1 thick the resscas for that are obvious.

The zupplies of raw materials which we required
were ones o which we bed access pnly by virtue of agreements

which also iavolved the British, .and we could have golten

3

irte very, very smoerrzsivg and difficult positions.,
Q Thagos problems that you are talking about, then,

conterned the raw waterials or at least in part concermed the

raw wmaterials problem?
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o Tou are copfident that the Russians would have
profited greatly if the result had besn opprsite?
A Tes, 1 can assuve you that the sovrce of my cwn

alamm znd conoevn anout thoge matters was the conviction

thet if we failed (o solve the problems invelvad, tho Russians

would be ©hu¢

7 gainars,

i

7ig Iy, Oppenheimer have a vole of any imporftance

R

in these dzliberavions “hat you have described?

£ e was one of & number of officials, peoplo in our
govarnmantal establishment, vho were concerned with these
mmtﬁergqb I say in our governmental establistwpent; I do mqﬁ

recall exackly what his positionwas at that time, but he was
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in counciles of the govermment about sueh wmeititors, sat in on

o

a numbzr of these discussions, at leagst two or thiree that I

racall specifically, I think.
Q That is on raw anterinls?
b Dn rav sftorials, It is my recollection and a very

vivid wvecollection that his paruicipation was extrowmely
helpful to us, sc wech so that I am not sure really vhether
wae would have been able to Jdo what we did et a1l without his
help.

Q 1 would like to remind you, Mr. Kennan, that 1 thipk
during the period of yvears that you are referrinmg to Dr,
Cppenheiner was fov th@vmgst pf the time Chairman cf the

Genexral Advisory Coumittes of the Atomic Eneryy Commissicn.

] Lz 8 result of your eiperience with Dr., Cppenheimer
in the cases that you have yofeoronce to, what convictions, if
any, did you form zbout him?

A I formed the conviction that he was an immersely
useful person in the councils of our govermmaaxt, and 1 felt
a groat sense of gratitude that we had his help. I am able
to zay that in the course of all these contacts and
deliberations within thegovernmsnt I never cdserved anything
ipn 2is conduet or his words that could possibly, it seemed
to e, have ;adicat@d that he was animated by any other |

motives than a devotion to the interests of this country. i
|
|



vou aver obsorve anythiong thay would possibly
have suggested to you that he was taking positions fthns
the Russians would aave Liked?

& Mo, 1 casaot say that 1 did io any way. Aftew
all, the whole purpnse of thaese exercises wags to 49 things

were im the interast of fhis ccuntry, rot in %he

inseresis of the Sovied Unicn, at least not im tha interasts
of the Sovist Uniow as their leaders saw it et that tine,
Anvone who ccllaborated sincerely ard épnthusiastically in
t%ﬁ attempt to rench our cbjectives, which Dr, Opponholumer

di¢, okvicusly was not sorving Soviet purposes in any wa’v,

& Fave vou said that he contributed significaastiy

¥

theve any possibility ir your mind

é",.‘
s
&
o
>
%]
6}
9]
T
&3
]
™
L
=
n
&

thet he wag dissemiling?

& There is in my mind vo possibilily that Dy,
Oprepnhsiner was dissembling,

& Few doyon know that? How can anybedy know that?
A I raaliize that iz uot amn assertior that one could
wake with confidoanca abouvt everyome, If 1 make i4% wish
ragard to IJr., Oppenheimer it is becausee I feel and balieve
thet afler vears of seelpg hiam in various wsys, not émly

there in geovernment, but Iatzr as an associate and a

neighbor, and a friend st Princston, I know his iatellectual
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makorp and soadthiug of his personal makeup and 1 consider

it really out of the qguestion that any man could have

participatad as ho did I thezs discussions, could have bared

hie theughis to us time afler time in the way thai he did,
covd have thought those thosghts, so tp speak, in cur
presencs, and havo boen at $he same time dissenbling.

[ roulize that is =till not wholly <the answor,

The reason 1 fezl it is cut of the question that could hav

A" 19
o
o
S‘::
o

happened is

(TS
o

a vatura €Hhat vould be impossible for him to speak
dichonestly about ony subject to which he hed giveon his

deliverate angd caveaful and profdssional attention,

That is the view 1 hold of him, I have the greates

respect for Dr. Opponhaiwer s wind, 1 think it i3 one of
great awinds of thisz generation of Awericeans. A wmind liks

that is nos without its implications.

& ¥ithouwt its wha®
& Inplications for a man's general persorality,

I thirnk it would be actusilly tha one thing probably in life

™

that Dv, Dgpenhsivey could nsver do, that is to gpeak

dishonestly about & subject which had really engazed the

@

t

7 believed him to have ap iptellact of such

1,

e

rocpornsibls attention of his intellect., My whole impression

of NMim iz that e is a wan who wheh he tmrre his wmind to

somothing in an orderly and responsible way, examines it with

the most excracrdinary scrupulousness and fastidiousness of

1t



itnseluruna L proeass,
magt osay Bhet 1 counnot comceive chat in those
delibaratisne ia governmendt he could have b2on spoaking
e ]

disingeniousiy Lo us akbout these matters, 1 would suppose

that vou wirhia asked Leonacdo da Vinsd

e

to distort an anatowmical drewing as that you sheuld osk
nhaluer o spaniz responsibly tc she sovd

wive talkiag avout, ¢nd speal: dichonestly,

n, in saying what you bhave juct said, are
you saving L4 wilth an awareress of the backgrcund that Do,

Oonenneiwver ha
URIERNCLWay &

£ 5, wag general neture of which is raflecied in

(€A

©he letter which Gonoral Nichels addressed 5o hin, which is
tho geresis of dhess proceedings, and his respopse?
A Toamn, giv,
G How do  vou racecils these two things?
3 i do not Think that they are necessarily inconsistant
one with the osher, Peorlk advance in life Zor owe thing.
I savw Dr, Unpenhelimer at a ghase of his 1life in which most
of thezo witteors in @eneral Nichols' letter did not apply,

16 seoss 4o wme lso that I was concerned or essociatod

2 the evanination of problems whictk both he znd 1

B

with hiwm
had ace@pﬁa@»as proeblems of governwental rosgpoansibility
bolore us, and 1 dn not suppose that was the case with all
the thirgs that wore mentionosd in General Nichols' loitter

aboat hig oEavly visws about politics and his early activihies
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and ais g9arly aszoeliantions,
1 alse Ghink it quite possible for 2 person 4o be
hinself orofoundly honest and yet to have associatas and

friends who may be misguided and misled and fexr whom ceither
at the time oxr io reoirespect he nay feel infiemnsely sorny
and concorned. 1 think mest of us have had the exerionce
of raving Enown prorle st one time in our lives of whon we
felt that way,

Q T tin% one wmight interpret this correspeondence
that I huve vefarved to as going esven Jurther than ﬁhaﬁ,’§1
won't go into what has been testified here or a characteriza-

24

tion of that which has been said in this room, but ip the
ceorrespondenca itself, an iancideont is refsrred to -- I assume
you 1ave ve:d the corregpoadence?

A I have in a cursory way as a newspapor reader

yeads 1t in Ghe newspapers.

Q2 Arn incident is reforred to ir 1943, p wiich it is

0

aid that ap approaci o Dr, Oppenheimer was mande under
circwmstamc@s sugpgesting that the apprcach was somchow
connocted with & possible effort by the Russians to secure
information or to socure informatiom ip their behalf, and
that for scome monthy thereafter he failed to report this
incident.

What effect does that failure orn his part which

he freely adnits was wrong have on your presemnt thinking about




L LD

. o sy 1 oeve Yestifiod oboud Fim Loco ds 1 oha
waoeen Fim, I oarn woll upderstond that ot 28x lier poviods

o]
=4

S % ooy
LI 3 TESAN LS

Le Lifr conflicss of ¢ vafcianC@ might hove &
talalkk they covld wvinh any gonsitive parson betweon his
A0l vl G ol S inis ee parvnaps his sity Loo ghony e

anc his povoronon,ul dasion,  On nhu other hewd I wouid also

o it ldned Lo boay in ming the fact that in 1943 thao
Seviat Ynden wog bardly regarded by our top psopla in ouw

goraANs

oo an o onowmy. That great wmasses of American

y prepared for shipment to tho Soviet

83
Union, many of thon 1 assuae involvimg the itransmission of

pffieel soerata, 1 enunld imagine that tha 1m@]1 ationsg of

[
©

time have appeared to be so sinistor

and 1 cculd also imaging if

to the government interest, and that

the quasticon of the wen who had invitiated such a raguest night

12ft Lo their own conscisnces axlto Ltho

precess of magurity in Sheix own development,
I dou’ buow, 1 can imaginy those thivgs, For
tiat rosson 1 wonld hesitate o make definite judgments on

simply of what ¥ yead in the lettzr of iwmdicimont,

o ¥Fruld 4% change vour opinicm if 1 were o suggast
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to you that when Dr. Oppenheimer did report this incident
to security officers on his own initiative, as it turned out,
he didn®t tsll them everything about it. He still withheld
the nawme of the friend and told them a sfory that was not the
whole truth,

A Mr, Marks, I do not think that thet would alter
~anything on ﬁh@ statement that I just made prior to your
guestion, I might only add to it that I could well conceive
that Dr, Opperheimer might have done things which he would
think in retrospect were mistakes or which others would
conclude in retrospect were mistakes, but that would not
preclude in his own instance any wmore than it would in the
case of any of the others the process of grogth and the
ability to recognize mistakes and to learn from thew and to
make fewer in the fufur@a ‘What I have said about his
acti;ities, his personality, the cast of his mind during the
years when 1 knew him would 1 think not be affected,

Q These convictions that you have expressed about
him, the coafidence that you have expressed in him, what
part is played in that judgment by the experience that you
hgd as a Soviet expert?

A I think a considerable part. One of the convictions
that I have carried away from such experience as 1 have had
with these matters in the field of Soviet work concerning

the Soviet Jnion is that these things cannot really Dbe
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judged in é fully adequate way withoﬁt 1ooking at the man

as an entirety. Thaﬁ is 1 am skeptical about any security
processes that attempt to sample different portions of a ﬁan's
nature separate from his whole being. 1 must say as oma who
has seen Robert Oppsepheimer now over the course of geveral
years;vand wore latterly outside of govermment, that I have
these feelings and entertain theonn the basis of my estimate

of his personality and his character as a whole,

Q Are they feelings or are they convictions?
A They are on my part comvictions, sir,
Q Mr. Kennan, let me turn now %o a quite differont

subject, In your capacify 2s head of the Policy Plgmning
Staff in the State Departmert, were you ever consulted about
the problem of the hydrogen bomb which camw ub, to rofresh
your recollection of the date, towards the end of 1949?

A Yes, 1 was consulted by the Secretary of State in that
connection, although I was not asked and could not really
properly have been asked to give an opinion tc him officially
as to whether we should or should not proceed to the
development of this weapon.

My recollectibn is that ==

Q Would you wait just a minute? 1 need to ask Mr,
Garrison a question, May I have a 30 second interval here?

I need to ask Mr. Garrion about a matter,

MR, GRAY: Yes,
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MR, MARKS: Thank you very much,
BY MR, MARKS:

Q 1 was about to ask you what were the circumstances
under which you were consulied,

A I can only give me recollection here, and 1 must
éay my reccllaction of all these official matters at that
time are someﬁhat.telescoped aud entirely capable of being
in error with regard to details, But the recollection is
simbly this, When it was first made known to the Secretary
of State that there was a technical possibility of going ahead
with the development of this weapon, at least to the extent
the government now had ﬁefore it a decision as to whether to
develop the weapon of not --

Q The question of making it.

A The gquesticn of making a decision as to whether
to attempt to develop the weapon or nmot. When that state
of affairs was. first brought to the attenticn of the Secretary
of State, he at a very early stage there asked me into his
office, My recollection is that Dr, Oppenheimer was there,
and there wmay possibly have been one or two other paople,
but I do not remember who they were. We spoke about this
and the only thing I can remember, I think, cof that
conversation is that we were all agreed that regardless of
how the decision might fall, it was important that~this

government should reexamine its position with respect to the
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international control of atmmic energy to make sure that
nothing had been left undone from our side to get international
agreement about these weapons, before we proceeded with this
program of the hydrogen bomb,

In othexr words, we wanted to make absbiutcly certain
that before launching on this new phase of the atomic
weapons race, our position in the United Nations on the
international control of atomic energy was the bhest position
that we could devise, and most ﬁbpeiul one,

The Secretary of State asked me to renxamin@ this -
question, to have another look at our inteinationél
negotiation position as we had exposed it im the United
Nations bodies with regard to the internmational doﬁtrol of
atomic energy, and to see whether that was still sound, whether
énything had happéned in thecircumstances of the preceding two
or three years since we had‘advancéd it to.change the
assumptions on which it rested, whether there was anything
more that we could now propose which might have a chance of
putting amn end %o ﬁhe}atomic weapons race instead of facing
us with the necessity of going ahead with thiw,

I did look at this problem in the course of the
ensuing weeks and my recollection is that I gave myfbpinion
to the Secretary of State in January 1950 on that sﬁbject;

Q 1 takeit that on at least one or perhaps more

occasions in the course ofcarrying out this assignment or
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at least the initiation of it you heard Dr. Oppenheiner
express his views, |

A I recall going to Princeton in the fall of 1949 on
one occasion. I had several things to do there. I called on
Dr, Oppenheimer at the Institute if my memory is correct,
and we discussed it then., 1 was also once at some time
in that period ~- 1 don't know exactly when -~ asked to
appear before the General Advisory Committee of the Atomic

Energy Commission,simply as a consultant. They waunted to

hear my views., They asked me questions, The questions related

primarily to the present state of our relations with the
Soviet Union, the state of what we called the cold war,
I replied as frankly as I could to them,

Q What impression did you get, if you remomber i£,
of Dr, Oppenheimer’'s views? |

A I would not be able to quote his views in memory
or in any detail or in any great accuracy. 1 can only say
that the general impression 1 carried with me was the
impression of a man who was greatly tro;bled by what he felt
to be the extremely solemn implications of this decision,

Q That is the pending decision?

A The pending decision. Who reallzed that it was
one the implicétions of which night carry very far, That it
was almost impossible to predict where we might end up if

this sort of a race with weapons of mass destruction were

\
\
J
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to go on indefinitely, and therefore was gieaﬁly tzoubled
and concerned to arrive at the most enlightened and sound
decision that could be made.

Q Did he try to sell you on any view?

A 1t is not my recollection that he did., I foar that
I talked more about my own views here than he did
about his with regard to this subject., But I do not have
the recollection that he endeavored to persuade me that any
answer to this problem was the right one or the wrong one,
To me, then, we were still at a prelimipary stage ip it,

The entire effort really on the part of both of us then was
to try to identify the considerations that were relevant to
the problem to see what we had that we could reaily hang ohto
in approaching the decision,

Q When itcame time for you to give the Secretary of
State your views or your analysis of the problem,‘what did
you report to him, and when was it approximatel&?

A I reported to him approximately in the month of
January, 1 would think around the middle of the month ar’
shbrtly after,

MR, ROBB: 19507

THE WITNESS: 1950, yes, The gist of my own views
was simply thisﬁ 1 felt that this governmaht was in no way
in good position to make any great decisions with rxegaxrd to

either the internatiomal control of atomic energy or actually
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with regard to its own weapons program before it gained
greater clarity in its own mind as to the purposes for which
it was holding what were sometimes called the A, B, C, weapons
in general, By that I am thinking of the weapons of mass
destruction, the atomic, chemical and so forth, It seemed
tobme that there was un¢1arity in the councils of cur
government as to the reasons why we were cultivating and
holding these weapons. The unclarity revolved around this
question, Were we holding them only as a means of deterring
other people from using them against us and retaliating
againstany such use of these weapons against us, or were
we building them into our military establishment in such a
way‘that would indicate tht we were going to be dependsnt
upon them in any future way, and would have to use them,
regardless of whether they were used against us first.
BY MR, MARKS:

Q Have we not taken the position that we would only
use them for purposes of retaliation? |

A It is not my impression that we have, and it wzs
not my impression at that timerthat there ‘was any such
determination in the councils of the United States Governsent.

On the other hand, if I remember correctl&, 1 was

able to cite statements that had been made by some of our
high military leaders -~ I think both in the councils of

this government and in the NATO councils of Europe -- which
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indicated very strongly that we were getting ourselves
into a position where we would have to use these weapons as
forward military weapons, ragardless of whether they were used
against us,

The point that I tried to emphasime to the
Secretary of State related, of course, directly to the
question of international control about whida I had been asked,
I told him that I thought we ought first to face this problem,
It was my belief that we should hold these weapons only for
purposes of retaliation and as a deterrent to their use
against us. That anything else would get us into a race with
these mass destruction weapons to which I could see no end,
which I was afraid would distort the thinking Qf the public
mind about problems of foreign policy and military policy
in this country if it were permitted to proceed. So as 1
say, 1 favored the holding of these weapons only for
purposes of retaliation and as a deterrento

) Whether that came out clearly in my report to the
Secretary of Staté, I do not know, because that was ﬁot
actually the question that was asked me, But I am sﬁre it was
implicit in what I said to the Secretary, and by the same
token I think it was impli¢it that we ought really toc make
this other decision before we made decisions about the
hydrogen bomb.

Q Mr. Kennan, you will have to explain a little more
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to me at least wh# you conceived to be the relevance of
clarification 6f this gquestion to the question of whether
or not we ought to proceed with wmaking hydrogen bombs,

A Yes, As I saw it, the relevance was this, If you
were asked, should we or should we not proceed to the
development of a whole new range of more powerful --atomic
weapons ﬁhich was involved in the h&drogen bomb decision,
you had to ask yourself how much do we need the weapons
of mass destruction in gemeral, Tht is the first question
that had to be faced, because if you already had enough,
perhapgsyou didn't need the hydrogen bomb at all, I could not
see how you could answer the gquestion of how much do we need

until you had answered the question of why are we holding

these weapons anyway, and what do we expect to accomplish with
them,

If you were holding them as deterremts and for
purposes of retaliation, really for purboses in order that
they might not be used against you, then what you nesded was
merely enough to make it an unprofitable and unpromising
undertaking on the part of anyéne else, the Russians in
particular, to use these weapons against us,

If on the other hand you were going to regard them
as an integral part of forward American military planning
and something on which we would be depéndent in a future war,

regakdless of the circumstances of the origin of that war,



1162
then you came up with a different answer or you uwight come
up with a different one in regard to the hydrogen bomb.

Q So the point you are making is not that you were
opposed to the hydrogen bomb naceséarily, but only it seemed
to you that it was essential first that this other
subsidiary question should be clarified?

A That is correct. I must say that personally while
1 was not competent to_form a finished opinion on this and was
never called upon to do so, I had not at that time seen the
evidence that what we aready held in the §ld and regular
atomic bomb, if I may speak of it that way, was not enough
to make it a fruitless undertaking from the standpoint of
Soviet policy to lasunch a war on us with these weapons.

In other words, I considered the burden of proof to
rest on that point, It seemed to me you would have to prove
that we could not do the job with the weapons we hlready had,
and to my knnwledge that was never demonstrated to me at
the time. Perhaps the answer might have been one th;ng or
the other, but I had never seen the proof,

MR. MARKS: 1 think that is all, Mr. Robb,

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. ROBB:

Q Mr. Kennan, that was a most interesting discussion,
I certainly have enjoyed it, |

A Thank you, sir,
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Q Mr. Kennan, I was interested in your description
of your security precautions which you took over in Russia,

I believe you said you brought in six Marine sergeants to
assist.

A That is correct, sir,

Q How did you happen to turnto the Marines,
rather than the State Department?

A The person who deserves the credit for that was
Ambassador Bullitt, our first ambassador to the Soviet Union,
Mr. Bullitt had very strong feelings about saqurity and had,
I believe, had something to do withthe Navy, _I asked to be
excused here; at one time or another hewas Assiéténﬁ Secretary
of the Navy, or in any case he knew people in the Naval
Establishment, and he asked President Roosevelt to arrange
it and get Marine sergeants,

Q He was something of an expert on Russian'esbionage,
wasn®t he?

A At least he was very security coanscious, by that
time, and was helpful, I must say, in that way.

Q Did you give these Marines a pretty fhorough
checking over before you brought them into the Embassy?

A I don't believe sq These things were rather
primitive compared to our present standard today. Wo left
that to the command staff of the Blarine Corps.

1 must say, though, I think they were very hearty
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and loyal Americans, the fellows we got, Our difficulties
with them were not ones of security., They were other kinds,

Q I can imagine that, Supposing you had learned
that one of these Marines or anybody else who had to deal with
your security matters said that he had recently been a member
of the Communist Party, but had left the Party just before
coming to your Embassy; would you have had him around?

A I think our tendency would certainly have been to
urge that he not be in the Moscow Embassy at that time,
He would presumably have had still some contacts with people
in Moscow which would have been undesirable.

Q Or if he had any close connections with the
Communist Party, 1 assume you would not have been very

enthusiastic about having him around them, would you?

A That is correct, for our purposes there in the
Embassy.
Q Have you had much experience, Mr. Kennan, with

Communists -~ I just don't know how to express it -- are you
familiar with Communist dogma or technique?

A I think I am; sir, 1 have lmd about 20 years of
reading the Soviet press and some times other press organs with
the view to determining whether they reflected that type of
dogma or not, 1 feel I have a certain familiarity with it,

Q Would you place mubh weight in a statement of a

Communist that he just left the Party or had disassociated
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himself with it before coming on some secret work for the
government ?

A I would certainly regard'it as a factor very seriously
relevant to fitness for office, but one to be examin@d.
individually, You asked a moment ago about the case of our
Embassy sut there, Mr., Bullitt for whom I had the greatost
respect, and about 8hose security 1 never had the faintest
doubt, had been yarried to the widow of Johﬁ Reed, who was the
first prominent American Communist, I suppode, in this country,
We didn't find that a source of worry with regard to Nr.
Bullitt,

Q No, I am talking rather than matrimonial association,
more active association with the Communist Party, %Would you
tend to view with eonsiderable ‘skepticism a statement of a
man who admitted that he had been an active membor of the
Communist Party or had been active in Communist affairs, a
statement of seh a man that he héd just left the Communist
Party or left the Communist affairs on the eve of éoming
to work in the Embassy? Wouldn't you view that statement
with some skepticism?

A 1 think we would have regarded 1t‘as a factor which
meant that there was a certain burden of probf to demonstrate
thaf the Man°s value to us was very great, and that this
could be satisfactorily explained away, and we had something

that we could depend on in judging that he was now a person
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whose loyalty we didn't need to worry about.

Q Just for the record, Mr, Kennan, I think it is
plain, but was it 1946 that you had these discussions with
Dr. Oppenheimer down at the War College?

A I don't recall discussions down there excapt
possibly aftexr his lecture, but it was in 1946 to ny
recollection that he lectured there, and that I first met him,

Q Was that the year when you were taking various
positions which Mr. Marks said would not be acceptéd by the
Russians with much favor? Was that the year 19467

A No, it was the following year.

Q 19477
A 1947.
Q Mr., Kennan, of course you don't know anything about

what Dr, Oppenheimer testified before this Board, do you, sir?
A I know nothing whatsoever about it, sir. 1 have not
discussed it with anyone,
Q Coming to your discussion of the problem which
confronted you gentlemen when you were deciding whother or
not to go ahead with the hydrogen bomb, do I understand, Mr.
Kennan, that your thought is that whether we wanted the
hydrogen bomb merely for retaliation or whether we wanted it for
affirmative action, if I may put it that way, in either
event we wanted the bomb?

A No, My feeling is that until you decided that first
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gquestion, you didn't know wﬁether you wanted the bomb or not,

Q | I see,

A Because if what you had in mind was retaliation
thefe is a possibility that what we already had would have
been enough., I may say there I disagreed on numbers of
océasions with lots of the other analysts in this government
as to the number of the old bombs that would have %o be used‘
against the Soviet Union to produce very serious disruption
of its life, We have disagreed about the feelings of the
Soviet leaders with regard to this. I don’t think personally
that any war in which as many as ten of these bombs wera
dropped with a reasonable degree of accuracy on Soviet cities
and installations w0uid be regarded by the Kremlin leaders
as worth a candle.

Q Which bombs are you talking about?

A Even the old fashiomed kind, You must remember
thatkthese men since tﬁeﬁRevolution in these 38 years
that have transpired since the Revolution have with great
trouble and pain shcceeded in buildig up a certain amount
or a considerable amount of industry in Russia. That-is
their pride and joy politically, That is the thing that
they claim they were going to do, to industrialize this
country. Their aim has been to catch up with and covertake
America, and their great boast is that in a prihi‘ive and

partially underdeveloped country, they have succeeded preity
| /
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much with their own resources in prolicing now major
industry,

¥hat I would like to emphasize is that these
plants, these industrial communities they have built, those
are the apples of their eye, They do value them immensely
high., It would be for them according to their lights
- a heartbreaking thing to have any of these places dostroyed
again. As I say, I have oftén not agreed with other government
experts about this., I have felt that the Soviet Union was
fairly vulnerable to this type of bombing due to the high
pggree cf ancentration of 1ts industrial strength in the
individval plants. I have often pointed out 8f you take
the top three steel plants in the Soviet Union, you get
something iike 40 or 50 per cent of the Soviet stecl
production, If you take the top three steel plants in the
United States, you get about something like 18 per cent of
ours.

Thérefore, they are vulmerable in certain ways that
we aré mot. For that reason 1 was never satisfied that it was
possible'to éay that we did not have endugh in the way of
retaliatory éapacity dven before we proceeded to the hydrogen
bomb, I always wanted to see that clarified.

Q Mr, Kennan, did you have any view in 1950 as to
whether or not the Russians would attempt to develop the hydro-

gen bomb whether we did or not?
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A I do not recall specifically, I think I may have
doubted thaf they would procéed to the development of it,
and I think I ma; have been in error on that point, as 1
look at it tnday.

Q Do you have any doubt now that they would have
whether we did or not?

A i am still not sure that they wald have'h@cause
I am not sure -- 1 don't know enough about the scientific
and the economic aspects of this problem -- to know how
worthwhile they would have regarded it. It may perfectly well
be that they would have said the hydrogen bomb will call
for this and this amount of investment in scientific personnel
and materials, and perhaps we would be better off to put
that investment into the older type of atomic weapons,

Q That was more of a sciemtific guestion that you
were not qualified to deal with,

A I was not gqualified to deal with it.,

Q I would like to ask you a question as an expert
on diplomacy, Mr. Kemnan, Supposing_the Rugsiang had
deve loped tﬁe’hydrogen bomb, and had got it and we didn't
have it; what would then be our position vis & vis the Russians
im any negotiations?

A That, of course, is a key question.and a very
penetrating one. It is one whichrl have had otcasion to

argue many times with my friends ﬁere in Washington, 1 do not
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think that the position would have been so much different
from what it is today. The Russians have for reasons which
‘I don't think include any altruism or any thing like that,
or idealism, but they have been very, very careful not to
use the weapmns‘of mass destruction as a threat to other
people. I don't recall any time that the Russians have ever
threatened as a means of political pressure to use these
weapons,to use these weépons against anybody else,

On the contrary, their position has been consistently all
along that they were holding them -- whether this is true or
not, it has been their public position -- that they woere
holding them for purposes only of retaliation and

deterrents and would not use them unless they were used
against then.

It would be a change of Soviet policy if they were
to attempt to use any of these weapons as a means of pressure,
1 have also always hdd doubts -- I.realize this isa very
difficult thing to express -- as towhether the fact that
perhaps one party had weapons of this sort a 1little more
destructive or greatly more destructive than the other
bw0u1d nevertheless change this situation so vitally. We digd,
after'all, have the\old type of bomb, We had some moans of
delivery., 1 think the world would have gone along pretty
much the same, I have in mind ip making that judgment the

fact that atomic weapons are not the only weapons .af mass
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destruction that exist., There are also extremely
ugly and terrible biological anc ehemical weapons, at
least we hwe been allowed to think theie are, and if the
Russians want fto create destruction in this country solely for
the saus of destruction, I think there are other means by
which they can do it than the hydrogen bomb,

Q Ybu don't feel, theu, that we would have becn at
any disadvantage as aéainst the Russians if they had the
hydrogen bomb and we had nqt?

A ‘I am not absolutely certain. 1 cannot give you'a
flat negative amswer to that., Perhaps we would have becn.
Pgrhaps 1 have been wrong about this. But I think that our
pqsition with regard to tﬁemr hasdepended much less on the
mathematical equation of who has this and who has thot in the
way of weapons of mass destruction than we thipmk it has,
After all our problems}with them as{I have seen thew om the .
poiitical side were very much the same in the days vhen we
had the monopoly of the atomic weapon a&s they are today to
my way of thipnking. They are pretty much the sane old
problems. I really do not suspect these pesople, Mr. Robb,
of a desire to drop this thing on us_jﬁst out of‘some native
contrariness or‘desire toweak destruction for destructions’
sake iﬁ this country. 1 think they are people who fight
warg for very specific political purposes, and usually to

get control over some area or territory contighous to what
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they already have.

I have often had occasiopn to say that there is only
one real question that interests these people, I mean the
Soviet leaders, and that is the question of who has the
ability to haul people out of bed at three in the worning
and cause them to disappear without giving any accounting
for them, and where, 1In other words, who can eXxercise
totalitarian pblice power over a given territory, and where
can you do it. That is what they are 1nterested}in l':nowing°
They think that everybody else rules the way they rule,

They are always interested in the territorial problem. For
that reason I don't think that these Wweapons play such a
part in their thinking as they play in ours, They want to
know not only how to destroy territory, but how to get
control of it, and dominate it and run people.

Q Of course, you will agree that if you were mistaken
in that evaluation, it would be a very serious mistake,

A I agree and for that reason I have, 1 believe,
alwayshad a certain cau%ion with regard to my own views.

Q Yes, sir. Mr. Kennan, you spoke of the Russian
policy as manifested to you. Do you believe the Russians
were sincere in their manifestations to you of their policy?

A Oh, no, We have never dréwn our judgments of
their policy from a literal interpretation of their words,

There I8 no reason why these people should ever have been
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sincere in anything that they said.to a capitalist government,
They may have been on occasioens, but there %s no real reason
for iﬁ.
Q Putting it in the language of the ordinary wman, you
just can't trust them, isn't that right? |
A That is correct, They do not really expect .to be
trusted,
MR, ROBB: Thank you very much,
MR, GRAY: May I ask you some questions, lx, Kennan?
First of all, may I assume that you are familiavr
in goeneral terms with the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, and
therefore some of the framework within which this Board is
operating? 1 would be glad to go into it, if you wish,
Agoinst that background, and with all the facts
which are coming before us in these proceedings, you are
aware, of course, that this Board faces very difficult
decisions, I don’t want to make statements for you ﬁﬁt
would you think that we face very difficult decisions in this
proceeding?
THE WITNESS: I do, There is no doubt about it.
MR, GRAY: 1 am sure you are here to be helpfui in
this inguiry, I trust, therefore, that you will not
misapprehend any questions 1 ask which are quite serious and
relate to some of the deeper issues involved.

You have testified, I think, without reservation
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gs to your judgment of Dr, Oppenheimer’'s character and
loyalty as you have known him and on the basis of your
knowledge.

THE WITNESS: That is right, sir,

MR, GRAY: 1In your experience in government, have
you ever known well any persons whose loyalty and character
you respected and admired about whom it developed that you
perhaps were later mistaken on account of issues we are
talking about in this inquiry?

THE WITNESS: I am wracking my wemory here, "I can
recall people I have respected and admired who later turned
out to be ever in my own opinion unfit for govemment service
by virtue of personal weaknesses., 1 do not recall anyone
who was ever & friend of wmine and with whom 1 had any
degree of association in the discussion of politicel matters
relating to the Soviet Union who later turmed out to be a
person unfit for govermment service by virtue of any disloyalty
or of apy ideological weakness., I cannot recall any such
person.

There have been ome or two times, Mr, Chairman, when
I have bsen obliged to draw to the attention of the
government circumstances with regard to government employees
which seemed to me to point to a likelihood that ®hsy
wiare not loyal Awericam citizens. 1 have dome that on

cccasions. 1 was not competent to make a fimal decision
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as to whether they were or were not, But I have had to
report ciicumstances which looked to me to be susgcious
and I believed were, But those were people with whou I was
not closely associated, They were minor eﬁployees.
What I happeﬁed to know about them were things I was able to
observe im the course of official work,

MR, GRAY: If you were today Director of the
Polity Planning Staff and there éame to yoh from a staff
member or from some other source, perhaps even the Secretary
of State, that a certain individual had been made a wembar
of the Policy Planning Staff who had had close Comnunist
associations as late as the late Thirties or perhaps carly
Forties, wouldyou seriously consider adding such a person %o
your staff today?

THE WIINESS: It would depend, Mr. Chairman, on
what I would think were his possibilities for contribution to
the staff and to what extent the negative‘points on hig
record had been balanced out by a record of comstructive
achievement and loyalty. I might say by way of exawmple
that when I first set up the staff I rejected vne man who
had been recommended to me actually by higher authority in
the government because he had appeared as a charactier witness
for a man who was convicted as being a Communist, and I
thought at best his judgment was bad. But I rejected in

that instance this man who had no previpus record of
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experience in the govermment, I was not under the iwpression
that his cpntribution would be a major one, or tht it would
be worthwhile doing it in that case.

I must say if it were a person of outstanding
capabilities and especially a peréon who had in addition tb
the negative factors rendered distingugshed service to the
government, then I would wamnt to look at it very hard,

MR. GRAY: I assume that if it were a secreiary,
for example, or clerical assistant, that it would be casier
for &ou to decide that the person should not be euployed.

THE WITNESS: I would think that would be correct,

MR, GRAY: So I gather that you feel that perhaps
the application of individual judgment increases with the
statute and importamce of the individual concerned, That
is perhaps not a clear gusstion,

THE WITNESS: 1 do feel this, that the really
gifted and 4ble people in government aw perhaps less apt
than the others to have had a fully conventicnal life and a
fully conventional entry, let us say, into their governmenial
responsibilities, For that reason I think that while their
cases have to be examined with particular care, obviously
for the reasons of the great responsibilities they bear and
the capabilitiss for damage in case one makes a mistake,
nevertheless it is necesgary to bear in wind in many cases,

especially people who have great intellectual attainments =--
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because those attainments often it seems to ne do not always
coma by the wost regular sort of experience !.n life, they
are often the result of a certain awount of Duffeting, and a
certain amount of trial and error and a certain anmount of
painful experience -~ 1 think that has to be borne in mind
when one uses people of thét sort.

1 ugree it preseats a special problem, not an
€asy one for the governmens. 1 have the greatest sympathy
for the pecple who have to face it.

MR, GRAY: You in your testimony referrcd to the
possible conflicts of esonscience a man might have and you
used the exéression, 1 think, pity for friends who perhaps
have been misguided. 1 am not sure those were the words,
but the general import,

You perhaps are aware that under the Act, one of
the criteria imposed by the language of the Act sosms to be
the asscciations §f an individual. I know you feel that
past associations must be weighed iwv the lignht of wore recent
conduct and other factors you have stated.

Would ydu feel continued association with individuals
falling in this category for whom one would have pity and
with respect to whom one might have had conflicts of
conscience, was important at all in the situation?

THE WITNESS: 1 would think, Mr. Chairman, that

it is a thing which would have to be explained, but 1 find




1iya
gieat diffiqulty in accepting the believe that z wan must
rule out all those associations, whether or not they engage
in any way his official responsibilities., 1 think there are
certainly times when they are to be avoided, 1 appose most
of us have had friemnds or associatesvwhom we have gome to
fegard as misguided with the cdurse of time, and I don't
like to think tha? people in senior capacity in governomeont
should not be permitted or conceded maturity of judgmént to
know when they can see such a person or wihen they can't,
If they come to you sometimes, I thipk it is impossibla for
you to turn them away abrupily or im & cruel way, sinply
becase you are afraid of association with them, so long as
what they are asking of you is nothing that'affects your
governmental work,

I mysolf say it is a personal view on the part
of Christian charity to try to be at least as decent as you
can to them,

I realize that it is not advisable for a map in a
position of high security to be seen steadily with poople
about whose loyalty there is a great doubt, unless they §appen
to be intimates in his family or something like that.

MR, GRAY: But when you séy intimates of his fawmily,
you mean blbod relationships?

THE WITNESS: Somsthing of that sort,

MR, GRAY: Or marital relationships and fhings of
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that sort,

THE WITNESS: Yes.
| MR, GRAY: You said an individual should not
decline to ses such a person if the approach were made by
such cther person, Would you think it would be qguestionable
if a person in a high position took the initiative himself
in seeing one of his former associates about whom theve might
be some gquestion?

THE WITNESS: 1It is difficult for me to judge in
the absence of the knowledge of the circumstances,

MR, GRAY: I understand,

THE WITNESS: 1 am aware of this as a vory difficulg
problem of professional ethics, It seems to me once or twicc
1 have had conflicts of this sort myself, but I know that in
these cases I wouid always like to have felt that my
superiors in government had enough confidence in me to let
me handie %hat problem acccrding to my own best consclence.

1 do worry about the sort cof schoolboy relationship to
one's friends and acguaintances which gets involved if you
apply too rigid standards cof security in that respsct.

MR. GRAY: But you would always feel that in any
conflict between loyalty to a friend and obligation to
government, it would not be a conflict difficult to rosolva?

THE WITNESS: No, sir, it would not., There is

only one way in which it can be resolved, and that is in
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favor of the governwment, If that is impossible, then I
would say a man sould résigno He should not permit himself
to remain in the government with any conflict of lcyaltics
of that sort.

¥R, GRAY: Qne of the hard facts of our times of
course is the inevitable conflict of the requirements of
what we gensrally refer to aé'security and what we 1ike to
think of unlimited freedoms of wman's wind and conscionce.
This is maybe a major dilemma of our times, at ieast in ﬁhis
countyy., |

THE WITNESS: May I add ons thought to what 1 said
before in reply to your queétiou?

ME, GRAY: Yes,

THE WITNESS: 'I see as one of the most difficult
aspects of this problem the trouble that the individual
governnent official has in arriving at an assessment of the
reliability of his friends. I have continued to accept as
friends some people who have been criticized publicly and on
wvhose reliability some suspcion has been thrown publicly in
this country, because 1 myself have never seen yet the proof
that those charges were corvect, and have not considered
myself in a pcsition to arrive at a mnegative judgment about
this., I have felt’that until it is demomstrated to me that
people who are friemds of mine really have been guilty of

some genuine derelection of their duty to the governmont or
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their loyalty to the govérnmsnﬁp’iﬁ is not for me to jump
to conclusions about it, and out of a timidity lest my name
be affected with theirs to cut 0ff social relations with them,

I must say when it is demonstrated to me that anyone
has been so derselict, then I have no desire to continus the
fitiendship or the association, and especially if I wore in
government service 1 would consider it quite out of the
guestion, Bu? there have keen many. instances in which one has
been town betweenrthe fact that doubts have been raisad, but
proof has not been given, There I feel that the burden of
proof so far as one’s relations with one’s friends is
concexrned is on the accuser, Unless it is demonstrated to
me that my fdend in some way offended against the law or
againgt his governmwental duty, I am slow to drop ny friend
nyself,

MR. GRAY: I would like to move back to the guestion
of your atfhitudes toward the development of the hydrogen
bomb in the period before the President's decision to proceed
in January of 1850. Had ycu besn told ; Mr, Kennan, in 1949,
for example, by a scientist whose judgment and capability you
respected thas it was probabl@.that a thermonuclear woapon
could be daveloped which would be more economical in tenxus
of the use of material and cost and the rest of it than

the equivalent * number of atom bombs, would you have then

been in favor of developing the hydrogen bomb?
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THE WITNESS: 1 would not have favored developing
it at least until a real decision had been wade in this
goverument about the role which atomic weapons weret
play generally in its arsenal of weapons. I would have had
great doubts then about the soundness of doing it,. That
comes from philosophic considerations partly which 1 2xposed
to0 the Secretary of State, which did not I might say ueot
with his agreement or with that of moszt of my colleagues apnd
the future will have to tall, but it seemed to me at the
end of this atomic weapons race, if you pursued it to the
ends wo building all we can build, they building all they
can build, stands the dileomma which is the mutually dastructive
guality of these weapons, and it was very dangercus for us
to get our public befere the dilemma, that the public mind
will not entertain the dilemma, and people will take refuge
in irrational and unsuitable ideas as to what to do.

For that reason 1 have always had the greatast
misgivings about the attempt to iamsure the security of this
country by an unlimited race in the cultivation of thesse
waapons of mass destruction and have felt that the best we
could do i a world where mo total security is possible is
to hold just enough of these things to make it a very foolish
thing for the Bussians or anybody else to try to use then
against us.

MR, GRAY: So you would have been in .favor of
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stopping production of tho A bomb after we had reached a
certain point with respect to the stock pile?

THE WITNESS: That is correct,

ME., GRAY: Whatever that might have been?

THE WITNESS: ©No, and I didn't consider nysclf
competent, to determirve exactly what that point was, 1 have
never known the number of our bombs nor the real facts of thoix
destructiveness or any of those things,

MR, GRAY: Xnowing the Russgiars as you do -~ porhaps
a5 well as any American -- would you have eaxpected tham to
tontinue to improve whatever weapons they may have within
limitztions of econony, scientific availability and so forth?

THE WITHESE: My estimate is that they wauld have
cultivated these weapons themselves primarily for the purposa
of seeing that they were not used, and would have continued
to lay their groatest hopes for the expansion of their
powexr on the police weapons, the capacity to absorb contiguous
areas, and on the corventional armamemts as a weans of
intimidating other people and perhaps fighting if they have
to.fighto

MR. GRAY: 1 have one final question, Were you
opposed to the use of the atom bomb?

THE WITNESS: 1 knew nothing about it, sir, until I
read it actually in the Soviet papers in Moscow, that it had

been used.
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MR, GRAY: 7VYouwere in Moscow?

THE WITNESS: 1 was in Moscow at the time ard
thorefore could not look at it - I couid look at it only
retrospectively, 1 must say that personally I am not at all
"sure that we vere well advised to use it., 1 have great fears
of these things,

ME; GRAY: Do you think we perhaps werae 'ill advised
tO‘dévelop igT

THE WITNESS: MNo, that I don't think,

MR, GRAY: 1 said I had just one question apd 1 am
sorry I am going Lo ask you arnother, The atom bomb was many
times as powerful as any explosive we ha d prior to its
development, The same is %rue, I suppose, of the H-bomb,

I don't &now what the géomeﬁric progressive relationghip

would be, but that is uniwmportant, You had a serious guestion
about proceeding with the hydrogeu bowrb, No guestion that we
should have dong what we did with respect to the devolopment
of the atom bowmb.

Is the different attitude on this due to the fact
that perhaps an atom bomb properly eplaced could take care
of a targaet and that g larger bomb would be unnecessarily
large, 1Is it sime? Is that the distinction you make?

Is it because the civilian population may be involved more
deaply?

THE WITNESS: 1f is because of the wonder on my
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part as to wheither we did not already have enough of this
sort of terrible ability to‘commit destruction, At least I
had not seen it proven to me that we needed more perbaps,
Perhaps there again with some of us civilians it becomes
hard for us to absorb the mathematics of destructiocn
involved in these things., To ny mind the regular old bomb made
a big enough bang, as bigas anybody could want, 1 found it
difficult «= you see what has worried me, Mr, Chairman, about
going ahead with this is that we would come to think of our
security as embraced solsly in the mathematics of whétever
power of destruction ws could evolve, and we would forget
our security lies still very lurgely in our ability to address
ourse lves to the positive and constructive problems of wor 1d
affairs, to create confidence in otherApeopleo

I am coonvinced that the best way to keep our
allies around us is not to pay outwardly too much attention
to the atomic weapons and to the prospect of war, but to come
forward ourselves with plans that emvicage the constructive
and peaceful progress of humanity. 1 realize that while we
do that we have to preserve an extremely alert and powerful
defense posture at all times., But 1 believe in preserving
that posture to the mazimum, and talking about it to the
minimum, and then limiting ourselves ir our foreign pblicy

primarily to the comstructive rather than negative objectives,

I have feared that if we get launched on a program
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that says the only thing we are concerned to do in The

oy

development of atowic weapons is to get asmach as possible
as rapidly as possible, that the attentions of the public.
and the government will bacowms rivéted fa that tashk ail thé
expense of our ability %o conduct ourselves profitably in
positive aspects cf foreign policy, That has been t{he nature
0f My WOrrv.

| I have never folt a great degree of gertainty about
this and 1 have always vrealized it was a very difficult
problem, But it did seem to me at that time, and 1t seens
to me =till in retrospect, that ome couldldoubt the
desirability of going ahead with this weapon then fvom
motives which were very serious and respectable motives,
In othsr words, opne could doubt it out of z desvotion to tho
infterests of our country. A% lesast I feel that I did. Very
often todav when I reoad the papers, it seems to me ﬁhaﬁ some
of the things 1 feared at that fime are beginning to
develop in sous degree,

DR, EVANS: Mr, Kennan, there are a couple of
guestions I want to ask you. You will admit, I suppose,
that at one time in his caraer, Dr; Oppenheimsr displuyed
thathe was 2 rather naive individual, 7You will admitf that,
wonlt you?

THE WITNESS: That 1 thipk is apparenf from the

exchange o©f correspondence that 1 read in the papers,
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DR, EVANS: ©Now, another question, Because a man
has had some Communistic ceamnections, he might be placed
sometimes in an entirely different position in regard to
security from a man that had nol had those connections would
be placed, is that true?

THE WITNESS: I think that iscorrect. It agpears
in a different light.

CR, EVANS: You understand the position that this
Board is ing don't you?

THE WITNESS: 1 believe 1 do, sir,

DR, EVANS: We have to deéide on these things‘in
regard to character, associations aqd loyalty., This is not
a job that ahy of us sought. You understand that,

THE WITNESS: 1 do.

DR. EVANS: We didp't want it.,

THE WITKESS: 1 do,

DR, EVENS: I don't want it today. We 2ll koow
Dr. Oppenheimer s ability. Nobody knows better than I do.
This Act wenticmne certain things -- character, assc&iations
and loyalty., 1t doesn’t say in there anything about the
outstanding ability which is mentioped here so much, You
understand that point, don'v you?

THE WITEESS: Yes.

DR, EVANS: Perhps the Act ought to be rowritten.

T don’t know. 1 just want you #n understand the position
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busd

WEBG i@o it is pot a ploasarct peosithion,

THE WITHEESS: T do, sivx,

DR, EVA¥NS: Now, just omn® cther guesticrn, Tou
oppesad this ﬁydrog@n.bomb on two grounds == On meoral grounds
and on the fact it was so big it would be like using u sledg>
hammer to kill a mosquito., Is that true?

THE WITKESS:» Ilmve never conceived them raally as
Just the woral ground because 1 didn't consided that, After
all, we are dealing with weapons here, and when you are
dealing with wozpons you ars dealing with things to kill
peoplo, apd I don’t think ihe considerations of wmorality
are relavant, 1 had r2al worries, sir, about tha afiacis

of this on our fuiure policy avd suitability of ocur future

<policya
DE, ZVANS: That is all,
REDIBECT EZAMINATION
BY Mi, MABKS:
Q iy, K@nnamg I would like to follow up brieifly

the guestion that you were asked by Dr. Evans about (he

problew which this Board fages, and the test it has to apply

Cin discharging its rather awescme responsibility, is one

in which it has to assess, as 1 rsad the Act, charactor, assoc
iations and lovalty of the individual, advise the Commission
whether the Commission should determine that pernifting the

individual to have access to restricted data - 8 tara which
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I believeyoa uwaderstand -~ will_not endanger the <ommon
defonse and securityo

In answer to a question - I fthink it was addressed
to you by the Chairman - about the relationskip botwosn a
case involyving a stenographer -- Mr, Robb asked you about a
case ipvolving a Maripe ~- the natural gquesticn also arises
whother diffarent standards should apply to ar éxtraorﬂinary
individual.

1 would not suggest to you any question.which
impilied that different standards should apply, but I would
like to explors your own views about what starndards you
had in wind when you said that in relatiomn to gifted
individuals, it was common %o find that they had uncoavontional
backgrounds, and that therefore, asl understnod it;, a different
type of iaguiry was required for svaluation., Could you
explain a 1little bit wors fully what you had in mipd?

A It is simply that 1 sometimes think that the
higher types of knowledge and wisdom do not olten come without
very consliderable anguish and often a very considerable rozd
of ervor., 1 think the church has known that. Had the church
aprlied to 5t. Franpcis the criteria relating solely to his
youth, it would pot have been able for him to be what he was
later., In other words, I think very often i%t is in the
1life of the spirit; it is only the great sinners who become

the great saints and in the 1ife of the government, there




can bs mppi;mﬂ the acvalogy.

L have often said it is the people who have come
to their viaws ﬁhrmugh the guestioning of otkar things who
have the highest and firmest type of undersfteanding in the
interests of &he government. At any rate, it seewms to wo
thet the excepticn people are oftun apt not to fit inteo any
categoriss of reguirements that it is =2asy %o write into aun
act or a series cof loyalty vegulations,

I fe9l %that one ought to beay that in wmind, 1
reglim the prodlem for the goverament as to how it is <o
do it, and ftechunically it iz not always easy, It 1o &
dangércuﬁ thing to talk exceptions because ncboedy can dgefin:
agein by category who iz ap exceptionally gifted porvson
and whe is not. The atteampt is often invidicus and involves
the creation of an invidiouvs distinction,

1 awm wot sure it <an ba formalized, but 1 have
always felt that the United States Government has o roslize
that it has & eal problem here, particularly with Zhe
people wiro have the grezter capacitias, There is noed here
congifiereble flexibility, ard as I say at the Outswt, 1
think for a looking at ﬁhé man as a whole and viewing his
entire pergonality apd not judgiang portions cof it.

T zm afraid that may not be a very clear agpovwer to
what you asked,

Q Many people wouwld say, Mr. Koonan, that ycu are a
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gifted individual, I know of nothing to suggest that you
came to the govarnment and remained in it for so many long
years o0f great service as the result of any unconventional
background., HEow do you reconcile those things?

A I consider nyself to be a forﬁunate man. At the
aga of 23, at a time when many fmerican young people of good
education were drifting into what I think was an unsound
approach tc 1ife, I was sent out to the Baltic States. 1 saw
the sguare where the Bolshevik cowmissars had only recently
peen sncooting their hostages., 1 saw the building on
Elizabeth Street in the celiar of which they had done their
torturing., 1 was affected fromthe beginning by a sense of
the grotesgue injustice of taking a whole class as they 4did,
the bouxgpcrise of these counitries, and punishing them Jjust
because they were classifiable as bougecise. 1 must say I
was 50 affected by dhat I saw of the cruelty of Soviet power
that I never could receive any of its boasts about social
improvement with anything other than skepticism, I think
that experience helped me a great deal at an sarly date, and
helped ke to avoid mistakes that I might otherwise have
made{

Later it fell to me very deeply in Russian
literature and German literature, and 1 have had to go throgh
a1l that., It has developed in me as 1 think in long foreign

residents it does -= 1 was abroad 18 years, and a deep
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agqualrsancesbhip with the thinking of other people -- it has
inyoilved me sometimes in corflict when I come home. 1 find
nyself ¢tending to be criticzsl sometimes of c¢o nditions in
our country wore than other people are, and it is a thing
which I have had to fight within myself, robably what you
can s&y in reply to veour guestion is that I have boen lucky
in the first place, apd secondly, 1 have beer able to
concea i ths difficulties on the intellectual road 1 have
gone more than other people have been able to, to keep them

within myself and fight them out wmyself.

Q Le% us leave you out of it.
E\ YQS »

Q Po I understand what vou have been saying is
that in your experlience wore fregquently than not the ezira-
ordinarily gifted individual realizes the fullillment of
his potentizl as a result of backgrousd that has involved
many unconveational elements?

A I think it is often that you get thet, 1 must say
that when people are really gifted, those who have what vou
wight ¢all genius Of some sort, intellectuml or artistic, it
is hard for thew to arrange their relatiomships to live in
minor watters and in & manner which is wholly conventional,
I think we have seen that all through time. Again, 1 would
like %o emphasize 1 do not underrate the seriousnass of the

problen that it poses for the government when these people



are usaed fcor government worik, But I think it is a problem
that whould be regarded as such.

Q ¥r ., Kennan, you have been asked guastions in a
framework that implies at least thatthey are addrecssed to you
by the Board in the light of the rigorous regquirements of the
Atomic Enerpgy Act. 1 hope I &am not out of order in saying
that as a lawyer I cannot beliseve that the Atomic Energy
Act intended to deny %o the Atomic Energy Commission the
services of gifted people,

I ask you %o consider in the lighkt of that statenent
this question: In your opinion, and based on all of the
experience which you ha e dascribed here this morning, are
the character, associations and loyalty of Dr. Oppenheimer
such as to bring you %o a determination that ﬁermitthg him
to have access o restricied data will not endanger L{he
common c¢efense and security?

A ¥Mr. Marks, 1 canmot anticipate, ofycourse, the
judgment of this Boardy and the same information is not
available to me as is available %o the Board. 1 would consider
my own opinion one not founded as well as will be the opinion
of the Board., 1 can only judge on the basis of what 1 have
seen, whick is a portionm of the evidence,

Q I course,

A Cn that basis, 1 may say that I myself have no

doubt whatsoever about this, and on the basis of what I know




I would be eniirely in faver, 1 think it £lows from what 1
have said heore earlier. 1 have forgottaa how vour guestiocn
was worded.

M2, BOEB: Could we have it read back?

(Juestion read by the reporter.)

HE WITNEEZS: May 1 then simply rephrase my answar
frcem the baginning here, and ask that it boe regardsd as
the answer to this question.

On the basgis of wvhat is known to we of Dr,
Opperheimer’s quaiities, his personality and his activitias
during the pericd that I have kaecwn him, 1 would know of no
rezscn why ae should wot be permitted to have access to
restricted data in the goverannment,

RECECES SXAMINATION

3% ME, ROBB:

o fr. Kennen, I gather that you say -- and 1 think
quite proparly -- that of coursz you don't know what informa-
tion way b2 available to the Board,.

A Quite so,

Q 2% covrse, you would agreeth@rebmight ba things known
to the Board which 1if kuowe to you would change your answer
to the gusstion.

A Jartaiunly.

Q‘ Ar, Kennan, we have discussed somewhat the critevria

and so on of these security procedures and tests, In a caso
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where the guestican of individual security clearance wags
involved, assume that the sevidence was more ol legs in
equipoise, who do you think ought to have tho bencfit of the
doubt -- tte individual or she government?

A I thinlkk unguestionably, sir, the goverorent should
have %he benafit of the doubt. In saying tha<, 1f I wmay
just say so, 1 am snimated by the reflection that the
government 's interest might also be torn, that the government
might have need ¢f the man, and that interest should also
be recognized.

Q I ar nct saying to you, sir, that the ev%demce
here is in egquipeise; 1 am just assuming that.

A I understand.

8] Mr, Kennan, I would like to ask you another guestion
in your role as an expert on diplomacy which I perhaps should
havae asked you before,

What in your opinion would be the eifect and would
have been the eifect ip 1930 om our allies if the Russians
had had the thermonuclear weapon and we had not. Do I
make myself clear, sir?

A Yos, sivr. 1 imagive that it might o some extent
have been an unfortunate ona, 1 do not think decisively
unforturatd. I thiok it would have depended on what we might
have been able to say to them about the adequacies of our

existing stockpile of atomic weapons.
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3 Would you tell us what you mean by 'unfortunata”?
A Unless we were able to demonstrate 5o them that what

we alrz2ady held ir the way 0f atomic weapons was gufficient
to make it most unlikely that even the Russian hydrogen bomb
would be wvsad against ourselves or our allies, thon 1 would
consider ttatl the effect on our allies wmight have bhesn
unfortunate, But 1 would remember that the allies have
neveyr baen, 1L gsvems te me, am copnscious of the inportance
of atomic weapons as we have,

o Putting it again in the language of the yalil
kuown man of the sitreet, if the Russians had aad the thermo
nuc lear wespon and we had not, the result might have
been that some at least of our allies would have been scared
off frow us, is that right?
, sir, Thet is certainly one of the comnsidera-

tiong that would have had to be taken into agcount in

deciding whether to go shead with the weapon or nnt,

Q Mr. ¥ennar, you mentiéned -= 1 don't recall the
exact 1languzge you used but 1 think the substance of it was --
tbat there were sowme Iriends of yvours that you suspended

v

until their guilt was proven, or something of that sort?

A Yas.
Q Would vou mind tellinz us who you had in mind?
A A numbar. 2f my colleagues in the Foreign Sexvice

have had the explrience of seeing charges or insinuaticns
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advanced against them in the public print here, and
of having to face Congressional charges or Congréssional
investigations of one sort or amother, That is the oanly point
I wish to make., I have not done anything to terwinate my
associations with those men just on the basis of the fact
that the charges were ralsed against them, I have waitéd
30 wee whetler anything wou'd be proven., 1 prafer To 3ive
my friend tie benefit of the doubt until something was --
Q Have.there been some in respect of whom the
charges have been proven?
L here have besen twovhc have left the
Department of State —-- two or three -- but I am nct sure
that charges were proven, 1 rezlly would have to ransack
wmy nmenorg to rscall exactly the way these cagses went, I
believe they all left in an honcrable way. Doubts were raised
and their names waere meniioned publicly.
Q ¥ou bad faith in thend
& In every case that 1 have in wind here I have had --
at least 1 have never sean the evidence that these men were
not loyal goverowment servants, and in the absence of that
evidence 1 tried not to jump to any conclusion,
Q Now, would you mind telling us who they were?
ME., GARRISON: Mr, Chzirman, I think it is an
unfair question to ask this witness to discuss other people

in the goveranment, and I don"'t see what possible mlevance it
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can hag o The igguiry of this Board,
MR, RCBRB: Mr. Chairman, 1 asked the witnacss if he

would wmind, That is why I asked him that way.

[

MR, GEAY:  The witness certainly weould b» given
the priviilege of declinimgtc answer this gmestion L1 he wishes
witbout any significance being altached %o it,

THE WITHESE: Mr. Chairman, 1f at any tiue the
Board feels %the need for the names of these peonle, I would
be very happy to give it. BEut otherwise, I think aft the
present Time 1 would preier not to mention them, Tk
fairly well known ongs.

B MR, ROBD:

Q May 1 ask vou thig, sir, and certaialy this

gent leman has been much wentioned in the public pross,

MR, GARRISON: Mrx., Chairman, I reaily object tothis.
I ses this ovoceeding into & line of guestioring which by
some forwm ol suggestion £s to nanes 0f people who have been
adversely discussad in the press being brought in hore
with scwe suggestion that this somehow is corpected with Dr,
Oppenheluer,

MR, GRAY: I wmtke this observation, Mr, Garrisen,
that the testimony of a witress which has beer givon with
clarity ond ovoanviction and 7 think rather eloguently is

based, am I understand it, on his own subjective judgunent
1 ¥

with regpect to the character, loyalty and asscciations of

LRe names are
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Dr. Oppenheimer. Is that a fair statement?
TAE WITHESS: Yss.
M3. GRAY: I think that if there ara cases or

1

similar situations in which the judgment of the witness has

poven not €0 be borme out by the facts, that it iy pertinent
to this incuiry,
Mii, GARRISON: 1 withdraw the objeciion, Mr, Chairman.
i, GRAY: I want to make it clear that 1 aw sure
that the Beard does not wizh a Lot of names brought ic here
by the keels.
¥il, ROBB: Oh, no.
M, GRAY: I don'% interpret that to be the point.
¥l:, ROED: No, that ic exactly the theory I put the

guestion tc,

EY MR, ROB3:

Q Wis Owen Lattimore onme of your associates ox
frionds?
A We, he was not., 1 never had any personsl

acgnaintance with bkim.

9 He would not be one that you included?
& Ne, he would mot be included. The men I had in

mind were associates of win2 in the Foreign Service, and one
in particul:zy who has been in a number of Congresscional
and Lovalty Roard hearings. 1 hwe testified in those

‘hearings as I have in ‘this one. So far to my knowledge he
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hes never boen found zullty by any board or fLorwmal branch oif am
agancy of the governwent of anyshing reprehensible To bhim.

I have continued to see hiw and know him ass a friend,

€ Vsre you called as a witnesse by him, siv?
A Yz, but 1f I may say so, initialy ovVaxy ny own

objections tacause 1 wae thsn an official of the Departmont cf
State, and I felt that the boyalty Boérd shouid-awL me as

ap officiat for wy opinion, feeling that I owed my loyalty
entirely to the interest cof the government, and not to the

man ags 2 party in a dispute.

Q Have you testified in any other go-callsd loyalty
heariang?
A Tos, I testified in one. Again it wasg fthe case of

a Zoreign feovvice officer who askedkme to testify in his
behalf and to read 1200 pages of his reports, and %o fell
the Board fhat they did not com’sain evidence of Communist
loyalty.

T to1ld hiwm that I would prefer, as an official of
the Depsrtuznt c¢f State, nct tc do that at his rejuest, but
would be happy to do it at the Board's request. He did get »
lettexr frowm the Board ssking me to do that, The result is
thav 1 had to gc through 1200 pages of material and gave
the Doard an opinlon,

Q 1 am sure the Board here understands thz difficuliy

yorv had in reading 1200 pages. That is all 1 car=z to ask,



HZ, GRAY: Dr. Evans 1 beilieve has one or two
guestions.,

D=, EVANS: Mr., Kennan, in answer to om2 of the
guestions that was asked you, I think you stated in effect,

or at least you implied that all gifted individuazils were more

TAE WITHEES: Let we say that they are ant to be, if

PR, EVANS: Weuldyou say that a large porcentage
of them are?

THE WITNZSS: No, sir, I would not say that thaey
are screwbﬁll, but 1 would gay that when gifted individuals
come to a naturity Qf judgment which wmzkes them valuable
public servants, you are‘apt to find that the recad by which
they have apprcached that has n>t been a ragular as the
road by whith other pecple have approached it. It way have

had zigmags in it of various sort

@

°

DR, EVANS: I think it would be borne oat in the
literature, 1 beliove it was Addison, and soweonz correct
me if I am wrong, that said, "Great wits are near to madness,
clcse allied anc¢ thin pertitions do their bounds divide,"

Dr. Oppenheimer is smiling. He knows whgther 1 am
right or wrong on that, That is all.

MR, GRAY: Mr. Kennan, you zertainly wculd not be

prepared to testify that all professors are screwballs,
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would vou?

LiE, EVANS: 1 am worried about that, because it has
been brought up two or three times. 1 am getting a little
sore abouh 1d.

i, GRAY: One furiher serious question, These

zifted veople about whou tiere has beon a very coasidorable

discussion 1@re, &8s you say, in many cazses arrived at

/]

e’

ter all sorts of

[

judgwenis, attituwdaz, convictions al
experience. Wou feel; however, that The unusual serson or
gifted person who has traveled pnerhaps a diffsren” road than
most other people con at one point reach a stability on the
basig of which ¢there car be absolute predictability as to ao
further excursicns?

THE WITNESS: Let we say at a point where there
can ke sufdiciers predictapiiity to warranf his baigg
acceptaed b7 the govornment for public service.

z. CEAY: Thank you very much, Mr, Xennan, We
apprecicte you tbeing here.

{Witness excused.)

YR, GFAY: We will take a racess, gentlomen.

(Brief recess.)

HR. GRAY: Do you wish to tegtify uvnder oath?

You zre noi reguired to do so, Most all witresses have.

AR, LILIENTHAL: 1 prefer to.

HRl, GRAY: Would you stand, please, and raise your



vight hznd.
David ©. Liliepthal, do you swear that the testimony

you are to give the Bnard shall be the truth, the whole truth

<

higs

end nobthing wat thae truth, =0 help you God?

o, LILIENTHAL: 1 do, .
Wheraunon,
DAYID B, LILIENTHAL
was called oz 2 witness, and having beor first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:
ME, GHAY: You are un doubt femiliar with the so-

called periury statotes, I sheouald ke glad to read the

penaities, if wou wish,

THZ WITHESE: 1 aw iamiliar with thewm,

M, GEAY: 1 glowld like to sey to you, ir,
Lilienthnl, that if durivrg the course ol your testimony, it

should dovelop that you re aboust to discuss restricted data,
I would appraciste your letting wme know so that the
necessary geturity precaviicns might be taken.

Ttz further obssrvation I would have to weu is
that we fres? these proceedings as confidential beitween the
Atomic Energy Comnission officlials and Dr. Oppenieimer and
his representatives and witnesses. The Commission will

i

L)

dtiate vo mublio relgases with respect to these nrocesedings
abvd we axpress the hope that witnesses will follow the same

coursa,
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THE WIBVEBE: Yaog, 1 certainly shall not initiate
any public statement,
DIRECT EXAMINATION

3% MR. SILVERMAN:

¢ Yz, Lilienthal, wvhat is your present occupation?
£ 1 am in privatebusiness in New York City as advisor

on industrial watters %o financial and industrial evtarprises.
1 am also z corporate officer as chairman of the bnoard of
the Miparals and Chemical Gowpany.

S Bo you have any government employment or positicn

at this tiwme?

A I do not,
) You were formerly Chairman of the Atomic Energy

Cemnigaion?
£ I was betwoen Lats Cctober 1946 and the 15th of

Februayy 1950,

o I think you said at & p.m,

A Ves, at & p.m,

Q Yhen did you first meet Dr. Oppenbeimer?

£ On the oocasion of the brivnging together of a

board or gpanel -~ 2 board of consultants or panel -- by the

Daparcwent of State in Janunary 19246. That panel was organized

under o cenmittes called the Secretary of State's Committee,
The purpose of the pcnel and the directiomsof the

panel were to seek to find some basis for a plan or program
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for the imtaernationmal control of atomic weapoms. There
were five meubers of this pinel designated, I think, by the
Secretary ol State, or porhaps by the Under Secrelary of |
State , Mr. Acheson, and Dr. Oppsnheimer was one cf those
panel menbers,

o Azd vyou were the chalrwan ofthe pavel?

£ I wag the chairmarn of the panel. The othor mewmbers

o

were My, Harry Winne, vice president of Genaral Elactvic
Company at shat time, Dr, Charles A. Thomas, who was then
executive vice president of the Monsanto Chemical Ccoumpany
and now its president, Hr. Chester Barard, then prasident
of the New Jersey Telephene Company, and Hr., Oppenheimor.

Q. Will wvou tell us something of how much contact
vou hed with Dr., Oppenheimer during the work om this pansel?

& The panel wvas convensd and met briefly with the
Secretary of State’'s Comwittae. Perhaps I should
indiéate the persompel of that committee. This was the first
meeting with Dr. Oppunheimer, Thi committee consisted of
Under Cecratary Acheson --- perhaps Assistant Secretary at
that tims -~- John MeCloy, G@h@ral Leslie R? Groves, President
Consnt cf Harvard, and Dr, Vannevar Bush, Chairman of the Joint
Resesrch Board of the Deﬁenge Establishuent,

That wmeeting with this top committee was briefed

and then this board of consultants virtually lived together

for six or seven weeks until we finally presented our report




Lo she coswittes which we voportaed.

3 Yher you say yvou vivtually Tived together, you
mean you spent substatially ail the time fegather?
A Yog, with the oxcoption of & fow breaks, we had
domriticd cuvrselves %o devote all of our time to “his
proflem uptil ve gither s2id we cmldn’t think of canything
usaful or cape up with a rejort.

Thiz we did, so w2 worked together here as a
group, we Ynvelsd about thz country, seeipg the various atomic
energy installations, for some of us the first fine ~- Oak
Ridge, oLeos Alewmosz, Hanford, and so on,

In this process of course we came to know oach

othexy jguite well, Ve then came back to Washington and spent

a good wany days in the process of Jointly drafting our repord.
o Yas Dr. Opparbeimor getive in this work?

s, ha was indeed.

8] ¥ould vou tell us somathing about the positions

shat Jr., Cpeoenhsimer toock and the work he did gn the drafting
cf that report, psriticularly as it bears on his astitude

Toward Lhe wreblowm presented by our relations with Russia?

S5
N

‘think the theme cf this group in whichr Dr,
Cppruhaimer 's views contributed substantially was Lthat we
shoxld Try Lo abscerb the facts about atomic energy and seo
f we could acht cons up with some practical, we hoped, and

workablio snd acceapiable systen of conurol gnd proitection for
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A v
the United Stotes and for the worid., 8o Dr. Oppeabkeiner's
appreach ag the rest of us was first Te ascertain the facts
2z & matter of techrolegy and so on, O0f courge, L that

vospect he and Dr. Thomes were veally teachers for the resst

of vs. Then ag o pelicy, 1 can recall perhaps a few

D

iilustrative instances.

Dr, Oppenheimer -~ and there was uvnanimity on this
brt he certainly probably initisted the idea, and cerdainly
precsed it and elaborated it -- which relates to the
attitude of Russia snd Soviet Communism, the first idea we
discussed was that of ipnternsti-nal ingpection of countries
in the Unived ¥ations, to sec wiether they were caxxying on
atomic wesason enlerprises,

This we rejeclied and 2n important part of cur
reascning for wejecting it was that it was rmot a froloroof
moethcd., Sowathing wmove thip inspection would bé NECeBSary,
that without internationzl owpership and controil ol the raw
materials and the operstiorns in the atomic emergy field, the
United Stutes could not trust the Russians merely by
inspection %o comply with the raguirements of this scheme.

“he actual development of this idea that inspection
wes inadeguate to protect curselves from the Russians orx
was inadeguate ides to go hefora the world with, the
protection of the world was largely formulated by Dr,

Oppenheimer and technical associates of his like Dr. Bacher,



who hed studied the physice’ problem of the ease with

which inspeation could be avoided by an operating organization
in Bussia as distinguished irowm having a United Nations

cperat ing and marpagzuent team running the plant, that

serindic inspection we n 7 fooalpr: 3 G o
sexiodi spaatio as not a foolproof system

=

o

8 I your view wes tho r@p@rt o7 that panel one that
was reasosnasly soft or what haove you in respect tco the hope
of coopevaticn or with respesct o what one could expecs:
from the RBuszians?

A W2 tried to wmake 1% as nearly foolproof as we could,
There was 2arly discussicn that any proposal that a Uniﬁed
Natiore operating orpanization ghould operate a gasseous
diffusiocn plant within Russia would obviously conflict with
the Russian views about the Iron Curtain amd access of
forveigrers and soO on.

Tre guestiorn whe vraised first by Myxr. Wipne, as %o

-whether 1t xade eny sense to maks a propesal which wa were

Sx

pratty sure the Fugsilans would reject. We cencluded, and 1
took responsibility for ithis idea initially, that we should
presont an idea we c¢could steand for, leaving theguestion of

)

whaether it should be submitted to the Russians with a
rathar strong likelihood of it being rejected; to oithers,
1t was our Jjob tco develop a workable foolproof

sygtem, Tharvefors, to answer your question asbout dnominating

this, I thizlk we did devise what would be called a thugh
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program. This was reviewed later by Mr. Baruch and his
associates. They accep:ed these essentials and they toco
ware insistent on what lir, Baruch called a foolproof system,

a tough system.

Q And Dr, Oppenbigimer was in accord with thistough
system?

A Yes, and contributed a great deal to it,

¢ ¥hen did you say you became Chairman of the AEC?

A I think it was the 28th of October, 1944,

G Some time after you became Chairman was the

questicn of Dr. Oppenheimer's past associations and his left

wing activities and so on ¢alled to your attention?

A fes, it was,
Q ¥1i11 you tell us the circumstances of that, please?
5 The Board will recall that there is a kind of grand-

fabher claise in the Atowic Energy Act, by which tlose who
ha¢ been <cloared under the Manhattan District contiguedto
hold their clearances -- I have not looked at this provision
for some tTiwme ~-~ but the effect is to hold their clearances
until a rzoxasination by the FBI was made, and the question
is reexamined on the bacsis of rew additional information, or
something 5o that effect.. So we had a numbér of such
reexarinations coming to us,

[ have located the date of March 8Bth as being the

dzte on which 1 appeared -- give or take a day or so -- a
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call irom Hr. Hoover saying he was sending over by special
messenger an. important file involved in this reexanination,
1 received thig file, It relafed to Dr. Oppenheimer,
It cortained in it 2 great deal of information from the
Marhattan Digtrict, and perhaps sowme subsequent investigation,
1 called the Commissioners together on the 10th, The day
of Mr, Hoover's call appears to be Saturday. 1In any e¢vent,
I called the Commissioners together om a Monday, March the
10th in tho morning, I believe,
The existence of this sort of information Iddid mnot
know up until that time, and I don't think any of us did,
unless perhaps Dr, Bacher did.
¢ You say you called tﬁe Commission togethsex., Vho
was present at the meeting?
i} My recollection is that all the Commissioners were
present. This would be Dr. Robert F, Bacher, who was at the
Los Alamos project during the war, Sumner T. Pike, Louis L,

Strauss and Wesley W, Waymack.

O Will you tell us what happened at that Eommission
meeting?
£ Commission Eonference would be the best description

because it continued for some time, It was very informal,
Ve had this file which I requested all the Commissioners to
vead. 1t was not necessary to request them to because it

was obviously a matter of great interest and importance,
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Instead of delegating this to someone else, it seemed clear
that we should do the evaluating, since the responsibility of
deciding what should be done, if anything, was ours. So we )
did begin a reading of this file around the table in my

office in the New State Building, and then later as time

went on, members would take all or parts of their file to
their offices and so on.

One of thefirst things that was observed was that
although this file did contain derogatory information going
back a number of years, it did not contain any reference, as
far as 1 recall, or at least any significant reference, to
the work that Dr., Oppenheimer had done as a public servant,

Q Let me interrupt you for a moment. You have seen
the Commission’'s letter of December 23, 1953, which suspended
Dr., Oppenheimer's clearance,

A I have,

Q So far as you can recall what is the relationship
between the derogatory information contained in that letter
and the material that was before you sent to you by Mr. Hoover
in 19477

A From my careful reading of the Commission’'s letter
and my best recollection of the material in that file, and
the‘charges cover substantially the same body of information--

Q Except for the hydrogen bomb stuff, of course,

A Yes, up to the point of 1947, 1 suppose.
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Q ¥ou were saying that you found that the file
contained dercogatory information, but did not contain affirma-
tive matter, shall we say?

A It did not contain any information about those who
workéd with Dr. Oppenheimer in the Manhattan District. So we
asked Dr. Vannevar Bush, who we knew had been active in the
pre-Manhattan District enterprise, as well as since that
time, and ﬁr. James Conant, both who happened to be in town,
to come in and visit us about this file, They expressed
themselves about Dr. Oppenheimer and his loyalty and
character and associations and particulaxrly the degree to
which he had contributed to the military strength cf the
United States.

| 1 called Secretary Paterson, or someone did, to ask
him to request General Groves, under whom Dr, Oppenheimer
had served, be asked to supply 2 statement about his opinion
about Dr., Oppenheimer and the circumstances under which he
was selected and kept as Director of the Laboratory.
We discussed this with Dr, Bush and Dr. Cotnant

during that day and 1 think into the next day.

Q = Did you ask Dr. Bush or §r. Conant for anything
in writing?

A I don't know whether they volunteered or Whéther
we asked, but certainly they did provide ﬁritten stateﬁents

more or less following the line of their oral statements,
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Yesterday 1 had an opportunity to read those and
refresh my recollectipn on them, I take it they arve in the
files,

MR, SILVERMAN: Does the Board have Dr, Bush's
letter and Dr, Conant's letter?

MR, GRAY: 1 am sure we do,

MR, ROLANDER: They are a part of the filss,

MR. GRAY: Was there also a written statement by
General Groves?

MR, SILVERMAN: That is already in the recoxd at
page 582, or something like that. Unless there is scome
other written statement I don’t know about,

MR, GRAY: I am asking for information,

MR, ROLANDER: General Groves' statement was read
into the recoxrd the other day.

THEWITNESS: Then fhere was a letter from
Secretary Paterson to us on the same subject.

MR. ROLANDERK: That is a part of the file.

MR, SILVERMAN: I wonder if this might not be an
appropriate time to read those into the record, sir,

MR, ROBB: Go ahead.

MR, SILVERMAN: I don’'t have them,

MR, ROBB: The file contains a letter of General
Groves which has been read into the record. A letter from

ilr, Conant, and a letter from Mr. Paterson. 1 am sure
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somewhere in here there is a letter from Mr, Bush., The
Chairman has it now. It also contains for your information -~
when that was received 1 am not sure -- the citation which
accompanied the medal for merit which was awarded to Dr,
Oppenheimer,

MR.‘SILVERMAN: That 1 think has already been read
into the record,

MR. ROEB: I think so, But that is in the file,

THE W&TNESS: As I recall, this was on the
recommendation of General Groves. I probably had seoen it at
that time,

MR, ROBB: The medal for werit citation apparently
was sent to Mr., liliemthal and a letter f?om Georgae M, |
Elsey dated 14 March 1947,

MR, SILVERMAN: Did it say who Mr, Elsey wasg?

MR, ROBE: I can't read it here, 'Commander, USNR."™
1 guess he was secretary or something of the Board.

THE WITNESS: 1f I way, I can identify him, He
was - ir the White House staff, assistant to Clark Clifford.

>MR° ROBB: I will read it if you want.

"The White House

"Washington

"14 March 1947

"Memorandum for: Mr. Lilienthal,

“The members of the Medal for Merit Board who




vacomrended (o the Presidept ia January, 194€, that Dr. J., =,
Oppenheimer be awarded the MHedal for Meorit, were: Cwen J.

Roberts, Chaivman, Williszm Knudsaen, and Stephen Early,

"Richmond ©, Keech, Adwinistrative Assisfant to

the President, was Secretary to the Board,
"Gioneral Xpudsen hos since resigned as a wenbor of
the Bozvd and has been suvccesded by Chief Justice D, Lawronce

Gronzr nf ¢he Tnited States Couri of Appeals for the Distri

of Columbin. BMr. Xeech, alttough ne longer Aduministrative

Assistant 4o the President, remains Secretary %o the Beard,
"E copy of the Bxecutive Order and a copy of the

Regulations governing the Medal for Merit are enclosed.

"Respectfiully, Gaeorge M., Elsey, Commander, USNR,."

ME, SILVERMAN: 1 would like at this point tc read
the letters from Dr, Bush and Dr, Ceonant and Socrefary
Patarson.

¥R, ROBB: 1 have here the original of the letfar
from Dv., Bust dated Varch 11, 1947, The original of ths
letter from Zemeral Grovaes duted March 27, 1947, which I
be lieve is‘air@aﬁy in the record.

MR, SILVERMAK: Thot is aiﬁéady in the record.

MR, ROPB: The original of the letter from Mr.
Pathorson dated March 25, 1947, The original of the letter
'from Mr, Copant dated March 29, 1947. I will band these

all o yvou, sir.
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Hil, SILVEASAN: Thang you very wmuch, With the
permission of the Board --

MR, GEAY: Ezxguse ﬁe for the interruption, I
think we willi proceed with the presentation c¢f theso letters
and then brezk for lunch, 1 am afraid if our =xperience with
other witnoesses iz any indicaticn, we will probably have to
ask ycu %o come back after luanch, Mr. Lilienthal,

THE WITYESS: 7 would like to express thoe hope
that I would bo able to finish today so I car get back to
work, bult I of ccurzse will be bazk after luaeh.

(Discussion off the record.)

M3, BILVERMAN: It is agroed that these lettcrs
will go into the record.

Mr. Robb has alresdy identified the lettars. They
will be rvead into ths recerd. They will be transcribed into
the record at this point, tke letter of Marck 11, 1947, om
the lettorhead of the Joint Besearch and Development Board
to My, David E., Lilienthal, Chairman, signed "V, Bush,
Chairmen”., The letter of March 24, 1947, on the War Department
letterhead alrsady read intc the record once, and I ses no
reason to read that in again,

The letter of Robert T, Patterson, Sécretary of
War, on War Department letiterhead, stamped secret, I may say,
to Fonorablz David E. Lilienthal. The ldtter of March 29,

184%, frxom Zx. Conant to Mr., Lilienthal.



{(The letiters are a3 follows:)

The JdJoint Regearch and Developmernt Board

"Fashington 23, D C.

"March 11, 1947

"dr, Devig E, Liiientaal, Chairman

Phomic Ernergy Commisaion,

"Yeow Wer Department Buildiag,

ashingten 25, D, C,

Tlaar Mr; Liliernthaly

“4% ovr conferepce yesterday you asked nme o comment
copeeraning Dr. J. Ecbart Oppenheimer, and I am very glad o
40 0,

"Or, Cppecheimer is one of the great physicists of
this couniry, or of the world for that matter, PFricr to thae
war he was on the staff of the University of Califcornis, aund
was regarded cs fleadey in the theoretical aspects of atomistics
and siwilar subjects of physics, Shortly after the army
entered into whe development of z2tomic energy, he was given &
very inmportans appointment by Geperal Groves., Thisg appaimtment
made him Directcr of the Laboratory at Les Alawmos, which was
in all prodobliity the wmost importaant post held by any
civilian scientist in conmection with the eptire effort,

Ganeral Groves undoubtedly made this appeointment after a vary

),

ceveful study of the entire affair from all angles, as this

was his custon on iwportant apointments., Subsequent
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developrents pade it very clesx that ro error had been wmade

A

in this connection, for Dr., Oppenheimer proved hiwself to be

<

not only & great physicis%, but also & man of excellent
judgment and 2 real leader in the entire effort, In fact, it
was due to the extraofdinary accomplishments of Opponheimer
and his associates thst the ;ob was completed on fime,
Subsequent to the gnd of the way Drx., Oppenlieinmer basg had a
numnber of inportant appointuwents., He was invited by Secretary
Stimson as one of the scientists consulted by the Secretaries
of War and Havy in conmection with the work of the Intexrim
Committee. He was appointed by the State Department as a wember
of “he Eoard which drew up theplan on which iir, Baruch based
his program. He hzs recently been appointed by the President
as a member of the General Advisory Committes ofyour
organization. I have appointed him a member of the Committee
on 4Atowmic Energy of the Joint Research and Davelopment
Board. A1l of thiz has followed from his extraordinary war
record in which he made a unigue and e%ceedingly important
contribution to tha succass of tthe war effort of this country.
"I know him very well indeed and 1 hage personally
great éonfidence in hig judgment and integrity.

"Vexy truly yours”, sigoned "V. Busih, Choirman,”




Ywas Do E;gl"ﬁ’m@nt .

"Ion, Devid E, Lilienthal

"Chaivwen, Atomic Energy Commissicn,

"Dyplic Health Service Building,

"Washingten, D, C.

"Dear dr., Lilienthal:

"In connectionwith yvour inguiry akowt Dr, J. Robort
Oppenheimar, a woembar of the Geaeral Advisory Commitiee Lo
the Atomic Znergy Commission, I am glad to furnish the
follewing informetiocn,

"It is my vnderstandiag that Dr, Cppenh@imgr ig a
leading physicist of the werld. During the war ha held the
key post ol Director of the Los Alamos Laboratory under the
Manhation District ¥roject, which as you know was the
enterprise under the War Department responsible for
develonment of the atomic ktowb. His jerformance in thet post,
under dirvectior of Gemeral Grovas, was a brillian?t success.

"For bis ¢xcepticnally meridtorious service, he was
rvocoawended by Ceneral Groves to receive the Medal for Herit
in August 18435. This recoumendation was approved by
Secretary of War Stimson, and the award was wade wy the
Medal of Morit Bozrd appointed by the Presideft,

"Or, Oppenheimer was alsoappointaed by the War
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Deparfznt to be a member of the Adviscry Panal of Scientists,
to assigt the Interim '"Committee designated by Secrotory
Stimson in lay 1945 to recommond policies in regard to the
atomic bowk and toisuggesticn legislation concerning stomic
grergy. I met Dr. Oppenheirer several times in the ccurseof
this work znd received a wmost favorable impression of his
ability, Jjuvdgment, character, and devotion to duty,

"Jr. Oppenheimer was recently appointed by Dr,
'Vanmevmr Bush, Chairman of the Joint Hesearch and Dovelopuent
Board of the Var Dapartwment and Navy Departmeat, tc be a
member »f the Comwifttee on Afomic Energy under thst Board.

"1 am dvclosing with this letter a aemorandum sub--
mitted %o me by General Groves velative to th2 lovelty of
Dr. Opponheimeor,

"In conclusion, I should say that from ny kncwledge
of the work that bhe has dong toward wmaking th2 atomic bemb a
success and in olher mattars related to atomic emorgy, I
have confidence ip his character amd loyalty to the United
States.

"Sincerely yowsz," signed"R@bert F, Patterson,

Secretary ol flar."

"Harvard University
"Cawbridge, Massachusetis

"Jarch 27, 1947,
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wnov ledgae, bord work, and loyal devotion wade poscible 4ho

devolopeant of =hoe bomb in o and the Japanese war,

3% personal acyuaintaaceship with Dy,

H
3
3
-
£
!
g
-
3
9
ey
et
[$%)

Cppeaheiner staviad in the 341, From them antil

the preosont day § have seen him intimately and discusszd with

Bip ail s quistions, During the war 1 visited Los

Alawmog freguenitly and in o doing came tc know him very wall,

the way, ¥ hove discussed not only atomic encrgy fov
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has vaaged ovor the whole field of American nolit les and
foreign policy, Therefore, 1 feel sure that the utat@ments
that I wake about him are basaed or an intimate zpowledge of
the wan, hisz viowe, and his emotional reactiions.
"I ean say without hesitation that ther~s can be

absoluiely 70 guestion of Dr, Gopenheimer'’s loyaliy.

)

Furthermore, an stete categorically that, in my opinion,
his atsituds about the future course of the United States
Governnent in maitters cof high policy is im accordeonce with ithe
sound@st Am@éicaﬁ tradition., He is not sympathetic with the
sotalitarian vegizs in Russia and his attituede towards that

nation is, {from wmy point of view, thoroughly sound and hard

headed. Therefore, any rumor that Dr. Oppenheimer i

0}

sympathetically irclined toward ths Communists or towards

b

Rugsia is an aossurdity. As I wrote above, I base this statoven
oo what 1 consider intimate knovledge of the workings cf his
mind,

"3y the time ¢f Dr. Oppenheimer’s entering the work
on atonic GHATEY 1 heard tha% there was soms guestion of
his c¢learan?e by the security agencies, 1 under@ﬁanﬁ that
was based oz his sssocistions prior to 1839 and his 'left wing'

Gime, 1 have no knowledge of Dr,

=
3
—a

sympathies 3t &I
Oppanhaeimor prévicus to the summer of 1941, but 1 say
arphositatingly thet whetever the record might show as to his

political sympathies at that time or his associatioms, I would
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not deviate from my preseant opinion, vamely, that a more
loyal and souwid Americam citizen capnot be found in the whole
United States.
"Very sincerely yours”".signed, "James &, Copant,

Prezident.”

MR, GEAY: The recnrd will show that the menbers
of the Board have read these letters. Each mamber of the
Board has read all of these letters,

Can you give we an indication, Mr. Silverman, of
what length of time your questicning way consume? 1 am not
going to try to hold you to it,

ME, SILVERMAN: I undorstand that, sir, A1l
lawyers know that there is o meore unreliable answer than
thatof g 1awyef as %o how long he is going to take, T would
guess.that our direct examination will probably ccnsune
approrimately sm heour. I used the word '"guess' in its
sharpest meaning.

ME. GRAY: Let us proceed now for 153 wminutes and
then take & break for lunch,

BY MR. SILVERMAN:

Q Vino was present at this oonference of the
Commissicnexrs on March 10th br thereabouts?
A My recollection is that all the Commissioners,

and that from time to time we may have -- 1 am not clear on
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this -- but wa prabably called in the acting security officer
and other staff pocple. I am rvrather vague on thasd,
Q %¥ho were the meoubers of the Ccmmiseion Lhat ware
present?
(Discussion off the record,)

THE WITHESS: All the members of the Comnission,

BEY MR, SILVERNAN:

Q Sid yeu give the names of them?
& Has,
Q2 Thank you., Did you then take the watter wvwp wizh

anyore in the cffice ol the President?

A os. This would be March 11, on the Tuosday
following <he Monday 1 have refsrred to, Dr, Bush and 1 wads
an appointment with Clark Ciifford, the President's coumswi,
and asikoed him to ¢all the President’'s attention €t this file.

The reasop for doing this was that we wore a 1ittle
upcaertain about our role here, The waombers of the GAC under
the law were appointed by %the President and not by the
Comwission. They were pot subject to Senate confirwation,
but they were Presidential appointess, It seemed important
to call this matter %o his attention %o make sure that the
President was wade aware of this file; This was the
purposa of our call,

it was left that Mr. Clifford would advise fhe

President and weould send wor d %0 us if there were fuvther
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time and couvld inform the committes to the ezfient that the
committes wanted further inforwtion,

I think that covers what was done at thet time,
excopt that we veacthed a conclusion, The conclusion was
that on the whole se% of circumestances, there did not seenm to be
any occasion for cancelling or withdrawing the clesrance or
taking any other aztion.

Q This '0f <ourse was after the Atomic Energy Act was
in effect?

A Yes., Ve were'organized under the Atomic Energy
Act. There was one further thivg that we decided we should
do, and that was to5 communicate with Mr. Hoover, the
Director of the Federal Bureau cf Imvestigation, for the
purpose of seeing whether there was anything that had come
in this file since he ¢alled me ox whether we were properly
construing the facls in the file, I did call on Mr., Hoover.
I have refreshed my recolilection on this obviocusly or 1
wouldn't remember it without it. It was on the 26th
March, My cffice diary shows that 1 called‘on him pn the
25th of HMarch, and discussed this file with him,

Q Will you tell us of that discussion?

A Whethey dr,. Hoover had one oi his associates there
or not, 1 aw not sure, but ircm the Ccmmission it was Mr.
Joseph Volipe, Jr., Députy Geperal Counsel at that time. 1 am

net too clear, but I think the Acting Security Officer was
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with us, whose uname was Tom Jones, My recollesction is not
too ciear here. My recollection of that conversation is as
folliows:

First there seemed to be genseral agreemmat, or
1 expressed the view that here was a man who had ceorisinly
contributed a great deal to the military strergth of the United
States under circumstances of great difficulty and so on.
Everyore we had consulted who had worked witk him and anawing
them, Dr. Bush, General Groves and solnn, were cleawr that
this wes true, that he had done a good job, Mr., Hoover said
there could not be any guestion about that,

Then the question was discussed as to the reolevance,
as to the weight %o be given this long seriss of asscociations
with Teft wing aund crackpot and Communistic sorts of
organizations or paeople of which the record contained a great
deal of information. On this 1 reported toMr. Hoover that we
would iike to kunow whether there wis something in this
that we had wissed but that our eyaluation of it was that
on the whole record in view of what had happeored since that
time thet Dr, Oppenheimer had proved by his work, by his
activities, by the things he had done for this country, that
he was not only loyal, but that he had character that wmade
him suitable as zn emplovee of the Atomic Energy Commission,

Then Mr. Hoover said --this is my impression - of

course, lr. Hoover makes it a point not to evaluate these



reporis, 1 have dealt with him on a rumber o these things.

He very likely did not evaluate it., Fut when I agked him

if theré was anything that we had missed or any implication
that we had not sezn that perbaps hey with his cloger knowledge
of the file might see, he gaid, well, the only reservation:
he had was that he didn't like that episode about -- what is
his name, a French nane,

bE, EVANZ: Chevalier,

THE WITNESS: Yes, Chevalier. Thaw Opperheimay
did report it finally, but he wsited an awful long timoe, and
he criticized that. He was quite critical of it. Of course,
I completely agreed with that,

Foyond that there was no further cowment about the
file, So we left with no snggestion from Kr. Hoover that
further investigation ought to be carried on or that the file
was incomplete, that there were things we didn't ‘now about.

I think thatis the lagt --

EY NR. SILVERMAN:

Q Was thers any suggestion by Mr. Hoover that the
explanation Dr. Oppenheimer had given of that incident.was
not correct, or don't you remember?

A ¥y recollection is that his criticism was that he
should kave reportead this to the authorities at once, instead

of waiting, I have forgotten how long 1t was, but it was

an intolerable period. 1t was weeks, I think, That was the



1229
peint of his commens.

Q “fter ttat, dd you report the resuli of this
interview to your fellow Commissioners?

A Yes. Either I wrote a mewmorandum adout it, or Mr,
Yolpe did., 1 ingrired at the Commission vestavday and find
that they were not able to locafie such a memovandum, but did
locate & mewmorandum to the files which I had 20t ceen, from
Mr. 30&@5. That is the oaly one that they have been gble to
dig up. I think there is & report by Volpe as well, but it
has not been located vet,

MR, SILVEEMAN: May I inquire, do you have Mr,
Volpe's report?

MR, ROBR: Vo, siv, I have cne by Mr., Jones. Do you
want to read it im the rscord?

MR, SILVERMAN: Np, I think not at “his point,

THE WITNES3: 1 did read thet yesterday and I am
familiar with its contents.

BY MR. SILVERMAN:

Q As a result of Mr. Volpe's report - Was Mr . Jones
present at the conferemce of the Commissioners?

A He didn’'t say so in his memorandum and I am not
clear on this. 1 am rater assuming that he must have Dbsen
but he reports what he understood went on., He very likely
was., L am a little £fuzzy about that.

MR, SILVERMAN: In the interest of continuity, we
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might Jjust as wail put Mr. Joues' memorandum in,

MR, ROBE: 1 might say, Mr, Chairman, by way of
explapnation that cf course ordiharily the Atomic Lneargy
Commission 4reats as copfidential any discussions between it
and its representatives and My Hoover, However, 1 think
since the witness has goune into this matter, that it is
entirely appropriate for me to yvead this memorandum:

"gffice Meworandum United States Governunent

"Date: March 27, 1947

"To: File

"From: T, O. Jomes (ink initials TOJ)

"Subject: J. Robert and Frank Oppeanheimer.

"4t a meeting held on Tuesday, March 25, 1947,
between representaltves of the Atomic Energy Commigssior and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and attended both by Mr,
Lilienthal and Mr, Hoover, there¢ was gome discussion on the
case of the Oppenteimer brothers, Certain comments made by
Mr ., Hoover appear of particular interest.

"Concerring Frank, Mr. Hoover consistently expressed
himself as feeling that there was no guestion of hig "
the ﬁofd as typed did not have the "un” in front oi it and
the "un' is written in longhand,” and beside the word is
written in again in leonghand "TOJ" -="undesirability
Although Mr., Hoover would doubtless dislike to be put in the

position of evaluating the information om Framnk, nevertheless




it is fslv that tre impression he left‘at this meeting should
be carefully considered if at any future tima it is proposed
to reiastate Frank's clearance for Restricted data,

"Iin the case of J, Robert, thos e present all secmed
keenly alive to the unique contributions he has made and may
be expected to continue to make., Further, there seemed
gereral agreement on his subversive record... that while he
may at one time have bordered upon the Communistic,
indications are that for some time he has steadily moved
away from such a position, Mr, Hoover himself appearcd to
agree tn this stand with the one reservation, which he stated
with some emphasis, that he could not feel compleiely
satisfied in view of J. Robert's failure to repori promptly
and accurately what wmust have beemed to him anaztitempt at
espionage in Berkeley,

"Mr, Lilienthal menticmed that the general gquestion
of J. Robert Oppenheimer's clearance had been discussed with
Secretary Patterson, General Groves and Drs. Bush and Conant,
and that all four were writing letters to him endorsing J.
Robert Oppenheimeyr. Mr, Hcover said he would be glad to
have such letters for the completion of his files and was
told that he would be provided with copies.

"(Note: Origirnal copy placed in J. Robert's File,

Cc placed in Frank's File,)"
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BY MR, SILVERNAN:

Q Doeg that accord with your recollection?

A ot guite, but it certainly is not very far off,
Whera my recollsction varies with this is nbt that Mr, Hoover
was not critical cf the Chevalier incident and thy laxity of
reporting, bu®%t I don't recall his saying that he was nct
satisfied with the man, My recollection was that he wa not
satisfied With the way Oppechelmer had behav2d in not
vepopting thig prouptly. Except for that, I think roughly -
I certainly left with the impression that Mr. Hoover would
have said s2bout J. Robert what he said about Frank if he
felt that this gualification was a very strong ons., He
certainly ¢id not say that.,

Q You reported back to your fellow Commissioners this
conversetion with My, Hoover?

A Yes, 1 am 3 little puzzled why this memorandum
was pot sent to thes Commission or me and why it went to the
files and that is #dy I think there is also a nemorandum from
Volpe tce the files bacause that was our regular practice,

Q Ags a resualt of this review and discussiocn withMr,
Hoover and so on, that you have described, what dig the

‘ Commission do?

A The Conmission concluded not to cancel or whatever
the term is, not to cancel the clearance -- I suppose that is

the way tco say it. 1 believe the forw this took was a decision




1233
to continue the clearance., I think that is the way it took,
Actually it was not until August that I find in the minutes
of the Commission any reference to that action, The reference
in August relates to February, and 1 am sure the Secretary
was wrong., It wag.actually in March.

MR, HROB3: How is that again?

THE WETNESS: in Avgust --

FR, SILVERMAN: Perhaps we could haove this a little
more preciss, 1 will call the attention of the Board and of
Mr ., Robb to pages 80 and 81 of the record in this case at
whidah point Mr. Garrison referred to a letter he had from
Mr, William Mitchall, General Counsel, dated January 135, 1954,
that the Commission will be prepared to stipulate as follows
for purposes of the hearing:

"On August 6, 1947, the Commission recciled clearance
of Dr. J, Fobert Oppesheimer, which it hoted bhad been authoriged
in February 18247."

MR, R20BB: That is correct. I thought Mr,
Lilienthal thought that was not right.

MR, SILVERMAN: Myx. Lilienthal will now gtate
what he wag saying.

THE WITHESS: 1 find that the minute entry of
this clearance which Should have appeared in the minutes of
February or March, at the time that it took place, actually

appears as far as I can tell in the minutes of August as of



March.

MR, RCBE: As of February.

THE WITNESS: As of February.

ME, BOBE: It is February, is it no{?

MR, STILVERMAN: 1 got it.

\ HR° RCBE: 1 am agreeing with you, but apparently
Mr., Lilienthal is not.

ME, SILVERMAN: BMr. Liliemthal is azreeing with all
of us. The wiputes show the thing and his recollection of
the date is different.

THE WITNESS: 1 think there is a very g@asy
explanation. |

BY MR, SILVERMAN:

Q %ouldgou give it, please?

A The Secretary of the Commission in August was Nr.
Bellsley, who had the chore of bringing the minutes up to
date during the period when the Commission was on the Hill
most of the time on confirmation hearings., Ha himself had
not attended these early and informal meetings, and I think
thiz probably accounts for the fact he thought it was
February. 1t could not have been February, be2cause the file
did not reach us until March. But the minutes, of course, are
right and state it was in February.

Q ¥as the Joint Committee on Atomic Eaergy familiar

with Dr. Opperlheimer's report?
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A Yes. you mean the committee with this file?
Q Not thies file, but this record.
A They were certainly familiar with Dr., Oppenheiumer,

He was an advisor to the committee,
Q Did they know about his leff wing activities, or
don't you kunow?
A T don’'t know about theﬁ as of this time,
Later on this file wasbtransmitﬁed to the Joiat Committes
and examined by them, along with a lot of other files,
MR, GRAY: If you are not on the file any further,
I will ask that we recess for lunch.
(Thereugon at 12:50 p.m., a recess was %taken until

2:00 p.w., the sanme day.)




ATTERINOGON SﬁSSI@N 3 p.r.

Mi. GReY: The proceeding will begir.

Me. GAERISON: My, Chairman, could I talik to you
for a noment about procedure?

MR. GRAY: Yes.

T, GACLRIBON: I have had literally threc nminujos
o talk to D, Cpprenheimer cbout this problen and no tinc to
consult witl my asseociatces. This is what I would 1lke €o
suggest to the DBoard about Dr. Oppenheimer's cirect exanina-
tien. I would iike to stzte the request first and then

give you wny reasons.

I would like to ask the privilege of the loard (o
adjourn at lunch time tomorrow and carry through with i
witnesses ip the morning, some of whom are going to ha?n 50
spend the night here even though they were scheduled fox
today, and give us an aiternoon off sc we can do some wors
and then put Dr. Oppevheimer back on the stand, if that is
the righ?% term, on Thursday mornipg ard as much of the day
as you wish %o devote to him,

I thinl our redirect examination will not be very
extersive. Tkoow Tthat there will be cross examinatioﬁ atter
that.

Now I woulid 1like to state the reason for this. It

is nct that I have any need of elaborate prepcratisn, but

T ané ny associates are too physically and enotionally worn
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down by having to do all the work cutside of hesec hecarings
at night that I am just not really in a position to do

what counsel shopld do, which is to sit down qguictly with
Dr. Oppenheimer and go over the tranpscript and nmake a prepé—
ration,

I don’t want to expand on that ﬁlea unless the
Board wante me ©o go into it further. I am just ftelling
you thatl am nearly at the end beczuse of the pressures
that have come upon us all.

I know of the Board's m&st carnest desire, and I
know the time proklem that ir. Robb faces, cul off Irom
his practice -~ I am cut off from mine, too ~- and I don't
want any spaecial favors. I just want a chance to have a
little time. I would be most loathe to make that reguest
if I felt that‘thereby I would be forcing the hearings
into another week. But as I look at the calendar and note
what progress we jave been making I think it is now clearly
not going to be possible to have both redirect and the
lWlance of the witresses concluded by Friday night.

I might suggest a possible alternative which would
not lose even half a 2ay, and that is to put Dr. Oppenheimer
back on the stand Monday morning. DPersonally I would prefer
to have it on Thursday and then be done with it., Bu t I
just can't do this thing tonight for tomorrow. I just can’t

Mr. Chairman.
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MR. GRAY: You made the requaest of the Bozyrd and
I think before I respond to it, I would feel that I should
consult the other members of the Board about the request.
I don't want the record to reflect my consultation with the
menbers of the Doard.
| M. RCBB: May I say before theBoard withdrave
that Mr. Garrison curteously presented. this to me 'in privanie
conversation and asked me my views upon it, and I told hinm
that although I could recognize his difficulties that I
nevertheless could noct endorsec his reguest because I felt
that such a procedure was somcwhat out of the ordinary and
unusual and I was extremely anxious that this hearing
shoull both irn svbstance and in form take a normal course.
Is that zbout what I said to you?
MR. GARRISCN: Yes, indeed, iir. Robb, and it is a
fair comment. |
I think I said irp return that this was an inquiry
and not a trial, and Mr. Robb agreed with that. I under-
stand that in a trial the reasons for continuing the redirect
of a witness after the cross is the natural thing to do
before 2 jury oxr a judge. Most trials at law involve fairly
simple issues of fact. Here we are deaiing with a man’'s
whole life and it is quite a different thing, Mr. Chairman.
ME. GRAY: The Board will withdraw for a moment.

(Vhereupon, the Board withdrew from the hearing room.)
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MR, GRAY: IMr, Garrison, the members of the Boaxrd
have discussed your request, and asJI have expressed to you
several times, we are concerned about the fragmentation
which has been involved in the proceeding and continue to
be concerned about it.

Our personal preference, I thipk, ag individuals
and collzctively would be to proceed and not to take an
afterncon off because every day we Hake off row, it secms to
us, adds another one on the end, and that involves problens
for everybody concerned.

On the other hand, I believe the record of these
proceedings reflects clearly to this point our desire that
every courtesy and consideration and every possible effort
at fairness be demcnstrated to Dr. Oppenheimer. I am
authorized by my colleaguses on the Board to say for thém
and fgr myseif that whereas we regret very much this develop-
ment and thié kind of interrupti@n, failure to be able to
keep witnesses on as the whole story unfolds ?s they.éan
tell it, neverfheless we, pursuvant to your request and out
of consideration for Dr, Opponheimer will recess at the
lunch hour tomorrow or as soon thereafter as time may be
required to finish the witnesses who are here aznd will
proceed on Thursday morning with the redirect examination
of Dr. Oppenheinmer,

MR. GARRISON: Tharvk you, Mr. Chairmzn. I appreciate
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that very much. Part of the problem that we aave Iacsed
with thewitnesses was our desire to follow your own request
at the start of the proceedings so we have no gap at all,
and so we have tended to overload the witness schedule.

MR, GRAY: I understand.

MR, GARRISON: Siace they do come f:rom out of town,
it makes it unusually difficult. For example, Dr. TFermi ié
here as scheduled and he has a Chicago plane td make, Mr.
Lilienthal has to be in Camden tonight. Dr. Conant has
appointments with the Secretary, and so forth.

Il it is possible to do so, we would like toc put
Dr. Fermi cn zfter Dr. Conant because he is going to be vary
short and hasonly one thing to talk about, bui if you would
very much preier to resume with Mr. Lilienthal we will do
it that way.

M. ROBB: IMr. Chairman, I am doing the best I
can to accommcdate Mr., Garrison, but I am supposed to
examine these witnesses to develop facts. Although I appre-
ciate Mr, Garrison's problem, it is extremely diftficult for
me to listen to ons witness for 15 minutes and then have
him leave the stand and hear some other witnaess and ask him
questions and then come baqk‘to the first wiiness and maybe
have him go off and finally get around to exanining the
first witness., It is almost impossible to do that properly.

I do think that once we get Mr. Lilienthal back on
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the stand he ought to stay there until he is through.

MR, CGARRISON: I didn't mean to brealz him up in
fragments again. I meant to sandwich Dr. Fernmi in between
the two fragments of Mr. Lilienthal. I don't press it at
all, lir. Chairman.

Mi. GRAY: It seems to me that once !Ir. Lilienthal
is off the stand, Dr. Conant and Dr, Férmi come in. I am |
sorry to use the expression on the stand. As a witness in
the proceeding., We with respect to any other witness we
just won't interrupt them any more, Mr, Garrison.

MR. GARRISON: Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR.° GEAY: Do you wish to testify under dath?

DR. CONANT: Yeg, I would be glad to.

MR. GRAY: You are ﬁot required to, but all wit-
nesses to this point have.

Would you then please stand and raise your right
“hand?

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

DR. COWANT: I do.

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

It is my duty to remind you of the existence of

the so-called perjury statutes. I should be glad to give you
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more detailled information about them if that is necessary.
I assume that it is not. |

DR. CONANT: Quite so.

MR. GRAY: I should like to ask you, Dr. Conant,
if it becomes necessary in your testimony to refer to
Restrictod Data, thet you let me know in advanca so that
we may také necessary security precautions,

My f£inal observation to you a% this point is that
we treat these proceedings as confidential betwszen the
Commission and its officials and Dr. Oppenheimer and his
representatives and witnesses. The Commissionvwill take no
initiative in any public releasc with respect to these pro-
ceedings, We are expressing the hope that each witness
will take the same view.

DR. CONANT: Good,

Whereupon,

DR. JAMES B. CONANT
was called as a witness, having been duly sworn, was exXamined
and testified ass follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. GARRISON:

Q Dr., Conmant, just for the record, you are the
United States High Commissioner to Germany?
A That is correct.

Q And formerly President of Harvard University?
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A Quite so.

Q You are appearing here at our requesi?

A Yes, sir, at your reqguest,.

Q Would you state very briefly the course of your

acquaintance with Dr. Oppenheimsr?

A As I recall it, I must have met Dr, Oppenheimer
for the first time in the early discusssions o the atomic
bomb affair and then followed, of course, his vork at Los
Alamos and my capacity as scieptific advisor to General
Groves in which I was at Los Alamos quite often.

After the end of the war I saw him again in connecticn
with the so-called Acheson-Lilienthal report} I consulted
with hin occasionally in that connection and then again when
the General Advisory Committee to the Atomic Energy Commis~
sion was establicshed we met and he was elected chairman.

From then on I saw him quite ofter in connection with
those meetings. Then later when he was elected an overseer
of Harvard I saw him in that connectior. I should say a
few years ago he was on an informal committee of which I
was chairman, the Committee on the Present Danger.

Q You have read the Commission's letter of December
23, 1953, which initiated theée proceedings containing the
dexogatory information about Dr. Opperheimer?

A Yes, I have read it,

Q Have .you a comment to make on it?



A Yes, I have., I would iike to comment on it. I
would like to commeat on one éection pariicularly. Somewhora
in the Eetﬁer.it says that ¥the substance of the information
which raises the quéstion concerning your eligibility Zox
cmployment, referring to Dr. Oppenheimer, om Atomic Encrgy
work, is as follows, and then later it says thot it was
Zurther reported thmt in the avtumn of 1349 and subsequently
vyou strongly opposed the development of the hydrogen bomb;
cne, on wmoral grounds; two, by claiming it was not possible;
three, by claiming that there were insufficient facilities
and scientific personnel to carxrry on the development; and
four, that it was not politicidlly desirable;

Well, it seems to me that letter must have been
very carelessly drafted, if I may say so, because if you
take those two statcments together, of course, it would
indicate that anybody who opposed theﬁdevelopment of the
hydrogen bomb was not eligi%le for employment on atomic
energy work later,.

I am sure that no one who drew that letter could
have intended that, because such a peosition would be an
impossible pesition to hold in this country; namely, that
a persod whe capressed views about an importan’: matter before
him, as é member of the General Advisory Commi:tec, co#ld
then be ineligible because of ¢ security risk lor subsequent

worZ in connection with the Gowermnment. I am sure that
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argument would not 2ave been intended. It it did, it would
apply to me because I opposed it strongly, as strongly as
anybody else on that committee, that iz , the development
of the hydrogen bomb., Not for the reasons that are given
there.,

If I might say so they are a rather caricmtura
of the type of arguacnt which was used in the cdmmittee in
which I participated., I should say I cpposed it as sirongly
as anybody on a combination of political and strategié and
highly technical considerations. I will go into that later
to some dagree although I don't think this is the place to
justify the conclusions of the General Advisory Committee.
It would e a long sfory.

It seems to me that-clearly the question before
you here is the cquestion rather, is the implied indictment,
I submif, namely, bzcause of the information in the first
part of this letter -- Dr. Oppenheimer's associition witﬁ.
alleped communist sympathizeers in the early days in his
youth -~ that that somehow created a state of nind in
Dr. Oppenchimer so that he opposed the developnent of the
hydrogen bomb for what might be said reasons which were
detrimental to the best interests of the United States,
because they were interests of the Soviet Union which he in
one way or another had at heart.

That, I take it, is the issue which I vake it is
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tefore vou in part in considering this letter. It is to
that that I would like to speak fér, I think, I have some
evidence that coavinces me that any such charge is completely
i1l founded.

If it werz true that Dr. Oppenheimer's oppositian
to the development of the hydrogen bomb were in any way
connected with a syapathy which he might have had with the
Soviet Union, or communism, then surely many other actions
and decisions which he was involved in over the périod of
years in which I was associated with him would have like-~
wise been influenced by any such point of view.

The record is quite the contrary. I just call yowr
attention to a few facts probably already before you ~-- actions
of Dr. Oppenheimer, participation in deéisions, 2ll of which
were strongly detrimental to the interests of the Soviet
Union after the close of the’war.

We can start with the time shortly after the
Acheson-Lilienthal veport when an attempt was nade through
the United Nations to get an agreement with Russia on the
control of atomic bombs.

As I recall it, Dr. Oppenheimer was carly associated
with Mr., Baruch and fhen later with Mr. Osborn in that
series of negotiations. I was only tangentially associated.

I was called irp from time to time by Mr. Osborn. I remember

sitting in onmé or two meetings. I can't give you the dates
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because I haven't kad time to lcok any of this up, and I
don't keep records.

At that time we had a number of discussions which
were early, you see, in the development of the postwai
period, with lir. Oppenheimer and with others, At that time
it secemed to me that Dr. Oppenheimer's apprasal of the
Russian meance, of the Soviet situation, was hard hoaded,
realistic and thoroughly anti-Soviet designs which even then
were'quite clear with their expansion into the frece world.

That would be my first basis for believing that
his attitude at that time was thoroughly loyal to the United
States and thoroughly opposed to the Soviet Union zand commu-~
nism in every way.

Then coning to the period whem he became chairman
of the General Advisory Committee. Again this is probably
well known to you. There is no restricted information here,
I am geing to speal: in general terums.

It was quite clear when we took over that beccauss
of a number of faciors the further development of atomic bonbs
had been allowed to almost lépse and we were from the
point of view of equipment with atomic bombs practiéally
unarmed. Yet, as Vinston Churchill later said, it was the
possession of the atomic bombs in our hands that prevented,
s0 he believes, Russia being at the chamnpel ports during

that period of history. There was a great deal to be donc.

| | |
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Dr, Oppenheimer was a vigorour proponent as chairman of ;he
committee of getting ahead and putting that shop in corder.

Los Alamos was revivified. We got a head with
.enough hydrogen bombs to make some kind of a stockpile.

From then on all the decisions of the comhittee, with
possibly the exception of this controversial thing about the
hydrogen bomb would, I think, be sﬁ&wn entirely on the side
of arming the United States. There was only one possible
enemy against whon it was being done -- it was the Soviet
Union.,

There are many other matters 1f I had a chance
to go over the records of the General Advisory Committee. ;:;"

As seems implied in this indictment that Dr. Oppen-
heimer was influenced by pro-Soviet and anti-United States
views, he would not have taken the views he did. I named
just two that come to me.

One is a matter on which I think I can take some
credit of calling to the attention of tﬁe Advisory Committee
of getting ahead rapidly on methods of detecting any explo-
sion tﬁat might occur in the atomic field by the Russians.

I remember Dr, Oppenheimer may have picked that up before 1
did; he may have had the suggestion before I did, although
I don't think so, and taking steps in the cmmittee to see
that something would be done in that regard.

Clearly anybody that was influenced by any point
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of view in favor of the Soviet Union could hardily
have done thﬁt.

Another matter -- the development of smaller atomic
bombs which could be used for tactical purposes; support
of the ground txwps which in my judgment of military stiata-
gy seemed tome of great importance. That was a matter
which I know he pushed vigorously in the ommittee. e nmade
strong statements about it. I think he was very active.

There gain it seems to me is an illustration of
a definite action taken by this man which contradicts what
seems to me the implied thesis in this part of the indictment.

There is a final matter which is not connected -
with the General Agvisory Committee but which is of rather a
personal nature. _I spoke of the committee on the Present
Danger. That was ; group of men that came together imiormally
to make a public committee, started in the fall of 1950. The
Korean war was going in a bad way. We believed that the
United States Govermment was not taking proper steps to put
itself in a strog military position, particularly with re-
spect to the defense of Europe on the ground.

Late that year or early in 1951 we put out some
staements urging Universal Military Service and urgip that
we send moretroops to Europe, generally the policy which
has bacome the policy of the United States. Dr. Oppenheimer

was asked to join that committee. He joined it. He
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subscribed to all those doctrines which were most vigorously
anti-communist. He spoke to at least one, I think, informal
gathering where we were trying to raise some money to get
ahead with a 1little of our propoganda work. Perhaps it is
unnecessary to put on the record that I must admit that we
had no success with our doctrine of Universal Military
Service, but that is another story.

As far as the defense of Europe on the ground is

concerned, things have followed the way we at least advocated.

Q There was put in evidence here, Dr, Conant, a
letter which Dr. Oppenheimer identified as one written to
you shortly before the meeting of the General Advisory Com-
mittee in October, 1949, in which he addressed you as "Uncle
Jim" and talked about dhe question of the hydrogen bomb and
the forthcoming meeting.

When I showed you that letter, as I did ~--

A Yes, you showed me that last night.

Q A copy of it, I mean. Did you have any recollec-
tion of having received it?

A No, I had not. I did not remember it. I couldn't
say that when I saw it. I suppose it was delivered. It
nmust have been a classified document. I was ver§ fussy
about not taking classified documents when they came to the
office. If I received it, I must have taken it right down

to Washington. I don't say I didn't see it, but I have no
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remembrance of it. I would not have known about it if you
had not called it to my attention.

Q Do you remember any discussion with Drf Oppenheimer
one way or another before the October meeting?

A No, I am afraid my detailed recollection of that
period is very hazy. I think there were two meetings at
least of the Gemeral Advisory Committee,

Q One in October and onein December?

A Yes. There was certainly plenty of discussion
in thosencetings. Thosel remember pretty well, But when
and where I first discussed this matter, whefe I first hearxd
of it, is not ckar in my mind. Whether I walked into it,
or whether, as implied by that letter, it was before, or
whether it was some other sourceaf information, I am sorry
I just don't remember,

Q How did Dr. Oppenheimer as chairman o the General
Advisory Committee conduct the meetings?

A He was an excellent chairman, btt I hope he won't
take it amiss if I say he ran them like a faculily meeting.
There was a great deal of discussion and a great deal of

talk., They were the mostilengthy meetings I ever sat in on

in my 1life. They consumed an un~Godlyﬁamount.of time, but
they covered the ground from A to Z,.
Q Coming now to the meeting of October 29, 1949,

when you first discussed the hydrogen bomb, upon whose technical
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advice did you rely?
A I can't ke sure of that meeting because, as I

say, my memory of that period is not accurate enought to
spot the meeting and the discussions, and so on. As I said,
in my comment here a minute age, I was moved in my oppesition
to this in signing the statement of the General Advisory
Committece, which I have not seen since, by a mixture of
politicél, strategic and technical congsiderations. Those
technical considerations are extremely detailed, but judging
from some thigs I have read in general in the press, completely
misunderstood.

0f course thqy concerned the question of what
kind of large weapon to make and what was the cost and what
were the opportunities of doing it, and what were the pro-
babilities. |

When it came to a question of the nuclear physics
in which I am by no means an expert, I always counted on
Dr, Fermi's judsment. With all due respect to all the other
members of the committee, I felt he was both experimentally
and thecretically the man whose judgment was to be relied
on. Indeed his record during the development cf the atonic
borb I consider one of themost extraordinary pieces of
scientific correct calculations I can image. The story is
a perfectly amasing one.

Q Would you state very briefly Tor the Board the
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reasons which lead you to make the recommendation which you
did make on the subject of ?he hydrogen bomb?

A It is a very complicated thing. I think it would
take a long timeto do a detailed inquiry into that. Some
day if the Government wants to set that up, I should be glad
to take the time, but I would have to go back into the record.

Therefore, what I shall do is only a general sketch.
With all due respect to Dr. Gray and his colleagues, this
would take a Board, which 1ﬂcluded a nuclear plkysics expert,
to assess the questions of whether the technical part of this
decision was right or wrong.

On the general strategic and politicel grounds
there were some of the same reasoms which we svbsequently
broughp to a head on the committee on the Present Danger,
namely, this was supposed to be an answer to tbhe fact that
the Russians had exfloded an atomic bomb.

Some of us felt then, and I felt more strongly
as time went on, that the real answer wa to do a job and
revamp ocur whde defense establishment, put in something
like Universal Military Service, get Europe strong on the
ground, so that Churchill's view about the atomic bomb would
not be cancelled out,.

Opne of the considerations was that this was sért of

a Maginot Line psychology being pushed on us, On the techni-

cal ground the question was the investment in preparing
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ceftain materials which I am not going into, which are
restricted, which secemed at that time necessary ; the use
of materials which I don't want to mention, which would be
used up,

The quéstion was when you expended a certain amount‘
of manpower and energy and material, would you actually
from the point of view of delivering biows agalnst a poien-
tial encemy be very much better off even if this line worked?

0f course, to do an assessment on whather we were
right oa the technical ground you wbuld have t» then go into
the subsequent developments which I don't know about becavse
I ceased being on the committee in August 1952, But judging
from what I read in the papers, some things have worked and
presunably along dififerent lines from what we were then think-
ing.

Q In March, 1947, did Mr. Lilienthal as chairman of

the Commission ask you for your opinion with raspect tb Dr.
Oppenheimer's loyalty?

A Yes., I recall that this was at the time when iMr.

'Wilson who was General Manager, Mr, Lilienthal and the

other members were up for confirmation in the Senate. I
think that is the right time. I remember Mr, Wilson and I
thipk Mr. Lilienthal coming to me, sayipg that we have been
apprised that there are some things in the record of Dk.

Oppenheimer which indicate association with alleged communists,
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some things of that sort, and we want to know whether you
are pfepared to malke a statement in regard to his loyalty.

I am pretty sure I didn't examine the file, I am
sure I didn’'t. I said that "I don't know about the past,
but I am glad to put on reowrd what I now believe, based on
my knowledge ol him since the early days of the war,"and
there is such a letter in existence., I have not seen it.

Q I have it here, Dr, Conant. It was brought into
evidence this morning.

May I, with the Board's permission, just read you
the last two paragraphs. The first four of the letter have
to do with a recital of your acquaintance with Dr. Cppen-
heimer and the circumstances of your writing'the letter.
Then you went on to say: "I can say without hesitation that
there can be absolutely no question of Dr. Oppenheimer's
loyalty. Turthermore, I can state categorically that, in
my opinion, his attitude about the future course of the
United States Govermment in matters of high policy is in
accordance with the soundest Americamn tradition. He is not
sympathetic with the totalitar;an regime in Russia and his
attitude towards that nation is, from my point of view,
thoroughly sound and hard headed. Therefore, any rumor that
Dr. Oppenheimer is sympathetically inclined tewards the
Communists or towards Bussia is an absurdity. As I wrote

above, I base this statement on what I consider intimate
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knowledge of the workings of his amind.

"At the time of Dr. Oppenheimer's entaring the
work on atomic energy, I heard that there was some question
of his clearance by the security agencies., I understand
that was based cn his associations prior to 1932 and his.
"left~wing' sympathics at thattime. I have no knowledge
of Dr. Oppenheiner previous to the summer of 1941, bLut I say
unhesitatingly that wihatever the record might show as to
his political sympathis at that time or his associations, I
would not deviate fyom my present opinion, namely, that
a more loyal and sound American citizen cannot be found in
the whole United States.ﬁ;

You wr@t@ that?

A Yes, ilwrote that. I have evary reason to believe
I wrote it,

Q Dr, Conant, you formed your judgment at that time
on your appraisal of Dr. Oppenheimer as a total man?

A Yes., That was based clearly on my acquaintance
with hin during the Lés Alamost Project and this other periocd
which I mentioned in which we discussed the whole question
of the controlraf the bomb, which gave me a chance to explore
many political problems which we would nbt have explored
at Los Alamos.

Q Having in mind the Commission's letter of December

23, 1953, to which we have referred on the one 'hand, and
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what Dr, Cppenheimar has done since March, 1947 when this
letter was written, do you have reason to modify or alter
the view which you expressed about him in March, 19477

A No. I would think on the contrary the actions and

decisions which I put on the record here seem to me to make

quite clear that he was party to many actions on the part
of the General Advisory Committee which were strongly
cpposed to any Soviet policy. It makes more certain the
statements I then nade based on what was after all a shorter
acugaintance with hin,

MR, GARRISON: That is all, Mr. Chairman.

MR. GRAY: Mr. Robb,

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR, ROBB;

Q Dr. Cbnant, at the outset of your statement you
quoted from the letter from Mr, Nichols to Dr. Oppenheimer,
did you not?

A Yas, Did I quote correctly?

Q Did you quote that from memory?

A No. I wrote it.

Q Did you copy it?

A I copied it from the New York Times.

Q Would you read it to me again?

A As I wrote it, there is a élace somewhere about

a third of the way down which says that the substance of the
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information which raises the question concerning your eligibiii-

ty for employment on atomic encrgy work is as #ollows -- is
that correct?

Q Go akead.

A Then there are a lot of other things and thwen
cones : "It was further reported that in the autumn of 1949
and'subaequently you strongly opposed the developmont . . .7

Q

v

That is f£ine., That word "further" indicates, does
it not, that that scntence is tied in with other sentences
in ﬁhe same paragraph?

A Yes, and to thatextent it isthe simplification that
I spoke of., If you don't emphasize the "further", it would
appear —-- that would be an impossible thing, and I am sure
nohody intended it to mean so. Therefore, it was the impli-
cation I was speaking to.

Q@  Certzinly you would agree that sentence must be
taken in its context with the rest of the paragraph?

A Quite zo., It was to that that I was speaking'
when Iattempted to put in evidence that which made me think
such an implication was wrong.

Q - That is a rather long paragraph, taking almost
a page of Single spacing in the letter, is it not?

(No Response)

Q Doctor; referring to your letter to the Commission

or to Mr, Lilienthal on March 29, 1947, which Ir, Garrison
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read to you, the isst sentence eépecially?

A May I lcoli at 1t?

Q Yea. Heve you a copy of it?

A It is the first time I have seen it since I wrote
it.

Q "I have no kupowledge of Dr. Oppenheimer previous
to the summer of 1941, but 1 say unhestitatingly that what-~
ever the record might show as to his political sympathis at
tat time or his associations....." and so forth, By that
did you mean, sir, that even though the record might have
shown that he had hecen an actual member of the Communist
party that would uaot alter your opinion?

A If he had ben an actual member I would have been
willing to bet that he would have renounced the membership
and be one of these people who had changed hig point of view,
as some people havz., I had no reason to believa that any
such charges were in there,

Q No. I am trying to explore if I might just how
far you were going.

A Political syupathies isg not the same word as
political associations,

Q I understand that.

A I was political sympathies that seemed to be
charged at that time.

Q I am trying to find .out how you defined the term.
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0 | Wéulé iy Lo your testinony now that even though
Dr, Opponhednsr m.gnt have belonged to the Communist Party
in 1941 you still uuld make the same statement about him?

A Yes; providad tn@ 2 was not anything in the record
to show that he contiauved €o be ; mnenker and hv was an agent
and so on, If you bramgh@ out a lot of those facts which
to ny wmipd would mﬁ inpogsible considering the actions he
had ﬁakeﬁ, ol courss, anybody capn be mistaken on thﬁéev

things,

Q Qf course, BDoctor, you don't know what the testinony

before this loard has been?

A4  Ne, I don'i.
] Koy do vyou koow wint the record or file before the

}"Board discloges?

A Ke. I only koow what is in the letter of General
Nichols.

Q You epoize of the meetimg>in hhrch, 1047, which
for your ipfomatlon I will tell you, I think wu’agreedn vas

Parch 1¢, 1847. Yoo met with the Commission. Do yeu

L e
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remewpaer thonw? I bxilave vou said M. Wilson was there.
A bid 1% Viere was this? I am sorry.
MR, GRAY : ¥ though Dr. Conant said Mr. Wilson and
somebody came to see nim,

M, ROLT . Yas that it?

THI

ALl I rem2mber is that Carroll VWilson

who was then She donoral langger and I think Mr. Lilienthal

came to sae mo.

&
=
)
Y’
[0]
e

A Thgw is alll, I have a clear remembrance on,
Q And azied Tour opinion?
A Thsy seid here we are told something in the

record is doubtiul obowt Dr. Cppenheimer, what do you think
of him, and will yo write a letter, and I wrote it.

Q Bid they »% that time show you the record they
were talking akoui?

A To my momaesy they'didn’t.

G Doctor, you spoke in yocur testimony of three
factors which vou coasider in comnection with the atomic
bomb : politval, strategic and technical; is that right?

A Yeo.

Q

”

Vhen you roforraed Lo the strategic factor, did you
refer to the milltavy sirategy?

A Yes. MHilitary and political strategy run together




LA

1263

giva adrise op Ty aliibary sitrategy?
%, E dor®. The Gencral Advisory Committee is

concarand with a rwoat wany things. Nobedy has to take
the advica 47 thry Jdom't want to. It {turned out they didn't.

-

Az I preozil the r@powt: it was largely centerad
on tae hechilcel. U have aot secn the rapoxrt since the
day it wes weiticn.  Cextaindy the things run ogeiler
Teririfically ow the guestion of vhat you expend money and
manpowveyr Ifox,

o gencral advisory commiltee, not a techpi-

cal advigory comnitize. We veatured even to suggesting bhow

they should reorsya: Commicsion,

Q@ Yes. Tour copments, it seems to me, though,
Boctor, had wo do zofh with technical matters or matitors
concarning the duvelopnent Gf thao bomb; but rather with
the use %nlch the wilitayy might make of the bomb. Would
you azgrae wish Hiodv

A e, A gweat deal aboul the (uestion of the use
of manpower and norsy and fissionable material -- I guess
that iz not reatricied -- in the best usg to malke weapons.

The gusation of delivery of the veapons has always been a

concers of the Gensral Advisory Committee.
Q By delivery you mean o1 the enemy?

<A Yeu. One of the things the general advisory

committos nost eoncerned itself with from the start was the
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whole queétiom of getting a position where bonrbs could be
delivered satisfzeiorily. It was also true at Los Alamos.

Q In all events you did feel and you do now feel that
conslderations of nilitary stratagy properly came within
the function of youyr committec?

& Az a guonttion of 2dvice surely. They didn't
have to take it 10 thoy didi't want to.,

M3, RCES: Ithink that is all I care to ask, Mr.

Chairman.

M., GBEAY : May I ssk a question cr two.

Iz your »ocoliection that you didn't see any files?

TG WIETGOS ¢ My recollection is that I didn't
see any file oa . Oppepheimer at all,

Mi., GRAT: ¥ don't know what the facts are, but I
wouldn't wast %o Em&ve the record fuszy with respect to
this conferance, whungver and wherever it took place,

e had bedore us brisesfly this morning Mr. Lilienthal
who testified, I bLelieve, that he called a meeting in his
office with vou and Dy, Bush to discuss this matter.. Do
you remember disougpsing it in the presence of Dr. Bush?

THE WhEs8: I certainly discussed the subject
with D. Bush,

MR, GBEAT: Your recollection is not good?

T WETIESS ;. I have nothing to iﬁdicate that is

aot correct. I remsnber Bush at the time wrote a letter, too.



A ME, GRAT: Yes, he did.

TR WITNESS ¢ Bush and Groves both wxote letters,
I don't remeunber vhether I discumsed it with Bush in the
presenc: of fthe Uruanission. That is not clear in ny nmind.
I ramemher writicy the latter wvery clecorly.

ME, CRAY: Therefore, vince you didn't see ths
file amdyou don't rounemiver aay real discussion of the file,
vour judgments with respect to Dy, Opperheimer are based
antirely on youy zssocliotion with him?

TEE VITHNESS ;¢ Entirely on my associations with him
from ths period of 1941 on and based opn my discussions with
him, particularly after the war, on whatvl would consider
matters muchk nmore than technical but ones which would bring
out very definitely a man's sympathies or latent sympathics
with the Soviet Union, whkich you will recall at that time
was a subject of ccosiderable debate with many people.

I found it reireshingly, fron my point of view,
hard headed and anti~Soviet, which was my view at the tine
and always bos boen

Bﬂh (RAY : At this tine you were President --

PR VITNESS ¢ Yes.

IF. (RAY: Did you have experience of having put
faith in a nember ¢f your faculty, having supported hin
and defsnded him, roft sinply om the issue of academic free~

dom but a liztle keyond that -- your own faith in him -- and
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then find yoursall ezpesriencing a situation such as at
Mionesota witlx rospact to amam referred to as Scientist X,
who appears 1a thin procecding? I am not trying to relate
it in that way.

MR, RONEi:s VWeinbers.

THE VIVGEIS: No. Obviously it could happen to
anyone,

MR, GRAY: I Imow of no instance mysell.

THE VITHns2: HNo, I don't recall.

M, GEAY: That could happen?

THE VITHIGS : Xt could happen, of course.

MR. GRAT: Are gou familiar, Dr. Conant, with tho

'provisimns of the Alomic Bnexrgy Act of 1946 within the

iramework of which we must carry on the proceedings of this
Board ard the fact =hat uasder the Act the criteria apparently
are character, sosoziationas and loyalty of an individual.
That a determinsgtios must be made with respect to those

with a findipg thot permitting an individual to have access
to restricted data wlll not endarger the common deianse or
gecurity.

I bave axpressed that badly, but these criteria
are establishaed and then they must be met for clearance for
access o classliicd material.

I zim pnoi asking you at this time to comment on

the wisdom of these criteria, but to ask you if you are aware
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that these re Tthe criteria?

THE WSS : I was pot aware of the exact phrase-
ology but sowme wuch things.

MR. GBAT: I would ask you, them, vhethor you feel
that any Eoard or any Governmert officlkl in trying to make
an evaluation, a3 we believs we sre called upon to do, must
talke irto azcouni associations over a period of yoars in

order to malke o lfinding with respect to this criterion of

I agk +this because I believe that your sianted view,
which was clear asd comvinced, was that early associations
were upimportant in the light c¢f later conduct.

THE WITYESS : And by later associations, surely.
I would have said guite clearly that since the pericd I
have kpown him %ot the asgsocistions from alﬁ the evidence‘
I had, yes.

Vhat you are saying is that associations beyond
a certaip period might lead you to irnquire into later omnes.
But certaivly i¥ does not say in the Act how distant those
assoclationzs. I assume it means the present character and
the present associations, Therefore, you are going back
into the past in oxrdey to extrapolate it into the pregent.

IE i haod %known he had any associations -- or
8 suspicion -- I don't believe he would -- that would not

have afiectzd my statemant; it is not only his views, but




03 talking with Bilg thon asscoiations,
MR, CRBAY : You would not have too much information
sbhout aussocintivng.

TEE WII

¥

WHE38 . Not undercover in nature.

ME. CRLY: 2r pgenerally speaking, would you? You
met Dx. Oppenhelnor in GAC moetirgs and panals.

TEE WITHESS : You are ialking about the letter, or
are you talking ahout my present knowleége«f him?

MR, CRAY: At the time that you knew hin.

TEL VITHIZE : As of now, which is much greater

than at the {ime in 1947 whon after all I had lLnown him only
gix years., Eince then I have seen a great dzal nore of him.

MR, GRAY: We are called to make a recommendation
as of now and not as of 1947.

THE WITHIESS ; Quite so.

MR, GREAY : 3o that we, you understand, have to take
into account all {he material which seems to be substantiated
which ig before us, perhaps some of which you are not at all
fawiliaxy with.

THS WITIESS ¢ Quite so. I am presenting to you,
to sum up, tlacevidence which scems to me makes extrensly
improbably tie hypothosis called for by that word "further',
lir. Robt, which you 2alled %o my attemtion, of the hydrogen
bomb with the corscousnce of the sarly associations set

forth ir the lLetter. That is what I was speaking to.
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WM. CRAT: A summary of your tastimony might be
that so far as you have any knowledge about anything and on
the basis of your best judgment you consider that Dr. Oppen-
heimer's character, loyalty and 2ssociations are such that
he should hsve accszs to restricied data.

TEE WIEIE3E: Quite so. And I would give the
specific items in whia his judgment was such that if he had
been influencad Ly Jvo-communist views, or pro-soviet
views, he would nct kave taken those acfions or decisions,
and they were guito ﬁ;rious. In other words, this is not
a genersl expression 3L belief bssed on casual conversations,
but participating in a great many, I would say, fairly
powexrful anti-Soviet actions.

MR. GRAT: Do you have any questions, Dr., Evans?

DR. EVAII3: Yes, a few,

Dr. Counant, you understand the position this
Board is in on this matter,

TEE WITHNESS : I beg your pardon.

DR. EVAIIS : You understand our position. Ve
didn't seek this job.

THE WITHE58: I can readily understand that.

DR. EVAN3: We are trying to do the best we can.

THE WITNASS : Quite so.

DR. EVAIS : Perhaps this advice to us should be

réwritten now and say something about the present. What do
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you think about +that? Do you think weshould go by this
thing at all?

THE VITHESS : I 2m really not here to advise you
on what you shoulddo. I pray that is beyond my competience.

DR. EVAIIS: 1In regard to character, asscciations
and loyalty.

THE WITIESES: You are probably a lawyer -—-

DR. EVAIS: 'That is what it says here,

THE WXITHESS : I should imagine lawyers would
argue what present, past and so on, meant. Far be it for
me to enter intc that argument.

DE, EVANS: i have nothing more,

REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR, GAERISON:

Q Just ope guastion, Dr., Conant., Supposing that
you were told that carly in 1943 during the ﬁai fime project
on which Dr. Oppsuheimer served he had been approached by a

friend -- I thiok ycu have heard of the Chevalier incident?

=4

A 1t is in the letter,

Q That this friend had told him of Eltenton's
channel for tranﬁmittimg information to Russians; that Dr.
Oppenheimer rejected emphatically any suggestion that
activity of this =zort should be engaged in and spoke of it

as treasonous; surposing that some months later, after a

delay of some months, Dr., Oppenheimer volunteared the




information bout Bltemton %o security officers but refused
to disclose at their request and their urging the pame of
his friend.whe was the intermediary ard indeed suggested that
the iptermediary might have been some unnamed cther people;
that later when he, having persisted ip this refusal to nane
this friend, knowin; that the security officers wers very
anxious to ascertain who it vasg, Gereral Groves asked him
to tell him, shat he declined to tell Genmeral Croves, that
unlesg Generzl CGroves ordered it and Gemeral Groves said
he didn*t want to oioder it, but to think it over and laier
Guneral Groves did tcll bim that he would order him unless he
told hin, and that IXr. Oppenbeimer then revealed thename of
Chevalier; wouldthe judgment which you have expressed here
about Dr. Oppenheimer's loyalty, dout his char:cter, be
altered?

A It seems o me if I Zollowed this hypothetical ~-
I agssume it iz hyporthetical, the way you are stating it --
incident, if I sum 1t up, in that case the quesition would
have been thathe had beemn negligent in taking steps necessary
to bring into prosecution somebody who had attempted to gat
information? Is that rcoughly what the charge vivould have been?

This is & farily complicated story you are telling

me with a good many yeses, ands, and buts in it,

Q There was the element of delay in reporxrting it;

there was the dealy of not Irankly stating it and the
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circumstances when ke did report it; there was the slement of
declining to name the friend afiter he had been pressed to
do so0; but there was the elenmernt finally of his revealing
the name and also ofhis havipg iritiated the whole business
ofrevealing Eltenton's nanme.

AL 0f course, any such thing like that would depend
on the number of ingtances., You are assuming this is the
one imtance.

Q For the purpose of the guestion, yes.

A I would suppose thet the question that would be
presented then with that ls, what were the motives at that
time, and what did that show about his subsequent attitude
in regard toward the Soviet Unior? Did he do that at that
time for reasons of trying to protect the Soviet Union Agent
who was trying to get informatior and did that indicate that
he would continue to have an attituie from them on about
various matters connected with atomic energy whith would be
not in the interest of the Hnitad States?

In view of all the timgs I mentioned, I would say
that it din't change it for thot reason. It scod by itself
and had nothing else but conversation with the man. You
have to take the summation of evidence as you see it, If I
were merely testifying here that I had known Dr. Cppepheinmer
in t.alks over these years, and so on, and I theugh he was

a loyal citizen, I don't think my evidence would be of the
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sort that I hope it is. By having participated with him
in what I believe to have been effective actions against
the Soviet Union,
MR, ROBB: May I ask one more question?
RECROSS EXAMINATION |
BY MR. ROBB:

Q Dr. Conant, as a distinguished scientist and
schplar -

A I am not a distinguisﬁed scientist, but 1 am willing
to be considered a scholar; thank you.

Q As a scholar, you would agree, would you not, sir,
tha any conclusion, that any opinion about a given,problem,
to be retiable, wmust be based on all the relevant facts and
all the relevant evidence?

A Surely.

Q And any opinion or conclusion which is not based
on all the relevant facts and all the relevant evidence might
be fallible?

A Yes, but as a scholar I know perfectly well thefe
is no such thing as all the relevant; all the huhan beings can
do is give their evidence and statemenf on what seem to them
the relevant things at the time.

Q Precisely.

A Therefore, I don't quite like the word "all" there,

because that implies an omniscience.
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Q All the available evidence.
A All the available evidance.
¢ With that amendment, you would answer yes to both

my questions?
A Yes.

MR, ROBB: Thank you.

MR, GRAY: May I pursue this hypothetical question
of Mr. Garrison's for a moment, Dr, Conant? You suggested
what issue that h&pothetical situation might raise, namely,
that this might be an indication of an interest in protecting
the SoQiet Union, I am not sure these were your remarks,

TEE WITNESS: Or an act of the Soviet Union, if I got
the quick summary of it correctly,

ME. GRAY:. Or iﬁ might be interpreted as simply
a desire to protect a friend.

THE WITNESS: ¥s. 1 would say a mistaken idea that
you had to protect a friend in those circumstances.

ME, GRAY: 1If in this hypothetical situation as I
think Mr, Garrison indicated, the security officer was
pressing for this information, very important perhaps to the
security officer who was charged with the security and
who would not have agmy reason to believe that perhaps friend-
ship was involved, the question again -- and I awm relating this
to the pesent and to the Act -- or 1 suppose a question is;

In any situation involving a divided loyalty or a conflicting
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loyalty, the protection of a friend, and to the obligation
one owes to one's govermment, is there any question as to
which should be --

THiE WITNESS: Not in my mind. That is why as you
recall, I said I wanted to answer that question in the
context that this was one incident and not many. T think we
all recognize in reviewing a long history of a person, people
can make errors. If they are single, they are one thing;
if they are multiplied; they are guite a different picture,

DR, EVAKS: Dr, Conant; if you had been apprasached
by someone for security information, wouldn't you have
reported it just as quickly as you cpuld?

THE WITNESS: I think I would have, yes. I hope 1
would have; let us put it that way, |

DR, EVANS: That is all,

'MRf ROBB: May I ask one more gquestion,

MR, GRAY: Yes,

BY MR, ROBB:

C When you did réport it; Doctor, you would have
told the whole truth about it?
A 1 hope so,
Q I am sure you would. Thank you,
REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR, GARRISON:

c Dr. Conant, suppose that in the hypothetical
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guestion Dr. Oppenheimer had sincerely bélieved tﬁat his
friend was incapable of lending himself o activity of this
character, and that loyalty to his government was not in fact
involved, so that the fault was one of asserting his own
judgment and deciding for himself whether the interests of
the country were involved, rather than following the assurance
of the security agent that it was, would you feel that the
culpability or the fault was of a different order that
protecting a friend about whose loyalty he was in doubt?

A 1 take it that even this hypothetical question I am
not asked to pass a moral judgment on. 1 Qould be concerned
with what does that action indicate in regard to a question
which I take it is here, which is the security risk of the
man in question, It seems to me that is what you have to
put it in context with., I am not going into the fine
moral things as to whether people do things this way or that
way, Conflicting loyalties were involved, You asked me
the question how I would have resolved myself, I am quit
frank to say 1 would have resolved ‘these the way 1 answered.
If the question is having somebody else resolve them, what
does that show in view of a total record in regard to a
security question,

MR, GRAY: Thank you very much,
THE WITNESS: Thank you. 1 appreciate you for

allowing me to come in at this moment, because 1 am on a tight
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schedule, as you say.
(Witness excused.)

MR, GRAY: Let us proceed with Dr, Fermi, if he is
here.

«Br, Ferqi, do you wish to testify under oath?

DR, FERMi: I would be glad to,.

MR, GRAY: The other witnesses ﬁave. You are not
required. May I have your full name?

DR, FERMI: Enrico Fermi.

"MR, GRAY: Would you be good enough to stand and
raise your right hand?

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

DR, FERMI: I do.

Whereupon,

ENRICO FERMI
was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows!

DR, GRAY: Would you be seated, please, sir.

I wmust point out to you the existence of the perjury
statutes, I assume you are familiar generally with those?

THE WITNESS: More ornless, yes°

MR. GRAY: 1 should bevglad‘to disclose the

penalties if you wish.
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THE WITNESS: I will try not to be involved with them,

MR. GRAY: May I ask if in the course of your
discussion here it becomes necessary for you to discdose
restricted data, will you advise me before the disclosure,
because there are certain‘steps we would find it necessary
to take in that event.

Alsol say to each witness that we comsider that
these proceedings are a confidential matter between the
Atomic Energy Commission and its officials, and Dr. Oppenheiner,
his witnesses and representatives, The Commission will take
no initiative in release to thé press anything about these
proceedingsland the testimony, and we express the hope each
witness will take the same diew of the situation, MNr,.
Garrison,

MR, MARKS: Mr. Chairman, in the interest of
getting back to the interrupted witness as‘quickly as
possible, I will ask just a very few questions of Dr. Fermi,

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR, MARKS:

Q Dr. Fermi, would you be good emnough to identify
yourself for the record?

A My name is Enrico Fermi, 1 am at present professor
of physics at the University of Chicago.,

Q Were you a member of the General Advisory Committee

of the Atomic Energy Commission?
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A 1 was a member of the General Advisory Cowmittee
for a period of a little bit short of four years, vntil
December of 1950,

Q You participated then in the deliberations of that
committee concerning the advice to the Commiss?on on the
thermonuclear program in the fall of 19497

A 1 did,

Q Would you tell the Boaxd briefly what you can in
an unclassified way about those deliberations, the positions
taken, the reasouns for them?

A Yes. 1 shoi#ld pefhaps mention the matter
goes back to about five years, and my recollection is partly
vivid, partly a little bit uncertain, but I think I remember
the essentials, which are about this way: That the comihittee
was confronted with forming an opinion whether it was the
right time to start an all out program for developing the
hydrogen bomb.

Q  This would have been the meeting of October 29, 19497

A That I understand is the date, although I don't
remember it onmy own. So we were confronted with this
decision. I can'testify naﬁurally to my feelings in this
matter better than I can to those of other people. As far
as I could see thesituation, I had the concern that the
pressure for this development was extremely inordinate, or at

feast so it seemed to me. I was concerned that it might weaken
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the development of conventional atomic weapons which was
then picking up and essentially set it back for what secemed
to me at the time a not quite decided advantage on the other
side, Forthut reason, dnd 1 believe that these views must
have been shared more or less'by everybody in our group,
because adecisionvthat it was not the right time te go in an
absolutely overrid;ng way in that dirgction was, as far as I
remember, unanimous.

There was a subsequent point on which sowme
difference of opinion arose, and I found myself in this
connection in the minority together with Rabi. Again I have
no absolutely clear recollection. I have no doubt that the
Board #as available the records of those meetings presumably
where things are spelled out in full detail, My recollection
is that this divergence of opinion was on whether to
essentially declare or establish the policy not to go
ahead with the program or whether some circumstances could
make us go ahead.

My opinion at that time was that one should try to
outlaw the thing before it was born. 1 so#t of had the view
at that time that perhaps it would be easier to outlay by
some kind of international agreement something that did not
exist, My opinion was that one should try to do that, and
failing that, one should with considerable regret go ahead,

Q Do you remember, Dr, Fermi, whether or not there
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was opportunity at those meetings late in October 1949

with the freest  and fullest discussion among you -—-
consistent with the rather brief time, few days?

A Yes, I think so. I think everybody had a right
to his own opinion and to defend his own opinion,

Q Was there a great deal of discussion and debate?

A No doubt there was. I think we had some trouble
and some soul searching, all of us.

Q There has been introduced in the record here 2a
letter which was written by Dr. Seaborg, around the middle
of October 1949 to Dr. Oppenheimer which dealt with the
subject of the thermonuclear problem among ofher things,.
The letter has been variously interpreted as to what itmeans,
Do you have any recollection at all of that letter?

A No, not from that time, In fact, as far as I am
aware, the first time I learned it from you was this afternoon.

Q Seaborg was absent from that meeting?

A Seaborg was absent, yes.

Q Shortly after this meeting in October 1949, am I
right that there was another meeting of the GAC?

A Yes .

¢ Within a month or so?

A I don't remember, but within a relttively short time,

Q And. was Seaborg present at that next meeting?

A 1 think so, yes. 1In fact, 1 remember, or 1 have an
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impression or he gave me the impression to be somewhat
happy not to have been confronted with the difficulties of
contributing to what was a difficult decision, That was the
impression that He gave me at least.

Q Shortly after this time ~- that would have been
the end of 1949 -- it was not long after that you left GAC?

A In the following summer. 1 suppose the last meeting
must have been in the late spring.

Q Do you have any memory of actions which the QAC
took in that rather brief interval?

A My general impression is that we allhad the concern
that the cnnvenfional weapons program should not be weakened
and we tried to see that the various provisions that were
taken for furtheringthe hydrogen program would not be of
such a nature of interfering seriously with the conventional
weapons program. Actually I believe that this could be done
and I am not aware that there has been sBuch a weakening.

Q Do you have any impression that these actions that
you took had the effe¢t of interfering with the program for
‘the thermonuclear development?

A No.

Q Going back to the earlier period when you were a
member of the GAC, prior to the meeting on the thermonuclear
device, would you describe fery briefly the posi#tion that

Dr. Oppenheimer took with respect to the development,
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perfection and refinement of atomic weapons?

A Yes, I think I can say very definiteiy that 1
always saw him push for all the measures that oould improve
our positions in conwentional atomic weapons, and this
includes seaing to it that exploration of ores would go ahead
vigorously, that production of primarily materials wouldbe
expanded, that all the various gadgets that go into this
weapon would be streamlined as much as possible, that
varieties of weapons that could conceivably improve our
military position would be ‘investigated and developed. 1 don't
in fact in this respect remember any instance in which I
disagreed on essential points. We always found ourselves
very much together pushing in that direction together with
the help of our colleagues. But perhaps Oppenheimer first
and I in somewhat second line knew perhaps more about the
technical details of weapons than most other people of the
Board knew, so that this task naturally fell more precisely in
our province,

Q Would you say that these measures with.respect‘to
which you and Oppenheimer had‘a primary éoncern and role have
had any significant effect on the military power of the United
States? |

A I would think so.

Q Could you amplify that at all?

A It is very hard to know what would have happened
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if something had not happened. Still I feel that‘this
actbn certainly has opntribut@d, I think, in focusing the
attention of the Commission on the importance of certain
actiomy, in breaking certain bottlenecks that were retarding
or limiting the production, Advice 1 don't suppose is
comparable to action in importance, but as far as advice is
of importance, I think it was in that direction definitelya

W] One final question. In his role as Chairman of the
General Advisory Committee and conducting the meetings and the
affairs of that committee, what opportunity @id Dr, Oppenheimer
afford to the other members of the committee to exyress
fully their views and to exert their influence?

A 1 think perfect opportumnity. Of course, he is a
person who knows a great deal about these things and knows
how to express what he knows with extreme efficacy,; so naturally
ﬁany questions just because of this preeminence and not
because so much of his‘sitting in the Chair, he would naturally
take a leading role. But certainly everybody had a perfect
freedom to act with his own mind and according to his
conscience on any issue,

MR. MARKS; That is all; Mr. Robb,
CBOSS EXAMINATION
BY MR, ROBE:
Q Doctor, how long were you on the aneralAdvisory

Committee?




1285

A About four years,

Q Did you write the reports of the committee?

A Did I do what?

Q Did you write any of the committee's reports?

A No, I don't remewber that 1 did.

Q Who did?

A Mostly the Chairma n, and he was helped by the
secretary of the committee, who was at that time Dr, Manley,

Q Dr, Oppenheimer and Dr. Manley were the ones who
took care of that?
| A I think in most cases, as far as I know,; the
reports were written by them,

Q  And the report of the October 29, 1949 meecting,
did Dr., Oppenheimer write that?

A Yes, 1 presume so. I imagine probably Rabi and
I jointly wrote --

Q You wrote a separate report?

A ~- wrote our brief minority opinion on a very
partial issue of that meeting.

Q When 1 said separate report, you wrote a minority
opinion,

A Yes, something of that kind,

(Discussion off the record.)
MR, GRAY: Dr, Fermi, Dr; Conant has appeared before

this Board in the proceeding, and he was, 1 believe, at the
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same time a member of the General Advisory Committee,

THE WITNESS: That 1is correct.

MR, GRAY: He testified that being primarily a
scholar and secondarily a scientist, he relied upon you for
technical advice in these matters,

Can you recall, did he talk with you prior to
that October 29th meeting about tﬁe subject matter which was
to be taken up at the meeting? Did he come to you or seck
your views on this prindipal issue which was to be before
that meeting?

THE WITNESS: I don't remember that he did. My
recollection would be that we céme into the meeting and some
sort of general discussion started right away 1ﬁ the open
meeting. That is my impression, At least I don't remember
of any private conversations,

MR. GRAY: You don't recall any conversation?

THE WITNESS: No.

MR, GRAY: Would you guess now on the basis of
recollection that most of the people who came to that meeting
had their minds pretty well made up about this issue, or do
you think that they arrived at the conclusions which were
reflected in the various reports tﬁky wigned as .a result of
the meeting?

THE WITNESS: 1 would not know. 1 had and 1 imagine

that many other people had sort of grave doubts., It was a
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difficult decision, Even now with the benefit of f1ve years
0f hindsight, I still have doubts as to what really would
have been wise. So I remember that I had in my own mind
definite doubts, and 1 presume my ideas and I imagine thoge
of other people, too, must have gradually been crystalizing
as the discussion went on, However, 1 have no way of
judging.

MR. GRAY: 1 know it is difficult to’answer that
question, The fact is thatin this particula? case, Dn’
Conant’did not take your advice.

THE WITNESS: 1I don't remember that we had any
particular discussbn outside the meeting,

MR. GRAY: He didn’'t take the same position ygu
did in this meeting.

THE WITNESS: 1In that particular we were on
different sides, that is correct.

MR, GRAY: I would like to have asked Dr, Conant
this question, This is not being discussed in his absence.

MR, GARRISON: May I ask a question for clarification
relating to the Chairman's gquestion? It is my recollection
that Dr, Conant said he looked to you for guidance on matters
of nuclear physics, and for your judgment in those matters,
that is, primarily to you., When you say you took different
sides in this meeting, I want to make quite clear whether you

mean with respect to what -ought to be done internationally and
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so forth, by the country on the one hand, and what the technical
situation was on the other. |

THE WITNESS: 1 see, I don't remember cof any
essential disagreement on the technical sitivations, I suppose
I think we expressed our opinion in terms, if I remember
correctly, of a'somewhat better thaﬁ even poobability, 1 thiank
it was a fair opinion at that time. I don't think one could
have saidor could have guessed better than in those terms,
In other words, it was not a foregome conclusion by any means,
and we knew and we said that it was not a foregone conc lusion,

On the other hand, it was to be expected that perhaps
just with development and with some amount of technical luck
the thing wight be pushed through, That was about the
situation at the time; that,as far as I can recollect,
we all agreed was the situation, 1 don't believe there
was any difference of opinion on this line,

DR, EVANS: Fbr the benefit of the record, for
some people that may not know you as well as I have known
you, would you state where you were educated?

THE WITNESS: Where Iwas educated?

DR, EVANS: Yes,

THE WITNESS: I was educated in the University of
Pisa in Italy.

DR, EVANS: And you taught over there?

THE WITNESS: 1 taught not in Pisa; 1 taught first
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in Florence, and then in Rome for many years, until 1 came
to this country, and I taught in this country for two
years in 1939 -- for more than th years, four years or
so at Columbia University, since 1939, and then after the
war interlude, I have been teaching at the University of Chicago.

DR, EVANS: You were at Columbia University when
the first knowledge came out about the fission of uranium,

THE WITNESS: Yes, that is right.

DR, EVANS: Do you believe, Dr. Fermi, that
scientific men should be sort of circumscribed in regard to
scientific information that they may discover?

“THE WITNESS: 1 am sorry, I am not sure I got the
question.

DR, EVANS: Do you believe in circumscribing
the scientific men in regard to scientific information that
they discover, that is, not permitting them to publish it?

THE WITNESS: 1 see. The matter was this., 1In
ordinary times, I would say that scientific discoveries should
be made public. At that particular time with the war
impending and critical political situations and so on, 1
joined with a group of others, the leader of the group or
the mot active member of that group was Leo Szilard, in a
“voluntary censorship to keep certain results that could
'lead in the direction of the atomic bomb,

DR, EVANS: Do you believe it is actually possibile




1290
to conceal this kind of information?
THE WITNESS: Well, for a very limited time, yes.
Eorever, no,
DR, EVANS: That is; you could have guessed a lot
of this stuff if you had been over in Rome?
THE WITNESS: I think I’might possibly havce gucssed
some Ghings, at least.
DR, EVANS: That is all,
MRU.GRAY: Thank you very much, Dr. Fermui,
(Witness excused,)
MR, GRAY: We will recess for a few minutes,
(Brimf recess.)
MR. GRAY: Will you proceed, Mr. Silverman,
Whereoupon,
DAYID E, LILIENTHAL
a witness having been previously duly sworn, resumed the
stand and testified further as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION (Resumed,)
BY MR. SILVERMAN:

Q Mr. Lilienthal, would you care to describe briefly
what situation you found in general in the atomic energy
establishment when you became Chairman in 19467

A Perhgps some chronology will help. The war was
concluded in early August of 1945, and at that time the Congress

began considering what should be done with the atomic energy
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enterpribe. It was a big concern without any guidance

given it by legiSIation_or otherwise until over a year later,
when the McMahon Act was passed, So that in that period, there
was the period of the Manhattan District acting in a sense

as a caretéker and the uncertainty resulted in things that

we found when we came into the enterprise,

When I first saw it was when the Board of
Consultants visited the projects in February of 1946,
Deterioration had set in as one might expect. Scientists had
left the project in large numbers, Contractors had declined
to go forward, such as duPont, duPont turned in its contmct
at Hanford. There was great uncertainty., Morale was badly
shot. At Los Alamos we found the most serious situation
because although some very able men remained, the top manage-
ment of that project had left for the universities. We found
a great many health hazards and fire hazards that were
very damaging to morale,

The most shocking thing we found was that we had
rather:assumed we gathered the military had, that we had a
rather accumulation of atomic bombs in storage., We sent Dr.
Bacher to examine into this, and we found that this was not
true, and that we were ¥irtually without any atomic bombs,
Moreover, the methods that we had for building up the
stockpile were handicraft methods, rather than the kind you

‘fliind in an industrial operation,
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The files of that time will, of coﬁrse, footnote
this, and I will not take the Board®’s time than to do more
than identify some of the things we found, It was not a
very comfortable thing to find.

From a management point of view, it was extremely
difficult because the Army had insisted that their officers
should move back into their military posts. This meant we
had totry tofind people to take their place., There was ro
inventory of the properties., There was no accounting. This
whole thing had been done so héstily that it had not been
possible to do that. These things made it very difficult
for the men who were operating to make head or tail of what
they were doing, The net effecf of that was a very depressed
state of mind, |

As 1 say, this can be annotated at some length.
This is what we found at the time we began the enterprise in
January 1946,

Q Did you consider one of your first taks and the
most important task was the rehabilitation of the atomic
energy program?

A Yes, that was our duty. Beginning with pesonnel
and trying to get people back who had left and get additiocnal
people in, both management and technical,

Q Was the GAC helpful on that?

A Yes, they were. By reason of the fact that the GAC
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included men of real distinction tn the scientific world

and that the Chairman of the GAC had been the former head of
the Los Alamos project, they spent a good deal oftime as
individuals and as a group trying to induce people to return
to Los Alamos or other undertakings in the Commission, We
did make use of them in that way.

Q What was the function of the GAC, as you understood
it to be?

‘A The law defines it as an advisory body on technical
and scientific matters, That was the role that by and large
was followed. It was independent of the Oommission, set up
as a statutory advisory body as distinguished from perhaps
the score of advisory bodies that we set up by adminiétrative
action, It had its own secretariat. The secretariat acted
between meetings,

The dealings with the Comnission were rather
formalized. But by and large the roles were of two kinds,
One, to review techmnical and scientific matters,and second,
to initiate scientific and technical matters.

Q Did you feel that the GAC under Dr., Oppenheimer’s
chairmanship performed that function during your incﬁmbency
in office?

A Yes, I thought as an advisory group it worked very
well, I don't mean to say that we always agreed wih the

advice and this of course we didn't. The GAC was very
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diligent in meeting freqgently and in documenting their
recommendations and in keeping contact with the division
heads and operating people in the Commission between their
meetings.

Q Do you care to state the role and attitude of the GAC
with respect to some of the problems that faced you during
your incumbency?

MR. ROBB: Could I have that question read back?

{(Question read by the reporter.)

THE WITNESS: One can only select a few exaples
to respond to that, |

In the weapons fieid they were most active, This
was because the weapons proﬁlems‘were the primary probleéems
of the Commission in part and partly because these men had
special qualifications in that directiomn. They either
initiated or reviewed such things as efforts to revise the
design of weapons in order bo get more weapons for the same
amount of material; to increase the destructive power of
weapons, to boost their destructive power, to improve their
combat effectivemess in the directidn of lightness and
field manageability, mtters of that kind.

I think the Board will find problems of this kind
treated in some detail all the way through the GAC letters
to hs, and reports to us and our request to themrand the

operations between the secretariat and Division of Military
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Applications of the Commission, the Military Liaison
Committee and others,

These are examples of the sort of thing they did.

BY MR, SILVERMAN:

C We have gone into that in the record with other
witnesses.,

I want to turn now to the situation as it existed
after the Soviet atomic explosion, 1 think, of September 23,
1949° Wouldyou tell us very briefly what our defense
posture was as far as you can in unclassified terms with
respect to.the AZC's function and responsibility?

A I will try to summarize this. The details of course
are available to the Board,

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, may I interpose just so
the record may be cleér° I am not making any objection,of
course, May I ask if the witness is about to read a statement?

THE WITNESS: No. 1 have some notes that would
hasten the presentation,

MR, ROBB: That is entirely all right. I just
wanted the record to reflect if you were reading a statement.

THE WITNESS: 1 am ndt reading a statement, but
from notes,

MR. ROBB: Which I assume you made,

THE WITNESS: Yes, notes in my handwriting.

The situation on September 23, which I believe is




the date which President Truman 2nnourced the atomic
explosion ir Russia, as far as the AEC's program for weapoue
was concerned wass something like this:

A program for the expansion c¢f weapon production
had been under study by the Military Establishment and the AZC
nver a per;od of months, probably begirning in February, and
continuing through Octobsr 18, when President Truman foramally
approved this eXpension program. This was sncouragzad by the
GAC  and it was certainly a progrzm that included additions
to Oak Ridge and elsewhere, additions to Los Alamos and so on,

As to the improvement? of weapons, here too there
was a program which had beer recommended by our Division of
Military Application, had beer approved and amended in sone
ways by the Generzl Advisory Committee, by Los Alamos
Laboratory, amd it had a number of parts. These are rathor
important., These are found in these records, but I think it
might serve to spell it out a little in lay terms.

I have consulted with Mi . Beckerley privately about
classification problems, and he assures me that the way I
will put it #ill not involve any clagsification problem,

ME, ROBB: 1If it does, Mr., Chairmwan, I assume Mr,
Beckerley will raise his hand or something?

TEE WITNESS: Yes. 1 have rehearsed this with him.

ME, ROBB: 1 have no doubt that you will be all

right.
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t he coursé of these hearings to a letter signed by Mxr. Pike
as Acting Chairman of the AEC to the GAC, giving them their
instructions, Were those the only instructions that the

Commission sent or gave to the GAC with respect to this

meet ing?
A My recollection is that prior to Mr. Pike's
letter 7 wrote a latter, m rather brief letter, setting

out or asking them to assemble for cousultation on the
éonsequences zs far asthe Commission’'s duties were
concerred on this Hussian A bomb. When the GAC did meet
on October 29, the Commissioners or some of us met with them
initially, and I suppose to them orally indicating -- not
attenpting to limit their considerations to technical matters
alone, although it was assumed that technical m tters would
be the basis for other recommendations. There are two
letters, therefore. One letter by Mr. Pike is more in the
nature of the usual letter we sent prior to every meeting in
which certain specific things are asked., The letter that 1
wrote is o0f more gemeral chavacter,

Q 2id yvou als o speak to Dr., Oppenheimer orally or
don't you vracall?

A 1 think 1 called him by phone to ask him %o sound
out the Committee members, what was the earliest date when
all the members could bepresent,. This, 1 think, was about

the 8th or 92th of October.,
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Q Have you recently seen that letter you wrote
Dr, Oppenheimer?
A Yes, I saw it yesterday.,
MR, SILVERMAN:. Does the Board have that?
VR, GRAY: 1 don't think I have seen that letter,
VYR, ROLANDER: What is the date of that, do you know?
THE W TNESS: No, but it would perhaps bo the 15th
of Cctober, or scmathing like that., 1 did see it yesterday
in the big fila,

BY MR, SILVERMAN:

MR, ROBB: If you wait just a moment, perhaps we
can get that letter, 1 don't know,
THE WITHES3: It is a fairly short letter,

MR. ROBB: This seems to be it., October 11, 1 am

Py

told by Mr. Beckedsy you czn read that into the record i
you waat to,
BY MR, SILVERMAN:
Q Would you do so, please?
A This is dated October 11,
MR, ROBE: 1949,
THE WITNESS: 1949,
"Dear Boberti:
"Wa quite'underdand the GeneralyAdvisory Committee’s

wish at its iast meeting to postpone makang any specific
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recommendations to the Commission, but rather to express

its readiness to be called upon whenever it might appear that
it could help., We are very appreciative of that bffer and wo
want and need to avail ourselves of your coumsel and
guidance.

"The Commission is, of course, asking itsclf afresh
in the light of Operation Vermont if the present, and presently
planned, program constitutes doing everything that it is
reasonably possible for us to do fof the common defense and
security.

"This is, 1 realize, a very large question, but it igs
the essential measure of the Commission's responsibility and
the question to which we are trying to make certain there
is a clear and affirmative answer, To that answer the
Committee has important contributions to make, and we would
welcome your advice and assistance on as broad a basis as
possible. Do &ou think it would be possible to assemble the
Committeenin the very near future to meet with.the Commission?"

MR. ROBB: Mr. Pike's letter was subsequent,
but I am told by Dr, Beckerley that involves classified
material, Mr., Lilienthal.

THE WITNESS: Then there appears to be a memorandum
from my secretary indicating that Dr, Oppenheimer had
phoned concerning this letter and suggesting dates.

MR, ROBB: Mr. Pike's letter was October 21, 1949,
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THE WITNESS: Yes.,

MR, ROLANDER: Mr, Chairman, I am informed that
Operation Vermont refers to Joe I, which was the first Russian
explosion, for the clarity of the record.

MR. GRAY: I hope it clears the record,

MR, ROBB: Do you want Dr, Oppenheimer‘'s answer
to that letter in the record?

MR. SILVERMAN: I haven't seen it. Do you think it
bears on it, Mr. Robb?

MR, ROBB: It might,

MR, SILVERMAN; Let us have itin the record if
there is any Question about it.

MR, ROBB: I will show it to Dr, Beckerley,

MR, GREY: While they are looking at the record,
whywas the Pike letter written as Acting Chairman? This is a
thing I am just curious about,

THE WITNESS: 1 think 1 was probably away at ﬁhe
time the 1et§er was prepared. 1t perhaps was before each
of these GAC meetings,our staff and the GAC secretariat would
get together and prepare a kind of agenda in the form of a
letter, questions that either they wanted to raise with us
or either that we wanted to raise to them. We sent this
kind of staff letter and the Commissioners signed it. If 1
were there; I would have signed it.

MR, GRAY: 1 see,
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MR, ROBB: Dr. Beckerley says it is all right.

THE WITNESS: This is October 14, 1949,

"Dear Mr, Lilienthél:

"Thank you for your gool letter of October 1llth,

I can well understaﬁd the desire of the Commission to have us
consider the overall program at this time, We shall do our
best to do so.

"It has proven possible to call the meeting on the
29th and 30th of October; that is the first day on which both
President Conant, who is quite busy, and Professor Fermi, who
is in Rome, can possibly attend. It is not possible to
schedule a meeting date on which Dr, Seaborg can be with us
since he has long planned a trip to Sweden. I have, however,
made arrangements to obtain from him in writing, and, if
necessary, by comsultation his views on the subject of the
meAet:i.ng,o With the exception of Dr, Seaborg, 1 expect that all
members of the advisory committee will be'able to come. Some
of us will plan to be in Washington on the 28th for
preliminary consultation, I think i®t best, however, that
the formal meeting not be calied until the morning of the 29th.
I regret that this is a weekend; that seems to be inherent in
the makeup of the GAC.,

"May 1 suggest that if there are any materials that
it would be wise for us to examine before ueeting with the

Commission on Saturday morning you arrange to have them
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transmitted as early as possible; but in any event in time
to permit study before we actually come together. The
secretary of the committee, Dr, Manley, wiil-be in Washington
next week, aud will, I am sure, be glad to consult with the
staff of the Commission on the preparations for the forthcoming
meeting.

"With every warm good wish, Robert Oppenheimer,

"Copy to Dr., John Manley." |

BY MR. SILVERMAN:

Q Will you tellus what happehed theregftar?

A Yhere was one.other thing. It is known to the
Board, but I want to make that in my remarks I take full
cognizance of it, that the occasion for the pricise occasion
for considering the H bomb either as a part ofthe program or
a supplement to the existing program was a memorandum from
our fellow Commissioner, Mr. Strauss, dated about October 5
or 6, whibh is in the record. All of these documents added
together represented the frame of the Commission's thinking
at the time of the meeting on October 29th and 30th.

Q Now, what happened'at that meeting, as faxr as you
can recall, or whatever impressed you about it,

A Some of the Commissioners,perhaps all; but
certainly 1 attended the opening meeting or part ofthe
opening meeting of the GAC. It was their meeting, Their

practice was to 'ask us ‘in-as -observers -or to ask-us questions,
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1f we wanted to meet with them as our meeting, we would
ask them to come to the Commissbn'’s room. In this way it
praserved the identity of the meeting being as either a GAC
meecting or AEC meeting, This was a GAC meeting.

I opened the conference by repeating as well as I
can recallthe substance of the paragraph in thelletter that
has veen read into the record indicating that we wonted
their advice on whether our program as it had been approved,
the present program, the program in planning to which I
regerrvd, met the requirements of our duty, and if not, how
it should be supplemented and in particular should it be
supplemented by an a11 out program on the H bomb as proposed
by Commissioner Strauss.

"he GAC's report is in your record. The points
that most iwpressed me were two. One,the technical
considerations that were discussed in the time while I was
in their meeting which did not by any means include the whole
meeting. Mot of their meeting was in executive session, but
there were considerations of diversioms of materials to
another program, the H bomb program, which was problematical,
discussion of whether such a weapon as the hydrogen,
deuterium, tritium, et cetera,'weapon that was under then
consideration would iumprove our retaiiatory strangth
sufficiently to justify the risks involved in diversion of

materials and other related points,
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There was discussion of whether a weapon larger
than the 500,000 tons fission weapon that was in the works,
half a million tons of TNT equivalent, whether a weapon
larger than that didn't go beyomnl the point of diminishing
returns in terms of the destruction it would effect.

There was a consideration of whether our program

then was not the best way to use the materials and tho manpower
that we had., These technical considerations impressed me
very much.

The second point that impressed me & good deal
was one I had thought about myself and others, of course,.
and that was a consensus among a number of GAC members
that launching on a weapon larger than the stepped up
weapon would not give us a false impression of security
and illusion of security that ye had gained a decisive or
absolute weapon, an illusion of security which a number of
‘the GAC members attributed to our possession of the A bomb,
an over-valuation of the security that could be secured from
large bombs alone as distinguished from a balance military
establishment.

In any case the GAC's views and the AEC's views
wefe sbmitted to the President in writing on November 9.
They are of course in this record.,

BY MR, SILVERMAN:

Q They may be in the files and not ir this record,
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A Yes,, they are in the files. In this report we
tried to make the President’'s job as easy as possible by
agreeing on as many things as we could about the facts, This
was largely a staff paper prepared which we approved. There
is agreement in this report which you will find that went to
the Presidert on a number of things --

MR, ROBB: This is the repat that went to the
President frnm the Commission?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

MR, ROBB: Not the GAC report.

THE WITNESS: No, The GAC report was included
in it. The Commission’s report began with an agreement,
"Mr. President, we are in agreement oompletely on a humber
of the basic facts about this wituation;"

MR, ROBB: Excuse me for interrupting.

THE WITNESS: I am sure this is a document if it
is relevant is not so long that the Board may read it, It is
a classified report, of course,

Then we recognize, that is, the AEC, that this is
not a question which the AEC could decide. This is a question
for the President. But we do indicate what our views are.
Mr. Strass indicated, as indicated earlier, for an all out
program, Three of us, Commissioners Pike, Smyth and myself,
said in one sentence we are not for this proéram -~ we are

not at this time, I think are the words that are used -~ and
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Mr. Dean had a position which I think might be described as
not gquite at this time,

There was a preliminary tﬁing that ought to be gone
through. This is spelled out in his own words in the
repory, and I wont take the time to review it if you wish
me to. '

Just as an individual, if I wmay say so, I don't
conceive that the question to which I am to address myself
is the wisdom or unwisdom of either of these courses. At
that time this represented the best judgment that each of us
could summon to this question prior to:tﬁe consultations
which took after this at which time I had another chance to
look at the problem in the light of the State and Defense
Department views.

BY MR, SILVERMAN:

Q I think it might be of some interest to know to
what extent the Commissioners and the Commission were relying
on the GAC report. Also I am going to ask you about the
National Security Council, or perhaps you will come to that
in your testimony directly, to what extent that relied on the
GAC report.

A « In tﬂis case I can only speak for myself, The other
Commissioners either have or will indicate the extent to
which they relied on the GAC, 1t was‘my view that

technical considerations advanced by the GAC in the first
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part of the report which deals with technical matters was
very persuasive. I recognized I was a layman but these
were men of great competence, and the things that they said were
most persuasive to me. They included in their report
statements about matters that were not technical but which
they asserted were related to technical considerations,
strongly planted, or expressions of that kind, °

Some of these impressed me, one ofthem particularly,
that there was a point of diminishing returms, that to
announce publicly as apparently it was necessary, the
building of a weapon of almost unlimited size would be in
conflict -- would put us in the eyes of our friends and
potential friends in an unfavorable light witho&tt compensating
advantages to us, and similar considerations of that kind,

Some of the members expressed themselves in wrious
ways and which seemed to me to have some validity. Ig my
first report of views to the President I laid considerable
stress on that. Also oh the concern I had then which was
increased agreat deal after 1 served on thé committee with
the State Department énd Defense Department to which we were
relying almost entirely upon atomic weapns, upon large
weapons ,

That brings‘me then to the final stage in my own
participation in tﬁiso

On November 19, that isten days after this report
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of the AEC and the views of its individual Commissioners,

the GAC report, and thelviews of it s members, went to the
President, the President created a Subcommittee of the

National Security Council to advise him further on this

matter, That committee consisted of the Secretary of State,
Mr. Acheson, the Secretary of Defense, Mr, Johnson, and myself.
I would say that I had resigned and my resignation had been
approved by the President early in November to be effective,

I think, thefirst of December, but he asked me to stay on until
this particular chore was finished,

May I interrupt to say that the report of November 9
and the record will show or the file will show did not contain
as of that date I think the views of Mr. Smyth and Mr. Straus:z,
except as to their conclusions. They sent their meumoranda
a few days later or some time later, in any case, 1 consider
that the November 9th report supplemented by these
subsequently filed statemnts as the views of the AEC,

Returning then to the Natioﬁal Seéurity Council
subcommittee, this subcommittee was set up by a letter from
the Presidpnt to the members of the subcommittee, which is
in the file, that I examined yesterday, and therefore is
available to the members ofthe Board. It sets up the
considerations the President wanted weighed. It began a
series of staff studies and consultations, récognizing that

the is§ue was not really an AEC issue but a broad issue, as
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broad as the powers and the functions of the Chief
Magistrate himself,

We had meetings of this_kind. I met along with
Commissioner Smyth, whom I asked to accompany me, becéuse
he was a scientist, and a technical man, as well as a member
of the Commission, and we met with General Bradley and others
of the Military Establishment. I should say that what
impressed me most in this consultation was later set out in
the argument I sopght to make to the National Security
Council, and that was that General Bradley stated rather
flatly that they had‘no'reserve except the A bomb in the event
of aggression against us #ny piace in the worid, Latoer
General Bradley stated this publicly in a speech in Chicago
in November before the Executives Club, I believe. It was a
harrowing experience to me to be told this, and it made
a great impression on ﬁe in this respect. BRight or wrong,
this was the reaction I had. We had, it seemed.to ne,
falsely relied upon the security of simply a stockpile of
A bombs, that we had.impoverished our military establishment
-- this was the period of an economy drive -~ we were closing
military establishments. Instead of drafting boys, we were
reversing the process. We were brihging out national
budget away down. This seemed to me really quite harassing
in the light of the fact that trouble might break out anywhere

and as indeed it did break out in June in Korea at which
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time, of course, Shr reliance on the atomic bomb was
certainly not a sufficient one.

Frmm that time on a consideration was immedistely
given to a broadening of our military establishment, instoad
of ¥elying entirely on weapons of this kind, and we movéd in
the other directionm.

I mention this because I would like if it meets
with the approval of the Board, if they were to read -- not
that they won't have enough to read -- but there is in the file
a memorandum of expression of my views to the National
Security Council on this point, It is not the wisest expression
in the world, but it is certainly a reflection of the effect
upon me of these.various discussions withid the government,

Thething that especially impressed me was thzt our
earlier discussions of what kind of a program we should have
did not have the advantage of knowing the limitations of
the military establishmént at that time, This has heén
photostated and is in thé file. It was originally classifiqd
by me as top secret, It has been recently declassified but
then reclassified as security information, I am not jpst
sure what that means. But it is not classified under the
Atomic Energy Act., 1If it is consistent with the procedures
of the Board, if portions of that which represent only expression
of my vews rather than quotations from State or Defense

Department documents, if that could be read by the Board, or
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inc luded in the record, I think it would complete the whole
picture, and my own reaction is to this as a comsequence
of the considerations begun September 23rd.

MR, ROBB: May 1 make a statement about that?

MR, GRAY: Yes,

MR. ROBB: 1 believeyou now have the original of
this?

THE WITNESS: Yes, it was transmitted to me by the
secretary with Mr, Dean's approval.

MR, ROBB: Yes, sir. 1 have in my hand whatI think
is a photostat of that; would you look atAit and see if it is?

THE WITNESS: Yes, that is a photostat of that
document .

MR, ROBB: 1 am advised, Mr. Chairman, that this
memor andum wh;ch as the witness has stated was originally
classified top secret was thereafter changed 1§
classification on the side of the photostat which I have where
there appears the notation '"Classification changed to
confidential security information by authority of Office of
Classifcation by William E, Riley, Chief, Documents Control
Branch, Division of Security, 4-1-53". Below that are some
words I can't make out,

On the bottom of that appears the notaticn in longhand
signed by R, S, Snapp, April 20, 1954, "The control records

indicate this memo was retained per D. E. Lilienthalk
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request by R, B, Snapp under unbroken seal until September
22, 1952, when with D,E.L.'s permission it was transferred
to the general files per Commission direction at meeting
4-4-53."

I am informed that the photostat ﬁhih I hold was
made at the time the original was turned oer to Mr,
Lilienthal for his personal file, Is that right?

THE WITNESS: 1 didn't know thatit was.

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, 1 am informed that Mr,
Nichols; the General Manager, states that this memorandum
contains so many references to matters concerning other
 agencies than the AEC, that it is impossible to declassify
it so that it can be read in the open record of these .
proceedings. In other words, it does contain restricted
information. However, I think that Mr, Lilienthal's
suggestion that the Board should consider it issound, and 1
suggest that it might be included in a separate classified
record. It occu?s tome that since the Board might want to
inquire of Mr, Lilienthal about it, that it would not be
amiss to read it in such a record so that Mr, Lilienthal might
be asked any questions which might help the Board in
connection with this memoradum.

THE WITNESS: May 1 interrupt., You used the term
"restricted data". 1 believe that is im error, 1 have a

nnte from Mr. Beckeley which states there is no restricted
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data within the meaning of the Atomic Energy Act in the
memorandum,

MR, ROBB: Mr. Lilienthal, I am just repcatiog what
I was told by the Gemeral Manpager, by Mr. Mitchell, the
'Genqral Counsel who took it up with the General Manager,
Would Mr, Mitchell care to correct me on that?

MR, MITCHELL: You are guite right.

(Discussion off the record.)

DR. BECKERLEY: The document is classified by
virtue of its containing security information other than
restricted data,

MR, ROBB: 1 think,,Mr. Chairman, that this does
contain information that the Board ﬁight well wish to have ,
I think that since it was prepared by Mr, Lilienthal 8t would
be appropriate that he could be here when the Board is
considering it so they might ask any questions that might
appear to be relevant.,

MR, SILVERMAN: Mr, Chairman, I don't know what is
in this thing because I have never seen it. I am really
concerned primarily just with the question of the extent to
which the decision that was ultimately made was one that
was based on GAC advice, and to what extent it was based on
other considerations. What you decide to do about this
memorandum, since 1 know nothing about it, I really have no

views about it. I would prefer to finish my direct
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examination, If it then seems desireable to the Board to
read this into the record, there is nothing I can do about it,
because I know nothing about it,

MR, GRAY: Suppose we proceed with direct examimnation,
I am sure there wili be some questions that you will be
asking and perhaps the Board members, of Mr, Lilienthal, and
perhaps before we start that, we might take a look at this
and see if we wish to ask him any questions,

MR, ROBB: That is right. It occurred to me that
it would be well to have it read, so Mr, Lilienthal could
hear it, and have it fresh in mind so'we might ask any question
against the background of Mr. Lilienthal hearing the memorandum
and against the background of having ourselves heagg it,

MR, GRAY: Will youzprocéed.

BY MR, SILVERMAN:

¢ Would it be fair to say that in the decisions that

vwere ultimately made reliance was placed on the GAC at
least by yourself as to technical matters --

MR, ROBB: 1 haste to interrupt.you, but may I
interpose one further remark that I myself saw this
memorandum for tﬁe first time I think probably during the
midmbrning and I have not yet wmyself had a chance to read it
very carefully, |

MR. SILVERMAN: You are eight hours ahead of me,

MR, ROBB: I have seen enough of it to know that
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the Board ought to have it before is.,
BY MR, SILVERMAN:

Q Would it be fair to say that your reliamce on the
GAC was great as to technical matters and the fuxthLer away
it got from technimal matters, the more your reliance was
on other agencies, and, on your own judgment and on other
departments of the government?

A During the first phase of my participation in
this matter before we had any important contact with the
military or any contact with the State Department -- cbviously
that didn't contribute to any views I had --'I did have
great respect for the views of the GAC on techmnical mattiers,
I took very much to heart their statement that their
conclusions were planted in technical comsideratiomns., 1 had
such respect for the wisdom of men like Ccnant and Oppenheimor
and Fermi and other men that 1 certainly paid dlose attention
to what they said on matters that were not technical. 1 think
the best evidence 1 came out with were the things 1 wrote
at the time, some of which they would not endorse and were

not included in their views. It is hard to divide on these

things. 1 am sure of the importance 1 assessed to the technical

view, and the rest is another matter that is hard to define.
Q This memorandum was dated January 317 .
A Yes .,

Q And you resigned February 157
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A It took --

Q At least your resignatiom took effect February 12?

A It was the third stage, that is right.

Q Yon did not ask to have your clearance continued?

A .No.

Q So I take it you do not know whether the hydrogen
‘bomb that we hear about in the newspapers has any rélation
if any to the things talked about in 19497 6

A No, I have had no access to restricted data
since that time, and no occasion to use it,

Q As a result of your experience with Dr, Oppenheimer
and your knowledge of him, have you formed an opinion as to
his loyalty, his integrity, his character, all the other
factors that go into forming a judgment as to his loyalty,
security?

A Yes, I have.

Q What is your opinion?

A I have no shadow of a doubt in my mind that here
is a man of good character, integrity and of loyaity to his
country.

Q How would you assess him as a security risk?

A I did not regard him up until the time my knowledge
of the program ceased, and had no occasion to regard him as
a security risk,

Q I think you already indicated that in March 1947
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you consciously assayved the situatiop and came to the
conclusion that he was not a security risk?

A Yes, At that time we had this file before us and
that was my conclusion, that in the light of the overall
picture, taking everything into account, the minus signs
were very few indeed, and the plus signs very great indeed, and
I thought he was a contribution to the security of the
country. I have had no occasion since thattime to change that
view,

Q' Has your experience with him confirmed that view?

A By experience from that time did confirm that view,
I am sure that it is clear that he has made great contributions
to the security of the country,

MR, SILVERMAN: I have no further questiohs,

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairmamn, it is about a quarter to
five, May I ask the pleasure of the Board about proceeding?

(Discussion off the record.)

MR, GRAY: 1 think we will take a recess for a few
minutes and then proceed with the examination of the witness.

MR, ROBB: Yes, sir.

(Brief recess.)

{The following poriion of the proceedings, nu&bered
pages 1321 through 1350 inclusive, is classified, ami appears

in a separate volume,)
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BY MR, ROBB:

C Mr, Lilienthal, Dr, Oppenheimer just before his
counsel came back in suggested a question to be asked of
you and I believe it was, do you recall a discussion or
a statement by General Bradley before the General Advisory
Committee at theOctober 29, 1949, meeting, is that right?

DR, OPPENHEIMER: Right.

THE WITNESS: The only comment that I recall was
in response to a question about the military value of a bomb
of virtually 1,000 times Hiroshima and his response was, as 1
recail9 that it would be principally psychological., I don't
recall how he defined that. That is the only recollection
that comes tb my mind of that discussion.

DR, OPPENHEIMER: May I ask one more question?

Do you recollécﬁ' his account of our military
position as of October 29, 19497

THE WITNESS: No, I recollect that description in
2 later phase of my activities in the National Security
Council subcommittee, but not at the meeting of October 29,

BY MR, ROBB:

Q Mr. Lilienthal, were the views expressed by you
in this memorandum of January 31, 1950"50 far as you knew,
in accord with the views of Dr,. Oppenheimer at that time?

A No, I don't know to what extent they were in

accord., Consultations I had with Dr,., Oppenheimer in the GAC
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were more or lesskterminatad after the report. But there
are things in this position that do relate to the vieys of
the GAC, such as the over-reliance on large bombs.

A Did you discuss your appearance at this meeting with
Dr., Oppenheimer before you went there?

A No, I don’'t recall I did at all,

Q Fid you report to him afterwards about it?

A I will give you the rest of the events in answer
to that, After this meeting referred to we didAgo to the
President. The Presidént made his decision, I then
went back to the Atomic Energy Building where the GAC was
in sessior and reported the decision. That is the last I have
had to do with the subjeét.

Q Did you talk to Dr, Oppenheimer personally about
this conference that you had?

A I don't believe so, I think the GAC or most of
the members were in session, It could be that I did,
I do have the recollection of reporting to the group as a whole.
Whether I saw him separately, I am not clear,

Q Do you have any reason to believe that the views
expressed by you in this memorandum differ from the views
held by Dr, Oppenheimer at that time?

A 1 haven't any way of redlly knowing, I canidéntify
some of the views that gfew out of GAC recommendatioms in

which Dr. Oppenheimer either led or took part. But taking



1333
it as a whole I have no way of identifying it in that way,

Q Did you believeon January 31, 1950,‘when you
addressed your remarks to this meeting, that the views you
were expressing were in accord with the views previously
expressed by the GAC in their report?

A It seems to me the GAC report, except as to its
conc lusion, ahd the vie@s I expressed in this memorandum
and to the National Security Council subcommittee do not
coincide. They are npt in conflict in some places, but they
certainly cannot be said to be identical, An examination of
the GAC's report 1 think will male that clear,

Q Wherein do they differ?

A 1 can't answer that without havirg the report
before me, which you can do as well as 1, .There are many
points in here -- for example, the powerless state of our
defense at this time was not included in the GAC report to
the best of my recollection.

Q 1 will reframe my question, then.

Did you believe at the time you addressed these
remarks to this meeting that the views you expressed with
respect to the thermonuclear program were in accord with
the views of the GAC?

A You see, I didn’t think the issue was the thermo-
nuclear program.

Q I am askingyou now.
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'A I don't quite see how one can answer the‘
question put that way. I didn't think that was the issue,

1 hope I have made it plain in this meworandum. I didn't
think that was the central issue. I thought the central issue
was getting busy strengthening the security of this country
which was in bad shape.

Q You mean yoﬁ were not talking about the thermo-
nuclear program at this meeting?

A 0f course I was, but I didn’t think that was the
central question.

Q Wheher it was the central questiom or not, yocu
talked about it, did n't you?

A Yes, of course,

Q Do you have any doubt that what you had to say
about the thermonuelear program was in accord with the views
of the GAC?

A It certainly was in accord with the views as to
the result that a crash should not be instituted. But the
reasons for that and the conditions that 1 had suggested
grew out of wmy discussions with the Military Establishment
and with Dr., Smyth.

Q I understand that. The GAC made a report to your
Commission setting forth their views about what should be done
with respect to the thermonuclear, didn’t they?

A Yes.
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Q And you talked about that when you appeared at
this meeting on January 31, 1950, didn't you?

A Yes.

Q Now, was what you said at the meeting in any
respect different from what you hnderstood to be the views
of the GAC on the thermonuclear program?

A I have tried to answer that by saying that as
to the result --

Q  The difficulties --

A It is the reasoning that 1 adduced was not the
reasoning in substantial part the reasoms that are stated
in the GAC's report and that is evident by reading it.

Q Were your conclusions the same?

A The net result was very close to being the same,

namely, that we should not proceed. But the alternative that

I proposed was not the alternative that the GAC proposed,.
I mean that is a very important distinction, I want to be
sure it is said that I bensfited a good deal in my view from
the discussions and the GAC report, but the net result is
quite a different argument.

Q You have told us you were not in favor of a test
program,

A That is right, until we got ourselves in shape,

Q Was .the GAC?

A >No.
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Q So you were in accord on that,

A That is right. The thing GAC didn't say, at least
as I recall its report, was to make this point that before
we decide this question and commit ourselves further to over-
reliance on weapons of this kind, we should make a
stern reexamination of our position, That they did not say.
That is what I have been trying to say. I think that is
an. important qualification,

¢ ‘Wasn 't the GAC pretty unqualifiedly against
developing a thermonaclear at any time?

A The best record of that is what they said, and I
think the answer to that is that six of them were flatly
against it.

Q Did you take any advice or get any information from
the experts of the GAC as to the feasibility of the thermo-
nuclear?

A Yes., They did supply us with their conclusion
about whether it was feasible or not.

Q What was it?

A That conclusion is writtem in this report to the
President of November 9. I would not undertake -- it is
before you. As I recall it says that the chances of its
being feasible are 50-50, or something of that sort,

Q  Mabe a little bit better than that, doesn't it say

that?
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A I have forgotten but it is there in the report.

Q Did you get any opinion as to thé possible‘thermo-
nuclear bomb capability of the Russians?

A I didn;t understand you. Did I get from where?

Q Did you get any opinion from the GAC or anybody
else as to the possible thermonuclear bomb gapability of the
Soviet Union?

A I don't recall, except that the assumption was,
without any discussion, that the Russians were capable, It
was only séfe to assumethat the Russians were capable of
producing a hydrogen bomb,

Q It was justa question of time, isn't that right?.

A Yes, something of that sort, The only safe assumption

was to believe that in time they could do it,

Q From whom did you get that information,

A It was not a matter of information. It was an
assumption that was adopted.

Q Didn't you check with the scientists? Ycu did
not know yourself, did you?

A No, there were no intelligence reports that I can
recall.

Q Did you talk to any of the experts on the GAC about
whether or not the Russians might produce a thermonuclear?

A I dgn’t recall anything except that we started from

that premise that in time they could do it.
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Q Who is "we"?

A Everyone who was discussing the matter, GAC, the
AEC and so on, I think that is what we advised the President.
We were all agreed that wasprobably the case.

Q In other words, that was the opinion of the GAC,
was it not?

A Yes, that is right. Opinion is not guite the
word because we didn't hye any facts, We just said we have
to assume thatthey are capable of doing it.

Q You were not an expert on such matters.

A No, I think the term possible capabilities was one
way of expressing it. 1 think we went farther than that ,
and thought it was better to assume that 1t was not only
possiile,but that they could do it.

Q Mr, Lilienthal, the guestion ofwhether or not the
Russians could make a thermonuclear is a pretty important
factor,

A Yes. You are using thermonuclear and we were
talking about a hydrogen bomb.

Q You wsed the expression thermonuclear in your
memorandum of Januwary 31, 1950.

A Yes, but I think the GAC referred to it as the
"Super", which was the hydrogen bomb,

Q The question of whether or not the Russians

could make the Super was a pretty important factor,




1359

A It was,

Q So I assumeyou get the best opinion you could,
A It was nota questionof fact.
@ 1t was a question of opinion.

A That is right.

Q Whose opinioﬁ did you take?

A 1 don’t recall but I assume it would be scientists
or intelligence officers. Probably the scientists, probably
the GAC.

Q Probably Dr. Oppenheimer?

A 1 rather you would not push me after I said 1 don't
remember.,
Q 1 am sorry 1 have to push you because I want to get

responsive answers.
A 1 don't remember, but I am saying that this was the
assumption on which we proceeded.
Q it would be reasonable that you did consult the
mer who knew most about éuch matters, wouldn't it?
A You can saj that. 1 have not said it.
Q  Wouldn't it?
MR, SILVERMAN: Aren't we in argument now?
MR. ROBB: I think the record is clear.
THE WITNESS: Look, we told the President that is
the basis on which we were proceeding.

MR . ROBB: Whét I am trying to find out is whereyou
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got your information. 1 assume you did not get it from me, -
or Mr, Garrisan,
MR, GARRISON: He said he had no informatiomn,
‘ | BY MR, ROBB:
Q I am trying to find out why you made tho assumption,
A I agreed with you that probably the opinion came
from the GAC, but we didn't have any information,
Q Mr. pi}ienthal, just so the record will be clear,
this memoi;ndum of Jénuaru 31, 1950, you wrotq and put in
the AEC fibks, is that right?
A That is rightoi
Q And at that time it was classified as top secret.
. A I classified it, yes.
Q And then there came a time on April 1, 1953,
apparently when thet was classified to confidential
security information.
A Yes.
Q Did there come a time when you were given the original
of that memorandum frbm the AEC files?
A Yes. I called on the Chai;man of the Commission,
Gordon Dean, and consulted with him about this., He asked
‘ the classification division and the Secretary of the o
Commission to look into the matter, and some weeks later it

was sent to me by the Secretary of the Commission with a

letter and a note from Mr. Beckerley, the head of the




Classification Division.

Q Do you want to read that in the record? It is up
to you if you want to read it.

MR, SILVERMAN: Does it advance our inquiry?

MR, ROBB: 1 dop't think so.

THE WITHNESS: . Tﬁé only thing that bothers me is
whether we have to ask counsel to leave. 1In any case, it
expresses Mr. Beckerley's view about the reclassification.

BY- MR, ROBB:

Q When did you receive this from the Commission?

A I don’t have Mr. Snapp's letter,

Q Would it appear on Mr. Becker ley's note?

A No, this seems to be undated.

Q About when?

A I sm sorry, it is dated;10-6-53 is his note, and it
was probably mailed to me some time after that., That would
be last November.

Q Why did you want to get this from the Commission?

f! It was a statement of my vi;;s and I was quite anxious
for my own protection to have access to é statement that I
had written about my own views. It seemed to me very
important, and it is even more iﬁportant now,

Q Protection from what?

A Protection of my record as to what my views were

at that time. The reason being that my views have been
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extemporized on in the press and elsewhere, and I felt
much easier having a record of just exactly ?hat it was 1
said.

Q I assumyou have kept this confidential?

A Yes,and I have kept it in a safe and so on, 1
plan to return it to the Commission now that I know you have
a photostat.

Q Beg pardon?

A I think now that it is in the record and yom havé
a photostat of‘it, it is probably just as well for me to
return it to the Commission, or put it in a lock box,

Q I see. You thought when you got it back that this
was the only copy?

A No, I knew it had been photostated.

MR. GRAY: Excuse me. 1 feel it my duty to point
out o the witness that he has madeA‘ conflicting statesnonts
on the guestion of photostating. 1 dpn't care what your
answer is,, but earlier yod said you had not known it was
photostated, fhis is in your interest.

THE WITNESS: Yes. The facts are these; that this was
put in a sealed envelope and filed. Then I inquired of the
Secretary of the Commission, what about that sealed envelope
and he told me that it later had been opened and héd been put
into the files of the Commission And had been photostated.

MR, GRAY: 1 may have misunderstood you., 1 am sorry,
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But I believe the earlier transcript perhaps when we were in
executive session will reflect an observation, maybe casual,
that you had not known it had been photostated.
. THE WITNESS: 1 thank the @hairman. These are the
facts.

BY MR, ROBB:

a8 Again, in the interest of clarifying the record,
didn't you just say that now that you have learmed that the
Commission had photostated this document, you might as well
return the original?

MR, SILVERMAN: Mr, Chairman, does this relevance
the inquiry relating to Dr., Oppenheimer?

MR, GRAY: The Chairman will make this observatiom.
He is trying to do his best to conduct a fair hearing, and
when it appears to the Chairman that a witness through
inadvertence or somewhere else is in a position of perjﬁring
himself, I am going to call it to his attention,

MR. GARRISON: You are right, Mr. Chairman.

MR, GRAY: I am sorry t§ use the word '"perjury",
but if at one point?fhe test imony awitness says .one thing
and at another point he says directly contrary, at one
point the testimony is in error, I don't think it advances
anything, the protection of Mr, Lilienthal's appearance as
a witness in this case,

MR, SILVERMAN: I was not referring to your inquiry,
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1 was referring to Mr. Robb's geestion,, Mr. Robb's question
which was not related to that,

MR, ROHB: Will you read the question back, Mr,
Reporter?

(Quest ion read by the reporter.)

THE WITNESS: Yes.

MR, ROBB: Just a mimute. Did the Chairman hear
the question?

MR. GRAY: The Chair isa 1little confused. Does
the witness object to answering this question?

MR. SILVERMAN: Whatever is the easiest and the
guickest way to do it.

MR. GRAY: Let us clear the record.

THE WITNESS: I had been told in a conversation
with the Secretary of the Commission that he opened the
envelope and put this in the file and had photostated it,
It was only yesterday that 1 saw that this was true, that I
saw the photostat in the file that was supplied to me
yvesterday afternoon in Mr. Snapp’s office, 1 was then
reassured that there was a photostat. 1 didn't want to
leave it simply dn Mr. Snapp's general assertion., I now
know that there is such a photostat, because 1 have seen it.

MR, ROBB: May I repeat thke question. 1In the
interest of clariﬁying the recnid, didn't you say a little

while ago that now that you know that there has been a
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photostat made, you may as well return the original,
THE WITNESS: That is right., 1 now know because I
have seen thephotostat.
‘ BY MR, ROBB:

Q You mean you learned for the first time yosterday
that there had been a‘photostat made?

A For the first time I saw it, and was sure the
information applied me was correct,

Q Now, may I, sir, go back to the beginuing of your
test imopy in which you gave an account of the events which
took place in March 19477 1 believe you said that the file

was delivered to you on a Saturday, “arch 8, is that right?

‘ Jit That is wy recollection, yes.
Q By messenger?
A I don’t recall. It was delivered to the

Comrission. ¥o, I do recall now. My recollection is that
I hed a call from Tom Jones,
Q Who was he for the record?

A Tom Jones, who was the Acting Security Officer at
that time., My recollection is that he phoned me -- I think
this was a Saturday, a Saturday afternoon -- the file Mr,

. Hoover referred to in his telephone coanversation to me ha d
been received.

Q And themn it was delivered to you?

A it was delivered to me Monday moraning.
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Q Monday morning?

A That is my recollection. Monday the 10th, It
was delivered to the Commission, that isto Mr° Jounes or some
one on the 8th,

Q And there was with that, I assume, a covering
lotter from Mr. Hoover, is that correct?

A I assunme so.

Q What you have referred to here as the file was the
material you got from Mr., Hoover, is that right?

A Yes, that is right,

Q On either March the 8th or March 10th, whichever
day vyou received it?

A Yes,

Q That is what ycu refer to as the file?

A That is correct.

Q What did that consist of?

A I can’t recall except that was a very substantial
file, that it contained the kind of -- a great deal of
material from the Manhattan District, Intelligence Division,
or whatever it was called, counterintelligence. It was a
typical FBI file., A typical FBI personnel file,

Q I have before me what you received, Mr, Lilienthal,
It appears to be a 12 page summary memorandum on J, Robert
Opperheiwmer, and a 15 page summary memorandum omn Frank

Cppenheimer. Is that in accord with your recollection of




what yom received?

A - No, it is hOtg I am sure you are obviously correct,
My recollection was thaﬁ we had a big file, I didn't recall
that there was a summary from the FBI,.

Q Is it now your testimony that you had received
something in addition to this summary memorandum from the FBI?

A My recollection is that.we dlid get -~ this is quite

a while ago and I don’'t recall the exact form in which it

came,
Q Would you describe these two reports as a file?
A You mean as distinguished from a report?
Q Yes, sir.
A In view of what you have told me, a file or report

I should think would be equally descriq?ive, What you are
suggesting is that this was a summary of the content of the
file, rather than the raw material of the file, and that
apparently is what is the ase if that is what you say.

Q The letter from Mr. Hoover ,Br. Lilienthal, see if
this refreshes your recollection, dated March 8, 1947, addressed
to you: "My dear Mr, Lilienthal:

"In view of developments to date I thought it besi
to call to your attention the attached copies of summaries
cf information contained in our files relative to Julius
BRobert Oppenheimer, who has been appointed as a member of the

General Advisory Committee, and his brother, Frank Friedman




1368

Opprenheimer, who was employed in the Radiation Laboratory

At Berkeley, California, until recently., It will Le observaed
‘that much of the material here contaimed in the attached
memoranda was obtained from confidential sources,"

Having heard that, do you agree that what you .got
was the two summaries?

MR, GARRISON: Is that the whole letter?

THE WITNESS: I don’t kaowthe distinction between
the smmary and the report, But whatever you have there, if
you have it, I received. In order to refresh my recillection
of this hearing, I asked for this file yesterday and was
told it was an FBI file and I could not see it, If I had
seen it, my recollection would have been refreshed,

BY MR, ROBB:

Q You know, don’t you, Mr., Lilienthal, that the
rules for security hearings, which I believe were adopted
while you were Chairman, provide that the contents of FBI
'reports may not be disclosed?

A Yes, but the rules of the Commission, as I
understand, permit Commissioners to have access to anything
they had access to during the period of their Commissionership.

Q I don't want to debate that with you.

A I apparently am wrong if that is the regulation now,
but that is what I asked for.

MR, GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, since this is now
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the subject of discussicn of this record, I would like to
request that we be furnished a copy of this summary.

Mﬁo ROBB: No, sir; I am sorry, Mr, Chairman, I
would have To object to that. Ithiqk we are in agreenent
with what was furmished, Mr. Lilienthal.

THE WITNESS: You have it there,

MR. GARRISON: Mr,., Lilisnthal has not received it,
and you have told him he received it, but he doesn't know
what it is,

MR, GRAY: I can't make a ruling about the avail-
ability of FBI documents. 1 can't nule affirmatively in
response to your request. As of this minpute 1 will have to b2
guided by the security officer and the attorneys in this, Mr,
Garrison, |

MR. ROBB: Mr. Chairman, the rules under which these
hearings are conducted probide that reports of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation shall pot be disclosed to the
individual or to his representatives.

MR, ROLANDER: Mr. Chairman, we have a new reporter
to spell the other reporter. Could he be sworn.

(The reporter, Harold B, Alderson, was thereupon

duly sworn by the Chairman,)
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(Whersupon the reporter, Harold B. Alderson, was
duly sworn,)
BY MR. ROBB:

o) Now, after you recelved thls material from Mr.
Hoover, on Monday morning, do I understand your testlimony
that you presented 1t to the Commigsion, is that right?

A That is my recollection.

) And each of them read tie material, 1s that €orrect?

A During the course of succéeding hours or a couple
of days, each of them d1d read it. |

Ly Didn't they read 1t right then?

A That was my recollection.

Q) That they dig?

A They sat down and began passing 1% around, and took
1t to tielr nffices, and so on.

) Pardon me.

I I think some of them stayed, and gsome of them took
it to their offices for further reading, and so on.

N Who was present at that meeting?

A My recollection is that all of tﬁe-members of the
Commi ssion were there, and I Lave something of a recollection
that Mr. Jones was there, Tom Jones.

) Was Mr. Wilson, the General Vansger, there?

A I don't recell.

) Was anybody else?
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A I really don't recall, and I know the Commissioners
were there. I am quite sure they were.

o) After you had -igested this material that Mr.
Hoover had sent you, d1d you form any opinion as to whether
or not the information contalned in Mr. loover's material
wae true or false?

A Well, I don't know liow to answer that. The 1nfor-
mation was like other information and we had no way of deter-
mining whether 1t war true or false and- we did not see the
people and the informants were anonymous and so on, and
so I don't know how to answer that quéstion.

0 Well, from that point on, did you proceed on the
assumption it wae true, or did you proceed on the assumption
it was false? N

B Wiell, I proceeded on the assumption, we proceeded
to try to eveluate it, some of it having a ring of veracity
and some of 1t -~ for example as I recall one of the reports,
and I ti:ink it is in thils report, the informant turned out
to be a nine-yesr-old boy. If that is true in tihis case,
1t may not be, then obvlousiy you would say, "Well, this
probably is not anyth:ing to rely on." But in otler cases
the report would say that the informant "X" is someone the
Buresu has great confidence in, and you would agsume tbat
that was true.

b Wage the nine-year-o0ld hoy referred to in the mater-
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1al Mr. Hoover sent you on HMarch 87

A I had an impression, but this may have besen some
other flle and as I remember that as an 1llugtration nf how
you Lave to evaluate these things. |

G, Well, now, having this material before you, I
assume that contained certain allegations agsainst Dr.
Oppenlieimer, didn't 1t?

A It constituted derbgatory information about Dr.,
Oppenhieimer, that 1s right. |

2] And you say you proceeded to evaluate 1t7

A We did our best to evaluate 1t.

0 What did you do to evaluatelt?

A Well, in genersl, speaking for myself, I followed
this kind of a'rule, that assuming that part of tlis mater-
1al that has the ring of veracity to 1%t 1s to be true, and
discarding that that looks rather unimportant, or perhaps
not true, does thig derogatory information balanced agalnst
all of the other things one knows about tie man 1ndicate
that e 1s a securlty risk or he is a man who wouid endanger
the security of the United States. That is on the whole
case.

‘% Wien did you go through that process?

A As we were reading the flle.

‘ﬂ You mean that morning?

A Well, in the process of consldering it, yes.
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) When did yon reach your conclusion on 1t%

A I don't recall exactly. It wae I think, probably,
during the course of that week, after Qe talked to D».
Conant and these other people that knew Dr. Oppenhelmer
well. There was a concencus that there was no occaslon for
us to cancel this clearance by‘anything that we had seen.

I don't think that there was any question raiced by anyocne

to the contrary, but in any case that was the feeling that

I had.
W, Didn't you reach that conclusion the same after-
noon? |
A That isn't my recollection beéause we did go to

the president or Dr. Bush and I went to the President the
next day, but 1t could be that.

) In the process of reaching that conclusion, sir,
did you go back to Mr. Hoover to ggk him for further de-
talls about this matter? |

A We didn't immediately, no. We recognized the
responsibility, and Mr. Hoover had transmitted the most re-
cent information he had and the responsibillty for eVaiuat~
ing and the conclusion was ours, and we did later think
that it would be wlse to go and see whether we were misinter-
preting some of this, and that was the purpose of the vielt
later 1in ilarch.

) But did you commugiicate with Mr. Hoover and s§y,
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"Mr, Hoover, ﬁere 1s an item here that we wonder abhout.
What 1s your evidence to back this up?"

A Ho, I don't think we did.

Q You didn't do that in respect to any of these items,
did you?%

A I don't think that was the practice.

) Dld you do 1t7

A No, I don't think we did.

) And I belleve you have testifled there were some
1tems that you accepted as true, and solhe you‘had doubt
about?

A Yes. I can't remember which was which, but I
have the recollection that some of these things were stronger
and more cléar than others, but the whble picture was that
of derogatory information about the man's past associstions,
and one eplsode that was worse than that. |

{ Which was that?

A Involving Chevalier.

) What do you mean; "worse than that," Mr., Lilienthal?

A Well, this struck me ac belng the only thing, the
thing in the whole record, that would give the gravest con-
lcern} and Tor that, and the thing that dismissed that con-.
cern from my mind wa- thie fact that General Groves and NMr.

Londale, the Security Officer, at the time this haipened ex-

gnined this man on the question, and were apparently satisfied
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that this was not or did not endanger the national gecurity,
and the evidence to that wes they kept Lilm on. I cgn‘t
add anytling to that. That seemed to me a very conclusive
kind of a Judgnment about whether he was dangerous or not.

6 Now, on that same day, this ié March 10 again, in
tl.e afternonn, you met and talked to Dr. Bush, didn't you?

A About, what?

W Dr. Bush?

A What is that?

%1 Didn't you meet and talk to Dr. Bush about Dr.
Oppenhelimer?

A Yes, and Dr, Bugh was invited to meet with tlLe
Commission, and I don't know whether it was that day or
not} but 1t was about that time.

) And you wanted to get his opinion?

A Yes, sir.

A) Did you show Liim this material from Mr. Hoover?

A I can't recall,

] Thien I belleve you called in Dr. Conant, didn't

you?
A That 1s my redollection, yes, sir.
i3, Did you show the material to him?
A" I don't recall, I certainly discussed the con-

text of 1t, but I doubt whether he was asked to read the

file,
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Q  You mean you made Dr. Conant famillar with the
material? |

A We tried to communicate to him what the nature of
the derogatory information was, and I am now, my recollec-
tion 1s not preclse about it, but that 1s my best recollec-
tion. We certainly conveyed to him the problem this report
or file represented.

Q Isn't it true, Mr. Lillenthal, that that very day,
Mareh 10, 1947, after talking with Dr. Bush and Dr. Conaht,
that you concluded that there was no doubt ﬁs to Dr.
Oppenheimer's.ioyalty? |

A - I don't recall whether it was that day, I am satisfv
fied as to what the ultimate conclusidn.was, but we did not
entertain any doubts for any length of time, and I for
one entertained no doubt, speaking for myself, enfertained
no doubts at all.

Q Now, thereafter, I believe you tegtified you talked
to Mr. Clifford at the White House about 1t?

A Yes.

W And what was the purpose of your'cohference with
him?

A Well, we had 1n‘mind that Dr. Oppenheimer was an
appointee of the President, and unl;ke employees of the

Commlgsion he was an appointee of the president as & member

~ of the General Advisory Committee, and we ought to make sure
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the President knew of the exlstence of this derogatory in.
formation, and so as I recall Dr. Bush and I conveyed this
information to him, and I belleve it was on the following
day.

Q By the way, prg Oppenheimer was appointed by the
President in February, wasn't he?

A I don't recall, I thought it was earlier than that.

Q At all events, it was prior to the timé you re-
ceived thls informatlon from Mr. loover, wasn't 1t?

A | That 1g my recollection.

Q Did you suggest to Mr. Clifford that a sﬁeclal
board be convened to review this material?

A No, we did not. |

W Was that ever discussed with Mr., Clifforgd®?

-

No, I believe not.

@ Are you sure about that?

A I am not sure, but I have no recollection of 1it.

Q Was there any reason that you knew of for the
gppointment of a board of any kind to review this material?

A No., Itdkn't seem to me and'I don't recall it |
seemed to anyone that there was that much’questibn about 1t.
The reason for that of course is that this man subsequent to
the time of these events and these associatlons had done a

great deal for his country and to prove by hils conduct that

he was a loyal citizen of the country. He wasn't Just an
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ordinary unknown individual whose achievements were not well
known to us and to the people we consulted.

Q As to the creation of a board of any sort to eval-
uate thisg materlial, it was never discussed between you aﬁd
Mr. Clifford?

A I don't recall, 1t could be, but I don't recall
that. Mr. Clifford, my impression ig Mr. Clifford said
he would advise the President, but Mr. Clifford did not seem
to tzke this seriously, and to the extent of requiring prc;
cedure of that kind, but I could be quite wrong about that.

Q Now, you were asked by -- I forget which one of
counsel was pitching at that time, was 1t Mr, S8ilverman,

I guess -~ but you were asked what the Joint Committee knew
about this material, and you said, as I recall, you didn't
know whether they did or not, is that right? |

A I sald that at a later date, I am sure they.did.'

Q  Well, 4id you advise the Joint Committee of this
development?

A I don't recall, and I Just don't have any reccllec-
tion of that.

@ Ign't it a fact that you d1d not?

Well, it may be, I jJust don't recall.

A

4] Was there any reason why you shouldn't have?®
A Any reason why we should or should not have?
)

Should not have?
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A Well, 1f we had had doubts about our responsibility
in the matter, I am sure we would have done so, but we
didn't.

A} Did you discuss the question of whether or not
you should advise the Joint Commlttee?

A I don't recall, and we couldn't have submitted a
file to them in any case, becsuse at that time the Fresident's
regulations forbade it, and later on when the President's
regulations were amended thils flle was avallable to them,

Q Now, I belleve you were asked whether ornot the
FBI statement that you received from Mr, Hoover contained all
of thé information about Dr. Oppenhelimer, is that correct?

A I am sorry, I didn't understand you.

Q I will strike that question, 1t isn't very clear.

I believe you were agked whether or not on March 8 or 10,
whichever i1t was, you had the complete story or file from
Mr. Hoover, and you sald you did, ia that right?
MR. SILVERMAN: 1Is that a question or an angwer?
BY MR. ROBB:

) Did you redelve any further information from Mr,

Hoover after you recelved the first information -n March

8 or 107

A My recollection 1g that we didn't, hut I wouldn't be
positive about it. My recollection is that this was the

whole of the information, whatever it was, the file or report,
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it was delivered, and 1t ig my recollection that that was
the sum total of what was delivered to us.
| W, Did you dlscuss this matter with counsel at the

time, to get tﬁeir Qplnion on 117

A I donit recall. It sounds reésohable one sheuld,
but at a later state we certalnly discusged it with Mr,
Volpe, because Mr. Volpe accompan;ed me on the visit to M;.
Hoover.

Q Who was Mr. Volpe?
At that time he was Deputy Genersl Counsel.
Who was the General Counsel?
He was Mr, Herbert Marka,

Vho 1s here?

> & r & P

Yes, sir.

Q Did you go over it wlth Mr, Marks?

A Well, I don't recall. I am sure we went over it
with Mr, Jones, he was present as the gecurity offlcer and
whether we went ovef 1t with counsel, except this}00caslon
of this visit to Mr. Hoover, I just don't remember. I
think that I might say at this point, the Senate Commlttee
on Atomic Energy was holding hearings on the confirmation
of the Commission, and we were spending for 13 straight |
weeke most of my time up there, so that my recollection of
the cperations of the Commigsion are not as clear as they

KIi‘ght be .
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MR, GRAY: Let me ask & question on thig point, Nr,
Robb. Mr. Lilienthal, thia was lmportant enough to go
and talk with Clark Clifford at the White House ahout, and
was luportant enough for you to go back and talk with Mr.

Hoover about i1t, and areyou sure you didn't discuss it with

‘the Deputy Counsel of the Commigeion?

THE WITNESS: I wouid think that, I assumed I did.

MR. GEAY: Wouldn't 1t be unreasonable to think thst
you had not discussed it with counsel 1f you went to tie
White House, and to the Department of Justice with 1t?

THE WITNESS: I really ——-

MR. GRAY: I am not asking you to reecall something you
can't recall. Well, I am sorry, if you can't recall —--

THE WITNESS: It depends, Mr. Chalrman, on_the fﬁnc-
tions of the General Counsel's_offlce at that time, in
relation to security matters. If they had functions in
that fleld w-.

MR, GRAY: Do you recall whether they did or not?

THE WITNESS: My recollection ie that those functions
were confined to legsl questions rather than questions of
evaluating the file, The security office had the responsi-
billty for asslsting the Commission in a staff sense on eval.
uation of files. I think that that was the éractice from
then continuously, actually.

BY #“R. ROBB:
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Q Now, the Atomic Energy Act required an FBI inves-
tigation of all personnel, does 1t not?

A Yes, sir.

& Did you have the FBI investigation which haﬁ been
made pursuant to the Act at the time you made this declision
in March?

A I can only‘tell you what my 1mpressioﬁ fs. The
Atomic Energy Act required a re-examination bi the.FBI and
the bringing up to date of those people who had had clearance
under the Manhattén Digtrict. Dr. Oppenheimer of course
did have such, and I have been assuming what I have been
saying here in my recollection ls that this was that re-
exémination, his clearance up to this point having been a
Manhattan Digtrict clearance, and I could be wrong about
that. |

@ I believe you testified in response to a ques-
tion by Mr. Silverman, that you had read the letter of Genf
eral Nichols to Dr. Oppenhelmer? |

A To Generasl Groves. .

MR, ROBB: This is the difficulty of switching
witnesses back and forth, and you get confused.

MR. SILVERMAN: The witneés has only been here
during his testimony.

MR. ROBB: I understand, but ; have been here

through them all, and I am getting confused.
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MR. SILVERMAN: You are not confused. General
Nichols 1s the one.
BY MR, ROBB:

Q Haveyou read the letter from Mr. Nichols to Dr,
OCppenhelimer?

A Yes, I have,

W) Do you recall in there the statément that Dr.
Oppenheimer had contributed $150 a month to the Communist
Party up to about April of 19427

A No, I don't recall that.

) Well, do you recall whether or not you had any
such allegation as that before you in March of 19477

A Oh, no, I couldn't remember as fine a point as
that, no, I don't recall 1t.

Q Do you recall whether or not 1n.March of 1947 you
hdd at the AEC the 0ld Manhattan District files?

A I know that we were supposed to have them, be-
cause the Fresldent's order, I belleve, directed their trans-
fer, and the President's order of December 31, 1946. It
transferred the properties and go on of the Manhattan District
to the AEC, and that wes presumably included the files of the
Mannattan District.

Q Just so we can be clear about that, I have before

me a memorandum dated March 12, 1947, Memorandum to the

File, signed by Bernard W. Menke, Staff Security Offlcer.
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Do you remember him?

A I don't,

Q@ It refers to the FBI files, and I think under the
rules I am not pérmitted to read it, but I will read the
part pertinent to this particular point. |

"The complete Manhattan Engineering Distrlict files
concerning J. R. Oppenhelimer were sent to the FBI abrut July
or August of 1946, at the time he left employment controlled
by the Manhattan Engineering Digtrict. This actiocn was
apparently in accordance with some agreement, the parties
to which are sald to have been General Groves, J. E. Hoover,
and the Attorney General; under which agreement the FBI,
upon assuming exclusive investigative Jurlisdiction of a per-
son who departed from projlect work, received the full Man-
hattan Engiheerxng District investlgative file pertaiiing to
that person. For thls reason the pertihent files are not
available for reference in analyzing the instant summaries.'

From that you conclude, wouldn't you, that the
0ld Manhattan Engineering District files were not in your
shOp, go to speak?

A No, apparently they had been transferred to the
FBI. . "

MR. GRAY: Do you think you ever saw the.Mahhaftan
Dletrict files, Mr. Lillenthal?

THE WITNESS: I am beginning to doubt it, and if I
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had looked at this file before I came to testify, I would be
a little clearer,

MR. GRAY: I don't think that there is anything
here that indicates whether you did or not see the lManhattan
District flle.

MR, ROBB: T don't want to trap the wltness, I am
sure he didn't,'because they were not there.

MR. GRAY: I belleve in your testimony in regponse
to questions from Mr, Silverman thls morning, you 4id refer
to the Manhattan District files. Is it possible that you
could have seen them at sote other time, or some other
channel?

THE WITNESS: I don't think so. I was referring
to this report as counsel demominated it, as contalining a
summary as he points out of what all the Manhattan District
flles contain,

BY MR, ROBB:

Q Now, was Mr. Carroll Wilson pregent at the meetings
which were held concerning this matter?

A I don't recall.' My recollection is that these were
executive meetings angd thoge Mr. Wilson would not atted, but
he might have attended. I don't really recell.

A) I have before me, takén from the flles, the original

of the memorandum}from Carroll L. Wilson, General Manager, to

the file, and I will read 1t to you.
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"United States Atomic Energy Commigsion, "ashing-
ton, D. C." ===

MR, GARRISON: Shouldn't the reporter note the
withdrawal of Dr. Evans?

¥R, ROBB: He 1s back bere, so 1t is acadsmic,

"United States Atomic Energy Comm)sslon, Yashing-

-

ton, 25, D. C. Memorandum to the Flle: Carroll I.. Wileson,
General lanager, Subject: J. Robert Oppenheimer." There

is a longhand note, March 10, 1947, copy 1 and 2, Seriss "B"§}
typed Security 0ffice, D. Dean,"

"Mareh 10, 1947: Summaries of information wre-
ceived on March 8 from the FBI regarding'J. Robert Oovpenhelimer
and his brother, Frank P. Oppenheimer, were consldered by the
Commigsioners in closed session this morning. This rile
was accompanied by a letter dated March 8 from Mr, J. hdgar
Hoover =nd the file was delivered to lr. Jonesg by the F.B.I.
on Saturday morning, March 8.

"The letter from Mr. Hoover transmitted a copy »f
what was degeribed ag a summary of the F.B.I. flles concerning

J. Robert Oppennheier and hiig brother, Frank F. Oppenheimer.

The summary consisted of material usually referred to as

derogatory.

"The Commiseion met in clogsed session and each
of the Commissioners read the rather voluminous summary and

noted from the incompletenesg of the account ss contained
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in the sunmary that eithier it dld not reflect the results of
2 full investigation or did not contain all information bear-
ing ¢n the matter. The Commigsion also noted that the evi-
dence suﬁmarized vihich, as stated in ¥r. Hoover's letter,
came from confidential sources, could serlously impeach
ﬁr. Cppenheimer and that ss a consequence this matter was
one in which net only the Commission but alsc Dr. anh as
Chairman of the Joint Research and Development Board and Dr.
Conant as Chalilrmen of the Atomic tnergy Committee of the
JEDB were also concerned. Furthermore, in view of the role
of beth Dr. Bush and Dr. Conant in connection ﬁith the
Manhattan Project during the war, and tielr association with
Pr. Oppenheimer while he was Director of the Los Alamos
Laboratory of the lianhattan Project, it was felt that they
should he consultedpromptly. Dr. Bush was reached by tele-
phone and it was arranged that lie meet the Commissicn at
3:15 p.m,

At 3:15 p.m., the Comnigsioners met and were Jjoined
by Dr. Bush. The delivery of thls file and the fact that it
contained derogatory information were reported to Dr. Bush
although be was not shown tlie file. Dr, Bush stated that
he was not familiar with Dr. Oppenheimer's background prior
to Iils Joining the Manhattan Project in 1942, but that he
had concurrsd in the choice of Dr. Oppenheimer by General

Groves for the luportant rost of the Losg Alamog Bomb Labora-
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tery and that he felt that Dr. Oppenhelmerts excertionsl per-
formance as.Director of that Laboratory and subsequently in
cther roles advising’the Government on the subject of atomic
energy had clearly demonstrated his loyelty as a citizen of
the United States and hils integrity.

# Inasmuch as Dr. Conant ad been cleogely aesncinted
with Dr, Oppenheimer in connectlon with the HManhettan Fro-
Jjeet, e was invited to sit with the Commigsion and Dr. Bush
for discugsion ¢f this matter and he joined the meeting 2t
ebout 3:45, Dr. Conant stated that ﬁis acsociation with Dr,
Orpenheimer dated from the beginning of Dr. Oppenhsimer's
connection with the Manhattan Project and that he was not
familiar with the contents of any investigative fillss con-
cerning Dr, Oppenheimer's background. He stated that General
Groves had taken full responsibility for selection of Dr,
Cppenhelmer to head the Los Alamos Laboratory and that 1t vas
certainly a matter of public knowledge that this Laboratory
under Dr. Oppenheimer's brillisnt and driving leadership hed
made an enormous contribution to the war effort.

"Inasmuch as Gensral Groves had made the original
selecticn of Dr. Oppenheimer, the Chalrman attempted to
reach him by %telephone but wae advised thathe was en route
by autemobils from Florida to Yashington and could not be

reachad.

"Dps. Bugh and Conant shared the views of the Cone




1389

migsion that the record of Dr. Oppenheimer's contributions
to tie country in thlsg field during the last four or five yeérs

have heen s¢ outstanding that 1t eosuld leave no doubt as to

- bls leoyslty. It was further stated that, in view of Dr.

Oppenheimer's unique position as an auvthority in thig £144,
if anyti ing were permitteg te occur which might,cause him

t¢ be loat to the Government in connection with atomic
energy. 1t would be a very serious blow %to Qu£.progress in
this fleld snd would lhiave very serious consequences in the
attltude of his fellow sclentists towards this prolect. Hven
i7 no précipitous sctlion were taken which would affect Dr.
Oppenheimer's continuance in hisg presenﬁ efforts with respect .
to this project, any public disclogure, élthér of the infor-
mation contained in files or of the fact that such infor-
mation existe which lg the subject of serlous concern as to
Dr. Oppenheimer!s quelifications, the consequences upon the
leading sclentists engaged in the projlect would stili be
serious.

"In view of the interest of the War Department and
the role of the War Department in bringing Dr. Oppenhelimer
originally into this project, Drs. Conant and Busﬁ arranged
to see Secretary Patterson later in the afternoon. They did
see hia and he promptly agreed to contact General Groves.

"March 11, 1947: The Comniscion met this morning

for further congideration of the matters discussed yesterday
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1n connection with Dr. Qppenheimer. The Commigsion con-
cluded tentatively (1) that on the basis of the w--

MR, GARRISON: Whet 1e that?

MR, ROBB: (Reading) "The Commission concluded
tentatively, (1) that on the basisg of the information
suppiied by Dr. Busgh and Dr. Conant concerning Dr. Corenheimer's
nutatanding contributionsg in this project and bis conegletent
concern for the gecurlity of fthis country in connectlion with
his services ag a member of tle JRADB Committee on Atomic
Energy and as an Adviger %o the Department of State, Dr,
Oppenhieimer's loyalty was prima facle clear desplte material

conteined in the F.B.I. summary; {(2) that as a result of his

work for the Government during ti:e last four yeors he is now

one of the besgt, if not the best-informed sclientist in regard
to "restricted data" concerning atomic energy; (3) that

while under these circumstances the questions ralsed by the
summary ¢1d not create an issue or any immediate hazard, 1t
wags essentlal to undertake promptly a full and reliable eval-
uation of the case so that it could be promptly dispcsed of
in one way or ancther,

"As a first step, 1t was decided to secufe as
promptly as possible written expression of views from Dr.
Bush, Dr, Conant, and CGeneral Groves as to Dr. Oppenheimer's
loyalty. As a second gep, it was decided that the Chalrman

should confer with Dr. Bush and Hr. Clifford of the White
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Houge concerning the establishment of an evaluation board
¢f distingulished Jurists to make a thorough revidw and eval-
uation of the case. Inasmuch as Dr. Oppenheimer is a Fresi-
dential appeintee to the General Advisory Committee to the
Commi ssion, the case is one in which the White Housc has a
definite interest. In addition, the matter 1is of interest
to the Department of State inasmuch as Dr. Oppenheimer has
served as an advlser to the Departument of State on many
phases of atomic energy, including serving as a member of
the Board of Consultants to the Department of State in the
preparation of a plan for the international control of atomlc
energy, and subsequently as an edviser to Mr. Baruch and more
recently as adviger to Mr. Frederick Osborne.

"At 3:00 p.m. today Dr. Bush and the Chairman" -
that was you, wasn't 1it?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir,

MR, ROBB: (Reading) "Dr. Bush and the Chairman
met with Mr. Clifford and advised him of the circumstances
in connectlon with this case and discussed with him the de-
slrability of having a review of this case by a board of
distinguished jurists or other citizens. The Chairman pro-
vrosged that there be considered for membership on this board
Judges of the Supreme Court. Mr. Clifford stated that he wase
decidedly opposed to any move which would draw members of the

Conrt inte outside activities and felt that this case did not
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werrant an excepilon to that policy. This policy would not
preclude selection of nther jurists for temporary service on
guch an evalustion board if it were deemed desirable that such
2 boardé be egtablighed. Mr. Clifford stated that e would
dlscugs the matter with the President and communicate with
the Chalrmsn and Dr. Bush on Wednesday.

"The results of the discussion with Mr., Clifford
were reported to the Commigsion at a meeting at 5:C0 p.m.
this sfterncon. At that meeting the General Manager reported
thet a2 detziled analyslis of the F.B.I. summary was in process
cf preparation b& the Commigsion;e security staff as an ald
to evalustion.™

Haveyou any comment on that, Mr, Lilienthsal?

THE WITWESS: WNe, I haven't, It is quite evident
that ¥Mr. Clifford in the end dld not favor the idea of such
a beard, or perhaps wd changed our minds, but I had forgotten
that recoamendation,

BY MR. ROBRB:

) You had forgotten that?

A Yes, I think the thing that this does confirm is
that the inltial reaction of the Commissioners was as stéted,
on the whole case, in view of the record of service to his
country, this did not ralse questions in our minds but was a
casé or matter that should be very carefully dealt with, and

dealt with very carefully in the evaluation process.
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Q But you would agree, wculd you not, sir, shat in
1947 you and the Commission sericusly considered, and in fact
were of the view that a board should be impaneled to consider
thls matter?

A It 1s quite evident from t!:is memorandum that fthis
was considered,.

Q And you thought ennugh of it to go to Mr. Clifford
at the White House and so recommend?

A That is right.

Q In other words, you recommended in 1647 that the
exact step which is now being taken, be taken then?

A We suggested it, and I think perhaps that is the
lmport of the memorandum as I recall, we suggested this to
the White House,

0 That step did not strike you as fantastic.or ur-
reasonable, did it? |

A No.

Q Now, did you telk with Mr. Clifford again about that
matter of the board?

A I don't recall, and I really don't,

") I will show you the original of s ﬁemorandum, on
Mareh 12, 1947, 11:25 a.m., report of telephone conversa-
tion, at 11:20 with Clark M. Clifford, Special Counsel for
the President. That 1s dated March 12, and it has "DEL" on

the bottom. Did you write that, Mr. Lilienthal?
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(Whereupon, the document was handed to the wit-

ress.)
MR, GARRISON: . Did you say, "Did he write 1t2"
MR, ROBB: Did he dictate 1%1%
FR. GARRISON: This is = record that he purportedly
mede?
BY 4R, ROBB:
) Your answer is that you did.dictate ite
A Yes, 1t would appear thst I 3did, and may I read
167 |
5) I am abowt to read it to you.

A A1l right.
Mii., ROBB: I will agk Mr, Rolader to resd 1%.
VRL ROLADER: (Reading) ‘“Mapeh 12, 1947, 11:25

a.n., Report of Telephone Conversetion at 11:20 with Clark

., Clifferd, Speciai Counsel to the I'resident: I put in
the call tb Clifford., I %told him that following the conference
yesterday afterncon with him, Dr. Bush and myself concerning
an FBI report on a member of the CGensral Advisory Committee,
1t was Dr. Bush's and my understanding that the status of the
matter was ss follows:

"That having presented the matiter to tle President
by the method of presenting it te Mr. Clifferd, Mr. Clifford
would lay the m {tter before the Fresgident and advise us whe-

ther we should proceed to submit thig matter te a board of




review of Judges or other outstanding citizeng outslde the
Government, or what course should be foklowed.

"I said that until we heard from hlm 1t was Dr.
Bught'g and my understanding thet the record would be supple-
mented by statements from Dr. Bush, Dr. Conant, etec., znd an
analysis of the report mede withiin the Commisgslon, mut that
no steps would be taken with respeet te a board of review
in this case. te said that Dr. Bush'g and my understanding
in this respect was correct. He said that after our confer-
ence he had briefly dlscussed the métter Qith the President;
that 1t was a matter the President would want to think over;
that it was presented at a time when the President (here
I am relying on my shorthand noteg, taken during the conver.
sation) was exceedingly busy on an all-important matter,

namely, the crisgls 1n the Mediterranean. Clifford s=id he,

the President, will want to think it over some; that the nex%t

few days the President will be away from Washington. He
wlll have time to think 1t over and determine 1f the board
of review idea 1s the proper way to go about 1it.

"I teld lir. Clifford that we hed not reported the
receipt of this report on a Presidential nomines to the
Joint Committee or to its Chairman; I asked if he bhad any
comment on that. "You havs put it up to the President
through me and are awalting his reacticn after he has had

time. to give 1t. some thought. Youhave done the two things

.\‘,
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that are right to do: (1) The Commission has made an
immediste check with the three individuals who know mosl
sbout the situation -- Dr. Bush, Dr. Conant, and CGeneral
Grovas, and (2} you have presented the matter over here. So
far as I know that 1leg 211 that you are under eny reasonable

e

obligation to do." He snld that we ehould therefore lat

the nativer sfand until we bear from hinm, He =2ld Thal
if I hed not hzaerd from him by the time the Presidont returns
»

to Wasehington, I should call and remind him about it. He
gaid that if absolutzly essential he enuld interruys the
Pregident and gest some decision about the board of review
at sny time but that he didn't want to do so unless it wag
absolutely urgent.

“i gald thet the man in question had been awarded
a Medal of Herit, the highest civilian awafd, for hig war
work; 1t was my lupression that these awards were made by the
President on the basis of recommendationg by a distinguished
reviewing board, He gz2id that the bheard 1nitiated the
recommendations and reviewed them and then the Fresident
acted upon them, Ie eaid further that he would surply a
copy nf thig recommendation which could bhe made a part of the
record in this matter.®

BY MR, TOBH:

» Now, Mr. Lilientbal, this was a matter of grave

import to you, wasn't it7
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a light as possible, and to make what is a lapse of memory
seem like a deliberate falsification. I regret that this
kind of procedure which is quite smnitable in criminal
prosecutions and a court of law, when that attempt is being
made before a jury, 1 am sorry that it has tokbe made here.

MR. ROBB: Mr, Chairman, may I reply to that, as I
take it to be some reflection upon my professional integrity
and my profocssicnal methods. Lel me say --

M3, GARRISON: 1 have not questioned your ictegrity.

MR, ROBB: 1 have no apology to make for the methods
I am pursuing in the cross examination of these witneséeso
It is an aniom t at the greatest invention knoﬁn to man for
the disco ery of truth is cross examipation, and I awm pursuing
what Mr, Garrison should know are crthodox, entirely proper
and entirely legitimatés methods of cross examination, 1 make
no apoligy to Mr., Sarrison or anyone else for the method
I am pursuing, and I submit that I have been entirely fair,

I asked the witmess and I have taken him over
these matters which I submit are matters which, well, I
won't make an argumqnt onthat point, and he has said he
did not remember them, and now I havevread him theceo papers,
and he says that he forgot them.

THE WITNESS: Mr, Chairman, way I make this comment,
that in the great multiplicity of things that went on at

that time, it is not at all impossible that I should not
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remember even as important a matter as this, but a simple
way to secure the truth and accuracy would have been to have
given me trese files yesterday, when 1 asked for them, so
that when I came here, I could be the best possiblc witness
and disclose as accurately as possible what went or at that
time, I am a little confused about the techmnique, The
Board wante the facts, and the facts are in the file, and
I asked for the file so I couldbe a better witness, and it
was denied me, So I just have to rely on memory duvring a very
troubled and difficult time on matters that are obviously
important, but they are not as important as many other
things we .were concerned with at that time, It would heip
me a good deal, and I could be a much better witness if I saw
the files that I helped to contribute to make,

MR, ROBB: Mr, Chairman, I think Mr, Garrison
would agree that it sn entirely fair comment to make that
it is demonstrated that the memory of the witness was not
infallible.

THE WITNESS: I would be the first to insis?t on that,

MR, ROBB: Since we are depending largely on memory,
I think it is a fair test,

MR. SILVERMAN: Why, when we have documents,

MR, GARRISON: 1 thought the notion of an inquiry
and not trial was to get at the truth by the shortest possible

route, and it seems to me the attempt to make a witness seem
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to be not telling the truth, or his memory is not to be
relied on by this Board, by the surprise production of
documents, is not the shortest way to arrive at the truti,
1§ seems to me more like a criminal trial thanm it does like
an inguiry and I just regret it has to be done here.

MR, GRAY: Well, the Board certainly will take
cognizance of the comments of counsel in respect to this
matter, and I think that if counsel is not permitted to
engage in cross examiﬁation and simply relies on notes the
witnesses may take from documents in a file, there mway be
some difficulty in arriving at sbme evaluations, and now
on this pariticular point, it seems to me pertinent at 1sast
against genaral and public discussions, with which couﬁsel
cannot be unaware, including the New York Times story,
the information for which was furnished by counsel, it is
repeatedly and publicly stated that the Commission and others
cleared Dr. Oppenheimer at the time that these were old
charges rehashed, and completely considered and evaluated a%
the time. It dces seem important to me, at least as Chairman
of this Board, to find cut exactly what did take plac® at that
time, |

Mil, GARRISON: 1 agree with you, Mr, bhairman, in
full, I want knowing but the truth brought out here. And

all c¢f the truth about all of the things, and I want complete

cross. examination, and I raise only the question of surprising
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the witnesses wifh documents they themselves prepared which
are in the file and which the govermnment has, and it seems to
me a shorter way of arriving at the truth aﬁd a fairer way
where a witness has prepared a document which the government
has in its possession is to ask him if he prepared that
document, and to read it into the record, rather than confuse
him first by asking him about things that he doesn't remember.
That is the only point I make, and that limited point,and
I wish in no way to confine this inquiry. But it is an
important point, though limited.

MR, ROBB: May 1 proceed? 1 have twobmer@‘
questions, |

MR, GRAY: You are notgoing to confront the
witness with any more documents?

BY MR, ROBB:

Q Was any board ever convened?

A No, I am sure cf that.

Q Did you hear any more from Mr. Clifford about it?
A I don't recall., We certainly didmn't have a

recommendation from him that a board be convened or such a
board would have been counvened.

Q Now, ¥ou testified, I bhelieve, that I think in 1949
you were wor king oé an A bowub of vastly increased power, is

that right?

A Yes , sir.
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Q About 500,000 tons of TNT,‘is that right?

A My recollection which 1 thihk is correct is that:
this was in the order of 20 to 25 times the Hiroshima
which would work out to‘four or fibe hundred thousand.

Q One of those bombs ~-- pardon me.

A You used the words "working omn” amnd what I think I
said was a program proved and beipgaccelerated to that end, and
I had assumed that the fission bomb referred to by the
President on December 8 was presumably that bomb,

Q And one of those bombs would take aut a small
city and two wbuld take out a big one, was that riht?

A My recollection of the estimates that werc made
at that tim2 to us by the technical people, Dr. Bradbury;
and éo on, was that one such bomb would take out all targets
in the United States except perhaps a two to five-- most
of the largs cities of the United States, and. twe would take
out any larze city.

Q Was ghere any reluctance or any hanging back on
the part of scientists to work op that bomb because of what
we call moral grounds?

A No,

MR, ROBB: That is all.
THAE WITNESS: 1 wanted to ask a guestion about this
document .,

BY MR. ROBB:
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Q Which one, sir?

A The dooument that I wrote, not that ome, but the
one that was referred to or read into the record in the
closed session, In that regard there is the disposition,

I suggested, and I don't know whether this is in the record

or not, but I would like to get it clear that I suggested

that it would be easier for me and more convenient for me
iflthis sta?ed in the Commission‘s files, énd so I won't have
the responsibility of its protection, which is a fairly
complicated business, Although I have very great question in view
of what Mr. Beckerley said about the confidential nature of

it, I don't want to take any chances pn it. I haven't shown
this to anyone, but I have relied on its contents and an
article appeared in the October 4th issue of the New York
Times, and I want to be sure that this is pnot a surprise to

the Board. In the course of that article,lI did not quote

from this, I recited the kind of arguments tﬁat wore made at
the time, but I did not disclose any of the confidential
inform&tion,‘l am confident, But I would prefer to have the
document heore, and I would like to renew my request, the
request I made to Mr. Srapp, that an effort be made tc separate
out these things which are clearly not confidential at all

and simple oxpressions of my views, and those things which

they regard as possibly confidential, because they had not

consulted the State Department or the Department of Defense.
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Then I wquld just like to leave this here, and not
ha ve fhe responsibility of it,

MR, GRAY: 1 have no objection to your recital,
Actually I would suggest that this is a matter between you
and the Atomic Energy Commission, or at least the security
people in the government, and not wiﬁlthe Board as to what
disposition is made of the origiral document, So I thknk
whatever requests you make, don't rely on this Board %o see
that they are carried out with respect t6 the treatmont of
the document,

I should also say,,Mf, Lilienthal, that I for one
did not know of the existence of this document until we
started our discussion of it, whenever it was today.,

MR, GARRISON: May I say the same for counsel onm
this side,

¥R, ROBB: I didn't either., The first I heard of
the document was this morning.

THBE WITNESS: There is one point, and the rsason
I mentioned it, is because I did not want any question about
the fact that I have relied upon the substance of the
statement cf my view in this piece and relied upon the
expression of those views as reflected im this document,
For an effort to staté clearly in a public articie in the
New York Times, what my position was at that time;, and the

reasion being that that position was, 1 thought, being
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the Board is concerned that that is no failure to disclose that
at the time I turmed this back,

MR. GRAY: I am sorry to have to address another
couple of questions to you, I apologize to everybody includ-
ing my colleagues orn the Board and coursel, I am still con-
fused about fhe instructions to the General Advisory Conmittee
for the October 292, 1949 meeting. This, I think, is perti-
nent to the imquiry because Dr, Oppenheimer, in his repiy,
says that the Atomic Energy Commission called a sbecial session
of GAC, and asked to c¢onsider and adviée on two related ques-~
tiomns,

Firét, it was vhether, ir view of the Soviqt success,
the Commission's progress was adeguate. Now, that is éovared,
I believe, in the letter which was read into the record which
you wrote the General Advisory Committee, Am I correct iﬁ
that?

MR. ROBB: I think so,

MR. GRAY: I am not trying to trap you.

THE WITNESS: 1 must say I am getting a little --
that is my recollection cf it: it was a short letter.

MR, GRAY: And, if not, in which way it should be
altered or increased, and I think that that was corxrect; and,
second, and now I am reading from Dr. Oppenheimer'’s reply,

whether a ''crash' program for the development of the super
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should bse a‘part of any new program,

Now, imn your letter which was read into the reqordg
and in my recollection of the letter signed by Mr, Pike,
as Acting Chairman, I haven't yet found any reference to
this specific question as to whether a crash program in
relation to the super was put to the Commission.

Now, it is entirely possible.

THE WITNESS: Was put %o the GAC?

MR, GRAY: 1 am sorry, was put to the GAC, and
it may be fruitless to pursue this at this point, and I
would like somehow to be informedvas to how that second
guestion actually was put to the GAC, It is Dr. Oppenheimer’'s
reccllection clearly that they were asked, or I believe he
so testified, and he put it in his letter, and I am not
suggesting that they were not asked, but I am tryiog to
find out how they weré asked. If you do not have any recol-
‘lection, I do not want to pursue it further with you now,

THE WITNESS: 1 am sure it was presented to the
GAC, but I must say I cannoft say exactly in what form,

MR, GRAY: In security problems, generally, Mr.
Lilienthal, was Mf, Volpe a person whom you frequently con-
sulted? He accompanied you, I believe, to Mr. Hoover's
office in connection with this matter. Did you frequently
consult him generally and was he your security sort of per-

son?




THE WITNESS: He was consulted because legal
questions frequently arose, and hs probably, and I can't
recall precisely, he may well have been consulted on the
general questions of policy. This is juét too vague in my
recollection to know just how that division of responsibility
was made,

MR, GRAY: 1 have one further guestion.

THE WITNESS: I think porhaps if it is important
I could dig into the files and try to illuminate that, but
I haven't any recollectio#.

MR, GRAY: I have one further question, which
relates to your feéling in early 1950 that it would be un~
wise to proceged with a program which would lead to a teost
of the super; is that stated correctly?

THE WITNESS: Yes, 1 stated it more extensively
than that, but I thought something ought to be doné bafore-
hand.

MR, GRAY: I am about to come to that; until there
had been a rigorous re-examination of military plans and
policies, were these things in your judgment mutually exclu-
gsive. In cther words, could not the re-examination have
gone forward simultaneously with steps which might determine
the feasibility of the super?

THE WITNESS: 1In this memorandum and in my state-

ment to the National Security Coumcil, I tried to indicate




why I felt that they could not.

MR, GRAY: That they could not?

THE WITNEES: That going ahead with this program
would prejudice that re-examination, and I could well have
been wrong about it, but that was the view I had and that
is what I said., 1In fact, no re-examination was made, but
in any case my concern was that once that decision were made
the re-examination wouldn’t take place., Whether ; was right
or not, 1t was the view I had,

MR, GRAY: 1 didun’t understand that. Did it occur
to you that, as it did to some pecple who were active and
informed in this program, proceeding with further develop-~
ment might prove that the Super was infeasible, or was not
feasible, or did you assume that if we really went ahead with -
it we could do something about it?

THE WITNESS: Well, I was as much concerned as
anything with the effect of an announcement that we were
going in to amn all-out program of that kind, that that
would prejudice the re-examination, and whether it came out
that we could make it or couldn’'t, that that would confirm
the course we then pursued or reliance, not upon really
taxing curselves, and really going to town with an impor-
tant military program, but going cff on this same course

again.

MR, GRAY: That suggests that if you had to make
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a guess as to the feasibility you would have guessed it
was feasibls,

T4E WITNESS: 1 thipk that 1 can’t improve on
the way in which we preventsd our conclusion on this %o the
President, that we were sssuming that it could be done.

MR, GRAY: That answers my guestion,

M. R SILVERMAN: 1 have noquestions, excent Ior one
1 would liks to ask Mr. Robb.

Do we now have all cf the documents on this
clearance thing ia 1947; cr are there later dcocumenis?

MR, ROB2: There is one thing in the file, anad
do you want ne to read it nﬁwg if 1 can find it?

M2, SILVERMAN: We might just as well have it
compliete,

MR, GRAY: Is this something that needs to be read
at this timae?

it

MR, ROBB: I c¢an read/the first thing in the
morning. |

MR, GRAY: 1s it something that wust be read in
Mr, Lilienthzl's presence?

M. ROB3: It may be, It is dated July 18, and
I don't know whether it had %o do with this or not, 1I
will rsad it if you want me %to right now.

"Confidential

"office Memorandum, United States Government



"T'e: &, Lyle Billsley

"From, T. L. Jones,

"Subject: J. Robert Oppenheimer

"Date: July 18, 1947

"Herewith a complete investigative file on J,
Robert Oppenheiwexr, upon whom it ls believed the Comrission
may not have foruslized their decision. If the Conmission
meeting minutes contain indication of Commission action,
would you kindly so advise?. If they do no, I presume that
yvou will wish to docket this care for early considoration,
Each Commissioner and the General Mapager have seen every
report in this file with the exception of a summary of
July 17, and wy memorandum for the file dated July 14,
1947."

in longhand there is "Joe Volpe: Time flies,
Will you please go to work on this?" 8Signed "G. L. B."

“hen also in longhand, "August 2nd, Ret to Mr,
Billsley by hand" Underscored twice., "Lyle; 1 looked
over this file after you left it with me last night. My
impression is that the Commission saw no need for formal
action following the meeting they had with Mr., Hoover
referred to in Lilienthal's letter of April 3 to the FBI
Director, 1 assume that the information which has come in
since that time has been circulated among the (over)

Commissioners for their information, If Tom thinks the
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summary of July 17 and his file memorandum of July 14 should
be civculated,. that should bz cdone. In additionm, I %hink
that you should chzelk my impression of the status of this
case with %the Commission itse2lf, J.V, Jr."”

End the nent thing iz oo August 11, whick I Daoliasve
w3 hzdg, but just so that it #1111 be all complete, i‘will raad
is:

"Dffice Hemorandum

"Date: August 11, 1847

"From: T. L, Jones" Initials "TLJ"

"To:; William Urnna

"Subject: J. Robert Qppenhsiaer

“Authorization for grapting final Q typs security
ciearance ¢t o the subject is centained in minutes of the
meeting of the Atomic Energy Commission at 10:30 a.m,,
Wadnesday, August 6, 1947. I is reflected in the minutes
that this clesrazrce was granied during February 1847, but was
- reaffirmed bocause provicus minutes falled to reflect the
actbn. In addition, as you knowg Dr , Oppenheimer was previously
cleared by the Manhattan District. Would you please make
the approppiate entry im your records.”

Mow, is that all thers is?

MR. SILVERMAN: What about the memorandum cf July 147

" MR, ROBB: That is the summary of an FBI file

which I don’t think I cam read. That is July 7.



M, SILVERMAN: And duly 14, also,

M, RCBB: July 14. "To File

"irom: V. L, Jomes" (sigped)"TLJ'.

"late: July 14, 1947,

"3uiiect: J, Rokert Oppenheimer and Philiyp Morrison

TJulv 10, 18947, in the course of a copvyersation with
John Lausdale, Jr., former Chief of Infelligence and Security
for Mzjor Goneral Bolph Eo Groves,kyou menticoned the two
subject casos with both o which he had comntact during the war,
in both cases, iu fact, Lansdale himself interviewed the wen
at sowe length., I did not ask Mr., Lansdale for an oifficial
opinicn on 9ither case, znd no doubt before giving one should
this ever bo considered dezivable, he weould wish an opperturnitv
to veview dthe cases and spprise himself of recent develcpuanis.
Howsver, his rathber casual comments seswed of interest and
worth praserving in the filss.
"These were that he was absoluotely certain of %the
present Loyalty of J, Rokert Oppenheimer, despite the fact
thet he Jdoubldess was at ope - time at least an avid fellow
trsveler, but that he folt that Morrison was a Coammunist.
Lacsdale has uot of course had coccasion to review %h@'recent
reports oa evither man,basﬁis ramarks sheould probably e interpret.

ed as reflacting his judgmsnt at the time of his most recent

v
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review .of each cace,"

MR, FEOLAVDER: hat is all.,
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¥R, SILVEEMAN: 1 want to apologize to the
Commisgior for piling my straw on top of 1%,
’ MR, GHAY: We will rvecess uia.t:‘.l 9:30 tomorrow
morning. Thark yen very wmust, Mc, Lilienthal,
TS JiTWEES:  Thank you for your consideration in

seging me

(Witness excuscd.)
MB, GRAY: We wilil adjourn,
{Thereupon at 7:43 P,M., a recess was talen until

Wednesday, April 27, 1954, at 9:30 A.M.0




